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Abstract

This thesis focuses on two separate, but related areas: the
analysis of translation technique and the Greek texts of Daniel.

Foremost in the research of Translation Technique (TT) in the
Septuagint is the need for a model that is appropriate for the analysis
of different ancient languages. In recent years there has been an
increasing emphasis on the features of literalism in a translation, but
it is argued in this thesis that the focus on literalism is inadequate
as a methodology for the analysis of TT. The contention of this thesis
is that the analysis of TT should incorporate insights from modern
linguistic research. Therefore, the main purpose of this thesis is to
develop and apply such a model to the Old Greek (OG) and Theodotion (Th)
versions of Daniel.

The existence of two complete Greek versions of the book of Daniel
that are closely related to the same Vorlage (at least in chapters 1-3
and 7-12), furnish ideal examples for the application of the methodology.
Unfortunately, it is no straightforward matter to employ the OG of
Daniel, because the available critical edition can no longer be regarded
as reliable. The most important witness to the OG version of Daniel is
Papyrus 967, and large portions of this manuscript have been published
since the appearance of the critical edition of the OG of Daniel in 1954.
Therefore, in order to analyze and compare the two Greek texts of Daniel,
it is necessary to evaluate all of the variants of Papyrus 967 in order
to establish a preliminary critical text of OG. Once a critical text is
established the proposed methodology for translation technique is applied
to selected passages in the OG and Th versions of Daniel.

An analysis and comparison of TT in OG and Th makes it possible to:
1) characterize the TT employed by OG and Th in detail; 2) determine Th’s
relationship to OG, i.e. is it a revision or independent translation; 3)
demonstrate how the Greek texts can be employed effectively for textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible. On the basis of the analysis of Th’s text
it is also possible to determine Th’s relationship to the body of works,
which exhibit a close formal correspondence to the Masoretic text, known

as kaige-Theodotion.
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Introduction

Over the last fifteen years there has been a growing interest in
the study of the translation technique (TT) of the various books of
the Septuagint (LXX). The impetus for such research is the
application of the knowledge gained to the text-critical use of the
LXX in Biblical research. It was through my own reading while
studying for the Master of Divinity degree that I became convinced
that a predominant methodology being employed for the study of TT in
the LXX needed correction. This thesis represents an attempt to
provide that correction.

The primary purpose of this thesis is to provide a descriptive
analysis of the TT employed in the Old Greek (OG) and Theodotion (Th)
versions of the Book of Daniel, which will also serve as a paradigm
for others wishing to engage in similar research. Although the aim is
stated in one sentence, it encompasses three important subjects. The
first is the study of TT and how the study of TT can inform the
scholar’s use of a version for the textual criticism of the Hebrew
Bible. The second subject is the Greek texts chosen for the study:
the OG and Th versions of Daniel. Finally, we! will apply the results
of the study of TT in the Greek texts to the textual-criticism of the
Masoretic Text (MT).

In the course of this thesis, then, we will begin with the
textual criticism and analysis of the TT of the Greek texts of Daniel
and follow it through to its ultimate end: textual criticism of MT.
There are those who might express reservations about the wisdom of
"lone rangers" attempting to combine too many areas of research and

. [1] : 2
manufacturing tendentious "do-it-yourself methodologies,” and,

lThe pronoun "we" (or "our") is frequently employed in this
thesis to designate myself, the writer, and you, thg reader, in order
to acknowledge your participation in the investigative process.

2For example. see the excellent discussion of the difficulties of
employing modern linguistic methods to'the analysis of TT bx J. De
waard, "La Septante: une Traduction,” in Etudes sur Ig Juda1sme. .
Hellénistique, ed. R. Kuntzmann and J. Schlosser (Paris: Les Editions

du CERF, 1984), pp. 133-45, especially p. 143.



perhaps, the shortcomings of this thesis will prove their doubts well-
founded. On the other hand, though it is more difficult nowadays to

employ a multi-disciplinary approach in one’s research, the necessity

of doing so remains.3

If one of the main reasons for reconstructing
the critical text of the versions is to serve textual criticism of MT
and, furthermore, if the primary reason why we analyze TT is also to
serve textual criticism of MT, then a study that combines these
exercises is in order.

I will comment more fully on the aims of this thesis below.
Chapter one (CH 1) is a brief introduction to previous studies in the
OG and Th versions of Daniel, and will provide the necessary
background for the understanding of the stated goals as well as the

methodology employed to achieve them.

Translation Technique and Textual Criticism

Foremost in the research of TT in the OG is the need of a model
that is appropriate for the analysis of two very different ancient
languages. In recent years there has been an increasing emphasis on
the features of literalism in a translation, but it is the contention
of this thesis that the focus on literalism is inadequate to describe
the TT of any book, particularly a free translation like the OG of
Daniel.' The emphasis on literalism has been influenced by two

scholars who have set forth most clearly the means for defining

3See also the article by Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, in which he
raises concerns about the increasing specialization and fragmentation
within biblical scholarship, in "The Textual Criticism of the Old
Testament: Rise, Decline, Rebirth," JBL 102 (1983): 365-99.

4For studies which focus on the criteria for literalism see, G.
Marquis, "Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Criterion for the
Evaluation of Translation Technique," ed. C. Cox VI Congress of the
IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 405-424; "Word
Order as a Criterion for the Evaluation of Translation Technique in
the LXX and the Evaluation of Word-Order Variants as Exemplified in
LXX-Ezekiel." Textus 13 (1986): 59-84; E. Tov, and B.G. Wright,
"Computer Assisted Study of the Criteria for Assessing the Literalness
of Translation Units in the LXX," Textus 12 (1985): 149—187:.B.G.
wright, "The Quantitative Representation of Elements: Evaluating
‘Literalism’ in the LXX," ed. C. Cox. VI Congress of the IOSCS. SCS 23
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 311-335; No Small Difference,
Sirach’s Relationship to Its Hebrew Parent Text, SCS 26 (Atlanta:

Scholars Press, 1989).



literalism: James Barr and Emanuel Tov. In separate works, first Barr

and then Tov proposed criteria for literalism, which were very similar

S

in content.” In this thesis we will focus on Tov’s approach, however,

because he has been particularly influential in focusing the energy of
scholars towards investigating the characteristics of literalism in
the books of the LXX. Tov’s influence is due to several factors, not
the least of which are his voluminous and meticulous writings in the
area of TT and the research of the LXX in general.6 He has also been
instrumental in the CATSS7 project.

The research on the characteristics of literalism has
concentrated on generating statistics that measure the degree to which
various books formally reproduce the source text in the receptor
language. Although these statistics are helpful as a general guide to
TT, they are insufficient to describe how the translator understood
the text before him in any particular case. Specific criticisms of
the focus on literalism for the study of TT are made in CH 3 in order
to support the view that it is inadequate as a methodology. Though
the methodology of Tov, but, more particularly, its application by
Galen Marquis and Benjamin Wright, is criticized, it is my intention
that this appraisal is viewed constructively. Our common goal is to
refine a methodology for the analysis of TT and apply it to the LXX.
This thesis is one more step in that process.

The criticisms of the focus on literalism will also serve to
prepare for the presentation of the proposed methodology for TT in CH
4. The contention of this thesis is that the analysis of TT should be
informed by the insights of modern linguistic research. The science

of linguistics has made great gains in the past century and the last

5Barr, "Typology", p. 294; E. Tov, TCU, pp. 54-60.

6Besides TCU, Tov has published numerous articles dealing with
translation technique and the LXX in general (see the bibliography).
He has recently published a volume on the textual criticism of the
Hebrew Bible which is already acknowledged to be the standard. See E.
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, (Minneapolis: Fortress.,

1992).

7CATSS = Computer Assisted Tools for Septuagint Stpdies. The
CATSS project is based at the University of Pennsy1v§n1a gnd the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem and is under the co-direction of Robert

Kraft and Emanuel Tov.



30 years of Biblical scholarship reveal the growing influence of
linguistics in biblical studies.® Though some scholars have used
linguistic principles in their research of TT in the LXX (notably
Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen and his students Raija Sollamo and Anneli
Aejmelaeusg), they have confined their investigations to specific
areas of syntax and applied them to numerous books of the LXX rather
than attempting to describe the TT of a particular book. However,
there has been one recent publication that appeared during the course
of this research that does offer a TT analysis of a biblical book
employing a linguistic approach.10 H. Szpek offers a very thorough
model for the analysis of TT; and we will be in dialogue with it at
numerous points in this thesis. A theoretical foundation and linguis-
tic model for the TT analysis of the individual units/books of the LXX
will be presented in chapter four, and it will be applied to the OG
and Th versions of Daniel in CH 5.

The existence of two Greek versions of the book of Daniel, which
are closely related to the same Vorlage (at least in chapters 1-3 and
7-12), furnishes us with ideal examples for the demonstration of our
methodology. The two versions are particularly appropriate because
they manifest important differences in how each rendered its parent
text. It has become ccmmon to conceptualize these differences by
referring to the OG version as a "free" translation, whereas Th’s

translation is described as "literal."11 These characterizations,

8James Barr justly deserves much of the credit for putting
Biblical scholars on the right track in his book, The Semantics of
Biblical Language, (Oxford: University Press, 1961).

9See I. Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta,
(Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1965); R. Sollamo, Renderings of
Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, DHL 19. (Helsinki:
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979); A. Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the
Septuagint, DHL 31 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982).

10H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job: A
Model for Evaluating a Text with Documentation from the Peshitta to
Job, SBLDS 137 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992). See also J. De anrd,
"Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators of Ruth,” Bib 54
(1973): 499-515; "Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators

of Amos," Bib 59 (1978): 339-50.

1]Thack., pp. 12-13; H.B. Swete, An Introduction to.the Qld
Testament in Greek, rev. by R.R. Ottley, (Cambridge: University Press,

1914), pp. 43, 310.



however, have tended to cast more shadow than light on the subject.
In fact, the majority of the books of the LXX were translated very
literally; and the differences between "literal” and "free"
translations have sometimes been overemphasized without due attention
to features that they have in common. James Barr draws attention to
this very point when he states: "truly ‘free’ translation in the sense
in which this might be understood by the modern literary public,
scarcely existed in the world of the LXX, or indeed of much of ancient
biblical translation in general."12

It has already been mentioned that the primary reason for the

analysis of TT arises from the crucial role it plays in textual
criticism.13 Since the aim is to develop an approach to the analysis
of TT that also serves the practical needs of the textual critic,
selected readings from Daniel will also be examined in CH 5 in order
to illustrate how the results from TT can be applied to textual

criticism of the Hebrew text.

The Book of Daniel
The content of Daniel may be divided into two parts: chapters
one to six consist of court-tales narrated from the perspective of a

i and chapters seven to twelve in which the character

third person,
Daniel relates in the first person four visions he received. In the
semitic text the book may also be divided on the basis of language.

Chapters 1:1-2:4a and 8-12 are written in Hebrew, while 2:4b-7:28 are

written in Aramaic. The obvious difficulty is the changes in content

12J. Barr, "The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical
Translations," NAWG, I. phil.-hist. Kl. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1979), p. 281.

Dsee L. Greenspoon, "The Use and Abuse of the Term ‘LXX’ and
Related Terminology in Recent Scholarship,” BIOSCS 20 (1987): 21-29.

14A scholarly consensus has recently developed, led by John J.
Collins that the court-tales originate from the background of
"manticism" and that Daniel is positively portrayed as a wise
courtier. However, this view has been subjected to serious criticism
by R.G. Wooden who is completing his doctoral work at St. Andrews
University. See J.J. Collins, "The Court-Tales in Daniel and the
Development of Apocalyptic,” JBL 94 (1975): 218-234; W.L. Humphreys.
"A Lifestyle for Diaspora: A Study of the Tales of Esther and Daniel."

JBL 92 (1973): 211-223.



and the perspective from which the events are narrated do not coincide
with the changes from Hebrew-Aramaic-Hebrew. |’

Not only are there linguistic and literary anomalies preserved
in the HA version of Daniel, but the textual tradition of Daniel
preserved in the LXX and the other ancient versions is very different
from the Masoretic Text (MT). Daniel is ordered among the prophets in
the LXX (as in the Protestant canon), while in the Hebrew canon it is
placed with the Writings.16 The LXX also has three additions to the
book:!! "The Prayer of Azariah and the Hymn of the Three Young Men,"

' and "Bel and the Dragon."18 One final anomaly concerns the
fact that during the course of the development of the LXX the OG

translation of Daniel was supplanted by the so-called Th version.

"Susanna, '

The co-existence of the OG and Th versions of Daniel inevitably
leads to a discussion of how the two are related to one another. The
third aim of this investigation is to determine whether Th is a

translation or a recension of the OG and, if it is a recension, is it

15The recent thesis by Pablo David is a detailed investigation of
the bilingual character of the book as it relates to its literary
growth. See P. S. David, "The Composition and Structure of the Book
of Daniel: A Synchronic and Diachronic Reading,”" (Ph.D. Dissertation,
Katholicke Universiteit, Leuven, 1991).

16For an excellent discussion of the issues involved see Klaus
Koch, "Is Daniel Also Among the Prophets?" Int 39 (1985): 117-130.

17The Roman Catholic church at the council of Trent in 1546 upheld
their authority and declared them to be "deuterocanonical," i.e. of
the second canon. Carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The
Additions, AB 44 (New York: Doubleday, 1977), p. 3.

18For background to the order of appearance of the additions in
the Greek versions and for the influence of the Greek versions on the
other ancient versions, see Mont. pp. 5-7, 24-57. The presence of
these additions and the existence of manuscript fragments of these and
other Daniel stories found at Qumran has led many scholars to conclude
the MT of Daniel (particularly chs. 1-6) was compiled from a wider
cycle of existing stories. See, Moore, Additions, p. 29. This
strengthens the earlier views of scholars such as Mont., p. 90 and
C.C. Torrey that the Aramaic chs. 2-6 were enlarged later with ch. 7
in Aramaic and chs. 1 and 8-12 in Hebrew. See C. C. Torrey, "Notes on
the Aramaic Part of Daniel," Transactions of the Connecticut Academy

of Arts and Sciences 15 (1909): 250.
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part of the kaige tradition?19 Most scholars would affirm that Th is
a recension (or revision) of the OG,20 but such an assessment has to
be grounded in a detailed analysis. Previous research on the
recensions have been limited primarily to lexical studies,21 whereas
this investigation of TT offers the opportunity of providing a more
complete description of the activity of Th. There have been two
criteria proposed to determine whether a text is a revision of another
text: 1) there must be a sufficient number of distinctive agreements
between the texts to prove that one used the other as its basis; 2)
that the revisor worked in a certain way, i.e., in our case, towards

the proto—MT.22 The first criterion is more important than the second

19The best recent introductions to the text of the Septuagint and
the recensions have been written by E. Tov and O. Munnich. See Tov,
"Die griechischen Bibeliibersetzungen,” ANRW I11.20.1 (1986): 121-89; G.
Dorival, M. Harl, and O. Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante,
(Paris: Editions du CERF, 1988), pp. 129-200. See also S. Jellicoe,
The Septuagint and Modern Study, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968). The
terminology kaige tradition rather than recension is employed because
there is no justification for treating the texts identified with kaige
as a monolithic group. See J. W. Wevers, "Barthélemy and Proto-
Septuagint Studies," BIOSCS 21 (1988): 33-34. See also the recent
exhaustive treatment of the revisor of Job by Peter Gentry, "An
Analysis of the Revisor’s Text of the Greek Job" (Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Toronto, 1994), pp. 411-484, 488.

20DA, pp. 43-44; 66-67; J.R. Busto Saiz, "El Texto Teodocionico de
Daniel y la Traduccion de Simaco," Sef 40 (1980): 41-55; Tov,
"Bibeliibersetzungen," 177-178. A. Schmitt agrees Th is a recension,
but believes it is not part of kaige. See Schmitt, p. 112.

21DA; K.G. O’Connell, The Theodotionic Revision of the Book of
Exodus, HSM 3 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972); E. Tov,
Jeremiah and Baruch; W. Bodine, The Greek Text of Judges, HSM 23
(Chico: Scholars Press, 1980); L.J. Greenspoon, Textual Studies in the
Book of Joshua, HSM 28 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1983). A notable
exception to the above studies is the recent thesis by Gentry.
Although his approach is slightly different from the methodology that
is presented in CH 4, he provides an exhaustive analysis of the
Theodotionic material in the text of Job. Besides the lexical .
equivalency of all nouns in Theodotion Job, Gentry separately examines
proper nouns, common nouns, differences in number, bound phrases,
attributive phrases, and articulation. He then treats the translation
of all pronouns, verbal forms, particles, prepositions, and
conjunctions in separate categories.

22E. Tov, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch,.HSM'8
(Missoula: Scholars Press, 1976), p. 43; J.W. Wevers, "An Apologia for
Septuagint Studies," BIOSCS 18 (1985): 29-33; L. J. McGregor, The
Greek Text of Ezekiel: An Examination of Its Homogeneity, SCS, 18
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for two reasons. If a text is closer to the MT, it may be that a
translator just worked that way. Therefore, a sufficient number of
distinctive agreements are required in order to prove dependence.
Unfortunately, even the criterion of distinctive agreements has
to be applied cautiously, because agreements may be explained as later
corruptions during the transmission of the texts. Therefore, we have
to add a third criterion to our list: distinctive disagreements.
Distinctive disagreements are not mere inconsistencies found in the
work of the (presumed) revisor, but renditions which are totally
independent of the text (presumably) being revised. In other words,
distinctive disagreements are features that indicate the work of an
independent translator. 1In a comparison of the texts of Th and OG in
Daniel we will have to weigh very carefully evidence of agreements and
disagreements in order to give us a balanced perspective of Th’s text,
especially when our witnesses to the text of the OG are so sparse.
Even with the advent of 967 as a witness to the OG we will discover
that there remains significant evidence that the text of OG has been
corrupted through harmonization to MT and Th. Therefore, determining
the relationship that existed between the texts in their original
composition is a complex question, and requires that the original OG
text be disentangled as much as possible from the later corrupted
form. In some passages this task is impossible. However, the
analysis of the texts in CH 5 will provide the reader with an oppor-
tunity to draw his/her own conclusion regarding this issue. The
analysis of CH 5 will also inform the analysis of Th’s relationship to

the kaige tradition in CH 6.

Texts and Witnesses Consulted
The HA text for this study is the fourth edition of Biblia

Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), which is based on the Leningrad Codex

of the Masoretic Text.23 Reference is also made to the manuscript

(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985), pp. 132-133.

23K. Elliger and W. Rudolph, Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia,
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1977).
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fragments from Qumran, particularly 4QDana’b’°.24 The fragments from
caves 1 and 6 do not witness any significant variants from MT. though
1QDan? does have the beginning of the Aramaic section in 2:4b.25

The main text for the Th version of Daniel is the critical text
by Ziegler.% The situation is more complicated with respect to OG
because the Th version supplanted it at an early date and the majority
of manuscripts we possess witness to this later Th version. There are
only two extant witnesses to the complete text of OG, and only one of
them is in Greek. The Chisian (Chigi) manuscript, numbered 88 by
Rahlfs and Ziegler,27 is dated in the 9-11th centuries C.E. The other
manuscript is the Syro-Hexapla (Syh) which was completed by Paul of
Tella in 615-617 C.E. The Syh is an extremely literal translation of
Origen’s Hexapla into Syriac.28 One notable feature of 88 and Syh is
the extent of their agreement. Ziegler refers to them as "sister
manuscripts."29

The only extant pre-hexaplaric manuscript of Daniel is papyrus
967 which was discovered in 1931 and required 46 years and four
editors before it was fully published.30 Unfortunately, Ziegler was

only able to make use of the texts published by Kenyon, so the

24Eugene Ulrich, "Daniel Manuscripts from Qumran. Part 1: A
Preliminary Edition of 4QDan®," BASOR 268 (1987): 17-37; "Danielb
Manuscripts from Qumran. Part 2: A Preliminary Edition of 4QDan’ and
4QDan®," BASOR 274 (1989): 3-26.

25Jeans., p. 6, fn. 3.

26J. Ziegler, Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco, Septuaginta 16:2
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1954).

N, Rahlfs, ed, Septuaginta, id est Vetus Testamentum Graece
iuxta LXX Intepretes, 2 vols., (Stuttgart: Privilegierte wirttem-
bergische Bibelanstalt, 1935); Zieg. Incorrectly numbered as 87 by
H.B. Swete, The 0ld Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, 3
vols., (Oxford: Clarendon, 1897).

28A. Voobus, The Hexapla and the Syro-Hexapla, (Wetteren: Cultura,
1971), pp. 55-57.

29Zieg., p. 13.

30Sir F.G. Kenyon., The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri. Fasc. VIII
Ezekiel, Daniel. Esther (Plates and Text), (London: Emery Walger,
1937-38); Geissen in 1968; Hamm, I-II, in 1969; Hamm, III-IV in 1977;

R. Roca-Puig, "Daniel: Dos Semifogli del Codex 967." Aegyptus 56

(1976): 3-18.



Gottingen critical edition of OG is lacking the readings of 967 in the
editions published by Hamm, Geissen, and Roca-Puig. The necessity of
reconstructing the OG for these sections is made obvious by the number
of variants between 967 and Ziegler’s text. For example, in chs. 1-2
alone there are approximately 350 variants between 967 and Ziegler’s

text! There is also no doubt that 967 is the more faithful witness to

the original OG text.d!

Therefore, all the variant readings from the
aforementioned editions of 967 have been collated and evaluated
against degler’s critical text in CH 2.32 Obviously, it would have
been more practical to have analyzed an established critical text, and
if a revised edition of Ziegler’s text were not already in preparation
by O. Munnich, the OG text of Daniel would have been worthy of a

t.% on the other hand, the OG and Th texts of

Daniel were ideal for the purposes of this thesis, so by establishing

thesis in its own righ

a preliminary critical text we should be able to achieve reasonably
accurate results. Furthermore, the editors of 967 and other scholars
like Jeansonne and Albertz have already evaluated variant readings in
the papyrus. In many cases they have provided more than adequate
reason to adopt a reading as OG, and the reader is frequently directed
to one of their volumes for more detailed discussions. This is not to
say that any text-critical decisions were made lightly or without
thorough examination of each and every reading. It only recognizes
that the discussion of the variants and the reasons for some decisions
are not as full as they might be otherwise.

Occasional reference is also made to the standard critical

31See Zieg., pp. 19-21; Hamm, I-II, pp. 19-55. Due to the limited
number of witnesses to the OG we also have to recognize the
provisional nature of any critical reconstruction of the text. Given
the obvious superiority of 967 it is odd that in a recent thesis T.
Meadowcroft characterizes Ziegler’s text as "biased" toward 967. See
"A Literary Critical Comparison of the Masoretic Text and Septuagint
of Daniel 2-7," (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Edinburgh, 1993),

p. 22.

35 modified form of a collation of the variants has been used to
supplement the variant files for Daniel in the CATSS project.

33The revised edition of Ziegler’s text by O. Munnich is due for
completion in the next few years.
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editions of the Peshitta and Vulgate versions of Daniel.34

Computers and the Analysis of TT

It is important to acknowledge the significance that modern
technology played in the completion of this research. I am grateful
to Dr. Robert A. Kraft who made available the Daniel files from the
CATSS project for use in this thesis. There are three main parts to
the CATSS database. First, there is the morphological analysis of
the LXX/OG.36 Second, there is a parallel alignment of the LXX/OG and
MT. Third, there are the textual variants for the LXX/OG.37 All of
the Daniel files proved useful in the present research, though the
morphologically analyzed OG along with the morphologically analyzed MT

% These texts were searched in order to

were of prime importance.
isolate specific words, morphemes, or syntactical constructions for
purposes of comparison. The programs LBASE and Bible Windows’ were

used to read, search, and retrieve the data from the Biblical texts.

34T. Sprey and The Peshitta Institute, eds., The 0Old Testament
According to the Peshitta Version: Daniel and Bel and the Dragon,
(Leiden: Brill, 1980); R. Weber et al., eds., Biblia Sacra Iuxta
Vulgatam Versionem, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
1983).

35For a discussion of the philosophy behind the database and the
apparatus used see J.R. Abercrombie et al, Computer Assisted Tools for
Septuagint Studies: Volume 1, Ruth, SCS 20 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1984). For the most recent progress report on the project and a
bibliography of published studies which have used the database, see E.
Tov, "The CATSS Project: A Progress Report", ed. C. Cox, VII Congress
of the IOSCS, SCS 31 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), pp. 157-163.

36It should be noted that we use LXX/OG because critical editions

of the OG for each book of the LXX have not yet been written. The
text of Rahlfs’ has been adopted for the data in such cases, but the

database itself is continually updated with advances in research.

37See B. A. Taylor, "The CATSS Variant Database: An Evaluation,"
BIOSCS 25 (1992): 28-37.

38The morphologically tagged MT is distributed by Westminister
Theological Seminary.

39Developed by John Baima and distributed through Silver Mountain
Software, Texas.
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winGreek”! was also helpful to read the data and was used in
conjunction with the wordprocessor in CH 2 to display the texts in the
original languages. Neither LBASE or WinGreek could use the parallel
alignment and morphological files interactively,“ so the actual

comparison and analysis of the data was done manually.

A Note on the Citation of the Texts of Daniel

Most readers are familiar with the fact that the chapter and
verse divisions are different in MT and the critical edition of the
Greek texts in Ziegler. However, these discrepancies are confined
primarily to chs. 3, 4, and 6. In an effort to be as inclusive as
possible, passages in Daniel will be cited as follows. 1In CH 2
citations will always follow Ziegler because our focus is the critical
text of OG, and Ziegler’s edition is the established critical text.
Apart from CH 2 the cited text will always be MT in the first
instance, while any deviations will follow in round ( ) brackets. For
example, the passage corresponding to 3:24 in MT is 3:91 in OG and Th,
so it will be cited as 3:24(91). The basic rule is that there is a
difference of three verses in ch. 4 and one verse in ch. 6.

Furthermore, the differences between the HA and Greek texts of
Daniel means that in many cases OG has a plus or minus when compared
to MT. Therefore, in our discussion of translation equivalents 1t

will be noted when there is no corresponding Vorlage (eg. 0G=0).

40A shareware program developed by Dr. Peter Gentry and Andrew
Fountain.

41Compare the software developed for a different computer system
by G. Marquis in G. Marquis, "Computer Assisted Too!s f?r Septuagint
and Bible Study for ALL--Transcript of a Demonstration, ed. C. Cox,
VII Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 31 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), pp.
165-203; the procedure of Wright, Differences. pp. 259-260.
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Chapter I
Previous Research into
the OG and Th Versions of Daniel

A thorough history of research into the OG and Th versions of
Daniel up to 1980 is available elsewhere.1 Therefore, we are only
required to note the main lines of investigation in previous studies
and to expand the discussion on occasions necessary for the aims of
this research. An arbitrary division has been imposed between studies
prior to and following Barthélemy’s publication of Les Devanciers
D’Aquila in 1963 because of the impact of this work on subsequent LXX

research.

1. Early Investigations of the OG and (Ur)Theodotion

The most extensive early examination of OG was by A. Bludau in
1897. Unfortunately, Bludau laboured prior to the discovery of
papyrus 967. His evaluation of OG was therefore of necessity only
partial, and renders some of his data invalid.2 Although a pre-
Hexaplaric witness to the OG might have altered Bludau’s assessment of
the text somewhat, it would not have affected his basic premise that
the Vorlage of the OG was MI'. On the assumption that the OG had the
equivalent of MT as a Vorlage, Bludau invariably concluded that any
differences between the two resulted from intentional changes

3

introduced by the translator.” This assumption also led Bludau to

investigate chs. 1-3, 7-12 separately from 4-6, which he characterized

1McCrystall, pp. 1-67.

2For example, the picture Bludau (pp. 46-57) provides of
additions and omissions in OG is completely changed when one accounts
for the witness of 967. Bludau was aware of these diff@culties,_as he
notes, "Bei alle dem bleibt der LXX-Text des Buches Daniel noch immer

an vielen Stellen unsicher," p. 28.

3rhis methodology is well attested in his 27 page analysis of
9:24-27. See Blud.. pp. 104-130; see the criticisms of Jeans.. pp.

125-130.



as "Paraskeuase, Epitome, Paraphrase."4

Regarding the translation of chs. 1-3, 7-12 Bludau stated, "It
was faithfully and carefully done on the whole, however, the
translation was produced more according to the sense [of the Vorlage]

than according to literalness."S

It should also be pointed out that
Bludau made a further distinction in the quality of the translation.
He applied the above assessment mainly to chs. 1,2, and 7, whereas he
regarded parts of chs. 8-12, especially ch. 11, as incomprehensible
apart from retroversion. At this point, it is sufficient to note that
Bludau notes a discrepency in the TT employed in Daniel and suggests
that it is worthy of further investigation.6

The first section of Bludau’s study included an examination of
sources, which betrayed influence by the OG and Th of Daniel, and he
observed that there were already quotations and allusions to Th in the
NT. The relationship of Th to the OG received some attention by
Bludau, but the problem of Ur-Theodotion received more complete
treatment in other quarters.7

The "problem" of Ur-Theodotion is that the NT documents that

reveal dependence on Th were written prior to the period when the

4Blud., p. 143 and see also p. 31 where Bludau includes ch. 3 1in
this assessment. See also A.A. Bevan, A Short Commentary on the Book
of Daniel, (Cambridge: University Press, 1892), p. 46. That chs. 4-6
are paraphrase has been the view of the majority of scholars, as we
shall note below.

5Blud., p. 34, "Sie ist im ganzen treu und sorgfaltig geagpeitet,
jedoch ist mehr dem Sinn als dem Buchstaben Rechnung getragen.

6Blud., pp. 34-35, suggests that the reason for the discrepancy
lies in the translator’s deficient knowledge of Hebrew as compared to
Aramaic since the Hebrew language was dead or dying. As regards chs.
(3)4-6, he also offered the conclusion that the translator adopted a
previously written revision into his work (p. 218).

7Blud., p. 24, does venture to suggest thap a major reason_for
the decline of OG was that the translator'had given new gxpress1on to
the prophecy in 9:24-27 which "ganz ungee1gnet war er eine Deutung
auf die Zeit, in welcher der Messias ersgh1enen war." He also thoqght
Th was a translation rather than a revision of 0G. Cf. Bevan (Daniel.

p. 2) who considered Th a revision of OG.
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historical Theodotion is believed to have lived.8 The most reliable

reference to Theodotion is by Irenaeus in his treatise Against

Heresies, iii. 24, in which he refers to Theodotion as an Ephesian and

a Jewish proselyte. Since Irenaeus mentions Theodotion prior to

Aquila some scholars have taken this to mean that Theodotion preceded
. 9
Aquila.” Although another reference to Theodotion by Epiphanius is

unreliable for the purpose of dating,10 it appears to be further early

confirmation that such a figure did exist.11 However, A. Salvesen has
examined Epiphanius’ testimony about Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion

and notes the use of stereotyped descriptions of each. She concludes
that Epiphanius was attempting to discredit the three and his "account
should be treated with caution." Furthermore, Salvesen states, "It is
interesting that Theodotion . . . is not subjected to the same
vilification as Aquila and Symmachus. This may be because there was
no such translator, and Epiphanius therefore had only a hazy notion of
his biography."12

A very good summary and early discussion of the problem of Ur-Th

8For a survey of the evidence of citations and allusions to OG
and Th Daniel in NT and patristic authors, see P. Grelot, "Les
versions grecques de Daniel," Bib 47 (1966): 381-402; F.C. Burkitt,

The old Latin and the Itala, Texts and Studies IV.3 (Cambridge,
1896).

9Contrary to the order of the appearance of Aquila, Theodotion,

Symmachus, in the Hexapla. Mont., p. 47; Jellicoe, Septuagint, pp.
83-94.

10Mont., pp. 46-50; Swete, Introduction, pp. 42-43. Epiphanius,
De mens. et pond. 17, places Theodotion under Commodus (c. 180). This
is obviously contradicted by Irenaeus’ reference in Ag. Her. which was
written 180-189.

IlIf this Theodotion was in any way responsible for any
revision/translation work in the LXX he would have done this work
between 130-180. Mont. suggests an early dating whereas Jellicoe
(Septuagint, p. 92) places him "towards the end of the second century
A.D."

llgee A. Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch, JSSM, 15 (Manches-
ter: University Press, 1991), pp. 287-289. See also DA, pp- 146-147
and the discussion of Jerome's uncertain identification of Theodotion:
"and Theodotion, at any rate, was an unbeliever subsequent to the
advent of Christ, although some assert that he was an Ebionite, which
is another variety of Jew."
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is provided in an article by J. Gwynn.13 Gwynn dates the historical
Theodotion prior to Aquila, around 180, and explains the Theodotionic
citations in NT as follows:

. « . side by side with the Chisian LXX, there was current
among @he Jews, from pre-Christian times, another version
of Daniel, more deserving of the name, claiming to belong

to the Lﬁx collection and similar in general character to
the LXX.

Thus, according to Gwynn, Theodotion made only minor revisions to a
prior Greek version which was held in high authority by the church and

pre-dated the Chisian LXX preserved from the fifth column of the

13

Hexapla. Since the publication of DA scholars have devoted more

time to discussion of the recensional characteristics of kaige-

16

Theodotion,” and it has become generally accepted that a second

century Theodotion did not participate in any way in the recension
that bears his name. !’
Returning to the discussion of OG and chs. 4-6, we note that not
everyone accepted the view that chs. 4-6 were paraphrastic. In
contrast to Bludau, G. Jahn, following the lead of P. Riessler,
adopted the Hexaplaric text as the most original and attempted to

18

reconstruct the original Hebrew by retroversion. The same procedure

By, Gwynn, "Theodotion,” in A Dictionary of Christian Biography,
ed. W. Smith and H. Wace (London: John Murray, 1897), IV: 970-979.

14Gwynn, "Theodotion,”" p. 976.

ISOn this basis Gwynn could explain the early citatiops.of the
Chisian LXX, as well as why the church would accept a revision by a

Jewish proselyte.

16kaige—Theodotion appears to have been coined by Tov in
"Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions of the Old
Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-92.

17Jellicoe (Septuagint, p. 92) had given qualified acceptance of
Theodotion’s later input, whereas Barthélemy in DA had rejected his
involvement altogether. Others, such as Shenkl (Chronology, p. 17),
O’Connell (Exodus, p. 5), and Tov (Hebrew Bible, p. 145) allow for the
later use or revision of the recension by Theodotion.

18P. Riessler, Das Buch Daniel, (Stuttgart: Roth’sche, 1899), 28-
44; G. Jahn, Das Buch Daniel nach der Septuaginta hergeste]l;,
(Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1904). C. Kuhl also worked on the add1thn to qh.
3 which he believed was based on a Hebrew Vorlage. C. Kuhl, Die Drei
Ménner im Feuer, BZAW, 55 (Giessen: Alfred Topelmann), 1930.
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was embraced by R.H. Charles in his commentary (1929), who argued the
"LXX makes its greatest contribution to the recovery of the original
text over against the late redacted text of the MT, particularly in
chapter 4 and to a less extent in 5."V Charles recognized that the
OG of Daniel had to be reconstructed, but, like Jahn, he has been
justly criticized for his excessive preference for the OG against
MT.20 His text-critical judgments were not always guided as much by
an analysis of TT of the OG as they were by literary criteria. For
example, according to Charles, "which are four" (23" T 1) in 7:17
should be omitted with the LXX because, "the seer knows perfectly well
"' on the other hand, his and Jahn’s
hypothetical reconstructions of the Vorlage in chs. 4-6 are very

the number of the kingdoms.

valuable and support the case that the OG represents an early

translation. Charles also allowed for activity by the historical

u was later

nl)

Theodotion, but Ur-Th, though based on an Aramaic Vorlage,
in date, and "borrowed its renderings largely from the LXX.
The arguments for an alternative Vorlage did not impress J.A.
Montgomery, whose commentary (1927) remains an indispensable tool for
the study of the textual history of the book of Daniel. Despite
writing prior to the discovery of papyrus 967, Montgomery recognized
that many of the obscure and inaccurate translations in the original
LXX (his terminology) resulted from "the presence of genuine glosses,
both primary and secondary, which may occur lines away from their
proper designation, . . . and also of doublet translations."24 He

also believed there was "considerable evidence" that the expanded text

19Charles, p. lvii.

wwe will return to the question of the history of transmission of
Daniel and which version is more "original" at the end of this
chapter.

Urpid., p. 189.

22Charles, xxxvii-1, argues Daniel was originally written
completely in Aramaic and was followed in this by Zimmerman. See F.
Zimmerman, "The Aramaic Original of Daniel 8-12," JBL 57 (1938): 255-
72; "Some Verses in the Light of a Translation Hypothesis," JBL 58

(1939): 349-54.

Bibid.. pp. cxviii, l1xix.

24Mont., p. 36.
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of chs. 4-6 was based on a semitic Vorlage, but dismissed the
feasibility of using the OG to correct the HA.

The very ingenuity of the translator must put us on guard
against accepting his facile translations as representing
a better text than HA. The lists assembled by the writer
for cases where OG may be used against HA yield a small

modicum %f positive betterments, many of them hanging in a

balance.
With regard to Ur-Th, Montgomery posited that a written source was not

necessary, and suggested that the historical Theodotion may have drawn

upon a Hellenistic oral Targum.26

J.M. Rife and A.P. Wikgren did Ph.D. dissertations using the 0OG
of Daniel at the University of Chicago a few years later, but their
aim was to show that the semitic character of the gospels could not be

traced to semitic sources.27

The work of later scholars in the Greek
texts of Daniel would be influenced significantly by two factors: the
initial discovery (1931) and partial publication of Papyrus 967

(1937), and the publication of DA in 1963.

I11. LXX Research Since Barthélemy
The publication of DA in 1963 is justly recognized as a
watershed in present LXX research.28 In DA Barthélemy presented a

translation of the Greek Scroll of the Minor Prophets, which is dated

Bibid., p. 37 and see notes on pp. 247-249, 267, 280-281. Cf.
the judgment of Charles (below) and earlier by Bevan (Daniel, pp.
53f.) who stated: "The very fact that the Greek translator often
missed the sense where it is perfectly plain to us, and where his text
evidently agreed with the Masoretic, renders it highly improbable that
he was capable of making plausible emendations."

Ymont., p. 50.

Ua.p. Wikgren, "A Comparative Study of the Theodotionic and
Septuagint Translations of Daniel,” (Ph.D. diss., Unive;sity of
Chicago, 1932); J.M. Rife, "Some Translation Phenomena in the Greﬁk
Versions of Daniel," (Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 1931); "The

Mechanics of Translation Greek," JBL 52 (1933): 244-252. wikgren’s
thesis is limited to chs. 1:2-2:4 and 8, but it contains useful

insights.
nWevers, "Barthélemy," pp. 23-34.
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to the middle of the first century C.E.29 More importantly, Barthél-
emy isolated revisionary techniques that the Minor Prophet Scroll had
in common with other Greek translat ions30 and argued that they were
the product of a group or school of translators located in Palestine
that culminated in the work of Aquila. The main characteristics of
the group is the translation of @ by xaiye (hence the name kaige
recension) coupled with the non-translation of 'R by oov. !

Barthélemy suggested the recension was completed between 30-50 C.E.
and identified the translator with Jonathan ben ‘Uzziel who has
traditionally been associated with the authorship of an Aramaic Targum

3

in the mid-first century C.E.” Barthélemy included Th within Kkaige,

and subsequent research has been devoted to isolating further

3

characteristics of the recension and its members. His location of the

recension in Palestine has never attained widespread support, and O.
Munnich has cogently demonstrated that the links between kaige and

Rabbinic exegesis are ’cenuous.34

29DA, pp. 167-168; F.M. Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran and
Modern Biblical Studies, rev. ed. (Westport: Greenwood, 1958), p. 171,
fn. 13. The scroll has now been published in the DJD series. See E.
Tov, R.A. Kraft, P.J. Parsons, The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from
Nahal Hever (8HevXIIgr), DJD VIII (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990).

30The texts he identified as belonging to this recension are
Lamentations, Ruth, Cantica, By and ¥8 of Kings, the B text of Judges,
the Theodotionic additions to Job and Jeremiah, Th Daniel, the sixth
column of the Hexapla and the Quinta of the Psalter. (DA, p. 47).

31Ibid., pp. 15-46. Barthélemy added eight more characteristics
as well, pp. 48-80.

Mbid., pp. 144-157.

33Research on recensional characteristics has been carried out
predominately at Harvard University. Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 270-273
lists 96 characteristics of Kaige which have been identified mainly by
Barthélemy, Bodine, O’Connell and Shenkl. However, many of these
characteristics are dubious at best, while others should be discarded.

See the analysis in CH 6.

34Grelot accepts Barthélemy’s conclusions in his article "I_,es
versions grecques," pp. 393-396. Jellicoe follows the suggestion of
Thackeray and argues for Ephesus in "Some Reflections on the KAITE

Recension,"” VT 23 (1973): 15-24. For a thorough critique of the
putative Palestinian influence see, O. Munnich, "Contribution a l’étude
de la premiere révision de la Septante,” ANRW I11.20.1 (1986): 190-220.
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Three years after the publication of DA, A. Schmitt’s thesis was
published in which he asked the question, "Stammt der sogennante 6’
Text bei Daniel wirklich von Theodotion?"? Schmitt was following up
the suggestion made by Ziegler that, "Our text probably has nothing to
do with Theodotion, or the entire book was only superficially revised
by him. "% Schmitt attempted to prove Ziegler’s thesis by subjecting
Th and the remainder of the readings of Theodotion as witnessed in the
sixth column of the hexapla to a thorough comparative analysis.

Schmitt’s analysis has been questioned, however, because we must
ask whether "the so-called 8-readings outside Daniel which are
adduced by Armin Schmitt for comparison really stem from Theodo-
tion?™ Jellicoe’s question is certainly valid, particularly when
Schmitt omits the Theodotion readings of both 2 Ki. 11:2-3 Ki. 2:11 and
the minor prophets from his analysis on the basis of Barthélemy’s view
that these sections were not to be identified with kaLge—Theodotion.38
Barthélemy also has responded to Schmitt’s thesis with some specific

criticisms of his own.39

The substance of Barthélemy’s criticisms is
that Schmitt uses singular instances where Th witnesses to a
translation equivalent of the Hebrew, which is not found in Theodotion
elsewhere, as proof that Th is not to be identified with kaige-
Theodotion. Barthélemy cites seven of Schmitt’s examples and points
out that in the vast majority of cases in each of Schmitt’s examples Th

does in fact use the same equivalent as Theodotion. Barthélemy

See also L. Grabbe, "Aquila’s Translation and Rabbinic Exegesis," JSS
33 (1982): 527-36.

35Schmitt, Stammt der sogennante 8’ Text bei Daniel wirklich von
Theodotion? NAWG, I. phil.-hist. Kl. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1966).

36Ziegler, Daniel, p. 28f. fn. 1, "Wahrscheinlich hat unser Text

mit Theodotion iiberhaupt nichts zu tun, oder er ist nur ganz
oberflichlich von ihm iiberarbeitet.” See also, J. W. Wevers, "Septua-

ginta Forschungen," TR 33 (1968): 31.

Mjellicoe, "Reflections," p. 22.

38Schmi’ct, Theodotion, p. 16.

¥p. Barthélemy, "Notes critiques sur quelgeus points d'histoire
du texte," in Ftudes d’histoire du texte de 1’Ancien Testament, OBO,
21 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), pp. 289-303.
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concludes that the unique translations which Schmitt adduces are

better explained as later "contaminations" or by the "incomplete nature

of the recension. nd

Barthélemy’s criticisms of Schmitt are not compelling, however,
and Schmitt himself has recently offered a response.41 It is
instructive for the purposes of this thesis to enumerate Schmitt’s
response in some detail. First of all, Schmitt argues that the cases of
the translation of vocabulary where the translation equivalent in Th
normally agrees with Theodotion does not prove affinity with kaige-
Theodotion if the equivalent is 0G. Since kaige-Theodotion generally
corrects anomalous readings in the OG and chooses a more common
translation, one has to explain the unusual translations in Th, which
are not witnessed elsewhere in Theodotion, other than by resorting to

later contaminations and an incomplete recension.42

For example,
Barthélemy ("Notes," p. 298) refers to Schmitt (p. 42), where Schmitt
states the translation of M2'2 by émotipn in 1:20 is unique to Th.
Barthélemy points out that in 3 other instances Th follows the normal
rendering of M2 in Theodotion by translating it with odvesi¢ and
suggests that 1:20 is an example of a later contamination. However,
the usual translation of M3 by evvesi¢ in Th is not that remarkable,
because it is the most frequent translation equivalent (18x) for M2
in the LXX. On the other hand, Th’s singular translation in 1:20 is
significant because Th employs no less than four HL for the book to
translate wisdom vocabulary that are not found in the OG of Daniel!
Th’s treatment of wisdom terminology as a whole reveals that he is

H Second, Schmitt asks why Barthélemy

working to his own agenda.
does not even consider his more substantial arguments concerning the
syntax of Th. In his thesis, Schmitt compared minute details of syntax
(eg. the partitive gen., enclitic pers. pro., infin. cons., temporal dat.)

and showed, on the one hand, there is a narrow connection of Th to

40Barthélemy, "Notes," pp. 298-299.

Ha, Schmitt, "Die griechischen Danieltexte (<<8>> und 6) und das
Theodotionproblem," BZ 36 (1992): 1-29.

42Schrnit'c, "Danieltexte," pp. 7-9.
Ysee the more complete discussion in CH 4.I11.1.11i1i.
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the HA, while on the other, Th has constant departures from the HA
Vorlage in favour of idiomatic Greek. Third, Schmitt argues that

there are minuses in Th against MT that are not found in the 0G, as
well as pluses in Th which have no equivalent in MT: these result from
accommodation to Greek style. These phenomena are contrary to the
general pattern of Theodotion in other books, for Theodotion usually
follows MT very closely. He finds it surprising that Barthélemy does
not attempt to account for these pluses and minuses, especially when
the manuscripts from Qumran generally support the fact that the
Vorlage of Th must have been very similar to MT.45

The significance of Schmitt’s reply to Barthélemy is that it
offers some very telling criticisms of kaige research. First and
foremost, there has developed a kind of kaige-fad where scholars have
attempted to identify more and more characteristics of the recension;
but the research has been far too one-sided in its approach. The
characteristics that have been adduced for kaige are not shared
consistently by all the so-called members of the recension, nor has
there been any significant recognition of the differences between them.
If one’s methodology is exclusively guided by concerns to isolate
evidence for the inclusion of a text within kaige, then significant
differences, which may suggest that a text may not belong to the
kaige group, are liable to be ignored.“’ Second, shared lexical
equivalencies are not the strongest foundation upon which to prove a
relationship. Obviously, there is strength in numbers, but the
numbers may not be that significant if the kaige-Theodotion reading
actually reflects OG. This criticism certainly applies to Barthélemy’s

44Ibid., p. 12; see Stammt, pp. 62-100.

45Schmitt, pp. 19-25; "Danieltexte,” p. 13. The number of
omissions is evident throughout Th, but is particularly acute in chs.
4_60

46A. Pietersma, "Septuagint Research: A Plea for a Return to Basic
Issues", VT 35 (1985): 304-305; Schmitt, "Danieltexte," p. 15. See
the thorough evaluation of the Kaige characteristics and Theodotion
Job by Gentry, pp. 406-410. Gentry concludes that "While R
[Theodotion Job] is related somehow to the kaige group, the
differences are by no means insignificant and should not be ignored in
a blind attempt to connect R to a so-called Kaige Recension," p. 410,
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review of Schmitt, but also to kaige research in general.” As Schmitt
emphasizes, syntactical evidence is particularly useful for establishing
the degree to which two texts share a common basis. The analysis of
TT in CH 5 and the kaige characteristics in CH 6 will enable us to
evaluate Th’s relationship to the kaige group more adequately.

The same year that Schmitt’s thesis became available P. Grelot
had an article published in which he agrees with the view of
Barthélemy that Th is part of the kaige recension.! Grelot does add
his own refinements to the basic view of Barthélemy by suggesting
that a comparison of the two Greek versions indicates that the text of
"Jonathan-Theodotion" is better described as a translation "enti®rement
refaite." He cites the differences in vocabulary, but particularly the
distinctive semitic Grundschrift in chapters 4-6 as evidence for this
view, though he does not make clear how this is different from
describing Th as a recension.49 In two later articles Grelot argued
that the OG chs. 4 and 5 were translated from a Hebrew version which
had been secondarily adapted from the Aramaic.50

Grelot also argues that "Theodotion" wanted to provide a
translation of the Scriptures which adhered closely to the Jews’

"textus receptus" because of the growing controversy between the

47Of the seven specific vocabulary items that Barthélemy ("Notes,"
pp. 298-299) brings against Schmitt as evidence that Th maintains
kaige-Theodotion vocabulary in the majority of readings, four are the
main equivalent of the OG throughout the LXX--oivesig, xaipog, ovviedera,
6tt. See Schmitt, pp. 42, 40, 34, 90. See also Pietersma’s ("Plea,"
pp. 305-306) comments regarding Bodine’s work in Judges. Bodine
attempted to delineate the recensional characteristics of the B text
in Judges without first establishing the OG text.

48Grelot, "versions," pp. 381-402.

waid., p. 395. More recently, P.M. Bogaert has offered the
opinion that "l’puvre de «Théodotion» apparait tantdot comme une
nouvel le traduction, tantdt comme une révision attentive de 1’puvre de
son prédécesseur." See P. M. Bogaert, "Relecture et refonte
historicisantes du livre de Daniel attestées par la premiére version
Grecque (Papyrus 967)," in Etudes sur le Judaisme Hellénistique, ed.
R. Kuntzmann and J. Schlosser (Paris: Les Editions du CERF, 1984), p.
202. Also, L. F. Hartman and A. A. Di Lella, The Book of Daniel, AB,
23 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1978), p. 82.

p, Grelot, "La Septante de Daniel iv et son substrat sémitique,"
RB 81 (1974): 1-23; "Le Chapitre v de Daniel dans la Septante,"
Semitica 24 (1974): 45-66. Argued earlier by Charles and Zimmerman.
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Jewish and Christian communities over the interpretation of scripture.
However, this view results in a predicament for which he can offer
very little by way of solution. Since Grelot believes that Theodotion
represents a translation toward the proto-MT, then this presupposes
that there was a semitic text with the deutero-canonical additions
current in 30-50. Why has no evidence for this semitic text been
preserved? The available evidence from Qumran retains the transitions
from Hebrew to Aramaic in 2:4 and Aramaic to Hebrew in 8:1 and does
not give a semitic text for the additions. On the other hand, Grelot
does raise an important question. How do we explain the retention of
the additions in Th if it was based on the proto-MT? Do the 0OG, Th,
and MT represent three different stages in the literary development of
the book?

While not always addressing the question of separate editions of
Daniel, the research in the OG and Th versions of Daniel in the past
25 years has been focused on the Vorlage to chs. 4~6 and the deutero-
canonical additions. A consensus is building that the translator did
indeed have a semitic Vorlage. W. Hamm, in his careful study and
editing of papyrus 967, has given the opinion that ch. 4 of OG and the

31 A similar stance is

addition to ch. 3 is based on a semitic Vorlage.
taken by Wills and Wenthe whose views we will examine later, but the
claim for a semitic Vorlage for chs. 4-6 and the additions has not gone
unchallenged.

The point of departure for J.R Busto Saiz’ investigation of the
deutero-canonical additions was Schmitt’s conclusion that the proto-
and deutero-canonical parts of the text of Theodotion are not by the

iz Busto Saiz has examined the relation between the text

same author.
of Th to OG in the prose sections of ch. 3 (vss. 24-25, 46-51) and the
first five verses of Bel and the Dragon and maintains that the
differences in ch. 3 are due to the revisions of the OG by Th. He
describes Th as a free revision of the Septuagintal text, which "avoids

unnecessary repetitions and orders the text in a more harmonious

51Hamm, I1I-1IV, pp. 55-57, 281-289. Hamm states that the Vorlage
for the additions to ch. 3 is Hebrew and offers the names of Bludau
and Schmitt among others in support. While Blud., p. 159 clearly
advocates a Hebrew Vorlage, Schmitt, p. 101 is not decisive.

52Busto Saiz, p. 42.
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133 )
way.' As to whether the revisor of these verses is different from

the revisor in the proto-MT section, Busto Saiz suggests that the lack
of a Hebrew Vorlage for the deutero-canonical part explains why there
seem to be different hands at work."

Doubts about a semitic Vorlage underlying the alternative text of
chs. 4-6 in the OG have also been expressed. Instead, it has been
argued, following the lead of Bludau, that the translator was
paraphrasing or engaging in a type of midrashic exegesis.55 This
approach is adopted by F.F. Bruce in several articles and his
suggestions have been pursued in greater detail in a thesis by A.
McCrystall.56

McCrystall’s research of the Old Greek translation of Daniel is

the first extensive examination of the OG since that of A. Bludau in

1897, and the first chapter offers an excellent summary of the history
of the investigation of the Old Greek of Damiel.57 He contends that

the Book of Daniel underwent extensive revision at the hands of 0OG
and McCrystall seeks to expose this revision, particularly as it relates

to dream terminology and to the translator’s knowledge of history.

53Ibid., p. 45, "evitando repeticiones innecesarias y ordenando el
texto de manera mds arménica." J. Schiipphaus has also argued in
detail that the deutero-canonical additions in Th are a revision of
the OG, but he does not address the question whether they are based on
a semitic Vorlage. See '"Das Verhdltnis von LXX- und Theodotion-Text
in den apokryphen Zusdtzen zum Danielbuch," ZAW 83 (1971): 49-72.
Klaus Koch thoroughly investigates the issue of the semitic Vorlage
for the additions in Deuterokanonische Zusdtze zum Danielbuch, AOAT,
38, 2 vols. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1987).

54Busto Saiz, p. 48; cf. Schmitt’s response, '"Danieltexte," pp.
16-18.

Ha. Szorényi, "Das Buch Daniel, ein kanonisierter Pescher?"
VISupp 15 (1966): 278-294; T.R. Ashley, "A Philological, Literary,
Theological Study of Some Problems in Daniel Chapters I-VI; with
Special Reference to the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint and Medieval
Rabbinic Exegesis of Selected passages," (Ph.D. diss., University of
St. Andrews, 1975), pp. 213-288.

¥see A. McCrystall, "Studies in the Old Greek Translation of
Daniel," D.Phil. diss., Oxford University, 1980. For F.F. Bruce, see
"The Earliest Old Testament Interpretation," OTS 17 (1972): 37-52;
"The Oldest Greek Version of Daniel," OTS 20 (1977): 22-40; "Prophetic
Interpretation in the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 12 (1979): 17-26.

57McCrystall, pp. 1-68.
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The former is examined in his fourth chapter while the latter is the
subject of chapters 5-6.8 We will examine his thesis in closer detail,
because it is an extensive investigation of OG and his research
purports to be based on an analysis of the TT in 0G.”

The fundamental weakness in McCrystall’s work is his analysis of
TT. His whole thesis is grounded in one premise, which can be
summarized by his quotation of James Barr’s statement, "A free
translator is bound to a much greater extent to show what he himself

thinks to be the meaning of the text."60

It is important to observe
that it is misleading for McCrystall to quote Barr in this way, because
Barr’s study is chiefly concerned to propose a typology of literalism;
and he does not discuss in detail the difference between free/dynamic
translation and the type of theological Tendenz advocated by
McCrystall.ﬂ For example, Barr also states, "There are enormous
differences in the degree to which a translator interprets,"62 (1talics
mine). The ability to discern whether and to what extent there is
theological Tendenz in OG (or any text) is dependént upon the ability
of the scholar to distinguish between formal vs. dynamic equivalence
on the one hand, and dynamic equivalence vs. theological Tendenz on
the other.63 Unfortunately, McCrystall tends to equate a dynamic
translation with Tendenz.

The inadequacy of McCrystall’s analysis of TT can be illustrated
with several types of examples. First, there is the tendency to
confuse the intentions of the translator and the meaning of the OG
with MT. For example, in his third chapter McCrystall examines the
terms of the OG in Daniel chapters one and three that refer to the

educational system, the lists of officials, and groups of people. He

¥1bid., pp. 150-184; 218-386.
59Jeans. (pp. 116-123), has already offered some criticisms of
McCrystall, particularly with respect to his analysis of ch. 11, but

she does not deal with all of his major arguments or specifically with
his understanding of TT.

6DBarr, "Typology," 292-293 quoted by McCrystall, pp 79-80.
bl1bid., pp. 284-294.

blgarr, "Typology," 290.

6jeans.. p. 60, makes a similar point. See also CH 4.11.4.
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concludes that the Greek terms used are Hellenistic even though OG

"purports to describe Babylonian society."64

We need only observe
that the translator’s use of terms from the Hellenistic world has
absolutely no relevance to the question whether the book of Daniel
portrays Babylonian society correctly. The translator is exactly that--
a translator! It was natural for him to select the Greek terms that he
felt would best convey the meaning intended by the source text from
which he worked. McCrystall’s findings could be useful for locating
the origin or date of the OG translation if it could be proved that
certain Greek terms were restricted to a particular geographical area
or chronological period, but whether Babylonian society is depicted
accurately is a question for the Vor]age.65
An example related to the above is found in McCrystall’s
discussion of differences of vocabulary in OG compared with words
normally used in the Septuagint. He illustrates this point with seven
terms in Daniel chapter nine and concludes that, since OG employed

6 the translator exhibits little desire to maintain

67

unusual renditions,
the "spirit" of the Hebrew of the MT.

difficult to follow. The decision of the translator to translate the

The logic of this argument is

vocabulary in the LXX with rare Septuagintal words or in unique ways
has no relevance in determining whether the translator was faithful to
the "spirit" of the Vorlage. McCrystall somehow equates the use of
"normal" Septuagint renderings with fidelity to the Hebrew text. If
the renderings translate the meaning of the text (or can be shown to
be based on an error), then the translator has retained the "spirit" of
the Vorlage to the best of his ability.

In his discussion of TT, McCrystall’s fifth point is that free

64McCrystal 1, p. iv.

10 fact, McCrystall’s (pp. 96-149) discussion of thg vocabulary
of OG demonstrates that at many points it betrays the social world of
the Seleucid-Ptolemic empire.

66Examples he gives are Svvastg for W in 9:8 (only here);
apostaypa for 27 passim (rare in LXX, but it actually occurs 9x: 4 are
in the Pentateuch while 3 are in Esther); 8¢onotng for R 3x (only 4x

elsewhere).
1bid., p. 79.
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68

translations in Daniel reveal theological Tendenz. He attempts to

prove this with five examples, which we will examine at various points

69

throughout our thesis. Of the five specific examples McCrystall

provides of supposed theological Tendenz only one or two can be
considered dynamic translations, and both retain the basic meaning of
MT. However, even five examples are not enough to characterize a
whole translation. The only proper way to analyze TT is to do a
detailed examination of large sections (or the whole) of the translation
in order to determine how the translator generally treated the text.m
Then specific cases where the translation seems to deviate from the
source can be investigated and an attempt made to determine how this
difference originated.

Finally, we will examine one example that constituted one of
McCrystall’s most important proofs of theological Tendenz in the OG of
Daniel. In his fourth chapter McCrystall engages in an extensive
argument that the OG translator’s choice of &apa for évvaviov in seven
out of twenty-five instances reflects the fact that évimviov had the
connotation of "illusion;" in these instances the translator is updating
the terminology in order to make it more acceptable to both Jews and

n The argument is based on the fact that Philo, who has

Gentiles.
adopted the classification of dreams by Stoic philosophers, describes
¢vonviov to be "what is illusory." However, the contrast between
¢vonviov and épopa is grounded in the classification of dreams in
Artemedorus of Daldis (latter half of the second century C.E.!) who
distinguished between o6vewog and évomviov. McCrystall believes this
distinction in dream terminology is also reflected in Josephus who only
uses evuzviov when quoting others. It is found six times in Antiquities
where Josephus recounts the book of Daniel, five times in Against

Apion (i. 207, 211, 294, 298, 312), but nowhere in Jewish War.

®1bid., pp. 79-88.

9cee the discussion of xAnpoSosia (11:21), 32, 34 and daroctaficerta
(11:4) in CH 4.11.2, eidodov (3:12) in CH 3.11.2.1i and 2:5, 12:7, 10(9)
in CH 5.111,VI.

7OAejmelaeus, "Connectors," p. 362; Jeans., p. 2, make the same
point.

71McCryst:al 1, pp. 152-184.
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Before we consider some of the details there are two obvious
objections that are fatal to McCrystall’s argument. First, if the
translator” really wanted to "update" the terminology, why did he use
evorviov at all? Second, the argument rests on the attempt to read
back the much later dream classification of Artemedorus into OG.
Furthermore, Artemedorus distinguished between g&vonviov and dveipog,
and though dpapa was regarded as a type of the latter, the difference
in terminology is significant. We also note that the argument from
Josephus rests on the five quotations (three different writers) in Ag.
Ap., but McCrystall offers no evidence that the people quoted made any
distinction between types of dreams and visions. For example, the
most negative statement by Agatharchides (i. 211) suggests that the
condemnation of &évomviov has everything to do with incredulity that one
should rely on such "hocus-pocus" (i.e. visions), but there is no
concern for what term is employed. If his analysis has not already
proved troublesome, we can consider McCrystall’s presentation of the
evidence concerning the use of the terms in the papyri, which are
contemporary with the writing of OG. He finds that there is no
evidence that évomviov and épapa were distinguished in the papyri and
even admits that the evidence suggests that the two were used as
synonyms!72

McCrystall’s discussion of the dream terminology and how it is
employed in the LXX is illuminating because it is directly related to
our investigation of TT. He notes that évomviov is used 10 times in
chapters 2 and 4 (for non, Hebrew-0¥n, 5x) of Daniel and elsewhere
only in 1:17 and 8:2. It is found 61 other times in the LXX; and
McCrystall divides these uses into three categories. The first are
those in which there is no hostility shown towards ¢vonviov, and is
represented most frequently in Gen. 37-42 (24x in the Joseph story),
though there are 16 other instances scattered through seven other
books. The second category concerns those instances where there is
hostility shown towards ¢voaviov. This use is found 16 times in six
books., most frequently in Jeremiah (6x). The third category exhibits a

cautious scepticism towards évonrviov and is represented by the five

ibid.. pp. 162. 168.
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occurrences in Sirach.” As for épapa, it is found 25 times in the Old

Greek of Daniel, and in seven74 of those cases (ch. 2-5 times; ch. 7:1
twice) it translates OJN. Elsewhere in the LXX épapa is found 19 times
and in none of these does it translate O9N. Based on these statistics
and his analysis of the use of ¢vonviov, McCrystall concludes that
¢vinvia were the focus of prophetic attacks, particularly in Jeremiah,
while the "authentic" nature of the &papa is revealed in texts like Jer.
39 (32):21; Gen. 15:1, 46:2; Num. 12:6; Is. 21:2.75 Therefore, the 0OG
translator incorporated dpapa into the translation because of its
positive connotations. Can this interpretation be sustained?

Once again, McCrystall confuses the translation with the Vorlage,
because in all but three of its uses where évinviov translates a Vorlage
in the LXX the semitic term is 091 (@%n)," while épapa translates
various terms. In other words, ¢vorviov was employed as a stereotyped
equivalent (SE) for 0Pn; therefore, any so-called classification of the
uses of &vonviov cannot be proved from the distribution of the term,
because it was universally employed to render DYn (B%N). Whether or
not the semitic writers/editors used PN in a pejorative way is a
totally different question and best pursued elsewhere. We might also
note that D‘?ﬂ/bpaua and [1tN]/évonviov occur together in 2:28 (see also
1:17 and 2:1) where there is no discernible difference in meaning
(R M 1n‘7n), so the translator could easily have employed the
Greek terms as alternative equivalents.

It is quite clear that McCrystall has attempted to read a second
century dream classification into the OG text of Daniel. However, there
may be a possible explanation for the translation technique that
resulted in the seven anomalous uses of 6papa in Daniel (2:7, 9, 26, 36,
45; 7:1 bis). The four cases in ch. 2 could be viewed merely as an
attempt to vary the style due to the frequency of o>n (15 times). For

example, @9n (DYYN) occurs ten times in the first nine verses and two

BIbid., pp. 151-152.

"eoth tverviov and épapa occur in 2:1 to render DWAYN AN, The

difference may involve an alternative Vorlage, but just as easily could
have originated from a touch of hyperbole from the translator.

75McCrystall, p. 164.
76The exceptions are Gen. 41:1; Mic. 3:7; Is. 29:87.
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substitutions of épapa for évorviov occur in verses 7 and 9.77 However,
the rendering of %N by dpapa in vs. 19 may provide the key to
understanding why the translator used dpapa for évorviov--because MN=
dpapo is a favourite rendering in Daniel.78 The third time the
translator replaced évonviov with Spapa is in verse 26. The choice in
verse 26 can be explained not only as a stylistic variation, but also by
the fact that when the translator was confronted with rendering
I RAYR, there was no etymologically related verb for épapa to
render M. Instead, he was able to preserve his preference for épapa
rendering MW by substituting the noun for RB™®n in place of t&vonrviov
and still provide a good translation--t0 épapa & eidov. Having
established the two terms as alternative equivalents by the previous
substitutions and their use as synonymous terms in verse 28, the
translator had no hesitation in substituting épapa in verses 36 and 45
(although D" also occurs in the latter). There is further support for
this suggestion from 967 where the text in 2:9 (the second case of
substitution) contains the plus 6 eidov v vixta. The whole phrase
would be retroverted as R (o) NN~ PN, It is probable that
the OG had this in its Vorlage, and R¥2'2(@¥) NN~ °7 may have been
omitted from MT through parablepsis.79
The text in Dan. 7:1-2a is notoriously difficult and there are

some indications that this difficulty is due to an editorial splicing

77See also N. Leiter, "Assimilation and Dissimilation Techniques
in the LXX of the Book of Balaam," Textus 12 (1985): 79-95, who
describes the process of using one word and then another to translate
the same Hebrew term as dissimilation.

78In 6/9 occurrences OG translates MM with épapa: 2:19, 28; 7:1,
7, 13, 15. In 4:2(5), 6(9), 7(10)? 0G=0. The places where the
rendering does not occur are 4:10(13); 7:2, 20. In 7:20 N is used
with the meaning of "appearance" so OG employs a different term
covering that semantic range. 4:10(13) and 7:2 are rendered
differently because of a different concern of the translator. The
Aramaic reads * VM O NN (also 7:7, 13 where OG has t8eapovv év

opagratt) and in these two places OG employs Yaveg for "WN. The use of

the same phraseology in 4:10(13) and 7:2 is evidence against Albertz’
thesis that 4-6 stem from a different translator (see p. 38, below).

79See the discussion of this variant in the section on 2:1-10 in
CH S.
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together of chs. 6 and 7.8 The Greek witnesses exhibit difficulties
as well, not all of which can be addressed here. However, at this
point, we would suggest that the motivation for using épapa twice in
7:1 may be explained similarly to 2:26. The first occurrence of
"dream" is in the phrase ™Mn @YN. The translator did not have an
etymologically related verb for épapa which he preferred for ™Mn, so he
rendered the participle with eidev and 091 with dpapa. The remainder
of the verse does not follow the Aramaic word order though the

elements are represented. The texts run thus:
MT: NP0 1°IN3 A23ENOp AURI 1M
OG: rmnoapa xepadiv €mi T xoitng avtod TOTE Aavinh 10 dpapa & efdev

The main difference is that mapa appears in place of MM and OG seems
to add 6 eldev. Some of the difference can be explained, however, if
we grant that the translator read WM with RAYn in order to produce
10 dpapa 6 eldev on the same basis as 2:9, 26 (45?) and earlier in 7:1.
What the translator actually read in the Vorlage and whether he read
the plural noun as the participle can not be known. However, this
proposal does explain both the lexical choice of the translator as well
as some of the textual differences.

Not every reader may find the above explanation convincing.
The discussion, however, was intended to demonstrate the complex
factors that influenced the choices of the LXX translator and to
indicate that the analysis of TT requires detailed examination of the
texts. However, even though it is an overstatement to characterize the
OG translator as engaging in wholesale theological manipulation of the
text, it is also an overstatement for Jeansonne to claim that OG does

not engage in any Tendenz.81

In response to the claims of Bruce and McCrystall, Jeansonne
has already made an extensive analysis of the texts of OG 7-12 and

demonstrated that the OG translator "attempted to translate accurately

Weee J. E. Miller, "The Redaction of Daniel,” J'SOT 52 (1991):
115-24. However, there is no evidence to support his contention that
there was a Hebrew version of ch. 2.

81Jeans. , pp. 132-133.
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the Vorlage available of the day."82 Not only was the OG translator
faithful to the Vorlage, Jeansonne believes the Vorlage was not
equivalent to MT. A third conclusion is that Th is a systematic
revision of the OG towards MT. Jeansonne’s thesis is cited extensively
in the secondary sources so there is little need to summarize her
findings here.”

Jeansonne’s work not only provides necessary corrections to the
inadequate methodology of previous investigations: it is supported by
very careful text-critical analysis, and she bases her understanding of
TT in her second chapter on a running text. In this way, she is able
to achieve a realistic understanding of how the translator approached
the task of translating. However, the fact that she has not examined
the TT of the OG in detail leads her to unwarranted conclusions about
what the Vorlage may have read. This is especially true in those
instances having to do with differences in number, suffixes, and

prepositions.84

She also frequently appeals to an alternative Vorlage
as the explanation for various, though usually minor, variants. Some
of these cases may indeed reflect an alternative Vorlage, but the
conclusion has to be based on an examination of how these features
are treated throughout Daniel; and even then a decision may not be
possible.85
Jeansonne’s conclusion that Th is a revision of the OG towards

MT is also questionable because it rests on insufficient evidence.

82Jeans., p. 132.

83Or see L. Greenspoon’s review, "Sharon Pace Jeansonne, The Old
Greek Translation of Daniel 7-12," JBL 108 (1989): 700-702.

84See her analysis of 8:1-10, pp. 52-53 #34, 38, 43, as well as
her discussion of 9:21 and 10:20 on p. 67 and 7:8 on p. 68.

85It is ironic that Jeansonne appeals so strenuously for an
alternative Vorlage throughout her investigation, yet in her treatment
of the extremely corrupt 9:24-27 (pp. 125-130) she attempts to
reconstruct a text that is faithful to MT! On the other hand, the
arguments that the LXX is either: 1. a tendentious rewquing of the MT
(Blud., pp. 104-130; McCrystall, pp. 250-258); or 2. witnesses to a
very different Vorlage which was earlier (David, "Composition," pp.
280-335) or later (Bogaert, "Relecture," pp. 212-216) than MT are not
convincing either. Given the temporal proximity between the writing
of the semitic original and the Greek translation and the events to
which they are directed, it is not surprising that someone engaged in

historicizing of the text.
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Jeansonne notes from her passage (8:1-10) that in 40% of the readings
(69x) Th retains the 0OG, and in 18% (30x), it is dependent upon the
0G.%  without discussing the adequacy of her sample for statistical
purposes we should note that the statistics themselves are misleading.
In and of themselves agreements prove nothing (especially when 42%
or 72 readings of Th are distinct), and she does not define exactly
what she means by the readings of Th which are dependent on OG.
Are these distinctive agreements which can not be explained by
recourse to MT? She examines six words in which Th uses standard
equivalents where OG displays diversity, and then offers further cases
"to exemplify the differences in translation of Daniel OG and 6’," but
never provides evidence that she has systematically analyzed

81

agreements and disagreements of Th and OG. A more detailed study of

the texts is required to attempt to confirm whether Th is in fact a
recension of the 0G.%
Support for an alternative Vorlage of chs. 4-6 has also come
from other recent studies. R. Albertz and L. Wills carried out
independent form-, source-, and redaction-critical investigations of
chapters 4-6 in the MT and OG and concluded that the OG reflects an

8 Wills’ examination of the OG of these chapters

older Aramaic Vorlage.
is part of his larger attempt to define the "wisdom court legend"
genre. He has convincingly argued that chs. 4-6 of OG originally
circulated independently and were redacted at a later point into the
larger framework of the court legends in Daniel. Therefore, Wills
agrees with Jahn, Charles, Grelot and Jeansonne that the Vorlage of OG

of these chapters is earlier and "may be a better witness than the

%1pid., p. 57.

"bid., pp. 58-69.

81n cH 5 we will re—examine 8:1-10 with a view to determining the
relationship between OG and Th.

¥a1bertz, pp. 175-177. We will consider Albertz’ work in more
detail below. Wills does not give the date when his dissertation was
completed, but evidently he did not have access to Albgrtz’s work
which was published in 1988. See L.M. Wills, The Jew in the Court of
the Foreign King, (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1990), pp. 88-152. Haag
also did a source-critical analysis of chs. 4-6, but he did not
consider OG. See E. Haag, Die Errettung Daniels aus der Lowengrube,
SBS 10 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1983).
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MT" to the original version.”

The same judgment concerning the priority (hence "superiority")
of the OG text is made in two other recent theses by D. Wenthe and
P.S. David. Wenthe argues that OG demonstrates a "flexible, but
faithful fidelity" to its Vorlage in chs. 1-3; therefore, it is reasonable
to conclude the same care is shown in chs. 4-6.) Unfortunately,
there are serious shortcomings with the thesis that detract from the
positive contributions. For example, Wenthe basically accepts Ziegler’s
text as representing OG in chapters 1-6 and only rarely refers to the
reading of 967.92 Furthermore, with respect to TT, Wenthe states it is
essential to have a "precise and nuanced description" in order to
evaluate properly the source and parent text. We agree, but his
description amounts to no more than an evaluation of translation

3 While a discussion of

equivalents for a limited number of words.
translation equivalents is useful, Wenthe rarely indicates how the OG

could be retroverted into Aramaic.

90Wills, pp. 87, 144.

91D.O. Wenthe, "The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 1-6," (Ph.D.
diss, University of Notre Dame, 1991).

92For example, Wenthe (pp. 55, 260-261) accepts as OG the texts of
1:20-21 as they are found in Ziegler and believes the pluses stem from
an alternative Vorlage; but the text of 967 is very different. Wenthe
also makes numerous references to Th’s revision towards MT (pp. 54,
57, 61 passim), but does not evidence any careful analysis of the
question.

93See Wenthe, pp. 251-256. Unfortunately, even Wenthe’s analysis
of vocabulary is of limited value. He gives the frequency of 20 HA
lexemes and their translation equivalents, but rarely provides any
specific references for where they occur. In some instances he does
note where the OG leaves a word untranslated, but in other cases he
omits the information. For example, in the cases of M7 23x (15

untranslated in OG), T 22x (2), 12 17x (3), 172 9x (2), I 5x
(2), ORT 13x (2) he does not even indicate where the OG leaves the

text untranslated! In other cases his numbers do not even add up
correctly. For example, he states that 2R 9x i1s usually translated by

ratfp 12x. He also indicates that OG has 2 additional occurrences of
ratfy in ch. 3, but leaves IR untranslated in 5:13, 18. Anyway you

look at these numbers they do not add up, but Wenthe does not explain
why. Using Ziegler's text, he suggests incorrectly that the OG uses
geac (57x) for OYR, MOR (73x) and leaves it untranslated 23x.

57+23=80.
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P.S. David’s thesis is basically a restatement of the views of

Holscher, Sellin, and Ginsberg; though there are a few other points of

%

interest.” For example, he includes a separate investigation of the OG

of 9:24-27 in which he argues that the doublets reveal that there were
two forms of the same text and that these were combined in the
transmission of the OG. In its reconstructed form the 0OG of 9:24-27

supposedly envisaged a restored temple along with the vindication of
the legitimate Zadokite priesthood.95 We do not have the space to

treat his arguments in detail, but one of the crucial points is his
interpretation of édmoctaffcerar in 9:26 as a reference to the removal of
Jason. David supports his interpretation of &xootadfcetar with the
suggestion that the reading of ypiopa in OG should be emended to
LP1ot6¢, because it is the usual equivalent for M¥N. Here David is
arguing for the priority of the OG against MT, but wants to establish
this earlier reading based on MT rather than the text of the OG!

% David also
suggests that papyrus 967 preserves the original ordering of the OG

Clearly there are no means of falsifying such a thesis.

text, but does not offer an adequate account for this displacement in
his reconstruction of the literary growth of the book.97 On the other

s, HOlscher, "Die Entstehung des Buches Daniel," TSK 92 (1919):
113-38; E. Sellin, Introduction to the Old Testament, (London: Hodder
and Stoughton, 1923); H. L. Ginsberg, Studies in Daniel, (New York:
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1948). See also the recent
article by A. S. van der Woude, "Erwdgungen zur Doppelsprachigkeit
des Buches Daniel," in Scripta Signa Vocis, ed. H. L. J. Vanstiphout
et al. (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 1986), pp. 305-16.

”See David, pp. 283-356.

96However, we also give good reason to question his interpretation
of amoctafnoerar on p. 134.

97See his diachronic reading of Daniel, pp. 207-267. There are
other disturbing and/or unsupported statements in his thesis. For
example, on p. 103, he states, "The fact nevertheless remains that the
denial of the unity of Dn 7 continues to be a majority opinion of
critical scholars." Considering the fact that he can only cite four
authors since 1970 who have ventured this opinion (Coppens, Weimar,
Kvanvig, van der Woude), yet can also cite Collins, Raabe, Zevit,
Ferch, and Casey as not holding this view makes his statement absurd.
We could also add P. Porter (1983), S. Niditch (1980), and J.
Goldingay (1989) as recent proponents of the unity of ch. 7. Another
example is p. 284, where David offers definitions of diplomatic and
eclectic texts, but mistakes the meaning of the terms. He cites
Ziegler as an example of a diplomatic text!
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hand, David has advanced valuable insights on the development of the
book of Daniel and does isolate possible doublets in 9:24-27 and 8:11-
14.%

One of the major weaknesses in the works of Wenthe, Wills and
David is the sweeping assumption that a different or older Vorlage of
the OG is therefore "superior" to MI. There are at least three very
distinct issues at stake in the evaluation of the text of the OG as it
compares with MT. The first issue is to settle the question whether
chs. 4-6 of the OG are a faithful translation of a semitic Vorlage
alternative to MT. Although there should always remain a residue of
doubt concerning this question, the cumulative work of Jahn, Charles,
Grelot, Albertz, Wills and Wenthe makes it highly probable that such a
text did in fact exist. Once we accept that there was an alternative
text for chs. 4-6 we have to decide, secondly, about the possibility
of a double literary tradition for Daniel such as that found in
Jeremiah. In such cases it is nonsense to speak of a "superior" text,
because we are dealing with two quite separate and distinct literary

texts.99

Third, it is all the more remarkable that Wills can refer to
the text of the OG as superior to MT when he argues that the OG is a
better witness to the tales as they were when they circulated indepen-
dentLy.mo If the OG somehow preserves the tales of 4-6 in a form in
which they existed prior to their redaction into a larger framework
(or as a later expansion), then we cannot speak of two literary
traditions of the semitic text of Daniel. It would have to be
reasonably demonstrated that chs. 4-6 of the OG exhibit the same TT as
the remainder of the book and that they faithfully reproduce a semitic

Vorlage in order to justify the conclusion that Daniel does represent

a double literary tradition.

98David, pp. 289-335, 370-380. For our part, we believe it to be
impossible to reconstruct the OG reading of 9:24-27 because of the .
corrupt state of the texts; therefore, any theory based on a rereading

of the Greek or Hebrew text is pure fiction.

99See Tov, Hebrew Bible, pp. 347-349. The debate then becomes
which edition do we attempt to reconstruct as the more original text.
Tov argues that it should be that text which was rece@ved and
preserved in the Hebrew canon. See E. Tov, "The Original Shape of the
Biblical Text," VISupp 43 (1991): 345-59.

0wi11s. pp. 87-88.
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It is with respect to the Vorlage of OG 4-6 and the consequences
for the transmission history and textual criticism of the Hebrew
version of Daniel that Albertz’ work has significant implications.
Albertz argues that chs. 4-6 exhibit a different TT from the remainder
of the book and that the OG of chs. 4-6 reflects an early form of the
tales before they were redacted into the larger framework of chs.
(1)2-7 and, ultimately, 1-12. This conclusion is based on a
comparison of the Greek vocabulary employed between chs. 4-6 and the
remainder of the book. ! In his view, the early form of the tales
was employed for chs. 4-6!'. when the completed Aramaic book of
Daniel was translated into Greek for two reasons: 1. The older version
was probably more popular; 2. the older version served the theological
interests of the translator because it emphasized monotheism (eg.
4:34c) and the theme of conversion.!” Obviously, it is difficult to
falsify either of these claims. However, the significance of

Albertz’s work lies in the argument that chs. 4-6 of OG derive from a

different translator.lo4

I11. Summary

Our brief foray into Danielic literature reveals a mixture of
consensus in some issues and diversity in others. The biggest
consensus, which was shared by most scholars who ventured a opinion,

apart from slight vacillation on the part of Grelot and Bogaert, is

101Albertz, pp. 159-163. This is the same conclusion which Blud.,
p. 218 had reached. There is also a fundamental weakness in Albertz’
argument. He has not sufficiently considered the question whether
these variations in vocabulary reflect the use of different
translation equivalents for the target text (see CH 4.11.5). Ulrich
is clearly of the opinion that chs. 4-6 do exhibit the same TT as the
rest of the book, but he has not offered any evidence to support this
view. E. Ulrich, "The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and
Latter Stages in the Composition of the Bible," in Sha‘arei Talmon,
ed. M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and W. W. Fields (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
1992), p. 285.

szt should also be noted that Albertz (p. 178) is undeqided
about whether chs. 4-6 are actually a translation from a semitic

Vorlage.

103Albertz, p. 164.

104Cf. Tov, Hebrew Bible, pp. 177, 178, 317(fn. 3) who gives the
opinion that Th is midrashic and later than MT.
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that Th is a revision of the OG. On the other hand, no one has
actually studied the relationship between the two in any detail. The
OG has received the greater attention of the two texts, but there are
several contentious issues. First, there is the question of TT. The
early analysis by Bludau was affected by two different factors: 1.
Bludau did not have the benefit of the best textual witness to the OG,
papyrus 967; 2. Bludau assumed that the Vorlage of the OG was MT.
McCrystall has recently attempted a new examination of the TT, but we
have demonstrated that there are serious deficiencies in his
methodology. Jeansonne has also shown that McCrystall’s arguments for
theological Tendenz in the OG are, for the most part, without
foundation. Wenthe has attempted to utilize insights from TT in his
study as well, but he does not operate with any clearly defined
methodology. Both Wenthe and McCrystall exemplify that the main
difficulty with investigations of TT is that there has been no clearly
defined methodology for the analysis of the TT in a book of the LXX.
Second, this lack of methodology for TT has had consequences in the
evaluation of the OG as a witness to the MI. Where Montgomery,
Bludau, and McCrystall find Tendenz, Jahn, Charles, Jeansonne, and
Wenthe discover a superior text. In the third place, there is the
specific question of the Vorlage of chs. 4-6 and whether a retroverted
text of the OG can be considered superior to MI. Finally, most of
these recent investigations of the OG of Daniel have not been carried
out with a clearly defined text of the OG! The major exceptions to
this are Albertz, who does reconstruct the text of chs. 4-6; and
Jeansonne, who almost always considers the readings of 967.w5

However, the eclectic nature of Jeansonne’s analysis makes it very

difficult to acquire a perspective of the difference that 967 makes to

the evaluation of the OG text.

105That is., except in her examination of 7:13 (pp. 96-98) where
she refers to the edition of Ziegler, but does not discuss the fact
that 967 stands very close to 88-Syh. It cannot be that she does not
know the text of 967. Rather, it would seem that she avoided it
because it did not support Ziegler’s reconstruction and her argument!
As K. Cathcart has recently noted, there are other examples of
scholars publishing on the text of OG, apparently without knowledge
that 967 was available to consult. See K. Cathcart, "Daniel,
especially the Additions., and Chester Beatty-Cologne Papyrus 967," IBA

15 (1992): 37-41.
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The following chapters will attempt to introduce some necessary
corrections to the deficiencies that have been noted. The primary
concern is to establish a methodology for the analysis of TT in the
LXX and apply it to the OG and Th texts of Daniel. This will involve
four steps. First of all, a critical text of OG which provides the
basis for the analysis of TT has to be established. It is folly to
analyze TT and to use the OG for text-critical judgments about MT
without first establishing the OG text. Second, it is necessary to
offer a critical examination of the current methodology of TT which
focuses on the features of literalism. Third, a methodology for TT
based on linguistic principles will be proposed. In the fourth stage,
the proposed methodology for TT will be applied to the OG and Th texts
of Daniel. The primary concern in this analysis will be the text of
the OG, but the relationship of Th to OG will be considered in order
to determine whether Th is a recension of OG. Matters of textual
differences between the Greek texts and MT will also be addressed as
they appear.

Unfortunately, the limits of space imposed by the critical
reconstruction of the OG in CH 2 and the establishing of a methodology
for the analysis of TT in CHs 3 and 4 will not allow the opportunity
to investigate the TT of the OG as completely as one otherwise might
like. For this reason, the analysis of TT of the OG in chs. 4-6 will
remain on the periphery and our treatment of chapters 1-3 and 7-12
will be selective. However, by providing detailed examination of
selected texts we will have a good foundation to draw conclusions
concerning the TT as a whole and to refine the work on the texts of
Daniel done previously. It would require a textual commentary on the

0G and Th of Daniel in order to apply the methodology completely.
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Excursus
Translation Technique and Textual Criticism

A good place to begin the discussion of TT and textual criticism
is with a quote by E. Tov, which will put some perspective on our
remarks concerning the intention of the translators (see CH
3.11.2.i.).

In other words, if the translator took care to render most

elements of the Hebrew faithfully, it is not likely that

he would have added or omitted other elements .

Reversely, if a translation unit may be considered free,

the translator shoPId be held responsible for extensive

pluses or minuses.
In my opinion, only the first half of that statement is correct. The
second half assumes that only those translators who reproduced their
source text primarily with formal equivalents were concerned to
translate the text faithfully. The above quotation of Tov clearly
contradicts a principle of textual criticism that he himself has

stated elsewhere:

. all Hebrew and retroverted variants are compared
with MT, and in the case of reconstructed evidence one
must forget for a moment that one is dealing with variants
which are "merely" retroverted from non-Hebrew sources.

In principle, the evaluation of hebrew and retroverted
variants gs identical, as long as the retroversion is
reliable.

Generally speaking, MT readings are preferred, "but this
statistical information should not influence decisions in individual
instances, because the exceptions to this situation are not

predictable."3 It is difficult to refrain from bias towards MT and

lg. Tov, "The Nature and Study of the Translation Technique of
the LXX in the Past and Present," VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), p. 352.

27tIL p. 278 and repeated in his new volume, Hebrew Bible, p.
298.

Jrov. Hebrew Bible. p. 299.
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demonstrate reasonable balance in the practice of textual criticism.
However, if LXX pluses can be retroverted reliably, regardless of how
formal or dynamic the translation is, then there is no reason a priori
to characterize them as expansions by the translator. Obviously, we
have to treat each book individually--there is a world of difference
between OG in Daniel and the OG of Proverbs'--but only a thorough
study of the individual book and the specific passages can hope to
distinguish between dynamic equivalence, which is an expansion by the
translator or a later scribe, and an original reading.5
Textual criticism involves two steps: first, the collection of
variants and, second, the evaluation of the variants. However, the
evaluation of the LXX as a source of variant readings for the proto-MT
is complicated for three reasons. First, the LXX is a translation and
one must attempt to reconstruct the hypothetical Vorlage of the Greek
text by retroversion before one can assess the value of the OG as a
witness. However, as Goshen-Gottstein warns, "there is no
retroversion without a residue of doubt, and what seems self-evident
"0 In the

second place, the process of retroversion is itself complicated in

to one scholar may look like a house of cards to his fellow.

many instances because the original OG text must first be established
before attempting to retrovert the semitic text from which it was
translated. In essence, one must collect and evaluate the variant
readings from the witnesses to the OG text of a book before one can
evaluate the retroverted reading of the OG as a witness to the

1

original semitic text.' There are then two stages of textual

4But see some interesting corrections to the view that LXX
Proverbs reflects the Hellenistic background of the translator by R.L.
Giese, "Qualifying Wealth in the Septuagint of Proverbs," JBL 111
(1992): 409-425.

5Aejmelaeus makes the same point in "What Can We Know About the
Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?" ZAW 99 (1981): 68-71; "Connectors,"
p. 378. See also M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, "Theory and Practice of
Textual Criticism," Textus 3 (1963): 130-158.

6M. Goshen-Gottstein, "Theory," p. 132.

7TCUby E. Tov is by far the best introduction to this process.
The Gottingen editions are indispensable for this task and it can only
be hoped that the work on the remaining books will be accomplished as

soon as possible.
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criticism in the use of an ancient version like the LXX for the
textual criticism of the MT, and the exhaustive analysis of the TT in
a given unit/book is essential for its text-critical use at both of
these levels.

The importance of TT at the second level is generally
recognized. For example, A. Pietersma writes that a thorough analysis
of the TT:

. . might be called the quest for the Archimedean point,

because only from this vantage point can the text-critic

sit in judgment over the fidelity with which the

manuscripts have preserved the original tegt, and hence

determine the quality of individual texts.
However, even if we were to possess the autograph of the OG text of
the Book of Daniel it would be comparatively useless for text-critical
purposes without the requisite knowledge of the TT employed in the
book. The study of TT provides the means to understand how the
translator rendered the parent text; therefore, it helps in
determining whether a particular substitution, omission, or addition
in the translation reflects a variant text or is an exegetical
rendering based on the theological concerns of the translator.

Acquaintance with the TT is, therefore, valuable for the
reconstruction of the OG and understanding the history of the

¥ For example, N¥Y "7 ™ occurs four

transmission of the OG text.
times in ch. 2:28, 29(2), 45. Th renders it in each instance with
G(ti) det yevésOar. OG uses & del yevésBar in 2:28 and ta éoopeva in 2:45,
while the textual witnesses have variant readings for the two
occurrences of the phrase in 2:29. The first occurrence in 2:29 is
omitted in 88 due to homoioteleuton, and so Ziegler reconstructs savia
& 8etl yevésfar from Syh; whereas 967 reads dca 8et yevesBar., In the
second, Ziegler again reads & 8¢t yevéoBor while 967 has & pEAder
yivesBat. Given the reading in 2:45 and the greater probability that
the OG readings in 2:29 are represented by 967 which offers a variety
of translation equivalents for the Aramaic R °7 M, the readings of

88-Syh would be due to later scribal harmonization to the first

8Pietersma, "Plea," p. 299.

9The importance of understanding the TT in a particular book has
been emphasized in J.W. Wevers’ work on the Gottingen Pentateuch. See
p. 116, above.
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10 When evaluating a

reading in 2:28 or, more likely, Th influence.
variant reading on the basis of TT the critic must be sensitive to the
text and to his/her own prejudices, however, because the temptation
would be to allow the understanding of TT to dictate text-critical
decisions (or the reverse). There is nothing to be gained from
constructing a circular argument.

Once the OG text is established and the textual critic
encounters a passage which, when retroverted, witnesses to a variant
reading against MT, it has to be evaluated. There are three basic
options: 1) Does the OG reflect a different Vorlage or a misunder-
standing of the Vorlage?II 2) Is the reading merely a dynamic
rendering or does it in some way reflect the TT of the translator? 3)
Is there evidence of theological Tendenz on the part of the transla-
tor, which motivated the rendering? Only with a balanced assessment
of the TT of the whole book/unit in question can the text-critic begin
to evaluate each possible variant and whether it originates from a
differing Vorlage. As Talshir states, "The scholar finds himself in a
vicious circle of evaluating the character of the translator’s source
on the one hand, and his translation technique on the other."12

There is an important caveat to be added to our cursory
introduction to the process of evaluating texts. which is the third

difficulty of using the LXX for textual criticism. The Vorlage from

10See also 8:19; cf. the remarks of F.F. Bruce ("Oldest," p. 24)
who states that the use of & dei yevésfa (presupposing Ziegler’s text)
is an implicit "emphasis on apocalyptic necessity." Even if the text
did read as Bruce supposes, it would not justify his interpretation
because the OG employs a variety of equivalents for the same Aramaic.
It is Th who employs & 8¢t yevéoBar consistently. In fact, given the
Th influence on the 2 uses in 2:29--which would remain unknown without
967--it is possible that the reading of & 8el yevésBar in vs. 28 also
stems from Th.

11Obviously, if a reading in the OG can be explained by the fact
that the translator possibly misread (metathesis, parablepsis) or
misunderstood the Vorlage in any way, then the OG does not witness to

a variant at all.

12Z. Talshir, "Linguistic Development and the Evaluation of
Translation Technique in the Septuagint," Scripta 31 (1986): 301; J.
H. Sailhamer, "The Translational Technique of the Greek Septuagint for
the Hebrew Verbs and Participles in Psalms 3-41," (Ph.D. Dissertation,

University of California, 1981), pp. 6-7.

44



which an OG translation was made was not always the same as the

majority text which eventually emerged as MT.13 In fact, the
discoveries from Qumran prove that in some cases they were very
different.! There are several theories to account for these

discrepancies, but it is impossible to evaluate the merits of these

13

theories here. However, it is also impossible to avoid the issue of

the Vorlage for OG because of chapters 4-6.

The presence of an alternative Vorlage in the OG of chs. 4-6 is
assumed for the analysis of TT in CH 5.16 However, it need not follow
from the existence of an alternative Vorlage in chapters 4-6 that the
Vorlage in chs. 1-3, and 7-12 also differed significantly from MT.

Not only is this premise logical, but there are two additional factors
to consider. First, and this anticipates the conclusions of CH 5, the

analysis of TT in OG supports Albertz’ conclusion that chs. 4-6

13See TCU or Hebrew Bible by Tov, or any of several articles for
brief introductions to some of the problems of using the LXX for
textual criticism: Tov, "The Nature of the Hebrew Text Underlying the
Septuagint. A Survey of the Problems," JSOT 7 (1978): 53-68; "The
Original Shape of the Biblical Text," VISupp 43 (1991): 345-59; J. W.
Wevers, "The Use of the Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint,"”
in La Septuaginta en la Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de la
IOSCS), ed. N. F. Marcos (Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985), 15-
24; N. Ferndndez Marcos, "The Use of the Septuagint in the Criticism
of the Hebrew Bible," Sef 47 (1987): 60-72. For an introduction to
specific textual problems using the DSS and LXX see, J. H. Tigay, ed.,
Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1985).

”See for example, E. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and
Josephus, HSM, 19 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1978); J. G. Janzen, Studies
in the Text of Jeremiah, HSM, 6 (Cambridge: Harvard University, 1973).
S. Soderlund has attempted to overthrow Janzen’s results in his work,
The Greek Text of Jeremiah, JSOT, 47 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1985), 193-248;
but see Janzen’s review, "A Critique of Sven Soderlund’s The Greek
Text of Jeremiah," BIOSCS 22 (1989): 16-47.

Dsee F. M. Cross and S. Talmon, eds. Qumran and the History of
the Biblical Text, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975). For a
good discussion and evaluation of the issues, see E. Tov, "A Modern
Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls," HUCA 53 (1983): 11-27;
Hebrew Bible, pp. 155-197. See also the recent discussion between Tov
and Cross., as well as the articles by E. Ulrich and B. Chiesa in J. T.
Barrera and L. V. Montaner, eds., The Madrid Qumran Congress, 2 vols.
(Leiden: Brill, 1992).

16See the discussion on p. 37.
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originate from a different translator. Second, in the main, the OG
text itself and the extant manuscripts from Qumran are very close to
mr. ! As Collins states in the latest commentary on Daniel, "On the
whole, the Qumran discoveries provide powerful evidence of the
antiquity of the textual tradition of the MT."®  For this reason,
although the view that the OG translator was engaging in a type of
wholesale theological reinterpretation of the text envisaged by
McCrystall ought to be rejected, we cannot automatically assume that
every difference between OG and MT necessarily points to an
alternative Vorlage. The latter error is committed by Wenthe. It is
true that the Dead Sea Scrolls have confirmed many retroverted
readings and the existence of alternative literary editions. However,
each variant has to be evaluated individually. We have to consider
the corrupt condition of the OG text and then attempt to discern the
TT as best as we are able in order to use this understanding for
textual criticism of MTI'. Therefore, the working hypothesis adopted
for this thesis is that the Vorlage of OG was very close to MT except
in chs. 4-6 and the end of ch. 3 where OG has differences due to the
long addition in the text.

Given the working hypothesis we will approach the variant
readings in OG and Th Daniel with the required understanding of the TT
employed and by the judicious application of two general rules of
thumb. First, if the translation can be explained from a text
corresponding to MI', it has no significance for textual criticism,

nld The first rule

i.e. there is a "built-in prejudice towards the MT.
is balanced by the second, which is that any deviations in the
translation, particularly pluses and minuses, may reflect an
alternative Vorlage; because any scholar who:

. wishes to attribute deliberate changes, harmoniz-
ations, completion of details and new accents to the
translator is under the obligation to prove his thesis

17See also Ulrich, "Canonical Process," pp. 284-285. See the

preliminary edition of the Qumran fragments of Daniel from cave four
by Ulrich, "Part 1;" "Part 2."

By, 7. collins, Daniel, (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), p. 3.

wWevers. "Apologia," p. 29; Aejmelaeus, "Hebrew Vorlage," pp. 66.
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with weighty arguments and also to show why the

divergences cannot have originated with the Vor]age.20

Wibid., p. 71.
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Chapter 2
A Critical Evaluation of Papyrus 967

The first and most basic step of the investigation of TT in the book of Daniel is
to establish the OG text in order to ensure accuracy in the analysis of TT and for the
use of the OG in textual-criticism of MT. For this reason, the present chapter offers a
collation and critical evaluation of all the variant readings from 967 in the editions of
Geissen, Hamm, and Roca-Puig against the critical text of Ziegler.! However, it must
be acknowledged that this critical text is only a preliminary one for two reasons. First,
it only evaluates the variants from the editions of 967 to which Ziegler did not have
access when he published his text in 1954. It is possible that the evaluation of some
variants could change in the remainder of Ziegler's text in the light of 967's witness
elsewhere.2 Second, it is possible that different decisions might have been made for
some readings if more time had been devoted to the analysis. A more sustained
investigation could not be justified when O. Munnich has undertaken the task of
preparing a complete revision of Ziegler's text. Therefore, it is highly improbable that
the reconstructed text presented here will be the same as Munnich's, but, hopefully, his
work will agree quite closely with it. So, although a detailed presentation of 967°s text
is somewhat premature, a thorough presentation of the evidence still offers the best
leverage from which to evaluate the evidence.

The evaluation of 967 will be divided into two main sections. The first section
will treat orthographical and other minor variants and will classify them according to
type. The majority of these variants are insignificant as regards the content of the OG
and the evaluation of TT. The second section will treat the more substantial types of
variants--minuses, pluses, substitutions, transpositions--and will proceed verse by verse.

1The reader is directed to the editions of Ziegler, Hamm, and Geissen for more
detailed discussion of the contents of the papyrus and some of its more salient features.
The production of this collation was aided through the use of the variant files of Daniel
from the CATSS project (co-directed by Robert A. Kraft and Emanuel Tov) and I am
most grateful for the assistance of Dr. Kraft and Jay Treat of CCAT at the University of
Pennsylvania. An electronic version of this collation has been made available for
inclusion in the CATSS database.

2In fact, there will be occasions during the analysis of TT in CH 5 that corrections
are suggested for other readings in Zieg.



The second section, then, will provide an additional critical apparatus of major variants
to be used in conjunction with Ziegler’s text.

The division of variants into the categories "minor" as opposed to "major" is,
admittedly, rather arbitrary. All the orthographical variants are included in the first
section as well as those variants restricted to differences in number and case for nouns,
and person, number, tense, mood, and voice for verbs. Therefore, a variant between a
finite vb. and a participle is not in the first section if it also impinges on syntax (eg.
1:2). All additions, omissions, or substitutions of articles that can be handled without
reference to their governing noun or preposition are listed in the first section as well.
Any other additions, omissions, substitutions or transpositions are listed in the verse-
by-verse analysis in the second section. This grouping of variants according to type
serves to remove the "clutter” from the main apparatus and a general acquaintance with
the characteristics of the manuscript can be extremely valuable for the assessment of
more important variants.? A reason for almost every decision will be provided in the
second section. In the case of some recurrent variants it is assumed that the evaluation
of the reading is obvious to the reader. In the first section it is often possible to
evaluate the variants as a group. Where an adequate judgement regarding the
originality of a reading has been given elsewhere, that discussion is usually cited. An
asterisk in the left margin indicates that the reading is deemed to be original.

The point of reference for the readings of 967 is always Ziegler's text; therefore,
it is assumed throughout this chapter that the reader has a copy of Ziegler's edition in
hand. The remainder of this thesis will presuppose the critically reconstructed text of
the OG.

Prior to the evaluation of its readings there is a brief introduction to the papyrus.
The chapter will conclude with a statistical summary.

L. Introduction to Papyrus 967

The best evidence that 967 is the closest witness we have to the OG text of
Daniel is that 967 almost never has the asterisked additions of 88-Syh, and in many
additional cases 967 still has a shorter text.* Other significant indicators of 967's

30f course, many of the variants that remain in the "major" section are relatively
insignificant, but a line had to be drawn somewhere.

4See O. Munnich, "Origene, éditeur de la Septante de Daniel," in Studien zur
Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), pp. 187-218. In almost all of these cases
Ziegler has correctly reconstructed the original text. Actually, the papyrus has
confirmed that 88-Syh managed to preserve the OG quite faithfully, but there remain
significant differences.
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importance as a witness to the OG are some of the lexical variants and occasions where
967 offers the more likely Greek reading (eg. the combination of art., adj., noun as
opposed to art. + noun, art. + adj. in 88-Syh).5 At the same time, the variants in 967
demonstrate that the papyrus and/or it's parent text had still undergone considerable
influence from Th as well as correction toward MT.

Papyrus 967 is also notable because it preserves yet another anomaly about the
book of Daniel. In 967, chapters 7-8 intervene between ch. 4 and 5. The different
order of chapters has also been found in a Latin manuscript, so Bogaert is correct that
967 is no longer a "meteor."® However, the variant order is best attributed to a scribe
attempting to "fix" the chronology of the book. By placing chs. 7-8 after ch. 4 the
events and visions relating to Belshazzar are kept together (chs. 7-8, 5) and precede
those relating to Darius (chs. 6, 9). 967 also reverses the order of chapters 38-39 in
Ezekiel, so the change in Daniel is not unique. Although, P.S. David argues that we
should accept 967's order as original, the difference in content between OG and MT in
chs. 4-6 is an insurmountable obstacle to any hypothetical restructuring of the book.
Furthermore, R. Albertz has produced strong evidence that chs. 4-6 of OG originate
from a separate translator, and, in our examination of TT in CH 5, we will adduce
further evidence in support of Albertz' thesis.”

Perhaps the greatest tragedy surrounding 967 is that we do not possess the entire
text of Daniel. It is particularly lamentable that the most damaged portions of the
papyrus and large lacunae are in chs. 10-12, especially ch. 11, where the OG text
exhibits the highest degree of confusion as to the meaning of MT. In order to
appreciate the extent of the damage and to clarify where the witness of 967 is
unavailable a more precise description of the lacunae of the papyrus is given here.?
Take heed that the place where I note the ms. is broken is only approximate, i.e. there
may be a few letters extant from a following line or two where the ms. is broken and
usually only about half of the preceding dozen words are extant.

Generally speaking, minimal reconstruction is required for the first eight chs. of
Daniel, even where it was ripped. Chapters 9-12, Sus and Bel are in worse shape,
though the top part of the leaves of the whole papyrus are well preserved. Most of Dan

5See Zieg., pp. 19-21; Hamm, I-II, pp. 19-44 for evaluations of readings and the
judgment that 967 best preserves the OG.

6P. M. Bogaert, "Le témoignage de la Vetus Latina dans I'étude de la tradition des
Septante. Ezéchiel et Daniel dans le Papyrus 967," Bi6 59 (1978): 387.

7See David, pp. 87-94; Albertz, pp. 159-163.

8Geissen's (pp. 12-16) description is not so precise.
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10:11, 18; 11:2, 3 and almost all of 10:4 and 10:17 are missing. Still larger lacunae are
as follows: 11:8 from &mnoicovot to katacOpav in vs. 10, though the ms. is in bad
shape from the beginning of vs. 8. 11:15 from othcoovton (967 reads clteoe]) to
BeAnloewg in 11:16, though most of vss. 14 and 15 are not extant. 11:20 from
[Baoiieiog eif to [cvuvtayévitog pet’ in 11:23. 11:26 to end of 11:28, though
portions of two words are extant from 11:26. 11:32 to end of 11:34. 11:38 from
k{ehivnoel to ToAAoig in 11:40. 11:45 xai ofOxk to [Ovelldiopdvin 12:2. 12:6 Jv kai
xo[0apropov to 1ig N in 12:8. 12:13 gm v to end.

II. Primarily Orthographical Variants

In this section are categorised most of the minor variants from the corpus of
papyrus 967. In many cases we can only make educated guesses in the evaluation of
readings. In the case of OG, where the textual evidence is so sparse, decisions have to
be based on our understanding of the writing practices of the time and what reading is
more likely to reflect the period from which it emerged. After all, perhaps the original
translator did not spell very well. So, although Ziegler is correct that the orthography
of 967 was not carefully done compared to 88, there are instances where 967 probably
preserves the more accurate spelling.

Key to Sigla:
* = accepted as an original reading
> = omission in 967
+ = longer reading in 967
- = alternative reading in 967
trans. = transposed, transposition
2,1,3 = the order of words in 967
[ ] =letter/s or word/s in brackets omitted in 967
{ } = letter/s or word/s in brackets added in 967
- - = orthog. difference in 967 Always limited to one letter in the apparatus.
Indented + or > means the word is added or omitted in 967 following the previously

noted variant.
I1.1. Corrections by Later Hands 14x
adto‘v’ 2:15 v added by 2 corrector.

cvvete ai'poig 2:17 Delete €, add ou by 2nd corr.
gofuna’vag 2:23 Deleted 1 and added o by 2nd corr. Thack. §24, p. 284,

9Zieg., p. 21.
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no‘e’diw 3:1 Delete o, add € by 1 corr.

npook. EuPBar.. mpookvve L' vBalodorv Add 1 by 2 corr. *OG= rpockvVvij EVBaA.
npocekLVNoav: tpooekvvov 'V 3:7 vadded by 1 corr. Th influence.
npootay. 100 +mupdg 3:22 Deleted by 1 corr.

dedotaopevov ¢’ 3:56 Delete v, add ¢ by 1 corr.

£€omenc-6-eVvV 5:6 o ordemended tov by 1 corr.

gine o'v 6:5(6) Emended by 2 corr.

eA ppryag 6:22(23) Emended by 2 corr.

ovev'xec 7:19 Geissen does not note type or hand of corrector.
¢€éna’e'ocav 7:20 Emended by 1 corr.

o'iwov 9:17 Emended by 1 corr.

I1.2. Errors 55x

These errors were due mainly to carelessness in transcription.

¢mAEKTOV €mAe 1:3

{vea} veaviokovg 1:13 dittog.

oonpiov- cirtooropiov 1:16 Hamm, I-I1, p. 115.
[eloMybnoav +oav 1:18 dittog.

£€w¢ veog 1:21

yolapnv@v: yopadnvdv 2:27;5:7

oot ot 2:29

adtéd odté 2:34 Hamm, I-1I, p. 239.

>t61e 2:35

>koi v kpiowv 8¢ 2:36 Accidently omitted. Hamm, I-II, p. 245.
gve 2:38

grdTto{v] 2:39 Missing line over  to indicate v.
fyobpevov + pevov 2:48 dittog.

BaoiAed{c} 3:10

xoprog xOpie  3:17 «e written for kg
EupAnBiivor epfanvon 3:24

xopre: xvptog  3:26 x¢ for xe

o[thnroov 3:46

ey} ei¢ 3:55 dittog.

rvedpato wva with line over top=nvedpa 3:65 read TVEOROLTO
o[VJpavov 3:80

ido[v] 3:92(25)
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>Aatpe. pnde 3:95(28)

nAnpodvita} 4:8(11) dittog.

nooav 4:8(11) twice by dittog.

ooV ov 4:30c

£{vloveor{v} 4:34b 1stv is an err.

naviev t@v tov 4:34c dittog.

repLEd. avT® +xoi Edwkev adt® 5:29 dittog.
@pblplehoe(v} 6:19(20) p omitted by err.
éxdA[ecle{v) 6:20(21) ec omitted by err.

ano +amd 6:22(23) dittog.

10 6nplov 7:11 dittog.

€xelvo +0 7:20 dittog.

dooBeloafv} 8:13

€v vnoteiaig évnoteiong 9:3 haplog.

MUV Mudv 9:7

oec-p-kdplmiocag 9:7

Kot koké 9:13

006 +tou¢ 9:18 dittog.

NV épNLeoLY ApNuwoty 9:18

gBdopnkoviar ev O (with a line over it) 9:24 o mistaken for 6 and ev for évvéa as a
gloss?

+£€11 9:24 for €mi (1st), but then corr.

gixool .Je (with a line over it) 10:13 967 has xe? misunderstood from x = 207?

Geissen, p. 233.
kol €lne{v} dittog? 10:20 There is enough space on the previous line for this to have

been written.

oouv potr 10:21 Change in pronoun to harmonize with the change in person of the vb.
npdta +1a 10:21 haplog. or dittog.?
avbeotnkoaorv: 11:2 dittog.? Uncertain.
aroctobhmoetar 11:4 S. éupAandfivon in 3:24.
oV oTfoer cvotnoel 11:6

xoplov] 11:19

g€[mojovory 11:30 err. due to previous fEovoi{v}.
gl¢ 10 xoBa +eig 10 11:35 dittog.

ginor énav 12:6

av arootodi} avaoctadn 12:11

I1.3. Interchange of Vowels
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IL3.i. ave, ¢/ar Thack. §6.11 45x
ave 4x

exnebeboa 1:5; ouvetadpot 5:6; eiEntan 6:5(6); Bondfioat 10:13;

gon 41x

qvayyelre 2:2; am-v-ayyellnte 2:5; bofaoBioeste 2:6; &v-m-ayyeinte 2:6; cuveinaoBe
2:9; Snidoete2:9; EpfanBiceste 3:15; énétade 3:19; dpvelte 3:57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 64,
65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71; bmepuyolte3:57, 58, 59, 64, 65, 67, 68, 70, 71, 79; edhoyelte
3:58, 59, 60, 61, 65, 66, 69, 70, 71; ce 5:16.

IL3.1. Ve, vy, eve Thack. §6.24-26. 115x + 20x listed with Proper Nouns

Vel 85x

Baowh«entkfig 1:5, maeniver 1:5, 8; dhwentobf 1:8; «eniva 1:10; fjucenty 1:12, 3:27,
30; 9:12, 13; y«enig 1:13; cwpceniinoev 1:19; kwenwiiBn 2:3; 11:38; &nokp«eniBelg
2:5; koBuenotlv 2:21; yeenviookwy 2:22, 3:15; Bpax«eniove 2:32; 9:15; 10:6; 11:6,
15, 31; ép[p]in«enioey 2:35; &paveenioer 2:44; Ey-v-koaveenopoy 3:2; elkdvaent 3:5, 14;
kiqeentvov 3:6, 11, 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22(2), 23, 24, 25, 46, 47, 48, 49(2), 51, 79;
nenintovia 3:7; cuveentbly 3:14; abdBuwpuent 3:15; dhokadtwowents 3:38; kpuenilov
3:40; nuentdvwy 3:40; EEcenhoo 3:40; ELctaenivadewyn 3:49; puentyog 3:67;
fioB«entay 4:30a; By«enioty 4:30¢; suox«ent\loug 5 preface; Emcentmey 6:10(11);
Tpeenis 6:10(11), 11(12); pB{p]«enioecvn 6:19(20); cnetupnaveenion 7:11;
Sioy«enihian 8:14; ndowent 9:16; «enir&tevoov 9:18; xpoveeniong 9:19; Z«enwwv 9:19,
24; xp«eniopa 9:26; kat«entoyldoer 11:5, 6; Encentcounotpéyer 11:10; EE&T«entva
11:24; épeBuenioBiioetan 11:25; heeniav 11:25; ey-v-koteh«entiiov 11:30;
LeentavoBoun 11:31; kaBapeenioom 11:35; Gpovaenioo 11:44; ouveentévies 12:3;
yeenAlag 12:11, 12.

ei  27x

d6pomot(e]iv 1:12; kplelioowv 1:15; éumesie]iv 2:1; eCayay(eftv 2:14; okoT[ejwva 2:22;
okd (et 2:22; &mokt[efivan 2:24; yvio[ell 2:30; kupred[e]v 2:38; &nede)ev 2:48;
moNeic 3:1; xplellav 3:16; fin'c liyewvn 3:22; kpiofelis 3:27, 31, évet[e]w 3:30;
edp[e]iv 3:38; npoobexBlelinu-  3:39; évb|eJucvipevor 3:44; teliclv 4:26(29);
dmoble)i€on 5:16; 10:14; 11:7 &néxt[e]wvay 6:24(25); Bewple|tv 8:15; befofelig 9:17;
épnudo(elr11:24.
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eve 3x

Kactohef ] gBRvon 2:35
kata@Be[{]pa-e-te 4:11(14)
ywoke[i)s 10:20

IL3.1i. Omission of v 7x

¥€oB[\Jovrag 1:13; 7:7 kaeoB|i]ovtes 7:19 Thack. §19.3.
Enfijetkerdy 3:42

unekofijov 3:46

5[\JabBrkn 9:13

EmBup[i]dwv 10:3

IL.3.iv. o/e,¢/a Thack. §6.2,3 5x
Gve-a-jog 2:35

em-&n 3:2

unohoBovre-og 3:9
kato@Be[i]poe-te 4:11(14)
koBa-e-pr-e{o]Bfoetan 8:14

IL.3.v. ovu Thack. §6.41 4x

fivorEev: fivugev 6:10(11); 10:16
gov ou 2:23; 9:7

I1.4. Non-Elision Thack. §9.10 6x

*EAN- G 2:28, 30; 3:39, 95(28); 10:21
*nop” nepd 3:19

ILS. é&v for av Mayser, IL1. 267; Thack. §5.4 8x

3:6, 10, 11, 96(29), 4:34a; 5:7; 9:14; 11:3



I1.6. €wg andmdg 3x

{E)}og 2:43
[Ekog 4:30(33)
[Ekog 7:13

There are three occasions where 967 has confused the writing of wc¢ or G¢.
The most celebrated instance is in 7:13 where F.F. Bruce has argued that the OG makes
an "astonishing" claim that the one like a son of man came as (the) Ancient of Days.10
Zieg. had reconstructed the text to read €mc, but 967 does support 88-Syh in reading ¢
and J. Lust has suggested that the "so-called ‘erroneous’ reading . . . is not to be
‘corrected’ in an edition of the text of the LXX."!! Jeansonne has argued for the
integrity of Zieg.’s reconstruction and she does note the parallel variants in 2:43 and
4:30(33), but she does not note that 967 actually supports the reading of 88-Syh in this

particular case.!? However, there is no doubt that Zieg.’s text is correct.
In both the OG and Th €wg is a SE for 7M. €wc appears 43x in OG, but 14x

MT =0.13 In the remaining 29 instances £w¢ renders “7M in all but two passages.!4 In
4:8(11) it is a good equivalent for % in the sense "unto” and in 9:20 £wg translates

"\, which is obviously an error of sight or hearing. We encounter the same
equivalence when examining MT. "1\l appears 47x in MT, so there are 20x when
g€oc="T\| does not occur. 8x OG=0.15 Textual differences also explain the non-
equivalence for "1\ in five other cases.!® while TT accounts for the omissions in 2:20;

10Bruce, "Oldest Version," p. 25.

11J_ Lust, "Daniel VII and the Septuagint,” £7£ 54 (1978): 63. Bogaert
("Relecture,” p. 206) supports Lust's judgment.

12See Jeans., pp. 96-98.

133:1, 4:11(14), 14(17), 18(21), 28(31), 30(33); 6:6(5), 17; 7:25; 8:11; 9:27(2);
12:4, 7 (secondary addition). The second occurrence in 7:25 is also difficult to judge
because of the textual differences.

14See 1:21; 2:9, 34; 6:8(7), 13(12), 15(14), 27(26); 7:4, 9, 12, 18(2), 22, 25, 26,
28(27); 8:10, 11, 13, 14; 9:26; 10:3; 11:35, 36; 12:1, 4,9. The second occurrence of
gwc in 7:18 of Zieg.’s text is probably not original.

154:5(8), 14(17), 20(23), 22(25), 29(32), 30(33); 5:21; 6:25(24).

167:11; 9:25; 11:24, 25; 12:6. In 7:11 it could be an omission of a redundant
expression.
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8:8 and 11:25.17 There remain four other passages. In 8:6 and 11:10 OG translates
with £€n1, while in 11:45 it has @pa. As in the case of 9:20 above, OG has probably
misread DN in 8:6, 11:10and N\ in 11:45. Not only is the direct equivalence
between £w¢ and T M established, but there is no other instance in OG or Th where Q¢
translates T\l

In 2:43, 967 may have read T\ (see BHS) where it employs &w¢ for dc.
I1.7. Consonants
IL7.1. Additionof¢ 5x

*obtw{c} 1:13; 3:40 Thack. §9.9, Mayser1, 1. p. 214
*fixovolc) 3:7(7), 10, 15. Thack. §10.29

I1.7.1. Omissionof ¢ 6x

veaviokov¢] 1:4

dexarmiacini¢] 1:20

gntaniacionlc] 3:46

Baociiev[c] 4:30a

*AMOxvougl 5 preface S. Geissen, p. 141.
kaOo-e-pL-e-[clOnceTon 8:14

I1.7.1i1. Doubled Consonants Thack. §7.39, 40, 42 5x
967 often writes only one consonant of a pair.

ep[plin{ehoev 2:35.
euPar[Alovteg 3:46
éplplocato 3:88
glplpionoav 6:24(25)
npoo[olyec 9:18

IL.7.iv. Interchange of A/p Thack. §7.20 3x
Thack. notes that the tendency was for p to replace A, but he also states that

"instances occur, also, of the reverse change in the xoi1vi) where no consonant follows."

17In 2:20 (cf. 7:18) OG omits the latter half of XPOA-T¥1 RPOA-17, while in
8:8, 11:25 OG translates “TXP-"TAwith o@6Spa.
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The fact that A was mistakenly written for p during the transmission of Daniel is
exemplified in 6:22(23), which was later corrected; 11:25 where the addition of
napaioyioBiiceta is a corruption from the earlier variant napopyioBfoetan (Geissen, p.
259, see 11:25); and the reading of 8 aoong in 10:6. 967 tends to substitute X for p

which suggests that it is a phonetic error. It also means that we should consider the
possibility that 967 has the correct reading in 3:96(29).

braper-p-oBiicetan 3:96(29) This orthographic variant is quite interesting because
SropeiCw "dissect” is usually interpreted as a neologism (so LEH, p. 106), which Mont.,
p. 148, reconstructed on the basis of an analogy to pekn movjoavteg in 2 Macc. 1:16.
LSJ only has swapeiCw attested in Plutarch. However, even without 967, we should
consider the possibility of reading the far more common &wpepidw "divide." The
problem in reading &woqehiCwis that it would mean OG knew the meaning of the
Vorlage here, but not in 2:5. On the other hand, the more common SioqepiCw would fit
the pattern of orthographic change in OG and would also represent an adequate
contextual guess. At some early stage of its transmission the A could have been

substituted for the p, and §woqeriCw may have been accepted into the language later. S.
the discussion in CH 5.11L.

ex pp'wag 6:22(23) Emended by 2 corr.
Bapors B&haoong 10:6 967=88-Syh but does not make sense. It could derive from an
early transcription mistake of A for p.

IL7.v. Non-Assimilation of v Thack. §9.3-6. 15x

*oup-v-poiovli] 1:8
*oup-v-piyelg 2:43
*ouy-v-kpaBfivan 2:43
*Ey-v-KOWV « En WOV 3:2
*ouprv-niobloavtag 3:20
gp-v-upuopdy  3:95(28)
&y-v-kOKA\wov 4:34b
*ty-v-koviopol 5 preface
*ghy-v-kpa 5:7(2), 16, 30
Ey-v-katEALE«vy 9:11; 11:30
Bu-v-pevwy 12:12 S. 6:12a where Zieg. should be emended to read with the compound.
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IL7.vi. VO-gperlkvotikév Thack. §9.7 125x

Ase “\f
As far as verbs are concerned, 967 consistently employs the variable ° ' N and

there is only one occurrence in 967 in which the v is omitted against 88. There are 13x
where 967 has the final v on nouns and adjectives against 88 as well. Since the v

dropped out before consonants in later usage, it is more probable that we should retain
it in all cases where it is attested.

I.7.vi.a. Verbs 112x
Addition of vin 967 111x

nxiwoev 1:8; €dwkev 1:9; ginev 1:11, 2:5, 14, 26, 27, 3:91, 6:14(15), 16(17), 21(22);
10:11, 12, 14, 20; 11:1; 12:9; é{ftnoev 1:20; xprvodory 2:7; éotiv 2:11(2), 20, 27, 28,
3:17(2), 4:27(30), 34(37), 34c; 5 preface; 6:26(27), 8:20, 21; eicfir0ev 2:16;
onedergev 2:17; mapniyyerrev 2:18; Exdobdory 2:18; edAéynoev 2:19; eionyayev
2:25; édMAmoev 2:28, 29; énditatev 2:34, 35, 3:20; cvvmAdnoey 2:45; EcHpavev?
2:45; mpocexOvnoey 2:46; énétatev 2:46; NElwoey 2:49; éxnpuvEey 3:4; Eotnoev 3:5,
7, 6:14(15); éwoiv 3:12; finfelyev 3:22; évendproey 3:23; SrieEndevoey 3:48; eDpev
3:48; éEerfeivatev 3:49; énoinoev 3:50; éAOnnoev 3:50; é8adpocey 3:91;
anéoteliev 3:95(28); Ecwoev 3:95(28); npookvviicwoiy 3:95(28); Epdvnoev
4:11(14); vrederév 4:15(18); cvvetnpnoev 4:25(28); Eypayev 4:34b; éxfivecev 5
preface; €idev 5:5; Epdvnoey 5:7; é€£0nKkev 5:7; £védvoey 5:29; énfillev 5:30, 10:13;
nopérofev 5:31(6:1), 19(20), 28(29); rtncwory 6:5(6); €éotnoev 6:9(10), 10(11);
dpe[plehoev 6:19(20); cécwxéy 6:20(21), 21(22); énfikovoev 6:21(22); eldev 7:1;
elxev 7:7; arnéotnoev 7:12; drepépepev 7:20; amorodorv 7:26; fiBerev 8:4; Edpopev
8:6; éndtotev 8:7; cuvétpyev 8:7; dyandoiv 9:4; éy-v-katéhnev 9:11;
NypOnvnoev 9:14; mpooiAbey 9:22; EAdAncev 9:22; éENABeV 9:23; xatioyvow.-£-V
10:8; poonyayév 10:10; katioyvoév 10:18; évioyvoév 10:19; i€ovorv 11:30;
p{ehavodorv 11:31; anoothcovory 11:31; ddcovory 11:31; nepacbdorv 12:9;

ayioobdorv 12:9

Omission of vin 967 1x
xatatpEyovo[v] 4:21(24)

I1.7.vi.b. Nouns and Adjectives 13x
Addition of vin 967 13x

ooty 1:13, 2:4; 3:29(2); 4:34b, 34c.
vdaorv 3:79
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E(vl@veorv 4:34b, 34c,
Aéovory 6:24(25)
nociv 7:7, 19
xpipoory 11:13

I1.8. Aumber 17x
I1.8.i. Apuns 9x

I1.8.i.a. Singular for Plural 5x

*10 TpOo. DR Srat. &oB. 10 TMpdowmoV DUV Srotetpappévoy dodevéc 1:10
Given the predominant use of (3)°3D in idioms and semi-prepositions it is not

unexpected that OG always has the sing. elsewhere in Daniel where it is rendered by
npooanov,!® but OG also employs mpoodnov in all other cases as well.!9 This is the

only instance in Daniel where a plural would be suitable in Greek, but s. 1:13, 15 where
OG has the sing. dy1¢.

*elg 1obg aidvag €wg 100 aidvog 2:44 Syh=sg. S. also 2:44(2); 3:9; 6:27(26)
where OG has the singular for plural in MT. The only time OG retains the plural of
MT for D ‘731 1s in 7:18 according to Zieg., but the formal correspondence to MT is

unlikely there. S. CH 5.111.

goxdtov Eoydtov 2:45 967=MT In 2:28 and 2:29 OG has érn éoy &tV 1OV
fLep®v where MT has 8217 0NN 3 (vs. 28) and 377 NN (vs. 29) respectively.

2:45 follows the same pattern. S. below.

*10 copatos 16 odpo 3:95(28) 967=Syh The variant probably stems from
alternative “orlagen because there is a K-Q difference. The Peshitta also offers a sing.
while Th and the Vulgate have the pl.

10V e1pdv- 1A xe1pdg 6:14(15) Here MT =0, but MT only has the pl. of 717 3x
(2:34, 45; 3:15) and each time OG retains the plural. Otherwise OG prefers the plural
even where MT is sg. The pl. renders a sg. in 1:2; 2:38; 3:17; 7:25; 8:4, 25; 11:11, 16;
12:7.

188:5 17, 18, 23; 9:3, 7, 8, 13, 17; 10:6, 9, 15; 11:17, 18, 19, 22.

193:19, 41; 4:19(22), 30(33); 6:10(11), 12(13), 13(14); 7:10; 10:12.
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I1.8.1.b. Plural for Singular 3x

&yyehog ob ayyéhwv @v  2:11 967=MT; s. Hamm, I-II, p. 181, 183.

*¢oxatov Eoxatdv 8:23; 10:14 The plural follows 8:19 and the pattern in 2:28, 29,
45.

700 AdYOV 10010V 1BV A6YDV TovtdV 12:8 MT has MoK M. AOY0G appears

15x in OG. In every case except 2:9 OG follows the number of MT, though in 3/4
cases where MT=0 the pl. is used.2? The OG rendering probably stems from a
misunderstanding of MT. OG has the sing. for 51N while the pl. in 967 resulted

from later harmonization to the demonstrative adj.

I1.8.11. Verbs 8x

I1.8.ii.a. Singular for Plural 2x
ocvvixOnlcav] 6:23(24) Elsewhere OG has the pl. S. 3:7; 4:9(12); 7:27; 8:4; 12:10.
othoovton ctéceton ? 11:15 967 identifies "king of Egypt” as the subject.

I1.8.ii.b. Plural for Singular 6x
edoypaticOn{oav) 2:13 Secondary harmonization to following verb. Hamm, I-1I, p.

185.

*¢ntnon 8¢ xai é{ntdnoav 2:13 The only grammatical parallel is in 2:18 where
OG has the pl. 88-Syh has secondary harmonization to previous vb. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p.
187, who reads the s. for both vbs.

£Yéveto €yEvovto 2:35 yivopan occurs twice more in the s. in 2:35. The 3 pl. of
yivopon is unusual, but there is one other passage where it is employed in OG (12:1).2!
However, there are a diversity of uses of the vb. in ch. 2, and the vb. in MT is pl. If we
consider the occurrences of the nt. pl. sub. with a finite vb. where OG has a Vorlage,

2006vog in the s. for a s. in MT are 1:20; 2:11; 4:28(31); 6:12(13); 7:28. PL. for pl.
in 7:1, 11, 16; 12:3. MT=0 in 4:24(27)bis, 25(28) bis.

21The singular occurs in 2:1, 35(3); 3:30, 40, 91(24), 92(25); 4:24(27); 8:11, 12,
15; 9:2, 12(2); 10:4; 11:36; 12:1. Other occurrences are inf. in 2:11, 12, 28, 29(2);
4:30b; imv. in 3:40; part. in 4:34c.
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there are 27.22 The cases where the pl. are employed conform to Soisalon-Soininen's
suggestion that it is used when the parts of the whole are emphasized.3 In this instance
the subject is viewed collectively, so it is most probably sing, while 967 has been
corrected toward MT.

épnpwBiceton: .oovtan 8:13 OG transforms the n. into a vb. and provides a dynamic
translation, and the nt. pl. sub. (1& #y10) is viewed collectively.

emreheoBfjoeton .Bfcovtan 11:16 The vb. stems from reading 19D as if it were a pu.
3.m.s., but the sing. vb. would conform to OG’s usage.

bravonBioovtan: SuavonBiceton 11:35 967 has the prep. & changed to €v, so perhaps
967 read év as év which led to the change in person of the vb.

IL9. Miscellaneous Orthographical Variants 9x
This section includes variants in spelling (1:5; 3:55) as well as common
orthographical variants that could not be classified elsewhere.

*é-x-Beowv 1:5 Thack. §7.9. amv-ayyeldnte  2:5
*0U1e" 006€ 2:43 Hamm, I-II, p. 265. av-n-oyyeiinte  2:6
oopfdkrog 3:5

kbp-e-vog 3:46 Thack. §6.22.
xepouByrv 3:55 Thack. §4., p. 33.
600" 60v 10:8

o0B8-6-elg 10:21

II.10. Proper Nouns T0x

Most of the varnants dealing with proper nouns have to do with common
orthographical differences, though a few involve different names. A few important
variants are treated in the main apparatus.

[wakeenp  1:1, 2

22Neuter plural subjects with a plural verb occur in 3:7, 94(27); 4:9(12)bis; 6:27(28);
7:3, 8, 17; 8:4. Singular verbs occur in 2:5, 28, 29(2), 30; 5:3; 4:19(22), 30(33); 7:4, 5,
25; 8:8, 19; 9:12(2), 13; 11:37; 12: 7.

23See 1. Soisalon-Soininen, "Die Konstruction des Verbs bet einem Neutrum Plural
im griechischen Pentateuch.” VT 29 (1979): 189-99. See also A. Pietersma, "The Greek
Psalter. A question of methodology and syntax,” VT 26 (1976): 60-69.



NoBovyodovo-g-cop 1:1, 18; 2:1, 28, 46, 48; 3:1,2(2), 5,7, 13, 14, 16, 19, 91, 95;
4:28, 30, 30a, 34b.
Iepovoainy- Iepocolvpo 1:1 Cf. Hamm, I-11, p- 81.
*Boordve BaBviwviov 1:2 Hamm, I-11, pp- 83, 213, 215.
Bofvrwviag BaBvAidvog 2:24 Hamm, I-II, pp. 213, 215.
H1ficl BavAwviag BaBuldvog 2:24 S. previous.
*BaBorwviog BaBvlwvog 2:48 Hamm, I-11, p. 215.
ABiecdpr Aomaveg 1:3 967=Th
Avavieliog 1:6, Avovieliov 1:11
M{ghoomA 1:6, 7, 11, 19 (c/0); 2:17; 3:24
Zedpay -x- 1:7; 2:49; 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 95(28), 96(29)
Miehoay-x- 1:7; 2:49; 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 95(28), 96(29)
¥Apuoy[nl 2:14; ¥ Apuoying] 2:15 Thack. §11.1.
Icofajc 3:35
Aavinla 6:27(28); 10:7
BoAtacapfov} 7:1 Thack. §11.1.
TA'avinA 7:1 superscript by 1 corr.
+6¢  Aaviniog? 7:1(2x), 28
Ie-n-pepiav 9:2
*Mwon Moveéwe 9:10(7), 11, 13 Tha. §11.1.
Z{ehwv 9:19, 24
IopanA- Tepovsainp 9:19 Originated as a gloss to Ziwv. S. Geissen, p. 211.

I1.11. Articles 60x
In this section are listed additions, omissions, and subtitutions of articles that

can be treated without reference to their governing preposition or noun.

*[tov] BaoiAéa 1:2 Hamm, I-11, p. 81.

*11ic] Tovdatag 1:2

*elg +tnv 1:2

*t@®  70v 1:9 Hamm, I-II, p. 95.

BaciAéa +tov 1:18 Hamm, I-1I, p. 125.

*[1®] Aav. 1:19 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 127.

{t®} Avav. 1:19

[Tovg] pappdkovg 2:2 Cf. Hamm, I-1I, p. 147. OG tends to employ only one article

in a series, but it is included before both the previous elements.
>tdv  S. 3:48;9:1 and DJD, I, p. 150.

{0} BaoiAevg 2:10
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*[d] Acvanh 2:13 Hamm, I-II, p. 187.
*kal +18p 2:17 Hamm, I-1, p. 197.
*Mueniwoonh  +1@ ¢j. by Hamm, I-II, p. 197.
*[1&] BaBéx 2:22 Hamm, I-II, p. 207.
*kadl [16] e.T. pwtl 2:22 S. discussion of 2:22 in III.
npOg>1tov 2:24 Prep. + art. preceding names of people in 1:11; 6:4(5), 14(15); 8:16;
Bel 18, 28, 42; but cf. Bel 34. Cf. Hamm, I-IL, p. 213.
*[1fis] BoBuhwviag 2:24
*6¢>0 2:27 Hamm, I-I1, p. 221.
«T00G» botpak. 2:34 Hamm, I-II, p. 133.
*[myv] loyov 2:37 S. Hamm, I-II, p. 137, but reference to 2:37 has been omitted.
*[jv] Tyajv 2:37
*[miv] 60&av 2:37
*[tov] ixB0wy 2:38 Hamm, I-IL, p. 133.
>TiS
*[1ov] xahkdy 2:45
*[10v] Gpyupov 2:45
*[1dv] xpuobdy 2:45
navtwv>Tthy 2:48 haplog.
*ev+1lp 3:1 S, 1:3, 6; 2:25; 10:20.
>0 3:2 Hamm, III-IV, p. 147.
névta>1d? 3:7 haplog.? S. 2:10; 3:2, 37; 4:(37)34c; 7:14; but 2:30, 48.
«0» 8edg  3:17
* +p =Syh Hamm, II-IV, p. 215.
Mio. +1ov 3:13
nepi>tov 3:49 S. 3:23.
ootiv+10 3:50 Hamm, OI-IV, p.331.
>4 3:55 S.2:29; 12:12; cf. 9:4. BDF §412.5.
*>t00 3:57 Hamm, II-IV, p. 351.
e0Aoy. +1 3:81
vpvelte kal + & 3:81
eotuwevn +0 4:34(37) S. 2:47.
«b» Nafov. 4:34c Cf. Hamm, HI-IV, p. 525.
noctpdgoov >to0 5:12
>tlv 6:1(2) S. Geissen, p. 161.
>3 7:1 Omitted in 967 due to the previous reading of a rel. pro. (Aovinh+8g
Aocvinhog@).
“>tov 7:22 S. 79, 13.



>ai 7:27

6] ioxvpog 9:4 OG tends to omit articles in a series.

*xai [07] eoBepog 9:4

odog >100 9:11

Kvpiov +10d 9:13 967 =Th.

aponpeb. >n 9:27

*>t® 10:1

otpatnyod >tod 10:13

v 1® 11:35

*a0tf +0 11:42 Cf. Th and MT. More likely that the art. was dropped later.

*M) axon 11:44 Cf. Th and MT. More likely that 88-Syh dropped the art. Cf.
Geissen, p. 65.

*@g +ot 12:3 88-Syh=MT, but the article might have been added because it is better
Greek.

*>oi 12:4 OG never adds the art. elsewhere to moAloi (s. 8:25, 11:10, 18, 26, 34, 44;
12:9[10]) and does not translate the art. when the Vorfage is definite (s. 9:18, 27; 11:33,
39; 12:3).

>0 12:6

I1.12. Reflexive Pronouns Thack. §14.2 8x ,

The reflexive pronoun was used more at the time of Daniel’s composition, so it
is more likely that the reflexive was dropped during the course of transmission than it
was added by 967. There are several places where 88 and 967 are agreed in the use
(1:3, 11:7; 4:9[12] 967 +), which supports the view that we should read it elsewhere.

*elavtov 1:20, 2:17,6:10(11); 7:1; 11:7
*elavtddv 3:21, 95(28)
[€lavTovg 11:35

I1.13. Miscellaneous Nouns 24x
Included below are variants in nouns that are primarily differences in case.

*6 &pyvpog 10 dpyvpiov 2:35 88=Th Hamm, p. 241.
TETELVOV TETNVOV 2:38

*woAKT xaAkod 2:39 Hamm, I-1I, p. 255.

tafc] Tudpalc] 3:21 S. Ezek. 23:15.

oivetov: aivetdg 3:26 S. 3:55.

*1. SovAog" TV dovAwV 3:33 967=88
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*1. oeopévorg 1hv oePopévav 3:33 967=88

*1. Gppov 1o M upog © 3:36 Hamm, II-TV, p. 291, 293.
vaoedo[v] 3:46

netelver tetnvé 3:80 S. 2:38.

¢wviv] 4:28(31) Hamm, III-TV, p. 479.

*v Baocid. 11ig Bacireiag 4:29(32) 967=88

naong tfic Pacideiag méion 1. B. 6:4(5)

*kepoaAnv-¢- 7:1 Geissen, p. 97.

madoo¥ nohaidg  7:13 S. Jeans., pp. 96-98.
BaociAéw-v-¢ 10:13

xop[iefiag? 11:3 Not extant but probable based on space and v. 4
aAxnv 0Aknyv 11:4 Tha. §6.9.

kvpieliav 11:4

dvvafocltddv 11:5 Om. due to 11:3?

dvvaoteiofv) peydin{v} 11:5 967 misunderstood syntax.
ovavorar{v} 11:14 967 read as acc.

Baciuré{ija 11:25 Thack. §6.18

wpoothypa[to] 12:4

11.14. YVerbs 59x

IL.14.1. 1st and 2nd Aorist Thack. §17.1,2. BDF §81 3x
*elnov g€inav 3:9; 6:12a.

girav ginov 3:16.

*¢vétuyxo-o-v 6:12(13) Thack. §17.2.

I.14.11. YVerbs Terminating inocav Thack. §17.2; Mayser, 1.2., pp. 83-84. 3x

évefarooav: évéBarov 3:22
gveBarooav: évéBarov 3:46
*¢ERABov - EéENABocav 5 preface

II.14.iii. ‘The Temporal Augment Thack. §16.4-6; BDF §67, 69. 20x
*¢60-w-pako 2:3, 10, 27, 29, 31, 34,41, 45

npoon-e-vEato 3:24 S. 3:25.
g€w-o-poroyelto 3:25 S. 1:19; 6:12(13); 7:11; 12:7.
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nopn-e-voxAnoev  3:50 mapnvd o'yAnoav 6:23(24) superscript by 1 corr.
*e-n-VAOYOLV 3:51

axovv oikovv 4:8(11)

*¢Ee-n-pNpwoag 4:19(22)

*Goehpntor aeetpnton 4:28(31)

*mo-e-ka1ecTdOn 4:33(36) S. vs. 34b.

gOw-0-000n 8:12 S. 3:25.

*ropo-w-Euvenceton 11:10

ovvfe}teAecOf] 11:36 Incorrectly added € on a subjunctive.

I1.14.iv. Miscellancous Verbs 33x

Below are listed minor variants in verbal forms primarily due to differences in
person, tense, voice, and mood. 1:20; 2:11, 24, 31; 3:25; 10:7; 11:24 reflect
orthographical differences.

*av-n-£de1fev  1:20 Hamm, I-11, p. 101.

*(for {hon 2:4, 28 88-Syh=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 151.
*oier oin 2:11 Thack. §17.12.

*¢otor Eotw 2:20 Hamm, I-11, p. 203.

Avviiony Advaocar 2:26 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 219.
*¢(i)otnker 2:31 Thack. §16.5

*qunbfivon tunéévta 2:45 Hamm, I-1II, p. 267
npocexbvnoav mpockvvodolv 3:12 967 influenced by Th. S. vs. 7.
eina-e-v 3:25 S. the emendation in 6:5(6) and Zieg. for 6:13(14)
ToVNPOTAT®-1- 3:32

nAned-n-var 3:36 Thack. §6.46.2.

gvAoyelte-w- 3:64 Cf. 3:74.

élmicavtac éAnifoviag 3:95(28) Hamm, ITI-IV, p. 409.
g¢ponlov Epamicav 4:8(11)

fikovoe: fAkovodn 4:28(31) Hamm, HI-IV, p. 479.
*$ficovory: dfowoty 4:29(32) Future forms in context.
gnéypaya-g-v 5 Preface

Eomevo-8-ev 5:6 967 harmonized to previous imperfect.
*¢Efptan ENpem 5:30 Geissen, p. 159.

gotnoe-a-{v} 6:10(11), 9:12

*goviotd{vojuevov 7:21 Thack. §23.3.

£dwxe-a- 7:27

*yvonk-c-apev 9:15 Geissen, p. 205.
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ERdKoOVoOV' .kovow 9:17 Geissen, p. 207.

en-v-€necev 10:7 Vb. only 3x in OG, s. 4:2, 30c. Only here in Th.
xatioxvoo-e-{v} 10:8

brnavticeton tnoer 10:14 (1-7) S. Sir. 12:17, 15:2 for middle.
Koty bon katfehoyvosr 11:6 BDF §365

emotpéyer Eémotpéyw 11:18 S. Geissen, p. 255.
dwavonbn-£-cetan 11:24

*oppayioar oepdyicov 12:4 Goes with previous imperative.

1. Minuses, Pluses, Substitutions, Transpositions
I:1
Iomax{ehp g Tovdaiog 2,3,1

1:2

*amnveykev- dnevéykog Hamm, I-11, p. 83.
*Bafvlwviav >kai  Depends on vb. vs. part. above.
*ammpeioato >adtd Hamm, I-11, p. 85; Blud., p. 54.

1:3
*ayayelv > a01® Hamm, I-11, p. 85.

1:4
*ypappatixkots > kot cvvetovg doub. Hamm, I-11, p. 87.

>ote A decision here is quite difficult. Hamm. (I-II, p. 87) suggests itis a
hexaplaric addition to render the 5 (see alsol:12), but one would expect this more
frequently. ®o7te is relatively infrequent in the LXX as a whole, but is found fairly
frequently in the Maccabean books and sporadically in the remainder of the apocrypha.
wote is witnessed by all three major mss. in 2:35 and does not appear in Th at all.
There are no compelling reasons why ®o1e should have been chosen as an addition,

and it does occur at least one other place in the book. Therefore, it is most probably

OG.

*otfivar elvon =88-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Zieg., p. 93. S. 1:19.

1:5
*¢K - TapQ

68



*>100 oikov Syh=£x 10D ofkov nopd 100 Although éx 10D oixov in 88 sounds
better (s. Hamm, I-II, p. 89), Syh preserves both readings and it is more likely that the
awkward reading of 967 was fixed by harmonization with the preceding vs. in 88..
*uepav >kai Hamm, I-11, p. 89.

*xkoi [6mo] 10D oivov Hamm, I-11, p. 89.

*othiva otficon =88 vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg. pp., 93-94.

1:6
*¢k 100 YEvoug 1AV VIV IoponA tdv and 1fig Tovdaiog

967 éx 100tV ANWO TAV VIAV tfic Tovdaiag Hamm, I-11, p. 91.
1:7

[ovopotal @ [pev] 1. err. 2. Hamm, I-I1, p. 93, but it is difficult.
{xai} ©® [0€] 'Avo. Hamm, I-1I, p. 93.

1:8

*aAoynof- dA{eho6fi 88-Syh=Th Munnich, "Origéne,"” pp. 187-188, points out that
OG stems from &Ailw® as a military metaphor and that Daniel did not want to be
"recruited" into the king’s service. See also CH 5.1I. Cf. Hamm, I-1I, p. 92.

1:9
*AavinAd +ei¢ Hamm, I-1I, p. 95.

1:10

*néorv >opdv Hamm, I-11, p. 97.

*un +éav Hamm, I-I1, p. 97. Read awv, s. 3:6.

*veoviog veavioxkovg 1:10 See the analysis of 1:1-10 in CH 5. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p.
99 who prefers 88. His judgement presupposes the "freer" rendering is original. Here
it is unwarranted, but the decision is difficult.

&Aloyev@dv >xoi  This variant is not noted or discussed by Hamm (see pp. 98-99), but

does not seem to be a printing error.
1:11

*ABrecdpr Toropdpw Hamm, I-I, p. 101.
*Gvaderyx0évil anoderyOévtt  S. 1:20; 2:48; 4:34c; Sus. 5. Hamm, I-1I, p. 101.

1:12
*donpiwv: onopipwv Hamm, I-11, pp. 103, 105.
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*>tfic yfig Hamm, I-11, p. 105.
>®ote See 1:4; cf. Hamm, I-I, p. 105.
*kGrtewv €60eietv Hamm, I-I1, p.105; Mont. p. 37.

1:13

*drotetpappévn dSrapavic Hamm, I-11, p. 107.
*ano' €k Hamm, I-I1, p. 109.

*0éAne Oewptic S. 8:15. Hamm, I-11, p- 109.

1:15
*a01@®v >xodn Hamm, I-11, p. 111

1:16

fiv APrecdpr €dokeipacey err. Based on 1:11 we should emend to ZoAopép(og).
Hamm, I-II, p. 113.

*&vtedidov >av1oig and t@v Hamm, I-11, pp. 113, 115.

1:17

GOVEOLV + @povicews (kai epoévnorv 88-Syh) Hamm, I-11, p. 117.

>TEXVN

*AavinA > €dwke Hamm, I-11, p. 121.

Holpnpatt =Tert. +xai opbpatt 88-Syh. Zieg. cj. not verified by 967. One would

expect the cj., but the evidence is too strong against. 88-Syh adds a later correction.
* ¢j. >kai év mwaon coeiqe Hamm, I-1I, pp. 121, 123.

1:18

*[eioloyayetv S. 3:13. Hamm, I-1I, p. 123.

*[elohMyxOnoav S. previous.

*qnd: Do Hamm, I-I1, p. 123.

npo¢ €ni  (eio)ayayelv + mpdg in 2:24,25; 3:13; 5:13. Cf. Hamm, I-1I, pp. 123, 125.

1:19
*totnoav oo =88-Syh, vs. Zieg. ¢j., p. 97.

1:20
{xai) xatéAaPev Apodictic 1is untranslated. Hamm, I-II, p. 127; Charles, p. 8.

*cj. >000wTtépov¢ Hamm, I-II, p. 129.
*Drgp ToLg coPLoTaG LIEpPEpovTag 1AV coprot@v  Hamm, [, p. 129.
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* xoi >to0¢ Hamm, I-11, p. 131.

PLA0G6¢0VG TOVG PLAOASYwY TdV  S. previous.

*BooiAeiq >a010d Blud. p. 54; Hamm, I-11, p. 133.

*>xol katéotnoev adtodg Epxovrac doub. Hamm, I-1I, p. 135.
*av-n-£deEev >ad10bg c09ode Tapd ThvTag Tobe ahTod Hamm, I-II, p. 137.
*>1f Y1l 20100 kol v doub. Hamm, I-11, p. 137.

*11 Baoireiq ad1od- 11j Eav10D Baocid. Pre-positive attributive.

1:21
*BacrAeiag Kbpov trans. Hamm, I-11, p. 139.
*>Bacideac ITepodv S. previous.

2:1

*£1e1 10 SeVTéPQ’ dwdekdtd £1er 1. 967 syntax correct, Hamm, I-11, p. 141. 2. The
dating to the 12th year is probably based on a confusion from Judith 1:1, though it also
fixes the chronological difficulties between chs. 1 and 2.24

*10v BaciAéar a0té6v Hamm, I-11, p. 143.

*¢vomvi: Onve Hamm, I-I1, p. 145.

*>0:0100 xai 6 Hrvog ad1od Eyéveto &’ adtod doub. from Th. S. Hamm, I-11, p.
145. This is a good example of how great the Th influence on OG actually was. If not
for the previous variant (¢vunvig' Orve) it could easily have been concluded that 967

was missing this portion due to homiotel.

2:2
eioevexOiivon karécor =Th Hamm, I-1I, p. 147.

2:3

gEmyvdvor >00v BéAw Hamm, I-II, p. 149 regards 88-Syh as original, but the main
reason he gives is because it represents a more dynamic translation. On the other hand,
the words could have been added to smooth out the syntax. Perhaps it is best to
bracket them to indicate that they are of doubtful authority, but s. the discussion in CH

5111

2:4
*pog tov: €ni 100 Blud. p. 133; Hamm, I-II, p. 149.

24McCrystall, p. 275.
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Kopie Baohel trans.
*évimvidv>cov Hamm, I-IL, p. 153.
NHES >o0t

* v o0ykpLoty Tl adté Hamm, I-II, p. 153,

2:5

*01 51611 =88-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Rahlfs, s. Zieg. p. 99. Cf. Hamm, I-1I, p. 157 who adds
%0 Noyog & &pol &néom as original S. CH 5.1I01.25

*ooykprow kplow 88=Th S. Hamm, I-IL, p. 157.

*onidoonte>por Hamm, I-1I, p. 157.

Dpdv e dmep. 2,3,1 Wifstrand, p. 49 does not note this example.

2:6

*ouykpiowv: kpiow 88=Th

*onilooate>por Hamm, I-IL p. 157.

* +odv S.2:3;3:23. Hamm, I-IL, p. 161.

2:7
*kad ol* 016¢ 2:7 Hamm, I-IL, p. 93.

2:8
*>0160 6. =Th Hamm, HI, p. 161.
*>Opelg =Th

*>kaB&mep eopbxate G déo &’ ol 10 mpypax  The text is very difficult here.
Hamm, I-II, pp. 163, 165 argues this is omitted by homoioarc., but compare our
discussion of 2:1-10 in CH S.1IL

kxB&mep oVV TpooTETOXE >0UTwWS EoTan

2:9

Edv iy +&ndbwTE por OG employs dnidw as a favourite equivalent for the ha. of ¥™1° (s.
2:1-10 in CH 5). 967 has a later addition. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 165.

*>&noyyetinte pot én &\nBelag S. Hamm, I-II, p. 167.

*gOykpiow: kplow S. 2:5.

*10 Gpapa etmte 3,1,2 Zieg.’s ¢j. of Opapa correct.

*>por Hamm, I-II, p. 169.

25 Aejmelacus, "OTL" p. 123, also notes that "816T is often corrected to tuin the
later transmission of the text." S. 3:29(96) for another example of the correction.



*{g1dov) v vikta >e6paka S. CH S on 2:1-10.
*>t6te Hamm, I-11, p. 171.

2:10

[t7ic] Yfig haplog.

*6* & Hamm, I-II, p. 173.

oL >EpOTAC

Hnocl dvvdotng Hamm, I-11, p. 175.

7010070" 10010 16 Hamm, I-I1, p. 177, suggests 967 is an error, but s. the discussion
of this variant in CH 5.111.

*rEPWOTY EpTY  See prior retention of vb. above. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 177.

2:11
v Cnretc Baoided Ov (el 6 Baoiiedg Hamm, I-I1, p. 177.
*1o0ta >19) Pacirel Hamm, I-11, p. 181.

2:12

*o61TUYVvog oOvvovug =Syh

*yevopevog kol mepidvmog: 2,3,1 =Syh
*o0pove coprotdg Hamm, I-11, p. 185.

2:13
elntnOn 8¢ xoi €{n. Hamm, I-11, p. 187.

2:14

*yvopunv: yvdorv Hamm, I-11, p. 189.

>fiv elxev OG employs the verb more frequently by ratio than any book of the LXX
(21x).26 It is more likely that 967 has omitted it by conformity to MT. Cf. Hamm, I-1I,

p. 191.

mpooEtokev: Tpooetayn P23 appears also in 2:13; 3:26(93)6is; 5:2, 3, 5; 7:10. Each
time it is rendered with a verb and in 3:26(93) OG uses the same verb for both
occurrences (aor. of é€épyopon, also 5:5) while in 5:2, 3 it uses véy M for both.
npocétaev appears for TN in 2:12 and assuming that OG uses the verb in 2:14 the

2%6See I. Soisalon-Soininen, "Der Gebrauch des Verbes 'EXEIN in der Septuaginta,”
Y128 (1978): 92-99.
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clauses in which they are used would be almost exactly the same even though the
Vorlage is different. Cf. Hamm, I-1J, p. 191.

2:15

*npdotoypo [rp&ypa] Missing in ms. but not enough room for mpécTaypa.
Hamm, I-II, p. 193 suggests npaypo. (s. 6:12a), but given the variety of equivalents
employed by OG in ch. 2 it is impossible to know (s. CH 5.11L.).

2:16
*elofiABe{v} Toxéwg trans. Hamm, I-I1, p. 197.
*>mapd 100 Baciéwg doub. Cf. Hamm, I-11, p. 195 who deletes npoc 1. Bao.

2:17

areABwv AavinA: trans.

*e)abtob +omederéev Exocto Hamm, I-11, pp. 197, 199.
CVUVETE ai'porg +a0T0oD

>Unéderle mavto trans. to above

2:19

Z=88-Syh- 101€ 1. Aav. €v Opdyt. €v aOTT TH VUKTL 10 HLOoT. 10D Boo. EEspdven
967- 161€ 10 pvot. 10D Pac. T. Aav. £dMA@ON TH VUKTL €V OpAlL. TO TPAYUO

£€epbhvn

* ¢J.- 167 T. Aav. 11 VOKTL €v Opdp. 10 TPAYHO EEE@dvN

See Hamm, I-II, pages 201-203. This reconstruction is similar to his. There are

differences in word order as well as doublets in 967 between édnA@wBn and é€epdvn as

well as between mpaypa and povotiprov 1ob BaociA.. The difference between my cj.

and Hamm is in the evaluation of pvothprov. Although pvctipiov is the expected

equivalent for M7 because it renders it 7/7 elsewhere,?’ there would be no reasonable

explanation for the origin of np&ype unless it is OG.

[éxlpwvicog cf. Hamm, I-1I, p. 203 who prefers 967 on the basis that it is more free.

2:20
gic 1oV aidvor &md aidvog éwg aidvog =MT, Th Hamm, I-1I, p. 205.

*neyolwoOvn peyorerdtng Hamm, I-IL, p. 205, 207.

2:21

272:18; 27, 28, 29, 30, 47(2). In 4:6 OG=0. Th employs pvcstmprov 9/9.
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GOPOLE COPLOLY  trans.

2:22

{xoi} vaxai.

oxotehva >xail =Th

*KOTAAVOLS KATOADEL

The Aramaic reads: T TN XM7Y,

Hamm, I-II, p. 209 suggests that we read xai 10 ¢@¢ mop’ adTd KaToADEL.
However, this reading is based on the assumption that the original translator did
understand the syntax of his %orfage, i.e. there is no parallelism with the preceding
clause. This is not evidenced in 967, 88-Syh, or Th which offers a general translation
of MW (Th=10 ¢&¢ pet’ ob10D £o11, contextual guess?). Cf. 3:92(25); 5:6, 12, 16
where the verb also occurs (only other use is Ezra 5:2) and Th translates correctly
(omitting 5:16, homoiotel?), but only seems to have been part of the Vorfage of OG in
3:92(25). Therefore, the reading of 967 is probably original. 88-Syh represents a later
attempt to strengthen the parallel between darkness and light by adding the article
(which was not the meaning of the Vorfage), and makes kai mop’ aOTH KOATAAVOLG
into a nominal clause either in error or in harmony with the preceding phrases due to
anacoluthon.

2:23
kopre +0e¢ doub. Hamm, I-1I, p. 211.
*>pot Hamm, I-11, p. 213.

2:24
>néavtog Hamm, I-11, p. 213.

2:25

*elonyoye{v} Tov Aav. 2,3,1
K. {ob1wc) einev 88-Syh=Th
¢k and 88=Th S. 5:10.

2:26

aroxp. >6¢ Hamm, I-II, p. 219.

*EMIKOA. >0¢

*$SnAdoai por trans. Hamm, I-I, p. 219.
*o0ykpLowy: kpiowv S. 2:5.
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2:27
>10 pvotiprov Hamm, I-1I, p. 221 is uncertain, but more likely omitted by err.
*Qappbxmv kol Enaoddv trans. S. 2:2;5:7, 8. Hamm, I-1I, p. 223.

2:28

*9e0g: xOpro¢ Hamm, I-11, p. 117.

*avoxkodvntov potilov Hamm, I-11, p. 225.

*Gg édNAwoe kol €édnA. 88-Syh reads ° for 1? Hamm, I-1I, p. 227.

2:28-29
>10076 €011 . . . KAlvng cov homoiotel. A larger portion of these verses is missing

from 88, so Zieg. had reproduced his text mainly from Syh.

2:29
*navio & dca Zieg.=Syh
*@ el yevéobou & péAAEL yYivesBonr  S. vss. 28, 45. OG uses variety.

2:30

*rmopde katéd S. equivalent translations in 1:5; 2:25; 7:2; 8:16, 22; 11:4, 40; 12:1.
névtag >tovg S. 4:19(22). Hamm, I-11, p. 233.

pvotiprov +por Hamm, I-1I, p. 233.

EEe@hvOn amexaAedn =Th Hamm, I-II, p. 233.

2:31
kai >Nv S. vs. 32.

2:32
*kepadn >avthic Hamm, I-1I, p.235.
- >and S. vss. 33,39, 41. Hamm, I-II, p. 235.

2:33
owdnpovfv} 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 237.

*dotplxivov: dotpaxov 88=Th S. previous.
2:34

*xoi) £6-m-paxag S. vss. 41, 43 where OG adds the conj.

*katieoev: kotnAdnoev Hamm, I-1I, pp. 237, 239.

76



2:35

[xai] 6 xolx. Hamm, I-1II, p. 241.

¢€ 00TV €v avtolg Hamm, I-11, p. 243.
{eic} 6poc 88-Syh=Th

2:37

Bacided >PaciAedg haplog.

*ool +€dwkev Hamm, I-11, p. 245.
*>Nv dpynv kol doub.

>tdwxev 88-Syh =MT

2:38
Ono' €i¢ Hamm, I-11, p. 249.

*N keQaAn M xpvof 1,4,2

2:39

Havalotnoeton S. 2:31, 44; 3:3,91(24); 7:16, 24(2).

*aociAd. +GAAn Cf. variant below. Hamm, I-II, pp. 251, 253 reads without &AAn in
either, but it is unlikely to have been introduced incorrectly in both 967 and 88-Syh.

Therefore, 967 is probably correct.
* ¢j.>1pitn doub. S. Hamm, I-II, p. 253 who suggests 967 reads without numerals (s.

1:17).
*GAAN €1épa S. above.

2:40

*koi {Etépa) pacth. Hamm, I-1I, p. 253.

*  >1etdpn

* +€oton S. vss. 41(2x), 42(2x). Cf. Hamm, I-1I, p. 255.
*dopdlov: npilwv Hamm, I-1, p. 257.

2:41

*doTphucfivjov kepapikod pépog 8¢ 11 odnpov(v}: 6,3,4,5,1,2 OG follows the same
order of elements (s. 2:27) regardless of the Vorlage. Cf. Hamm, I-1II, pp. 259, 261. S.
2:33 for "earthenware" and "iron."

*¢o1on +xol This variant and the following are omitted by homoiotel. in 88.

*ti¢ pilng 1fig o1dnpag: 1,4,2

*Gvopeperypévoy [Gpal ovvpepiypévo err. pevov 88=Th Hamm, I-1, p. 263.
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2:42
*>Kkai ol 8GKTVAOL . . . 0ctpdkivov Hamm, I-1, p. 263.

2:43

*AVOpEPELYHEVOV [Gpa) Topapeptypéve err. pevov S. 2:41
>6¢ Hamm, I-1I, p. 265.

oidnpog +ov Later interpretive error?

2:45

*10 doTpakov 1OV oidnpov: trans. and coordinate with kol The decision is difficult
to make, but OG has the order 016.-007. in vss. 33, 34, 41, 43.

apyvpov kai [Tov] ypvcodv trans. the nouns=MT

10010V Kplolg trans. S. 2:6, 9(2), 26.

2:46

Naof. 0 Baociievg: 2,3,1 S. 3:14; 6:16(17) The usual order in BA is name-title, while
the common Greek order is title-name.?8 Here MT has title-name. It is possible that
88-Syh reflects a Vorlage with the different order (Hamm, I-II, p. 273), but hardly
necessary. OG probably follows the usual order, whereas 967 has been harmonized to
MT.

xopoi: €ni tpéocwnov 88 reads both. Read Syh with Zieg.
npooexvdvnoe({v} 1® Aav. 2,3,1 Hamm, I-II, p. 275.
*roficor émterécar  88-Syh has changed the unusual reading of OG.

2:47
>OpdV 8£0¢ homoioarc.
Bedv xoi +x0plog 1AV kvpiwv kol Scribal flourish?

2:48
dWPEAS +aVTO

2:49
¢ HBaciieiag doub.?

3:1

28See Talshir, "Linguistic,” pp. 311-313; Charles, p. 60.
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>Baowhedg S. 3:2; 6:1(2); 11:1, but here the text is part of an OG plus.

*>em g yfjg Hamm, II-IV, pp. 131, 133; cf. Jahn, p. 26; Char., p. 60.

*AiBwn + kol Hamm, -1V, pp. 133, 135.

€€+ blobexae Hamm, II-IV, p. 135 believes the reading leads to a better Vorlage because
the proportions of the statue would be better, but for that reason it is probably a

correction.?® Perhaps it stems from the same corrector who transposed chs. 7-8 before
ch. 5.

32

*yAOooog>oatpanag otpayols trans. after Swwntig and insert kod. Retain 88-Syh
order, but include the conj. Hamm, II-IV, p. 143.

fv'Rg S.3:5, 7, 14, 18; cf. 135, 8; 3:12, 15, 27; 4:28(31).

*Eomoe: Eotiiproev 88-Syh harmonize to 3:1, 5, 7, 12, 14, 18.

33

*+161e ouviiyBnoay S. also 3:94(27); 6:23(24). Blud., p. 58; Mont., p. 201; Hamm, HI-
IV, p. 147.

*kai €0, ol mpoyey. 3,4,1,2 =Syh

3:4
napayyENheta: &noyyENhw The secondary character of 967 is betrayed by the change in

voice and number. S. also the discussion of &n{v)ayyéw in CH 5.1IL 1.if.
*>kod opon doub. Blud,, p. 49; Jahn, p. 29

3:5

*gopyyos>kad Later harmonization to Th.

*gopuBiKn-o-§ >Kad

*wohmplov+kod

*ouppuviag>kal 88-Syh would understand oupg wvigg as individual instruments (with
MT?), whereas 967 reads it as the music produced when the instruments are played
together. Hamm, II-IV, pp. 155, 157 wants 10 climinate cupguwviag as a doub., which is
possible but not necessary. S. CH 5.IV.

3:6
*>miv koaopévny S. 3:17, 21

3:7

29Collins, Daniel, p. 181.

79



*>1¢ eoviic S. 3:10, 15.
*>KaTEVOVIL TOOTOV Aram. is insertion. Jahn, p. 28; Hamm, III-IV, p. 173; Bentzen,
p- 28.

3:10
*>11¢ eoviig S. 3:7.
HovOolK. +YEvovg doub.

3:11
*>necwv Omitted as redundant. Not based on a different Vorfage, cf. Hamm, III-1V, p.
183.

3:13
*ol avBporol fixbnoav 3,1,2 Hamm, III-IV, pp. 191, 193.

3:14

Nof. 6 BaociA. 2,3,1 S. 2:46 and 6:16(17). MT has no title here. The same situation
occurs in 3:95(28) and 4:30(33), and in those cases the order is name-title.

avTolg >0 Ti

ABed. + ém’ aAnBeiag

3:15

£Toipm¢ +Omwg Hamm, III-1IV, p. 201.
>11j xpvofi Harmonized with vs. 14.

a1 fv S. 3:2.

>ye haplog.?

nolog ti¢ 967=Th. Hamm, III-IV, p. 205.

3:16
*>NUelg S. 2:8; 6:(21)20.
*¢ni 1. émt. 1. anok. oot 5,6,1,2,3,4 88-Syh=MT

3:17
ovpavolg >eig S. 4:34c.

3:19
*NAAo1mOn + €’ avtog S. 3:20, 23.
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3:20
10V Zed. M. ABed. Tobg mept 10v 'Alapiav  The decision here is difficult. 967 has a
more dynamic rendering which is also found in 3:23. However, there is good reason to

believe that 3:20-30(97) have been freely edited in order to accomodate the insertion of
the additions to the chapter. 967's reading emphasizes 'A{opia. which ties it to the

insertion. Cf. Hamm, III-1V, p. 225.

3:21
*evigpanonoav OG prefers compounds.
*kQp{ehvov +100 Tupdg =Syh Asterisk follows in Syh, cf. Zieg., p. 229.

3:23
>ohv Hamm, III-IV, p. 235.
g€elBoVoa éxxaeloa Hamm, III-IV, p. 235 prefers 967 primarily because the vb.

occurs in the preceding vs., but for that reason it could be the result of harmonization.
See also the discussion of the compositional history of OG in CH 5.1V .2.

3:24
*npocttabev énétakev A decision is difficult since OG uses both compounds. See
Hamm, III-1V, p. 243.

3:25
0T0¢ O Kol OTAC

3:27
oi 6801l cov €v0. 4,1,2,3=Th Hamm, III-IV, p. 251.
aAndivoi- dAnBeiot Hamm, II-1V, p. 253.

3:28
ratépav >Nudv S. 3:32,52; 9:6, 8, 16.
*ravta TaOTo: trans. S. 4:30(33); but 4:14a; 7:16; 12:7.

3:29
*$11- S161L Thack. §9.12; BDF §456.1. S. vss. 27, 28, 37, 40.

3:31
>xai mévio doa émoincag Npilv homoioarc. Cf. Hamm, OI-IV, pp. 263, 265, 267.
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aAndval dAnleron S. 3:27
+xol

3:32
gxoiotov +xai Hamm, III-1V, p. 271.

3:34
ocov v oweb. 2,3,1 =Th

3:35
*[dwa] Ioofalk OG tends not to repeat prep.
ayLov- Aodv

3:36
*AEyov +moAd  =88-Syh S. Hamm, III-IV, pp., 281-284.
*10D oUp. +1® TANOeL =88-Syh

3:38
*00d¢ Nyovpevog kol nyov. =Th The titles should be connected.

3:39
[covitetpippévn Simple form never in LXX, compound 11x. S. Ps. 50(51):19.

3:40

ohoxavtapoct oAokavtwcel 3:40 967=Th S. vs. 38.
*kal >o¢ €v Hamm, III-1V, p. 299.

MHAV 1 Bvoio: 6vo. udv =Th

>OmGOEV 6oV

OmoBév >c0v

3:41
*kopdig +nudv =88-Syh

3:42
MUAV +EAeo¢ Hamm, III-1V, p. 307.

3:43
>x0pie Hamm, III-1V, p. 309.
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3:44
*&mo  vud S. 1:18

3:45
>el Hamm, II-IV, p. 311.
*>0 Bedg Hamm, OI-IV, p. 313.

3:46

>uey

*>ahto0¢ Hamm, OI-IV, p. 321.

>hoav

*bmokGrwiBev] S. 4:9(12), 8(11). Hamm, M-IV, p. 323.
*of tummbov kad niooav: 3,2,1 Hamm, II-IV, p. 325, 327.

3:51
ovahaf. 8¢ 11e =Th

3:52

OvOpX +00V

3:53-54

967-cb)oy. el £m 1ol Bpdvou Thg 56ENG Ths Baorh. 6o Kad Brepup. Kad bTepév. elg T. o
err. Hamm, [I-IV, p. 341, 343.

3:55
ebhoyn 5 edhoynpevos=Th
>k civeTog

bebotaopévos bepuywpevog S. 3:26, 52, 54.

3:58
*>kuplov S. 3:61, 84.

3:61
*>ropiov 3:59, 84.

3:62-63 trans. after vs. 78 in 967. Hamm, II-IV, pp. 355, 357.

3:69



niyot kal ylxos' néyn k. yoxn Hamm, -V, p. 361.

3:70
*nayvon K. yudves trans. S. 3:72.

3:78 + Vss. 62-63

3:81
tetp& +kad 1 knivy Conflation, Hamm, II-IV, p. 371.

3:88
*éx 100 mpdg ENvTtplioato ipds 4,5,1,2,3 88-Syh=Th

3:90

*oeRopevor+1ov koprov =88-Syh Hamm, III-IV, p. 383, om. art.
>UPVETTE efT.

3:92(25)
*0pGr Bewpl 88-Syh=Th

3:95(28)
Mew. +kal S. 2:49, 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 93(26), 97(30).
QAN >y S. 6:12(13); 10:21.

3:96(29) ,

*pulad k. >nioar OG tends to omit repeated elements.
koprovy >ty Hamm, II-IV, p. 415

*olklor oboiax 88-Syh=MT Hamm, II-IV, p. 417.

4:9(12)
*&v a1 & metewv Tol 00pavod-3,4,5,6,1,2 Hamm, II-IV, p. 437
*&v600. +10G voooudg eocvtioy Hamm, III-IV, p. 437.

4:8(11)
peyén +kol  Hamm, II-IV, p. 441.

4:10(13)
pou >kod S. kad 1600 4:7(10); 7:2, 13, 15.
*&neotén év loyOr 2,3,1 Cf. Hamm, TI-IV, p. 443.



4:11(14)
*EINEV >AVTH

4:14a
noped6bn >xoil Hamm, I11-1V, p. 455.
*nESALG KAl SEV

4:15(18)
KPLVOvVIOV +0 0T

4:16(19)
*0adpacev: Bovpdoog 88 simplifies to finite verb. S. 1:2.
*KOTECTEVSEV QDTOV' KATOoTEVOELC Same as above.

4:19(22)
*kopdia +év? S. Th 4:34(37); Sir. 48:18, 2 Macc. 1:28; 3 Macc.2:17.
*®eon Vywdn Hamm, III-1V, p. 464.

4:20(23)
*10 0EvOpov kol éxxowor- 3,4,1,2 88-Syh = MT

4:26(29)
*ufivog dwdekor trans.

4:27(30)
*kal oik. BaociA. pov év icy. xpart. pov: 5,6,7,8,1,2,3,4 88-Syh = MT
>elg TNV 11ig 86Eng pov Hamm, III-IV, pp. 477, 479. Bracket.

4:28(31)
ovvtedeiq-¢- =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg. but cj. probably correct.

4:29(32)
*1v BaciA. (1. Baociielag) >cov

4:30(33)
*gm)teAecOnoeton S. 11:16. Simple form of vb. never in Daniel.
*naviov 1oLtV trans. =Syh

4:30a
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Enedndnv: €366nv Hamm, ITI-1V, p. 493.
{Em)Edwxa Harmonized with previous vb. Cf. Hamm, III-IV, p. 493.

4:33(36)
Ekelve 1® xapd €xeivy 1§ fpépn S. 3:7, 8. (xapdg for RIMT) Cf. Hamm, ITI-TV,
p. 501, who looks to 12:1; but 3:7, 8 are the obvious parallels.

4:34(37)
*Baocdevg kOprog S. 2:47. Hamm, II-IV, p. 505.

4:34a

A0O¢ pov +xoi

LAPOL >HOV

glg >TOv Be0OV 10D erT.

*KatoAnp. AaA. 1 Aaifowcty Hamm, III-IV, p. 513.

4:34b
*yAoooarg >néoog Hamm, III-IV, pp. 517, 519.
*yoporg >Ev =88

4:34c
Baciielov ad10D >Baciielov err.

Daniel 5 Preface

*0e0VG >TAOV £0VHV

*Tomw - TOT® = cj. by Segaar, s. Zieg., p. 148.
avti) 11} trans. Geissen, p. 69.

5:6

*NAAot®dn >xai eopor  The evaluation of this variant depends on several factors. If
967 is correct, then the OG may render morTaY 7127\ similar to 4:16(19), where it
also appears. xoi @OBou or its Vorlage might then be a later harmonization to 4:16(19)
where it could be argued that xai @oBnfeic Tpopov Aafovtog adTOV is a later
correction. The same two terms are collocated in 5:10 (omitted/different Yorfage?) and
7:28 (dynamic rendering or contextual guess?) This view is supported in 2:29, 30
where the translator has clearly guessed at the meaning of 127\,

ovvetaipot +avtod S. Geissen, p. 56.

5:7
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kal >@appaxos kal Xarbaioug kod homoiotel.

*ypapiig>kal eloem. e. Bew. 16ely T. ypa@. k. 1. olyk. 1. ypap homoiotel. according to
Geissen, p. 147, but it is probably a later expansion. Without this addition the reading is
still longer than MT, and we should not be overly biased in accepting great differences
between OG and MT because that is what we have in chs. 4-6. Remember that 967

proves itself considerably shorter than 88-Syh elsewhere. The xad is probably original
while the remainder is composed of doublets from 5:7-8.

*nag>aviip 88-Syh=MT

5:13
*elofxOn- elonvexBn 88-Syh=Th

5:29
Baowheds +Baktaoop

5:30
Baoirelov+abtol Geissen, p. 56.

5:31(6:1)

*(AptajEepbng S. 9:1.
*MAdwy +Raohelg S. Syhms

6:5(6)

olk &Evdooer o0 katabrloer S. 6:7, 12.

6:10(11)
*¢noiewt én=Syh Improbable addition.

6:12(13)
ovtorot &vB 2,3,1 =MT
*oby obyL Geissen, p. 171.

6:14(15)
a0 tod* TV
+0 Baorhedg
*EpofiBn- ERofiBer =88-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 101.

+€Wg
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6:16(17)
Aapeiog 6 Bao. 2,3,1 S. 2:46 and 3:14. Here MT has no name, but the usual order is
to be preferred.

6:21(22)
to1e" 1OV

6:22(23)

*0e0¢" KOpLog

>a0tod kol £vovtiov homoiotel.
BaciAelg >xai

6:25(26)
+Kol Aavind katestdfn £ni moofig tfig Baocid. Aopeiov Misplaced from 6:28. It is

probably best explained as an addition that accompanies the change in the order of the
chapters in 967, and so its position was not fixed.30

6:26(27)
HEVoV kot {@v: trans.

6:27(28)
>100 AavinA homoiot.

6:28(29)
*10 Yévog: Tovg matepag =SyhME S, Geissen, p. 191.
avtod >kai Aav. . . BaciA. Aapeiov S. 6:25.

7:7
katormatovv +xkai =MT, Th

7:8

>kai 180v €v k. . . képaoiv ab1oD homoiotel.

*1. xep. 1. TpotV: 1,4,2

*¢Enpbnoav Confirms Nestle's ¢j. S. Zieg. p. 167. Cf. Blud., p. 63.

30Munnich, "Origene," pp. 209-210 suggests that this text has the obelisk in 6:28
because Origen "recourt, pour placer les signes critiques, a un modele grec identique a
967."
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7:12

%pOVOV ki koupod: trans. =Iust. Both J2T and ] 1A are translated by koupég, but
the latter is never rendered by xpdvog elsewhere (2:8, 9, 7:25[3x]; and particularly
2:12) while the former is in 2:16, 21.

7:13
*g VIOG avOp. fipxeto 4,1,2,3
avTov- a0T® S. above.

7:14
*¢€ovoia Haocrdikn S. Jeans., p. 80; cf. Giessen, p. 109.

7:19
drop{B)é(i}povtog =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg., p. 172. S. Jeans. p. 94.

7:20

£vO¢ 100 (+8AA0V 10D 88-Syh) +AaroVvrog xai 967 The addition of 88-Syh is
regarded by Zieg., p. 172 as a gloss, and 967 is then explained by Jeans., p. 86 as an
err. on the gloss.

tpio Tpelc Geissen, p. 115.

7:25

£€m¢ >xopod kol  homoiotel.

>Emw¢ = Iust., Dial.32:3, Th S. Roca-Puig, p. 22.
NMicovg fipov =Th

7:26
>xo0icetor homoioarc.

71:27

1. Baoctd. xai . ££ov. trans.

QVTOV TOUVIDV

*o01® Orotayfoovtan trans. =lust., s. Zieg., p. 174.

8:5
>kai oV Minteto Th¢ YA homoiotel.
*>a0t00 88-Syh =MT.
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8:6
*TPOG” €V
npdg & 967 may have read 1°2). S. Jeans., p. 52.

8:7
*>ioxg €v 1 kP 2,3,4,1
eondpalev éppakev  éomap. is (1-4), while £pp. (2-8) is also in 8:10, 11 (8:11=Th).

8:13
*E1epog >1®) geApovvi 1@ Aarodvtl 88-Syh=MT, Th
Epnpaocens Epnpwbnoetar  S. Geissen, p. 51.

8:14
koBa-e-pi-e-[c]0nfcetar  Contrary to Geissen, p. 129, 967 probably does reflect a
variant reading from xafopew whereas 88=Th.

9:1
ol 060l

9:2
*1oig BiProic: Toig BipAtorg OG employs both forms (s. 7:10; 12:1), so read with 967

as the better witness.
*¢1dv- nuepdv  S. Geissen, p. 191.
*T1 Y1 xvplov S. Mont., p. 361.

9:3
K. OGKK® K. 000w K. £v OT0. K. odk. 967's order is against MT, but it is also an

unusual order. The prep. was a later add.

9:4
1000 xOpLE trans.
+0 K0pLo¢

9:5
*NokooLey NoePnoapev: trans. A decision is impossible. Both Greek words are
HL in OG. [MW]is a HL in Daniel. [M@™] as a vb. is 4x (9:15; 11:32; 12:10) and as a

adj. 2x (12:10). 967 by default.
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*qmeompev k. nopePnpev trans. &eplomuuis one of OG’s favourite words (12x)3! and is
used to translate both [T10] (9:9) and 21D (9:11; 11:31; 12:11) in the only other

places where they occur. nopafaivw is a HL in the book, so as in the above there is no
way to decide. 967 by default.

+kod mapfiABopey

9:6
*Baglhelg >nuév  88-Syh =MT, Th

9:7

*ouda >kol

9:11
«Evnyeypoppévog Compound not found in LXX.

9:12
*emay. >e@ Np&s OG omits as unnecessary.

9:13
Kok +kad

[&€]e(ntioaqiey 967 harmon. to more common simple form. HL in Dan OG.

9:14
*>pbov

név{ta] 6[oa] Goa is quite common in OG (11x).

9:16

Bupds oov +&g fudv Add. vs. MT, Th. Not from Vorlage, s. Geissen, p. 205, but a
later addition for clarfication.

*aylov>gou

>kad v T. &yv. T. nat. Hpdv homoiotel.

9:17
beonota +kiple doub.

*oov >kod  S. Geissen, p. 207.

31See CH 4.11.2.



9:18
[En]axovoby
>pov  Add. vs. MT, Th.

*KkOpie+ENEnooy Endioucoy 108 Aaob cov SéoToTy Geissen, p. 209. Presumably, this was
omitted from 88-Syh through homoiotel.

+kGpie doub. to Seomotx

9:19
kople +00 Harmon. with previous. Cf. Geissen, p. 209.

9:20 Very poor shape in 967.
>pov kad 1&g dpaptiag homoiotel.

9:21
AoAOOVTOG «énjlou  trans. 967=MT, Th. S. 10:12.

9:24
*€Rbopibeg>EkpiBnoay
*Axov oov +ékpiBnooy
moAw +gov =MT

9:25

+1 Beginning of vs.

*&uokpBijvon SravonBijvar =Syrm8. Has 967 harmonized to earlier appearance of
SwavonBion or does 88-Syh betray Th influence? Th influence is fairly extensive in 967
and in OG as well. Finalty, OG probably read 23>0 (s. also 11:24, 25).

9:26 Very poor shape in 967

*petd +1ég

anootoBiioetan EEoheBpendijoetar =Th. Cf. Geissen, p. 48.

*Baownelar Baowheds There is no Vorlage, but a king of the nations makes better sense.
«510mpBepel?  Only the last two letters are visible, but there is room on the line for add.
letters. S. Geissen, p. 215.

9:27

M 61a8. elg moX 3,4,1,2 88-Syh=MT, Th

*uetd +etlov
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efdopnxkovia >karpoie

>kol e€fkovia. homoiotel.
£ xapoig
EPNHOOLS +KoL
tédel Nueioer =MT, Th.
GUVTEAELLC +KOLPOD

10:1

*$viovt® €1ev S. Giessen, p. 50.

*£0elyOmn £€600m  £€8eiy6m would be a HL in OG (never in Th) and would render the
meaning. However, the choice would not conform to OG's TT. In six other
occurrences of I3 OG employs ékpaive or &vokardnte (2:19, 22, 28, 29, 30, 47).
Also OG uses compounds of 31k vOw in 17 other places.32 Therefore, if OG were
going to employ deikviw, it would more likely appear in the compound drodeik v .
967 has the OG which employed a favourite vb. (over 40x). to render the meaning of
the Vorlage (s. analysis of 1:1-10 in CH 5.IL). This was later revised closer to MT by
the changing of a few letters, on the assumption of scribal error. Presumably, OG
employed the more general term as an adequate equivalent.

10:2
*tatlg Mpepang xeivong: 3,1,2 88-Syh=MT
*>1peilg £Rdonddag S. 10:3, below.

10:3

*@ptov' dptwv OG makes MT explicit.

*kpéag >kol

*100 ovvied. pe €Yw? cvviehécw 88-Syh=MT

*cj. >1peilg Only the vb. cvvtedéow is complete on this li. of the ms. and the next line
begins dag, which is the ending of éBdopddag. The problem is that the ms. averages
around 18-20 letters per line. Geissen's reconstruction following Syh-88, which reads
1pelg would require space for 23 letters (cvvteAecw tog tperg efdopa ). Of the
approximately 25 (out of 44) lines completely or almost completely preserved on this
leaf, there are only 2 with as many as 22 letters (s. Geissen, pp. 222, 224, 226). Only 2
others have 21, and there is only one li. following this one with as many as 20 letters.
Most have 18 or fewer. Therefore, we suggest that tpeirg is omitted in 967 and is OG.

Ryroderxvow in 1:11,20: 2:48; 4:34¢c; évdeixvow in 3:44; DmodeixkvoOw in
2:17; 4:15(18), 34c; 5:7.9, 12, 16; 9:22, 23; 10:14, 21; 11:2.
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10:4 Almost completely missing.

10:5

[efidov This is Geissen's reconstruction. However, the previous li. of the ms. would
read npa [tlovg opblaipovg pov ko and 1dov begins the next line. Geissen's
reconstruction following Syh-88 means the previous line would have 22 letters (8.
10:3). Furthermore, it is not characteristic of 967 to omit the & for €ldov. Therefore,
we suggest that either pov or xai was omitted in the previous line, and that the € was

present at the end. That would bring the total number of letters on the line to 20.

*cj. >pov OG often omits suf.
*Bvooive (2nd): xpvciov 88-Syh harmon. to earlier.
*pog ewg =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 193.

10:6
*o®pa confirms Riessler's ¢j. S. Zieg., p. 193.

10:7
>ovk Om. to give reason for the fear.
*¢1 ad1o0g ovtolg 88-Syh=Th, MT

10:8

*kol gya k&yd Crasis. Thack. §9.11.
*oUK E<Y>KOTEAELQON: OV KaTEAELPON
gnectphoen drootpagév S. 10:16.

10:9
*>@¢ cj. from Schleusner, s. Zieg., p. 195. 88-Syh have ovk.
pov +xai S. Geissen, p. 231.

10:10
xeip{o? 967=88-Syh vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 195. Uncertain, but there is room for

the ms. to read with 88-Syh. S. Geissen, pp. 230-231.

10:12
{&}pe S.9:21.
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*10 TpOcONOV: TV Sidvoray  Like Th (15/ 15), OG (8/10, 5x OG=0) usually
employs kapdia (s. also 11:27) as a SE for 335, 3%. 967 offers the better rendering
here.

>kol toreltvedfivor  homoiotel.

KVpiov 1. Beod: 2,1,3

*cj. >100 820D OG prefers xOproc. 10D Be09 is a later add.

*oov +xol  Add. vs. MT, Th Cf. Geissen, p. 233.

>K. €ym elofA. €v 1. PU. cov homoiotel.

10:13

GTPOTNY0G" 67..0¢ ? Not enough room, perhaps o1patéc? Geissen, p. 233.
NHEPOLY >KOL

>MixonA

npatwv +1 Introduces the gloss, below

+€1¢ TOV AYiOV AYYEAMV.

10:14

{o)r

dpaocig dpa =88-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Mont. and Ralfs, s. Zieg., p. 196. Shows the
antiquity of the reading. However, like 10:5, it is difficult to accept as original and can
be explained as a later corruption.

10:15
*>kate =88-Syh, vs. Zieg.'s cj., p. 196.

10:16
kupte + xoi =88-Syh Om. is ¢j. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 197. 967 is uncertain, but there

is room for about 9-10 letters following pov. The last letter is o because the following
li. reads pooic. xe would allow for 6-7 letters, so xai is probably present in 967.

10:17 Almost missing.
*go1 £oT1v? =88-Syh, uncertain in 967 but, based on 1:4, 5, vs. Zieg. cj.

10:18 Most is missing.
10:19

Oyiawve +xai S. Geissen, p. 62.
*LoAf). aOT. pet €pod: 2,3,4,1 S. 10:15.
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10:21

oA +xol

vrodeifw deifan leg. £ Later error based on misunderstanding of the person. OG
prefers the compound (12x). S. 10:1.

aAA’ >N S. Hamm, II-1V, p. 413.

*cj. >0 &yyeAog Either this reading or the following + is OG. In favour of &yyehog
is the similar use in 12:1. However, 61tpatnyog renders T 3/4 in this chapter (10:13,
20[2]; cf. once in 10:13, but it may be Th. Also employed in 3:2), so 6 oTpaTNYOS O
dvvatog has a strong claim to being original, whereas 6 &yyelog 6 £€0T¢ €nl TV
ViV 100 Aao? is a harmonizing addition from 12:1.33 ¢ &yyelog was placed first
because of 12:1 and the explanatory nature of the two other titles. The hexaplaric text
resulted from later harmonization to MT.

*+6 otpatnydg 6 duvatdc This reading has a strong claim as OG, but should perhaps

be bracketed in order to indicate that there is some doubt.
+0 £01m¢ €T TV VIOV 10D Aood

11:1
*>koil S. 3:1;4:1; 7:1; 8:1; 9:1; cf. 2:1.

11:2 Most is missing.
>mavii PaciAel EAAvVeV K. otficeton homoiot.

11:3 Most is missing.
11:4

100 odpavod: THig Yfig S. 7:2; 8:8.
{Evjédvuvaotevoev S. 9:27; 11:5 (3-15, never in TH).

11:5
*BaorAevg Baciieioav =88-Syh vs. cj. by Katz. S. Zieg., p- 199.

11:6
gio{eE)eredoetar Conflation. OG uses both prep. in compounds, but not together.

33Cf. P. David, pp. 254-255, who argues that 967 represents an alternative Vorlage
and forms an inclusio with 12:1. It is more likely that the similarity prompted the
addition, and the parallel remains regardless.
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lox0v +kad 6 Bpaiuv adtof ob cuotioer ioxiv corr. of previous added fr. mg

11:7
ecutd[v]? Only owro is extant.

b0vapwv- evepywo? Only last 4 letters of évépyiav are extant  S. 3:20 for same
equivalent; 3:61; 6:23(24).

11:10
éﬂ«GnL«O’UnO’Tpé‘lpe‘l Geissen, p. 251.

11:11

*«naprbpyrofioetat  Simple in 11:30, compound in 11:36. Neither in Th. Cf. Geissen,
p. 251.

AlyGntou >kad mohep|oel

11:13

aoniv +Hj Introduces én abtiv (which Zieg., p. 201, has in brackets) as a variant to the
previous eig abiv. S. 10:13.
*cj. >ér oty doub.

11:15
>00 =88-Syh, vs. Mont., p. 440, s. Zieg., p. 202, but the cj. is no doubt correct.

11:17
ocvt-6-v  Difficult to know.
*nefoetar otfioetal Already a ¢j. by Schleusner, s. Zieg., p. 202.

11:18
Bpkyr o'k err.? S. Geissen, p. 255, Bevan, pp. 184-185.

11:23
dhwyoot( oMy @ S. Th.

11:24
pomv- apaptioy S. Geissen, p. 257.

11:25

AlyGntou >év XAy TOAAG kel 0 Baxoihedg Alyontouv homoiotel,
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epeb{ehobnoetan +rapoaroyiodicetor Geissen, p. 259, suggests the add. is a
corruption from mapopyLo8ficetar (s. 11:11) which was a variant to £pe0.
6xAw +moAA® xai From the portion om. by homoiotel.

11:29
goydton +xai glevoeton Add. from earlier?

11:35
£K- €V

cVViEVTov: ovveltov Change here by err. led to change of prep. above.

11:36
*>xat at beginning. Om. vs. MT, Th
ovv{ejteAecOf) >n haplog.

11:37
>kod v . .. tpovondfi homoiotel.? There are obvious textual problems for vss. 37-

42, so it is difficult to judge these omissions and the plus.
>0t Due to previous om.
VywlNnoetol +xoi OVpwONceTAL? T adToVG?

11:40
Kol v {nrolg moAlolc: >kai €v whoiolg moAAoig homoiotel? 967 begins here so it

is difficult to judge the variants.
11:41 om. in 967, homoioarc.?

11:45
*nv +Tyunv Difficult to explain why it would be there, but equally as difficult to

explain why it would be added. If original, it would easily have been omitted later.

12:3
xatioy{viovteg =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 210, but cj. probably correct.

12:6

1) €ndve @ o xOpre Later interpolation.
Hot +mownoig (rownoerg) Dependent upon previous.
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12:8

*1ives' 1 Syh (88=1ivogby error) exhibits correction for grammatical agreement.

12:9

KOCTEKEKOAWPpEVE >kad Es@payopéva homoiotel.
>av S. 2:9; 12:4.

12:10

>kod 00 pj SravonBhio névteg ol duop Tl homoiotel.

12:12
*ked- 6Tu 88-Syh=MT

ouviap-E-ev =88-Syh vs. ¢j., s. Zieg., p. 213. The reading is not impossible but it is more
likely the result of a later orthographical err.
*>elg 88-Syh=MT.

12:13
*&vamadou® &nkBov 88-Syh harmon. to following vb. and/or Th influence.

IV. Summary

In Section II there are 668 variants. The statistics are as follows:

Orthogrhhical 548 (168 accepted as original)
Substitutions 62 (30)
Minuses 38 (22)
Pluses 20 (7
Total 668 (227)

In Section III there are 501 variants. The statistics are as follows:

Substitutions 182 (98)
Minuses 172 (90)
Pluses 89 (1)
Transpositions 60 (37
Total 502  (256)

The totals for the variants are then:
Orthographical 548  (168)
Substituitions 244  (128)
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Minuses 210 (112)

Pluses 109 (38)
Transpositions 60 37
Total 1171 (483)

In summary, if we discount the orthographical variants, then just about half
(311/622)3* of the other readings have been accepted as OG. The substitutions and
minuses are the most significant types of variant readings in 967 for the reconstruction of
0G,3 though there are a few important pluses as well.3¢ There are two other
conclusions that are worthy of note. First, there are a number of occasions where the
Syh or its marginal reading agrees with 967 against 88 in giving the original reading.37
This confirms the accuracy and the reliability of Syh.3® Second, on the one hand, the
original readings of 967 demonstrate the amount of Th/MT influence on 88-Syh,3% while
on the other, 967 also betrays significant corruption from Th and correction toward
MT .40

On the basis of this evaluation we are in a better position to analyze the TT of
OG as well as the relationship between OG and Th in CH 5. However, prior to that
evaluation it is necessary in CH 3 and 4 to establish the methodology that will be
employed for the analysis of TT.

34Three additional readings have been accepted as original that are purely
conjectural: 1:17, 20; 10:21.

35For example, see the important readings in 1:8, 13(2), 20(3!); 2:1, 8, 28, 29(2);
4:16(19); 9:2; 10:12; 12:13.

363:3: 9:18; 10:21?.
372:12(2), 44; 3:3, 21, 95(28); 4:30(33); 5:31(6:1); 6:10(11), 28(29); 9:25.
38See also, Zieg,, p. 13.

39For example, 1:8, 2:107?, 25, 29, 35, 40, 41, 43; 3:2, 7, 10; 4:20(23); 5:7, 13;
8:14; 9:6, 27, 10:2; 12:3, 12.

40For example, 2:2, 8(2), 11, 20, 33, 45; 3:27, 34, 51; 6:12(13); 7:7; 9:24; 12:12.
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Chapter 3
TT and the Focus on Literalism

The purpose of this chapter is to examine critically those
studies that have focused on literalism as the means to describe TT.!
In order to make the criticisms more intelligible there is an
introductory section on defining a literal approach, followed by a

section explicating the criteria for literalism.

1. Defining a Literal Approach

Scholars generally use the term literal to refer to a
translation which mechanically reproduces each and every element of
the source text while following the same word order and employing
lexical equivalents consistently (stereotyping). Clarity to the
definition of the term is given by Galen Marquis who defines a
perfectly literal translation as one in which "it would be possible to
retranslate from the Greek the original Hebrew [and Aramaic,
presumably] words of the source."2 In the traditional sense used in
this discussion, then, literal is an adjective that describes a
translation exhibiting formal equivalence to the source text from
which it was translated. According to Eugene Nida, a translation that
exhibits formal equivalence "is basically source-oriented; that is, it

is designed to reveal as much as possible of the form and content of

IAfter this chapter was written certain works came to the
attention of this writer that express some of the same criticisms of
literalism. The principle articles are A. Aejmelaeus, "Translation
Technique and the Intention of the Translator," in VII Congress of the
I0SCS, SCS, 31, ed. C. Cox (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 23-36; I.
Soisalon-Soininen, "Zuriick zur Hebraismenfrage," in Studien zur
Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D. Fraenkel, U.
Quast, and J. Wevers (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 35-51.
At the same time, the influence of these scholars’ earlier works on
the formulation of this writer’s thoughts can hardly be denied.

2G. Marquis, "Lexical Equivalents," p. 407; a similar meaning is
assumed by Tov and Wright, "Criteria," 149-187; and again by Wright in

Difference, p. 29.



the original message."3

This sense of literal is to be distinguished
from that which would understand literal to mean a translation that
has successfully transferred the meaning and intention of the source

text into the target language.4

This latter type of translation is
commonly described as one which exhibits dynamic equivalence. Nida
describes a dynamic equivalent translation as one in which:

. + « the focus of attention is directed not so much

toward the source message, as toward the receptor

response. A dynamic-equivalence (or D-E) translation may

be described as one concerning which a bilingual and

bicultural person can justifiably say, "That is just the

way we would say it." It is important to realize,

however, that a D-E translation . . . is a translation,

and as suchsmust clearly reflect the meaning and intent of

the source.
As Nida emphasizes, even if a translator uses the method of dynamic
equivalence in his/her translation, the translation is intended to
render the meaning of the parent text. The translator is just not so
concerned to have a one-to-one, word-for-word relation between the
Vorlage and the target language (see CH 4.11.4.). We should also note
that the description of a translation in the LXX as "literal" or
"free" is only a general characterization. As Barr has already
pointed out, the study of TT "has to concern itself much of the time
with variations within a basically literal approach."6 Likewise, a

generally literal translation will often exhibit good idiomatic renderings.7

3E. Nida, Toward a Science of Translating, (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1964), p. 165. In the words of S.P. Brock, a literal translation
"acts, as it were, as Aristotle’s unmoved mover, and the psychological
effect is to bring the reader to the original." See S. P. Brock,
"Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity," Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies, 20 (1979): 73.

‘B.G. Wright also makes this distinction in "Quantitative
Representation," p. 312.

5Nida, Science, p. 166. Nida’s discussion of formal vs. dynamic
equivalence (pp. 22-26; 166-176) is set within the context of the
approach to contemporary translation work, but it is well worth

reading.

6Barr, "Typology," p. 281.

"It is for this reason that Soisalon-Soininen prefers to
distinguish between "slavish" (literal) renditions and "idiomatic"
(free) ones. See, "Hebraismenfrage," pp. 37-38.
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A good example of the difference between formal and dynamic
equivalence is provided by the opening adverbial phrase in Dan. 1:1:

Th= Ev &er 1pitg 17y Bacikeiag loaxip Bacidéoc lovda

MT= T 790 29 1 b oY maw

OG= Eni Baciléag leaxip i Iovdaiag Etovg tpitov
Th adheres to the word order of the Hebrew exactly and, with one
exception, renders every morphological element as well. The one
morphological change occurs with the translation of DY, n'MY
consists of three morphemes: ® is an inseparable preposition (bound
morpheme) that specifies the particular third year, i.e. of
Jehoiakim’s reign. N1@M is the stem (free morpheme) meaning
kingdom/reign. Finally, N9 is also in the construct state with the
attributive genitive RB%*M*, and the relation in this instance is
marked by a zero morpheme. In this example, the  and the construct
both serve to specify the particular reign to which is being referred;
so the Greek genitive is sufficient to signal the same relationship.
It would have been unnatural Greek to have added another element
because of the word order in any case. In contrast to Th, the OG
rearranges the word order of the Hebrew and this enables the
translator to omit PaciAeiag as redundant. However, despite the fairly
substantial difference between the two translations, both render the
meaning of the Vbr]age.8

Since literalism focuses on those aspects of the translation
that mirror the formal aspects of the source text, a literal
translation is viewed very positively and as more trustworthy than
freedom in translation. Dynamic equivalent translations are viewed
more suspiciously than literal ones because freedom in translation is
frequently, but incorrectly, associated with the notion that the

translator took liberties with the source text. This will become

8The above example is quite typical of what we will encounter
when comparing the translations of OG and Th. Th uses a method of
formal equivalence but makes minor adjustments in the translation in
order not to commit grievous grammatical errors. OG writes more in
keeping with Greek idiom. However, our example is atypical in the
sense that OG does not depart from the style of the Vorlage nearly so
often as it could. Although we prefer the use of the designations
formal vs. dynamic equivalence in this discussion, we will continue to
use literal vs. free for stylistic variation.
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apparent in our analysis in CH 5.9

It must be admitted, however, that the analysis of what is meant
by a literal or free translation takes literalism as the more natural
starting point because the majority of the LXX books are "more or
less™ literal.!" The basically literal approach of the translators
means that we can see that the LXX follows its Vorlage so closely that
it can be loosely characterized as Hebrew written in Greek characters.
Therefore, studies focusing on formal equivalence are helpful if for
no other reason than the fact that they reveal the degree to which the
different translators followed their Vorlage. With the advent of
computers and the CATSS data base the process of examining the
features of literalism has been greatly simplified, and we can even
express statistically the degree of literalness/formal equivalence in

specific features of the individual translations. !

I11. The Criteria for Literalism

In TCU, Tov proposes five criteria for literalness in a
translation: consistent representation of terms in translation
("stereotyping"), segmentation and representation of the constituent
elements of the Hebrew words, word order, quantitative representation,
and availability and adequacy of lexical choices.12 All of the
aforementioned criteria save the last are capable of being measured
relative to how consistently they formally reproduce the elements in
the source text as the primary means of determining the literalness of

13 The primary tool that facilitates the analysis of

a translation.
the formal features of the LXX is the CATSS database. Indeed, the

focus on formal criteria for analysing TT has been greatly influenced

9See also the review of McCrystall beginning p. 26, above.

10Ibid., p. 281; Tov, TCU, p. 53; 1. Soisalon-Soininen,
"Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-Syntax," ed.
C. Cox, VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1988), p. 428.

lsee the recent volume by B.G. Wright for a classification of
books in the LXX according to four criteria for literalism,
Difference, pp. 19-118.

ey, pp. 54-60.
13Wright, Difference, pp. 27, 30-31.
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in the work of Wright and Marquis by the actual format of the CATSS

database, because the parallel alignment file presupposes a formal
relationship between the OG and Mr. !

In order to understand the criteria for literalism and the
criticisms that we will make of the methodology it is useful to
provide a brief overview of how these criteria are generally defined.
Stereotyping15 describes the tendency of translators to use
consistently the same Greek term to render a term in the HA,16 though
there is some disagreement regarding the degree to which the Greek
term must be employed as an equivalent in order to qualify as a
"stereotyped" rendition (SE). Sollamo suggests that if a term is used
to render the same word in 50% of its occurrences in a book, then it

17

should be considered a SE. Marquis, on the other hand, regards any

term rendered more than once by the same Greek word as a consistent

18

translation. Marquis’ use of terminology robs the use of

"consistent”" of any meaning, and even Sollamo’s arbitrary choice of
50% does not seem quite high enough. Wright chooses 75% which seems

19

more reasonable,”” though statistics are always relative. The fact

that one word is employed in three of the four places where the same

14See the Introduction, fn. 35. Such an alignment is
understandable and useful for comparing the texts, but it leads, as we
later argue, to an inappropriate methodology for the study of TT.

DThe term was first coined by M. Flashar in "Exegetische Studien
zum LXX-Psalter," ZAW 32 (1912): 105. Other terminology employed has
been '"verbal linkage'" by Rabin and "systematic representation"” by
Rife. See C. Rabin, "The Translation Process and the Character of the
Septuagint,” Textus 6 (1968): 8; J.M. Rife, "The Mechanics of
Translation Greek," JBL 52 (1933): 244-252.

Brcr, p. 54.

”Sollamo, Semiprepositions, p. 13.

B, Marquis, "Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Criterion
for the Evaluation of Translation technique,"” ed. C. Cox, VI Congress
of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), p. 410.

19Wright, Difference, p. 105. Since Wright attempts to
reconstruct the Hebrew from the Greek he also starts from the Greek
usage rather than the Hebrew (p. 92). This leads to its own set of
problems. For example, when he counts how many times a Greek term
renders a given Hebrew word he fails to take into account the fact
that the one Greek term may be used as the equivalent for more than

one Hebrew term.
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Hebrew term is should be regarded differently than a word that is used
30 times out of 40.

Thetre is no doubt that translators often chose to translate a
word in the Vorlage with the same Greek word. Rabin suggests that a
stimulus-response reaction took place as the translators would tend to

render words or phrases with the words they used first.20

Tov has
also demonstrated that the later translators consulted the Pentateuch
as an aid to their work.! At the same time, we must be cautious

about the significance of statistics concerning the use of SE since in
many instances the choice of a translator was an obvious one.22
Amongst other things, Olofsson has emphasized the significance of a SE

being "doubly consistent"23

24

and the role of semantics in the
translators choice.

The difference between segmentation and quantitative
representation is not clearly defined either by Tov or Barr. Barr,
who actually employs the term segmentation, defines it as the division
of the Hebrew text into elements or segments. He then goes on to

discuss the quantitative addition or subtraction of elements from the

20Rabin, "Process,”" p. 7. We find his suggestion that the
translators had a primitive word list which they used as a lexicon
less compelling (p. 21), though it is accepted by Marquis, "Lexical,"
p. 409 and Wright, Difference, p. 92 and 279 fn. 80. The belief that
the translators worked from some kind of word list is rooted in
Bickerman’s suggestion that the translators may have borrowed the
techniques of the Aramaic dragomen. See E. J. Bickerman, "The
Septuagint as a Translation," PAAJR 28 (1959): 16-23.

21E. Tov, "The Impact of the LXX Translation of the Pentateuch on
the Translation of the Other Books," ed. P. Casetti, O. Keel and A.
Schenker, Mélanges Dominique Barthélemy, OBO 38 (Gottingen:
vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), pp. 577-92; P. Walters, The Text of the
Septuagint, Its Corruptions and Their Emendation, (Cambridge:
University Press, 1973), pp. 150ff.

22Barr, "Typology," p. 306.

23That is, it is more significant when a Greek term is used
consistently for only one semitic word and the semitic word 1is
rendered by only the one Greek term. See Olofsson, LXX, pp. 18-19;
Barr, "Typology," p. 311.

24Olofsson points out various difficulties in analysing
stereotyping as a criterion for consistency in "Consistency as a
Translation Technique," SJOT 6 (1992): 14-30.
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Hebrew text as something different.25 There is a lack of clarity
here, for we could say that the same elements which are added or
subtracted from the Hebrew are the ones which are segmented. In
practise, Barr uses quantitative addition to refer to the addition of
elements by the translator for the purpose of clarity (eg. making the
subject explicit) or exegetical comment.26 In his examination of
segmentation he is far more interested in the ways the translators
handled the division of words into their constituent (morphological)
elements. For example, Barr notes that the translation of idioms
posed special difficulties for a translator who was striving for a
one-to-one correspondence with the source text.) 1In TCU, Tov
explains "the representation of the constituents of Hebrew words by
individual Greek equivalents," (segmentation) as the translators’
tendency "to segment Hebrew words into meaningful elements, which were

8

then represented by their individual Greek equivalents. Yet, on

the very next page, he defines quantitative representation with the
words "literal translators did their utmost to represent each

individual element in MT by one equivalent element in the

129

translation. Since Tov only entertains a brief discussion of his

criteria, it is difficult to know how he would differentiate between

the two.

30

Wright notes the ambiguities in the work of Barr and Tov,” so

Bparr, "Typology," pp. 295-303.

26Barr’s discussion of quantitative addition and subtraction
dwells mainly on Targummic material (pp. 303-305). However, the kind
of interpretive comment we find in the Targums is not characteristic
of the LXX. The only example he gives of omissions is the Greek text
of Job (p. 304).

27Ibid., pp. 297-300. The translation of idioms is ultimately a
problem best viewed as a semantic one, which Barr recognizes.
Furthermore, an idiom should be treated as one linguistic unit since
its meaning is derived from the specific combination of the words
rather than the sum of their parts. Barr’s discussion of segmentation
below the word level (pp. 300-303) also reveals a concern for semantic
problems.

Brey, p. 57.
B1bid., p. 58.
0p,6. wright, "Evaluating ‘Literalism,’" p. 314.

107



he restricts the usage of the term segmentation to "the translator’s
technique of dividing Hebrew words into their constituent parts in
order to represent each part in the Greek translation.™!
Quantitative representation, on the other hand, "concerns the one-to-

one representation (or lack of it) of multi-word Hebrew phrases,

n3l

clauses and sentences. On this basis Wright is able to analyze a

target text at both the word and multi-word level for how well it

3

formally reproduces its source. On the other hand, his system does

not take into account the subtle semantic aspects of translation which
Barr examines.

Adherence to word order’! can reveal the extent to which the
translators followed their Vorlage because there are certain aspects
of Hebrew word order which are fixed. For example, adjectives and

demonstrative pronouns follow substantives and genitives follow their

35

constructs. Since the Greek allows for great freedom in word order

it could reconstruct HA syntax quite easily though it would not
necessarily yield typical Greek usage. As Wright points out,
"Variations in Greek from these must be stylistic in nature,” though
that in itself does not remove the necessity of examining the
differences to see if there are other factors involved as well.¥

The one grammatical feature of Greek that would always introduce
a change in the word order of HA is the use of postpositive
conjunctions. In fact, it is generally agreed that this accounts for

the relatively infrequent appearance of postpositives in the LXX.37

31Wright, Difference, pp. 55-56.

N1bid., p. 56.

¥Fror his discussion and statistics see, Difference, pp. 55-91.
#s, Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 59-84; Wright, Difference, 35-54.

Ysee J.M. Rife, "The Mechanics of Translation Greek," JBL 52
(1933): 244-252.

36Wright, Difference, pp. 37-38.

37Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 364-369; A.P. Wikgren,
"Comparative Study," p. 8. Raymond Martin uses the frequency of 8¢ as

one of his criteria to distinguish translation Greek from original .
composition. R.A. Martin, Syntactical Evidences of Semitic Sources 1n
Greek Documents, SCS 3 (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1974).
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On the surface, the evaluation of word order would appear to be the
easiest of the criteria of formal equivalence for which to determine
statistics. However, the very fact that Marquis and Wright produce
different results in their statistics using the same database reveals

that even a seemingly straightforward analysis of word order presents
difficulties.38

III. Reservations Concerning the Focus on Literalism

Although there is much to be gained from the investigation of
the features of literalism in the LXX, serious questions can be raised
about the adequacy of the methodology as a means to describe TT.”
Some of these difficulties were touched on in the previous section.
In the following, rather than selecting specific instances where the
presentation of material or statistics to do with literalism has been

40 we will concentrate on the methodology as

inaccurate or misleading,
a whole. The criticisms will be balanced by the presentation of the

proposed methodology in the fourth chapter.

I11.1. The Assumption of Literal Intentions
The basic difficulty of the literal approach has been the

assumption that the translator intended to produce a literal

Bsee Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 63-66 and cf. Wright’s comments,
Difference, pp. 41-44 and 353.

39So also A. van der Kooj, "The 0ld Greek of Isaiah in Relation to
the Qumran Texts of Isaiah: Some General Comments,'" in Septuagint,
Scrolls and Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), pp. 202-205.

40Specific criticisms of the use of some of the statistics as well
as other concerns which overlap to some degree with our own have been
expressed elsewhere by Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen and his former
student, Anneli Aejmelaeus (see fn. 1). See Soisalon-Soininen,
"Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-Syntax," ed.
C. Cox, VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1988), pp. 425-444; "Hebraismenfrage," pp. 46-51; and Aejmelaeus in,
"The Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical and
Translation-Technical Study of the Septuagint," ed. C. Cox, VI
congress of the I0SCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp.
361-380; "Intention," pp. 23-36. See also Olofsson, "Consistency,"
pp. 14-30; A. Liibbe, "Describing the Translation Process of 11QtgJob:
A Question of Method." RQ 52 (1988): 583-93.
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translation.41

B.G. Wright:

This assumption is clear in the following comment by

« + . a translation could be described as "literal" if the
translator has attempted to reproduce in a rigid way in
Greek the acbual form of the various elements of the

parent text.
In books which are extremely literal such an approach may be very
helpful. However, and one cannot emphasize this point enough, the
fact that a translation reproduces a great deal of the formal features
of the source text does not mean that the translator intended that the
reader could retranslate back from the Greek to the Hebrew. The
translators’ reverence for the text is evident in the desire to follow
the word order and represent the various elements of the words in the
source, but they were able to do this while faithfully attempting to
translate the meaning of the text as they understood it.43 In many
cases this attempt led to very unusual Greek usage, but the majority
of these Hebraisms do not violate Greek grammar.44 On the other hand,
Hebraisms illustrate the tension which existed for the individual
translators between using formal (i.e. faithfulness to the language of
their literary source) vs. more dynamic (i.e. faithfulness to their
own language) expressions. It was only at a later period, partly due
to the debates over the use of scripture between Christians and Jews
and partly due to the belief of the inspiration of scripture, that

43

literalism became more of a conscious methodology. For example,

41See also the recent article by Aejmelaeus ("Intention") in the
seventh congress volume of the IOSCS.

42Wright,.Diff’erence, pp. 29, 32 and 36.

Yy M. Orlinsky, "The Septuagint as Holy Writ and the Philosophy
of the Translators," HUCA 46 (1975): 89-114. That the translators
regarded the LXX as authoritative; therefore, they were concerned with
accuracy is discussed in J. W. Wevers, "A Study in the Narrative
Portions of the Greek Exodus," in Scripta Signa Vocis, ed. H. L. J.
Vanstiphout et al. (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 1986), pp. 295-303.

“See Soisalon-Soininen’s discussion of what constitutes a
Hebraism and the importance of determining Hebraizing tendencies in
the analysis of TT in "Hebraismenfrage," pp. 39-43.

45Barr, "Typology," p. 324; Tov also notes that "Jer-R’s revision
is remote from the slavish literalness of kaige-Th and Aquila,"
(Jeremiah and Baruch, p. 167). Aejmelaeus ("Intention," p. 25)
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even though Th exhibits a high degree of formal equivalence to his
parent text, he does not leave the impression that he intended to
provide, or expected someone else to look for, a one-to-one
equivalence between his translation and his parent text .

If the translators did not strive for literalism then why are
the translations generally literal? Barr, referring to the fact of
how the LXX frequently follows the semitic word order, gave the answer
to this question when he stated that it was "probably to be attributed

to habit and the quest for an easy technique rather than to any

literalist policy."47

The translators were concerned to render the
meaning of the text and chose those constructions which seemed to them
to express that meaning adequately. In other words, the translators
worked instinctively by choosing in an ad hoc manner the rendering

which they believed suited the context best.48

Since the translators were not intentionally striving for
literal translations, then we must question the validity of using this
gauge to measure how well they achieved the standard. It does not
matter if it is alleged that a value judgment is not placed on how
well a translator formally reproduced the text. The fact is the focus
on literalism is foreign to what the translators were doing. The
following criticisms will place the preceding comments in better

perspective.

111.2. Literalism Offers an Incomplete Description of TT
Since the translators were not practising a policy of
literalism, but were guided by their own instincts of what would

constitute a suitable rendering in the context we come naturally to a

emphasizes that the translators "had no conscious method or philosophy
of translation." For the developing trend toward literalism, see S.P.
Brock, "The Phenomenon of the Septuagint,” OTS 17 (1972): 20-27; "To
Revise or Not to Revise: Attitudes to Jewish Biblical Translation," in
Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke
and B. Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 301-38.

46See the conclusions in CH 5 VII.

47Barr, "Typology," p. 26.

#50isalon-Soininen, "Hebraismenfrage," p. 36; Aejmelaeus, "Inten-
tion," pp. 25-26; Bickerman, pp. 30-39.
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second criticism. That is, literalism fails in most important aspects
as a means to offer a complete analysis of TT. This is best

understood by considering two different but closely related points.

I11.2.i. The focus on literalism fails to account for dynamic features
of translation.

Since all of the books of the LXX are more or less literal,
there is more to be learned about the individual translators from
those instances in which the translation departs from the technique of
formal equivalence. Why did a particular translator forsake a formal
correspondence in favour of a more idiomatic Greek expression only
with certain constructions or only in some of the instances of a given
construction? In linguistic terminology, why is it that the
translator departed from his normal or "unmarked" usage to employ a
different or "marked" rendering? Does the translator use favourite
terms to render the Vorlage when he is uncertain about the meaning?
The answer to these kinds of questions are crucial to understanding
how the translator went about his work. At the very least, we realize
that focusing on features of formal equivalence neglects significant
features of translation. This point is seemingly self-evident.

A very different kind of analysis and description of TT emerges
if we turn the focus on literal features upon its head. In other
words, if it is the features of dynamic equivalence which reveal the
most important tendencies of the translator, then we can state the
axiom: it is the type and frequency of non-literal renderings in the

translation units which provide the most distinguishing

s A relatively minor lexical example is

characteristics of TT.
provided in Dan. 3:12 in which McCrystall has argued that 1@ eidod@ is
used instead of 7toi¢ 8eoig because of the translator’s concern to

identify the statue as an effigy of Nebuchadnezzar.50 However, the

49Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors,”" p. 362. Aejmelaeus states,
"Free renderings are like fingerprints that the translators have left
behind them."

5OMcCrystall, pp. 5-6. He also notes (following Delcor) 'ghe
addition of the personal pronoun cov after eixovi as further evidence

that the OG changes the meaning of the MT. See M. Delcor, "Un cas
de traduction ‘Targumique’ de la LXX & propos de la statue en or de
Dan. III," Textus 7 (1969): 30-35.
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rendering of MR (A"MOR) by eldodov is not without precedent in the
LXX.51 Furthermore, eidolov is employed in four other passages by OG
to designate idols in contrast to the one true God of Israel and
renders MOR ('MYR) in every case.”) In 3:12 and 3:18 OG employs
eldodov when the three refer to Nebuchadnezer'’s "idol," whereas in 3:14
OG has @eoig when the king commands them to serve his "gods." OG’s
translation preserves a nice distinction between the two parties and
their conception of what the statue represents. If OG’s translation
were intended to carry the significance discerned by McCrystall, then
we would also expect OG to use the first person pronoun in 3:14 when

the king. asks, "Why do you not worship my image which I set up?"

I11.2.ii. The focus on literalism can not account for the detailed
aspects of translation.

It is not just the type and frequency of dynamic translations
which illuminate the TT of the individual translators. In a similar
fashion, we have to consider favourite renditions and syntactical
constructions employed by the translator in his work. For example,
one translator may employ a formally equivalent expression to render
his Vorlage, but it may be different from the way any other translator

3 Up to this time, the studies

reproduced the same expression.
concentrating on particular criteria for literalism have revealed the
inherent difficulties of the methodology for offering an adequate

analysis of TT. The point is that one should begin from a perspective
which is more amenable to the analysis of language as a whole, though

one of the major problems of the literal method has been the lack of

detailed analysis.

SNum. 25:2 bis; 3 Kings 11:2, 8, 33; Ps. 37:19.

$13.18; 5:4, 23. 6:28(27) where MI=0, is the exception.
eldorei (1-5) is also used the same way in 1:2.

53See Soisalon-Soininen, "Fragen," pp. 431-432 where he criticises
Tov and Wright’'s use of consistency as the means to indicate
literalness. Wright (Difference, pp. 31-32) has responded by stating
that it is the "mechanicalness or woodenness of representation
combined with the consistency of that mechanical approach [which is] a
major exponent of literalness." Unfortunately, Wright fails to deal
with the heart of Soisalon-Soininen’s criticism, i.e. the inadequacy
of the purely formal approach when comparing OG to MT.
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A good example of the lack of attention to detajls is Wright’s
volume, No Small Difference: Sirach’s Relationship to its Hebrew
Parent Text. Wright’s text was chosen because it is the most
extensive published treatment examining the criteria for literalism.
The inability to treat details adequately is evident in several places
where Wright includes references to the possibility of investigating
the types of deviations from literalism more closely, and in his
discussions concerning which elements have to be excluded from his
dza.ta.54 For example, it is true that the inclusion of the
postpositive 8¢ in the data for word order makes a difference in the
statistics for literalism.” However, it is not so much the frequency
with which the conjunction is used that is significant for TT (though
that is important), but the different ways and the extent to which &¢
and the other conjunctions are used as alternatives for xat by the
different translators.”

One might argue that it is unfair to criticize Wright in this way
since he was not strictly concerned to examine the differences in
details. We would respond by noting that the matter under dispute is
the most appropriate methodology to describe TT. Furthermore, there
is also reason to be concerned about the way in which deviations from
formal equivalence are actually examined in practice by Wright. For
example, Wright provides a list of types of quantitatively longer and
shorter translan;ions,57 but tends to treat them universally. He states:

Only when the data for segmentation and quantitative
representation are fully analyzed can one effectively
determine whether or not quantitatively longer elements
are likely to represent elements in the translator’s parept
text, and thus, constitute an equally segmented Hebrew.

However, the global statistics for a translation will only provide a

Ywright, Difference, pp. 41-43; 59-63; 71-72; 79-82; 103.

SSWright, Difference, pp. 41-42.

Bsee Aejmelaeus, '"Clause Connectors," pp. 369-370. For an
example of a thorough examination of the treatment of 8¢, see Parataxis,

pPp. 34-46.

57Wright, Difference, pp. 72-74, 82-85; "Quantitative Representa-
tion," pp. 321-329.

58Wright, Difference, p. 78.
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general indication of what the translator might have done in any
specific instance. In order to achieve a clear understanding of any
particular variant we must group the various types of longer elements
in the OG and compare them to the instances in which the same types
of renderings faithfully reflect the source. Factors such as the
context of each individual variant and the possible motivation for a
change must also be considered.

Wright offers a perfect illustration of the importance of the
methodology for the analysis of longer (or any difference in reading

for that matter) texts when he states:

There is no way a priori to tell whether or not 93 in Sir

3:17 was in the translator’s Hebrew. Only an analysis

based on principles of formal equivalence will give an

indication of the probabsiglity that YD was or was not in the

grandson’s Hebrew text.
If, by this statement, Wright means that we must investigate every
instance of 93 and ¢ in Sir. in order to understand the relationship
between the two terms as well as examine the other ways the Hebrew
was (not) rendered in the Greek or Greek was (not) added to the
Hebrew in order to determine whether there were any similar
constructions to compare to Sir. 3:17, then we agree. What he seems
to mean, based on our reading of his text, is that if neg represents 72
in X% of its occurrences, then it probably does so here.60 wWright’s
statistical probability is only of use if there are no other means
available to help explain the reading of the OG. The problem is his
lack of attention to details.

The ability to isolate the individual traits of the translator
within his overall approach to translating presupposes a thorough
analysis of both the source and target texts. In most cases where we
examine the idiosyncratic traits that characterize a translator we are
dealing with a small percentage of the actual renderings for a given
HA expression. Therefore, by grouping the various ways in which a
construction has been translated we can examine the differences in

usage. Then we can both attempt to explain the deviations which

YIbid., p. 80.

60We have no way of knowing what he does mean of course, but our
representation is faithful to the argument of his text.
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might stem from the TT of the translator and discern the
characteristics which differentiate the individual translators.!!
Indeed, it may be that there is no apparent reason for the change(s)
other than stylistic variation, but often there is.t Therefore, to
expand upon the previously stated axiom, we must say that it is the
idiosyncrasies of the individual translators that provide the most
distinguishing features of TT.

A good example of the subtle distinctions made by translators is
given by J.W. Wevers in a recent article. He notes that the phrase
"sons of Israel" occurs 53 times in Exodus in the nominative, dative,
and accusative, and has the article in every case. However, in 12 of
35 cases in the genitive (tav vidv Topafd) the article is omitted. The
difference in the twelve cases is that the phrase is used in the
context to modify "assembly" (i.e. svvayoyn viov 'Icspon'ﬂ.).ﬁ3

If we were only concerned to measure literalness according to a
strict set of criteria, then we might fail to take sufficient note of why
the translator of Exodus omitted the article for the construct-genitive
in 12 cases and why the translator of Daniel rendered MYX (Q"MYR) by
etdodlov, To borrow from a well known expression, the focus on
literalism for the analysis of TT is like counting the fir and pine trees

in order to describe the forest in which they grow.

I11.3. The Inadequacy of Literalism’s Statistics for Textual Criticism

The primary reason for the research of the LXX and the attempt
to reconstruct the OG of each book has been text-critical.® We have
also noted already that it is the understanding of the TT in the

individual book/unit that is essential for the critic to attempt to

61See Soisalon-Soininen, "Fragen," p. 435-443 which expands on the
introduction to his volume on Die Infinitif in der Septuag{nta, pp. S5-
16. This type of methodology is evident in the work of Aejmelaeus and
Sollamo.

62This will be illustrated from the OG and Th versions of Daniel
in chapters four and five.

63J.W. wevers, ''The GOottingen Pentateuch: Some Post-Partem
Reflections," ed. C. Cox, VII Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 31 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1991), p. 56.

64See the excursus following CH 1.
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reconstruct the HA Vorlage of the OG. Since the statistics produced
by those focusing on formal correspondence measure literalism, then
by definition these statistics are chiefly concerned with quantifying
the degree to which the translation faithfully reproduces the Vorlage.
In other words, the majority of the cases where the translation is
literal is useless for text-criticism because it reads with the MT! Now,
it may be helpful to know as a general rule that one translator used
formal equivalents more often than another, but the use of the LXX for
textual research primarily concerns those instances when it does not

literally reproduce its Vorlage.65

A good illustration of the above principle can be provided from
Galen Marquis’ article on the consistency of lexical equivalents.66

According to Marquis:

The percentage of singular translations which reflect the

source text faithfully can be taken to be approximately the

same as the percentage of consistent translations, which

by virtue of tsl?eir consistency, reveal a faithful reflection

of the source.
On this basis he suggests that the remaining percentage indicates
singular translations which may reveal deviations from the source text.
As an example, Marquis looks at the rendering of T3P in section a of
LXX Ezekiel. It is translated in five cases by deryopar and twice by
dodevav, napadds, énaye, and diaye. Four of the seventeen equivalents
for T3Y occur as singular translations: dianopevopar, mopevopar,
arnotpomialesfal, and a¢opiopoc. The percentage of singular translations
for MY is then 23% (4 of 17) while consistent translations make up 77%
of the renditions (13 of 17). The percentage of singular translations
which reflect the source text would be equal to the percentage of
consistent translations of the whole translation. So, by multiplying
77% of 23% one gets 18%. Marquis then adds 18% to 77% in order to
calculate the percentage of all renderings that faithfully reflect the

Vorlage, i.e. 95%. The percentage of possible free renderings or those

65For the present purpose we put aside the fact that in some cases
(Jer., Josh., Job, Sam.) the OG witnesses to a much short:er Vorlage,
while in Dan. 4 we have a substantially longer text and in ch. 5 a

shorter text.

66Marquis, "Lexical Equivalents," pp. 405-424.

1bid., p. 412.
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which may reflect a variant Vorlage is 5%, or one word (from the
singular t:ranslations).68

There is a seductive logic to Marquis’ basic premise that the
percentage of singular translations faithfully reflecting the source is
equal to the percentage of consistent translations. However, as Wright
points out, on what basis can Marquis conclude that the percentage of
singular translations that faithfully render the source text is about
the same as the percentage of consistent 1:ranslations’?69 Oour
examination of vocabulary in Daniel will reveal that the use of singular
translations has far more to do with the translator’s use of variety in
translation than differences in the Vorlage.70 Furthermore, Marquis’
view that every consistent rendering accurately reflects the source
text by virtue of the fact that it is used more than once to render a
word is questionable. The relationship between the use of words in
one language and how they are used to translate words in another
language is a complex matter and cannot be reduced to simple
mathematical formulas.

Language is a means of communication, which "consists of words
(or other units) which are organized, according to ‘the rules of

"I phe symbols

grammar’ into particular types of combinations.
(words) of a language which a speaker uses in a given situation
depend both on the type of situation, (we would not employ the same
vocabulary writing to our auto mechanic as we would to a politician),
as well as the particular speech event, including among other factors
the whole discourse, the paragraph, the clause, and the preceding and

1

following words, i.e. context. So, in a discourse our choice of words

is limited by the subject about which we are writing. However, there

®rbid., p. 414.

69See Wright, Difference, pp. 97-98 for his criticisms of Marquis;
Soisalon-Soininen, "Hebraismenfrage," p. 50.

70Greenspa.hn also notes that HL "consistently comprise one-third
to one-half of the vocabulary in any given body of linguistic
material." See F. Greenspahn, Hapax Legomena in Biblical Hebrew,
SBLDS, 74 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1984), p. 32.

71Nida, Science, p. 30.

72Ibid., pp. 37-43; M. Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning,
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan 1983), pp. 137-148.
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are still an infinite number of ways in which we can combine these
remaining words to communicate our message. The choice of a
particular word by a particular writer in a particular context is the
result of a complex series of competing choices in that particular
speech event, which in turn is influenced by prior experiences of the
speaker/writer. We will "flesh out" the preceding comments in more
detail later (CH 4.I1.4). For the present, we will consider two words
from Daniel and how they are rendered by OG and Th as an
illustration.

Two words from the semantic domain of mercy/compassion are
employed in 1:9: TOR and DM, “ON appears 2x in Daniel, 1:9 and
9:4. OG’s choice of nupfv in 1:9 is unusual and involves some
innovation regarding how Daniel was viewed by the chief steward
(honourably, as opposed to mercifully), but the overall sense of the
passage is conveyed. In 9:4 OG employs tAeo¢ which offers a closer
formal correspondence (Th uses ¢keo¢ on both occasions). T is
found 4x in Daniel. Once again, OG’s choice of yépwv in 1:9 is dynamic
and OG also has a very free rendition of the term in 2:18, though the
overall meaning is transferred.73 In 9:9 and 18 OG uses a word whose
range of meaning is closer—--t¢éieog. So, OG can use tieo¢ to translate
both the words found in 1:9, but it does not use them for either in
this particular context. Th’s oiktnppég for BMM is a SE (4/4).
Unfortunately, in this instance, we cannot discern an apparent motive
to explain why the OG translator did not use &ieo¢ for either term in
1:9, other than to regard his choice as a reflection of his
understanding of the meaning of the semitic text.

However, in order to appreciate their vocabulary choices better
and to demonstrate the inadequacy of merely counting word frequencies,
it is helpful to examine how OG and Th use the four Greek words we
have encountered in vs. 1:9. For example, OG has yopiwv 2x (s. the
dynamic use in 2:13), but Th never uses it. On the other hand,
oixtippo¢ is never found in OG, while Th uses it on one other occasion

(4:24) to give a good dynamic rendering for one of the 2x that the vb.

B1n 2:18 the translator offers a good example of how the same
message can be communicated by choosing alternative words and
combining them differently.
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4]0 occurs (s. also 6:12).74 Besides 9:9, 18, OG has #ieo¢ 8x. In
9:3 it is a dynamic translation of BYINMN (1/4) and 9:4=Th for "©N; 6x
MT=O.75 Th uses &\eo¢ only 8x in total: 1:9, 9:4=0G, and 9:20 for
minh; S5x MT=0, 0 OG employs Tt only 3x (s. also 2:37 and 4:27[30]
=Th) while in Th it is a SE (7/8) for "P’.77 However, we should note
that in 11:38 OG employs the vb. upficer for 133° and gives a dynamic
rendition of the clause. The non-translation of “P* in this vs.
seems to be due to the fact that OG did not know the meaning of 123
and so offers a contextual translation (motivated by the connection of
upfn for 7p°) with the vb. tpfoel. The only other occurrence of T3d°
in MT is earlier in 11:38 where OG’s contextual guess is not quite so
successful.

To investigate these relationships even further we note that OG
renders N0 with €Aeo¢ in 9:3 (1/4) while Th employs é\eo¢ to render
mnn (1/1) in 9:20. The translations of 9:3 and 9:20 are both good
dynamic renderings, but the Hebrew terms come from the semantic
sub-domain of prayer terminology. On the other occasions where OG
meets these words it translates with Greek words from the domain of
prayer. In the case of MMM, OG has 8enoig-9:17, 23 and npocevyaic-
9:18. In 9:20 OG translates TANN DB with Seopevog &v taic mposevyaic.
The choice of 8enol on the two occasions is actually quite interesting
because the word is only found 4x in OG. In one of the other two
passages MI=0 (4:30a), and defijorg is used in 2:18 where OG offers the
dynamic translation of M. Th uses defoig only 3x, but it is as a
SE (3/4) for 1NN. The one vs. where Th employs an alternative is
9:18 where Th crosses semantic domains once again with the use of
OIKTIPUOV .,

In the above example we considered every occurrence of TR,

M, YN, MmN, T, Edeog, xapv, npn, upfhoer, defigig and oiktippog,

74Th uses the n. 6x in total. The remaining instance 1s 9:18, see
below.

83.35, 38, 42, 43, 89, 90.
%3.35, 38, 42, 89, 90=0G.

77See also 2:6; 7:14; 11:38. 4:33(36); 5:18, 20, 0G=0. 7:14 may
involve a textual variant. On one occasion Th uses g&vupov (2:37).
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and their in‘cer—relations.78 We have glimpsed the complex network of
relationships that exist in the use of vocabulary, and, of all the texts
considered, there is a question of a textual variant only in 0G 7:14
where " is omitted. As we have seen, it is hardly possible to
examine the relationship between the vocabulary of the source text and
the translation on the basis of a formal one-to-one correspondence and
use the statistics for textual criticism. This is especially the case with
OG, but even a translation like Th is very complex.

In a paper read to the I0SCS several years ago which discussed
the methodological approach for the research of TT, Ilmari Soisalon-
Soininen expressed the extent of his concern about the mechanical
approach to the analysis of TT when he suggested that the use of
computers in this way was "a great loss for the research into the

syntax of the Septuagint."79

We have to agree with his concerns
about methodology; hence the present thesis. However, it is not the
use of computers per se, but the manner of their employment that is
the problem. Computers are a great asset to the scholar because they
can search machine readable texts and present the results far more
quickly and more accurately than one can do manually. However,
whether the results are of any practical value depends on the

adequacy of the researcher’s methodology.

IV. Summary

The examination of the focus on literalism as a methodology for
the study of TT has found serious difficulties with the approach.
First, the focus on literalism presumes that every translator intended
to produce a formally equivalent translation at all times even though
this is a trait of the later recensionists. Second, the focus on
literalism fails to account for the most salient features of a translation,
which are those instances in which the translation departs from the
technique of formal equivalence. The features of dynamic equivalence
reveal the most important tendencies of the translator because they

reveal the distinguishing characteristics of how the translator

The semantic relationship shared by terminology from the sub-
domains of wisdom or prayer would be even more complicated.

79Soisalon—Soininen, "Fragen," p. 438, "ein grosser Verlust fir
die Forschung der Septuaginta-Syntax."
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rendered particular words and phrases. In a similar fashion, we have
to consider favourite renditions and syntactical constructions employed
by the translator in his/her work which may be literal, but may be
different in some way from other translators. We have summarized the
importance of analysing the unique features of a given translation by
stating the axiom it is the idiosyncrasies of the individual translators
that provide the most distinguishing features of TT. They bear the
signature of the individual translator. Third, we have noted that the
focus on literalism is inadequate as a methodology for analysis of TT
for the purpose of using an ancient version for the textual-criticism of
the Hebrew Bible. It is on the basis of an analysis of the finer points
of the translation that the critic’s judgement rests on the surest
grounds.

The contention of this thesis is that a linguistic approach in
which the source and target texts are compared while considering the
contrasting structures of the two languages is the way forward for
the analysis of TT. The soundness of this approach is demonstrated
in the work of I. Soisalon-Soininen and his students, as well as by H.
Szpek. In the following chapter a linguistic methodology for the
analysis of TT will be presented. At the same time the usefulness of
the model will be demonstrated by working with the OG and Th texts

of Daniel in the following chapter.
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Chapter 4
A Methodology for the Analysis of Translation Technique

The purpose of this chapter is to offer a theoretical basis for

a methodology for the analysis of TT that incorporates linguistic

principles.1

This is necessary in order to justify the preceding
criticisms of the methodology that focuses on the characteristics of
literalism. A theoretical basis is also required in order to support
the contention that a linguistic approach is the way forward for the
analysis of TT. As previously mentioned, H. Szpek has recently
offered a linguistic model for TT, and we agree with much of her
presentation. However, Szpek does not discuss in any detail the basis
for adopting a linguistic approach, nor does she locate her discussion
within the context of contemporary research in TT. Though TT has not
received the attention of scholars that other areas of biblical
studies have, there have been a number of articles and monographs
published that are directly or indirectly related to the field. Since
this thesis is concerned to argue for a specific methodology, then it
is important to account for previous studies and offer some evaluation
of what is helpful for someone engaging in TT research.’ The
presentation of the theory behind the methodology is also necessary as

background to the textual criticism of MT.

1For another introduction to basic linguistic concepts and
terminology, see S. E. Porter, "Studying Ancient Languages from a
Modern Linguistic Perspective: Essential Terms and Terminology," FN 2
(1989): 147-72.

2Some works have already been mentioned in the previous chapter
and the reader is also directed to the bibliography. For an excellent
overall resource for what has been written, see S. Olofsson The LXX
Version: A Guide to the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,
ConBib.OT, 30 (Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell, 1990). The title 1is
something of a misnomer because the volume does not offer a
methodology for the analysis of TT nor does it offer much critical
evaluation of what has been written about TT. On the other hand, the
companion volume is an excellent investigation of TT in the Psalms.
See God is My Rock, ConBib.OT, 31 (Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell,
1990). Tov also includes an excellent bibliography as an index to his
article "Nature and Study," pp. 354-359.



The qualification that this is a "preliminary" methodology has
to be employed for two reasons. First, the science of linguistics is
relatively young, so there is little scholarly consensus in some
branches within its study; and the ongoing research will bring changes
in methodology. Second, the study of TT of the ancient versions in
biblical studies is itself barely out of its infancy stage,3 so there
will be continued refinements in this discipline as linguistic
principles are applied to TT research. In recognition of these two
limitations it follows that this chapter is an attempt to isolate the
most significant areas of linguistic study for the analysis of TT.!

The discussion will proceed in the following order. First, a
definition of TT is given in order to clarify what it is that we are
studying. Second, five basic concepts that are presupposed for the
analysis of TT will be introduced and some of the implications of
these concepts will be discussed. Third, the model itself is
introduced. It should be noted that neutral terms like translator,
source text, and target language will frequently be employed in this
discussion because of the general applicability of the model to the
analysis of texts. Examples will be drawn from the translation of the
LXX, specifically the OG and Th versions of Daniel, in order to
illustrate the principles being discussed. The reader is also

encouraged to consult the works which are cited in the notes.

3This despite the fact that the foundations were laiq 150 years
ago in Z. Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, (Leipzig: Vogel,
1841).

4For a basic introduction to linguistics see, G. Yule, Thg Study
of Language, (Cambridge: University Press, 1985). A very concise,
clearly written introduction to linguistics is also provided ip F.
Parker, Linguistics for Non-Linguists, (London: Taylor & Francis,
1986). The volume by E. Nida (Toward a Science of Translating).
remains an important resource for Biblical studies and translation
theory. W. Bodine has edited and D.A. Black has written the best
introductions to linguistic concepts directly applied to the biblical
languages. See W. Bodine, ed., Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew.
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992); D. A. Black, Linguistics for
Students of New Testament Greek, (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988). Other
valuable monographs include M. Silva, Biblical Words and Their
Meaning, (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1983); T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words
and Structures in Biblical Hebrew, (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1985); A.
Gibson, Biblical Semantic Logic, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981).
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1. Definition of Translation Technique

The purpose of the study of TT of the LXX is to describe how
individual translators engaged in the task of translating a unit of
scripture for a community. There are five aspects of this definition
that require comment. First of all, the definition is stated in terms
of the translator’s approach to the source text as a whole, but it is
not meant to exclude employing the phraseology TT as a description of
how the translator treated individual elements. Second, analysis of
TT has to concern itself primarily with individual units of scripture
rather than the entire corpus of the LXX.5 Since various books and
portions of scripture were translated by different individuals it only
makes sense to treat the units separately. For example, our knowledge
of how OG renders infinitive absolutes is not going to tell us how the
OG translator of Micah approached them. An analysis of OG will
provide possible renditions, but we have to examine Micah in order to
know how the translator approached infinitive absolutes in that book.
A unit of scripture accounts for a translator who was responsible for
more than one book and also for the situation where two or more
translators worked on separate sections of the same book.6 Third, the
reference to the community of the translator recognizes that these
translations were not carried out in a sociological and historical
vacuum. A translation of the Bible, whether the LXX or a modern day
version, is intended to meet the needs of a constituency. Therefore,
it is the needs of the intended audience that will determine the kind
of translation produced. For example, the later recensions of the LXX
tended to be revised toward MT, though Symmachus is a notable
exception.7 It is also to be expected that some of the terminology
and expressions employed will reflect the cultural background of the

translator and the community in which s/he lives. In fact, in some

Isee Ae jmelaeus, "Connectors", p. 377; Pietersma, "Septuagint
Research," p. 298.

6H.St.J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Wbrsh{p, (Qxfo;d:
University Press, 1920), 16-39; "The Bisection of Books in Primitive
Septuagint MSS," JTS 9 (1907): 88-98. Tov, Jeremiah.

7For a discussion of the different translation practices of phe
Greek translators within the context of ancient translation practices,
see Brock, "Aspects," pp. 69-87; "Phenomenon," pp. 13-36. For
examples of Sym. style see Salvesen, Symmachus, pp. 220-254.
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cases of the ancient versions we are dealing with the community’s
understanding of scripture in the translation.8 Fourth, we speak of
the attempt to describe how the translator engaged in his task. It
could be said that the study of TT attempts to expose the translator’s
discourse analysis of the parent text.’ Our task is not to do a
discourse analysis ourselves, but the analysis of TT ought to
illuminate how the translator understood the Vorlage.10 Finally, we
refer to individual translators out of the belief that individuals
worked alone on the task of translation. This view seems to be
supported by the characteristic features evident throughout individual
units. However, the methodology could be usefully employed in the
analysis and description of a recension involving more than one editor
or with any texts sharing a reciprocal relationship.

It hardly needs to be stated, but the whole process of analysing
TT must assume that a direct relationship exists between the receptor
text being analyzed and the source text to which it is being compared.
The investigation of the TT of the ancient versions is complicated by

corruptions which have entered the text of the source and receptor

8See Goshen-Gottstein, "Theory and Practice," pp. 139-162;
Salvesen, pp. 177-193; J. Weingreen, "Rabbinic-Type Commentary in the
LXX Version of Proverbs," in Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies,
ed. A. Shinan (Jerusalem: Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977), 407-15;
also the more subtle examples of variant reading traditions witnessed
to by the vocalization of the MT in E. J. Revell, "LXX and MT: Aspects
of Relationship," in De Septuaginta, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox
(Mississauga: Benben, 1984), pp. 41-51. Barr has also recently
restated his argument, that some variant readings are the result of
translators working from unvocalized texts and without access to Fhe
reading tradition. See J. Barr, "‘Guessing’ in the Septuagint," in
Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D.
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1990), pp. 19-34; J. Barr, "Vocalization and the Analysis of Hebrew
among the Ancient Translators," VISupp 16 (1967): 1-11.

9That the translators of the LXX worked mainly with fairly ;mal[
units of text (phrase and clause) and did not consider larger.un1ts is
fairly obvious from the texts. See the excellent discussion in I.
Soisalon-Soininen, "Beobachtungen zur Arbeitsweise der Septuaginta-
Ubersetzer," in Isac Leo Seeligmann Volume, ed. A. Rofé and Y.
Zakovitch (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1983), pp. 319-29.

10Aejmelaeus ("Connectors", p. 362) speaks in a similar vein when
she writes that the analysis of translation technique is an attempt
"to see the translator behind it [the translation] and to appreciate
his work." See also Barr, "Typology," p. 288.

126



languages in the course of transmission. However, in most books of
the LXX and in the other ancient versions the correspondence between
the source and receptor texts is so close that we are justified in
assuming that a direct relationship does in fact exist.! It 1s on
this basis that we are able to use the LXX for textual criticism of MT

and to help reconstruct the complicated textual history of the Hebrew

text. 2

II. Five Presuppositions for Translation Technique

There are five concepts that are presupposed here as fundamental
to TT analysis. The first four derive from the study of linguistics
proper while the last is specific to TT. There is some overlap in the
discussion of these five presuppositions because they are

interdependent.

I1.1. TT is Descriptive.
By descriptive is meant that the analysis of TT is concerned
with describing how a translator rendered the source text into the

receptor language as opposed to evaluating the grammatical correctness

of the translation.13

There is no point in depicting a particular
rendition as "barbaric'" or otherwise, because these "barbarisms" arose
chiefly due to the competing demands of remaining faithful to the
message of the source while making that same message intelligible in
the receptor language. The difficulties, which beset the translators
in their task, and how they responded, are well stated by Aejmelaeus:

With the source language and the target language differing

llR. Hanhart, "Zum gegenwdrtigen Stand der Septuagintaforschung,”
in De Septuaginta, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox (Mississauga: Benben,
1984), pp. 8-9.

12See the Excursus to CH 1.

“Linguists describe how language is used as opposed to
prescribing how it ought to be used. For example, in North America
one frequently hears statements like, "He did good." Traditional
grammars teach that the adjective "good" is incorrect in this position
whereas the adverb "well" would be proper English. Another example
would be the so-called split infinitive. See H. A. Gleason, An
Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics, Rev. ed. (London: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1961), 195-209; J. Lyons, Language and
Linguistics, (Cambridge: University Press, 1981), pp. 46-54.
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as greatly from one another, particularly with regard to
their syntactical structures, as Hebrew and Greek, a
Semitic and an Indo-European language, the translators
must have often faced a conflict between two requirements,
the requirement of rendering the contents of the
Scriptures in intelligible and fluent Greek and the
requirement of following the original as closely as
possible. Some of the translators more than others have
yielded to the former by use of various free renderings,
whereas literal and even Hebraistic renderings are the
result of the latter. The study of the translation
techniques aims at describing the translators exactly from
this point of view and finding criterﬁa by which to
measure their freedom or literalness.

Unless a grammatical anomaly may have resulted from the translator’s
misunderstanding of the Vorlage (due to textual difficulty, error or
ignorance), it does not matter that it exists in the target text

because the objective of TT is to describe what the translator has

done.

I11.2. TT is Primarily Synchronic.

"Synchronic linguistics investigates the way people speak in a

nls

given speech community at a given point of time, as opposed to

diachronic linguistics which focuses on the change of language through

16

time. The primary implication of this principle for TT is that TT

is a description of a particular written communication given at a

"

14Aejmelaeus, "Hebrew Vorlage," p. 63; Soisalon-Soininen, .
der Character der Ubersetzung wird von zwei ganz verschiedenen
Faktoren bestimmt: erstens vom Stil des hebrdischen Urtextes, dgr in
den verschiedenen Biichern des ATs sehr unterschiedlich ist, zweitens
von der unterschiedlichen Arbeitsweise der Ubersetzer," see,
"Methodologische Fragen," p. 426.

1SJ. Lyons, ed., New Horizons in Linguistics, (Middlesex: Penguin,
1970), p. 14. Descriptive and synchronic are often used '
interchangeably, but for our purposes it is useful to distinguish
between them.

16The distinction between the two approaches and the primacy of
the synchronic approach traces itself to the father of modern
linguistics, Ferdinand de Saussure. See F. de Saussure, Cours de
linguistique générale (ed. Ch. Bally and A. Sechehaye), Sth ed:
(Paris: Payot, 1955), pp. 79-81. There is an English traqslatlop by
Wade Baskin, Course in General Linguistics, (New York: Ph1losogh1ca1
Library, 1960). See also S. Ullmann, The Principles of Semantics,
(Glasgow: Jackson, Son & Co., 1951), pp. 50-62; Lyons, Language, pp.
54-58.
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particular time. The orthography, morphology, lexical choices, and
(to a lesser degree) the syntax of the translation will reflect the
conventions of the language in the time and place in which it was
produced.17 At the semantic level, the meaning of the translation for
its intended audience is determined by the context, both the
linguistic context and the historical context, as far as it can be
reasonably reconstructed. !

There are two consequences of a synchronic description when it
comes to the evaluation of the meaning of the translation. From the
perspective of the reader of the target language there is no
difference in meaning (though s/he may at times be confused), because
this reader has no direct access to the source text. In our case, the
LXX was usually read and understood by Greek speaking Jews and

Christians without reference to the Hebrew.19

However, the
perspective of the translator and the evaluator of the translation is
different from the intended/presumed reader because both have access
to the source text. The translator may have intended to give a
synonymous translation or to clarify the meaning of the source text

when it was ambiguous or confusing; but from the perspective of the

17See our criticism of McCrystall, p. 26.

18Context is everything when it comes to determining meaning.
Understanding the meaning of a given communication involves far more
than determining linguistic reference, however. Referential (eg., the
identity of the little horn in Dan. 7) and emotive (eg., the reaction
to so-called "four letter words") meaning is determined by
understanding the historical context. See S. Ullmann, Principles, pp.
60-82; Nida, Science, pp. 37-43, 57-144; the detailed treatments by A.
Lehrer, Semantic Fields and Lexical Structures (London: North-Holland,
1974); J. Lyons, Semantics, 2 vols. (Cambridge: University Press,
1977). In Biblical Studies the work of Barr (Semantics) is a classic;
see also Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 137-169; E. Nida and J. P. Louw,
Lexical Semantics of the Greek New Testament, (Atlanta: Scholars
Press. 1992).

19It would be a worthy project to produce complete commentaries on
the books of the LXX because of the effect that the translation
process had on the biblical books and the authoritative status of the
LXX amongst both Jews and Christians at the turn of the common era.
The literary critical comparison of Daniel 2-7 in the MT and LXX by
Meadowcroft (1993) offers a good example of the fruitfulness of
examining the meaning of the Greek text in its own right, though his
decision to use Rahlfs’ edition as representative of the OG text is
hardly defensible.
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evaluator the translation may actually be confusing, have a different
meaning or even impart the exact opposite sense of the V’orlage.20

The possibility that a variant reading stems from an alternative
Vorlage must always be considered, but there are cases when questions
about the text from which a particular translation equivalent was
derived are unwarranted. Besides the types of corruptions that can
enter the text during its transmission and the various ways that the
translators could have misread the text they translated,21 many
renderings, which at first appear to be inexplicable, can be explained
when we consider the synchronic and diachronic nature of language. A
synchronic view of language ensures that we are aware that some
puzzling translation equivalents are present in the translation,
because the translators encountered words or concepts for which there

1l

was no adequate translation equivalent in the source language. In

20Szpek, pp. 59-60. Most discussions of the meaning of the LXX
have taken problems of lexicography as their point of departure. See
T. Muraoka, ed., Melbourne Symposium on Septuagint Lexicography, SCS,
28 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990); "Hebrew Hapax Legomena and
Septuagint Lexicography," in VII Congress of the IOSCS, ed. C. Cox
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 205-22; J. A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study
of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch, SCS, 14 (Chico: Scholars
Press, 1983). Muraoka ("Hapax," p. 217) concludes, "What a given
Greek word or phrase means can mostly be worked out, or should be able
to be worked out, from within the Greek." E. Tov has been the main
proponent of the view that the Hebrew meaning of words sometimes has
to be considered in Septuagint Lexicography. See E. Tov, "Three
Dimensions of LXX Words," RB 83 (1976): 529-44. 1In a recent article
J. Lust acknowledges that the majority of readers of the LXX had no
knowledge of the semitic original (p. 112). However, Lust insists
that a LXX lexicon should "refer to the semitic original, at least in
those cases where the deviations between a Greek word and its semitic
equivalent can be explained on the level of word forms, but also when
the Greek words are incomprehensible because they are transliterations
or because they adopted the meaning of the underlying Hebrew or
Aramaic." See J. Lust, "Translation Greek and the Lexicography of the
Septuagint,” JSOT 59 (1993): 120 and the introduction to LEH, pp.
VIII-XV.

21The following discussion assumes that the reader i§ well
acquainted with the nature and causes of textual corruptions. See
TCU, or any standard introduction to textual criticism.

22Cultural differences are particularly fertile ground for thgse
kinds of differences because "a particular language will reflect in
its vocabulary the culture of the society for which it is the med@um
of expression." See J. Lyons, Structural Semantics, (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1963), pp. 40-41; E. Nida, Exploring Semantic Structures,
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such cases the translators could attempt to restate or paraphrase the
meaning of the source text or resort to one of three options: loan
translation, shifts in application, or transliteration. The process
of loan translation is one way of introducing a change in a language
because it involves coining new words (neologisms). For example, the
compound épytevvodyog (Dan. 1:3, passim) comes from combining the Greek
translations for the individual Hebrew words 3% and 0.8 since
Greek is a highly inflected language it lent itself to the combining
of words and affixes in this way.24 Loan-translations should not
present any difficulty for the evaluation of variant readings, but a
"shift in application" may be more challenging. By a "shift in
application” we mean that the translator used a familiar word in an
innovative way and, thereby, added a new sense to the lexeme.25 The
difficulty for the textual-critic is deciding whether the translator
has merely extended the meaning of a word as a translation equivalent

16

for a term in the Vorlage,” or whether that word is employed because

the Vorlage of the translation was different. Finally, the

(Munich: Fink, 1975), pp. 66-78, 121-124.

23For a discussion of the phenomenon, see Silva, Biblical Words,
p. 87. For examples, see Thack., pp. 34-36; E. Tov, "Compound Words
in the LXX Representing Two or More Hebrew Words," Bib 58 (1977): 189-
212; Lee, Lexical Study, pp. 113-118; P. W. Coxon, "Greek Loan-Words
and Alleged Greek Loan Translations in the Book of Daniel,"
Transactions of the Glasgow University Oriental Society 25 (1973-74):
24-40.

24It need hardly be explained that this practice is related to
"etymological" renderings.

25Such "shifts in application" occur mainly through metonymy or
metaphor and may result in polysemy. See Ullmann, Principles, pp.
114-125. Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 82-85, 92-94., For examples, see
the extensive list by Thack., pp. 39-55; also those noted by Tov for
the translation of causatives in E. Tov, "The Representation of the
Causative Aspects of the Hiph‘il in the LXX. A Study in Translation
Technique," Bib 63 (1982): 421.

26Silva notes that metaphor is by far the most common cause of
semantic change in his study of the vocabulary of the NT. He also
warns that since these changes involve slight extensions of meaning,
it is always possible that the semantic development was already
present within the native language. This is just as true for the LXX
as the NT. See M. Silva, "Semantic Change and Semitic Influence in
the Greek Bible: With a Study of the Semantic Field of Mind," (Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Manchester, 1972), pp. 103-134.
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translators sometimes chose to transliterate, particularly in the case
of technical terms or proper names.27

The diachronic nature of language also has bearing on the
analysis of TT and has corresponding implications for textual-
criticism, because the temporal distance of the translator from the
environment in which the source text was produced may have been the
cause of confusion or misunderstanding. Lexical items in a language
are continually being added and deleted, or their semantic range is
changing. Therefore, a translator who knows the source language very
well at a given point in time may not have access to the meaning of a
word which has been dropped from usage. The obstacles presented by
vocabulary are particularly acute when it comes to translating hapax
legomena (HL) or vocabulary that occurs only rarely. In the case of
Daniel, the problem is exacerbated by the bilingual nature of the
source text and the high degree of borrowing between the two semitic
languages.28

ILXX resolved the difficulties presented by unknown lexemes. At times
29

There were three main ways that the translators of the
they merely transliterated a word into Greek characters“ or omitted
to translate the word altogether. For example, OG leaves KM
untranslated not only in 7:15 where it occurs in the difficult phrase
3T NN, but all 10x that it appears in Daniel.30 On other occasions

27Thack., pp. 31-33; E. Tov, "Transliterations of Hebrew Words in
the Greek Versions of the 0Old Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-82.
"Loan-words, Homophony, and Transliterations in the Septuagint," Bib
60 (1979): 216-36.

28Thus Charles (pp. xlvi-xlvii), Zimmerman, and Ginsberg argued
that the whole of Daniel was originally written in Aramaic, while
Grelot believes that chs. 4-5 of the OG were translated from a Hebrew
revision of the Aramaic. See F. Zimmerman, "Aramaic," pp. 255-72;
"Some Verses," pp. 349-54; Grelot, "Daniel iv," pp. 1-23; "Chapitre
v," pp. 45-66; H.L. Ginsberg, Studies in Daniel, (Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, 1948), pp. 41-61. Cf. this view with that of
Jahn (pp. iv-vi) and Lust ("Daniel VII," p. 66) who argue that the
Septuagint is a translation of a Hebrew text.

29E. Tov, "Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions
of the 0Old Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-92.

3OS. 3:6, 11, 15, 21, 23, 24(91), 25(92), 26(93); 4:7(10). See also E.
Tov, "Did the Septuagint Translators Always Understand Their Hebrew
Text?," in De Septuaginta, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox (Mississauga:

Benben, 1984), pp. 55-56.
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they attempted to determine the meaning by some means of contextual
guess, and we can distinguish four distinct types of conjecture:
exegetical, etymological, generic renderings, or contextual "changes."31
Exegetical renderings refer to the attempts of the translators to
render a difficult term on the basis of their exegesis of the context.'’
Etymological renditions refer to cases where the translators guessed at
the meaning of the word based on its etymology.33 For example, OG
uses xAnpodosia to translate MPYP N2 in 11:21, 34 and NP9N3 in
11:32. «xAnpodocia only appears in three other passages in the LXX [Ps.
77(78):55; Ecc. 7:12(11); 1Macc. 10:89], and never for an which is
usually rendered by pepile, pepic. However, xAnpodosia is related to the
nouns xAnpovopia and xAfpoc and the verbs kAnpovopé® and kAnpée whose
semantic domain overlaps with that of nepilo, pepic. It also happens
that the semantic domains of two of the main Hebrew terms which
these Greek words translate also overlap: o, meaning in various
contexts "possession,”" "portion," or "inheritamce;"34 PPN meaning
"portion, nd In 11:21, 34 (32?) the translator
incorrectly guessed that NPYPYNa "flatteries" was derived from pPon

1" " 7m 1

share, possession.

31Tov’s ("Did the Translators," pp. 53-70) terminology has been
borrowed, but the categories are organized differently. Tov includes
renditions based on parallelism as a separate category.

32See the example, tiphser on p. 120 above.

33See TCU, pp. 241-250. The volume by X. Jacques is an important
aid for identifying etymological roots. See List of Septuagint Words
Sharing Common Elements, (Rome: Biblical Institute, 1972). In his
article "Did the Translators," pp. 67-69, Tov distinguishes two types
of etymological renditions. The other type of etymological rendering
involves instances where the translators recognized the root of the
word in their Vorlage and employed a Greek equivalent from a word
group which rendered the semitic root elsewhere. Of course, not all
of those instances constitute a guess because sometimes the
translation conformed to Greek usage. The examples given below
illustrates both ways that the translators employed etymology in their
translations.

MBDB, p. 635.

3BDB, pp. 323-324.
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and chose to translate with |c).1|poso<s'wz.36

The third means of conjecture open to the translator was to use
a general “term whose meaning seemed to fit from the context. For
example, in 9:26 the translator employed émocta8icetar for N7 (niphal
imperfect, HL in Daniel). The MT is usually interpreted as a reference
to the killing of Onias.” McCrystall argues that the LXX rendition is
a case of Tendenz and that the translator intends the passage to be a
reference to the deposition of Jason rather than the killing of Onias
III.38 Although McCrystall does not discuss how it is that
aroctafnoetatl is better understood as a "deposition," we would
understand him to mean that the general sense of the verb in the
context is "to be removed." 1In contrast to McCrystall, P. David argues
that there was "probably" a different verb in the Vorlage which
referred to the removal of a high priest. Apparently, however, David
does not feel it is necessary to justify this argument by indicating
what verb this might have been.39 Either suggestion is possible, of
course, but it is more likely that the translator was attempting to
reproduce his Vorilage in Greek to the best of his ability and used a
favourite verb in this context. The likelihood that the translator
resorted to a favourite "generic" translation equivalent is indicated by

the frequency of occurrence and the variety of words rendered by

36Other instances where a cognate of xAnpodosia translates {p?n are

Jos. 12:7; Ps. 15(16):5, 53:12; Hos. 5:7; Is. 53:12. Cf. McCrystall (pp. 86-
88) who characterizes xAnpodosia as an example of Tendenz because it is
not a "normal" Septuagint translation. The fact is OG decided not to
render P'?ﬁ with pepig, and OG never uses pepi¢ at all.

37Mont ., p. 381.

38McCrystall, pp. 252-253, sees 9:26 as an historicizipg'of the
prophecy and argues that the 139 years add up to the deposition of
Jason.

39David, p. 311, suggests Jason as a possibility, but apparently
is unaware of McCrystall’s work. David argues that the earlier
Vorlage which can be reconstructed from the LXX envisaged the
restoration of the temple and the vindication of the High Priest. His
interpretation in vs. 26 depends on the "probability" of the different
verb as well as the dubious emendation of ypiopga to ypisto¢ based on the
reading of MWN (vs. NWNA) in MT (pp. 296-297, 312-313). How can

there be any controls on methodology if he wants to propose a Vorlage
for the LXX but prefers a reading of MT in order to justify it?
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adictapi. Even a glance at HR under afiotav, agiotaval, afriotavelv would
reveal there are twelve occurrences of apistnqu for five semitic verbs
in OG.40 In OG, and the rest of the LXX, the verb is most often
employed in the sense "turn away, depart"--whether it is daxéstnpev éxo
60b (i.e. God, Dan. 9:9) or é&rostiijvar axo tdv duaptiov fpédv (Dan. 9:13)41-—
and "remove, withdraw."" This latter sense overlaps with the
meaning of the Hebrew N7>® "will be cut off," so the OG translator

employed one of his favourite words in the general sense of "will be

removed. ndd

This explanation is confirmed by the very similar
situation in 11:4 where the OG uses aroctaffoetal to translate MmN (a
niphal imperfect of a verb which is a HL in Daniel!).44 Confronted by
an unfamiliar verb in the niphal imperfect, and a context in which it
could be guessed that the meaning of the verb in 11:4 was something
like "will be removed/destroyed," the translator opted for the exact
same form of a favourite verb which had been employed earlier.
Finally, the last type of contextual guess refers to times when
the translators seem to have read the consonantal text differently in
order to produce their translation. That is, their reading is based on

an adjustment of one or more letters in the consonantal text. For

Heqp: 7:12 (aph.); =M: 9:9; =©: 9:5, 11 (g.), 11:31 (hi.),
12:11 (ho.). 11:4 is also problematic (HR marks with a dagger) and is

discussed below. 3:29, 35; 4:15-MT=0; 2:5, 8 are hexaplaric. The vb.
is only 7 times in Th.

41See Jer. 40(33):8; Sir. 2:3; 1 Ki. 16:14,
42See Dan. 3:35; Jer. 14:19; Jud. 13:14; 1 Ki. 6:3.

43See also the similar use in Prov. 23:18. An examination of the
renderings for 072 in the LXX also reveals that the translators
employed various equivalents. See the list of equivalents in E. C. Dos
Santos, ed., An Expanded Hebrew Index for the Hatch-Redpath .
Concordance to the Septuagint. (Baptist House, Jerusalem: Dugith,
n.d.), 95.

44McCrystall, pp. 90-91, argues for the future middle in 11:4
(amootioetan) which is attested in 967, though he never explains the
importance of the point. In our view it is at least as likely that
967 omitted a8 from the future passive and produced the middle form

due to parablepsis or phonetic error as it is that the letters were
added to an original future middle (See also 3:24 in CH 2.11.2). The
fact that the future middle would be a hapax legomenon casts further
doubt on the probability of the reading.
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example, in Dan. 8:25 the MT has the difficult reading, T° DONR2Y
"without hand," which OG renders with xai mowicet sovayeyv xeipoc "and
[then] he will make/cause a gathering by [his] hand." However we
construe the Greek, the reading seems to be derived from the
translator having read ©BR2 as a hiphil perfect of DOR (’1"!3?!7!1).45
The argument that the translator has reread the consonantal text is
based on the fact that the addition of the auxiliary verb noit® was one
of the means of the translator’s to render causatives® and ovwvaye
frequently renders APR. 1In effect, the translator read a 11 for a,
transposed the letters ©®, and read the changed letters as a hifil
perfect with 1 consecutive. The motivation for this change was that
the translator did not know the meaning of the HL 0ENR3. Now, it may
be that a variant had already arisen in the text before the
translator, but given the evidence it is more likely that the
translator adjusted the text so that he could make sense out of it.
As Tov suggests, the translator may have assumed (or at least
justified his approach in his own mind) that a scribe had made a

transcriptional error.47

11.3. Langue and Parole.

Another distinction made by Saussure was that between Ilangue and
parole (there are no generally accepted translation equivalents in
English). Langue refers to language as an abstract system, which is
common to all speakers of a language community, while parole refers to
the actual discourse of individuals within the community.48 Both of
these aspects of language play an important role in the study of TT.

In the act of translation the original translator has to read the

45A similar reading of the verb occurs in Th, but towards a very
different interpretation. See R. Hanhart, "The Translation of the
Septuagint in Light of Earlier Tradition and Subsequent Influences,"
in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke
and B. Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), p. 364. Note also
that Hanhart continuously refers to Th as a translation.

46See E. Tov, "The Representation of the Causative Aspects of the
Hiph‘il in the LXX. A Study in Translation Technique," Bib 63 (1982):
422-23.

”Tbv, "Did the Translators," pp. 61-64.

48Lyons, Semantics, p. 239.
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source text (which as a written document is an example of parole), and
attempts to decode the meaning of that text on the basis of his/her
knowledge of the grammar of the source language (langue). The
translator then has to encode the message of the source text in the
receptor language (parole) based on his/her knowledge of the grammar
of that language (langue). These are minimum requirements for what
the translator does though we cannot be absolutely sure how the
neurological process takes place.49

TT analyzes language as it is employed in the receptor text, so
it is an investigation of the parole of that particular unit of
translation. The basis for the comparison is the source text (see
IT.5 below), but TT is an analysis of how the translator chose to
render the source text in the target language. Another word to refer
to the choices made by an author in speech or writing is styleﬁo
Since style is at the very essence of TT we cannot agree with Szpek
who regards style as one of the four main elements of a translation
(along with grammar, syntax, and semantics) to be analyzed. She
defines style as "elements of choice which an author can impart to a

]

text for aesthetic reasons,”" and limits the investigation of stylistic

elements to three areas: sentence type, figurative language, and

il The analysis of style could be limited in the way that Szpek

idiom.
does, but it tends to foster ambiguity because there are a multitude
of features in a discourse that contribute to the aesthetic quality
(and meaning) of the text. Even though the content of the translation
is highly influenced by the source text, the translator still chooses
particular words (sometimes based on phonology), syntax, and

rhetorical devices in the creation of the translation.52 The elements

49Chomsky has argued that the faculty for language is genetically
encoded in the brain; but, even if this is true, we do not know how
the process takes place. See N. Chomsky, Rules and Representations,
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1980), pp. 3-87, 185-216; Lyons provides a
useful overview in Language, pp. 248-257.

50See Ullmann, Style, pp. 101-242.

lszpek, pp. 24, 201-257.

52For an excellent volume on style and discourse as it relates to
biblical studies, see Nida et al, Style and Discourse: With Special
Reference to the Greek New Testament, (Cape Town: United Bible
Societies, 1983). A full discourse analysis of the translation is
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that Szpek treats as aspects of style are readily treated under other
categories (see III.1.i.).

While TT is a description of the parole in a particular
translation unit, it is important to recognize that the translator’s
interpretation of the source text is based on his/her understanding of
the langue of the source language as it is applied to that particular
text.53 It is for this reason that we can say that the study of TT
will expose the translator’s discourse analysis of the parent text .
Another way of describing the process of translation and the
perspective of the one engaged in the study of TT is to visualize it
as we have it in Figure 1.

Perspzctiye of TT

R
E
R A
perole g
\_/ R

Figure 1

In Figure 1 the S stands for the source text while the R stands

for the receptor text. The Transfer System is the translator. There

beyond the parameters of TT because of its concern to compare the
translation with its Vorlage.

53TWO recent grammars written from the perspective of modern
linguistics to aid the study of TT in the LXX are B. Waltke and M.
O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1990); S.E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament,
(JSOT: Sheffield, 1992).

54Whether the translator renders words or phrases more or less in
isolation from the larger context, or attempts to bear in mind the
larger context as s/he treats the smaller units, s/he is grappling
with the structure of the discourse. Furthermore, the fact that a
translator makes a more or less word-for-word formally equivalent
translation does not necessarily entail that s/he did not consider the
larger context. See Barr, "Typology," p. 297; Soisalon-Soininen,
"Methodologische Fragen,'" p. 431.
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are other factors which enter into the process of decoding the meaning
of the source text such as the translator’s knowledge of vocabulary
and cultural differences, but the present focus is the interplay of
langue and parole for the translator who acts as the medium of
transferring the source text into the target language. As a point of
interest the reader of the receptor text has been included in the
diagram in order to point out that s/he has no access to the original
text or the translation process. The diagram also makes clear that
the analyst of TT stands above the source and receptor texts, able to
view both simultaneously and, therefore, is in a position to describe
how the translator (Transfer System) went about the task of
translation. Ideally, the analyst of TT would be omniscient regarding
the language, time and place in which both texts were produced and
would have both texts in their original form.

It is obvious from the discussion thus far that we are far from
the ideal position to an analysis of TT of the LXX. However, despite
the deficiencies in our knowledge regarding the production and copying
of both the MT and LXX, the task is not impossible. We can never
attain absolute certainty in our results but we can achieve a high

degree of probability.

I11.4. TT is an Analysis of Structure.
The emphasis on structuralism in linguistics once again
originates with Saussure. The thesis of structuralism is:

. . that every language is a unique relational
structure, or system, and that the units which we
identify, or postulate as theoretical constructs, in
analysing the sentence of a particular language (sounds,
words, meanings, etc.) derive both their essence and their
existence from their relationships with other units in the
same language-system. We cannot first identify the units
and then, at a subsequent stage of the analysis, enquire
what combinatorial or other relations hold between them:
we simultaneous*y identify both the units and their
interrelations.

We can illustrate this thesis at any level of language. For example,
at the level of phonology the b in big is said to be syntagmatically
related to i and g. If the b were combined syntagmatically with the

55Lyons, Semantics, pp. 231-232.
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letters a and r a different word would result, bar. At the same time
the b is paradigmatically related to d, f, g j, p, ry t (tig is a
children’s game in England which is called tag in North America), w,
and z. Linguists use minimal pairs such as big pig tig etc. in order
to determine the abstract system of sounds (phonemes) in a language,
which distinguish meaning in the actual sounds that we hear and say.“
The same principles are employed when the word big is examined as part
of the sequence the big dog. In this phrase big is said to be in
syntagmatic relation with the and dog. We could also substitute the
paradigmatically related words brown, shaggy, or small for big and
still have a grammatically correct and semantically acceptable phrase
(or syntagm), though its meaning would be different. Just as the
selection and combination of different phonemes to create different
words reflects the structure of the phonological system, the selection
and combination of different words reflects the lexical structure.
"The theoretically important point is that the structure of the
language-system depends at every level upon the complementary
principles of selection and combination."ﬂ

The selection and combination of different units also affects

38 This is most obvious at

the semantic information of the message.
the paradigmatic level. For example, the words the big dog do not
convey the same meaning as the brown dog where colour, and not size,
is the point of emphasis even though the referent is the same. The
role of syntagmatic relations (context) in determining meaning can be
illustrated by comparing the big poodle with the big German Shepherd.
A better example would be to contrast the big man (fat or person in
charge) with the big brother (older or guardian). A more extensive
discussion of the structural relations between the senses of words is

given below (III.1.iii.).

56See Gleason, Linguistics, 14-26; Yule, Language, pp. 44-48.

57Lyons, Semantics, p. 241; Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 108-112.
The same principles apply to the morphological and syntactical
structure. Syntax will be discussed below. For an example of this
approach applied to the morphology of the Hebrew verb, see Gleason,

Linguistics, pp. 67-73.

58Lyons, Semantics, pp. 241-242; Nida, Science, pp. 99-101. For a
good discussion of the theory of semantic fields, see Lehrer, Semantic

Fields, pp. 15-43.
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The connection between the structure of the language system and
semantic information conveyed is critical for the analysis of TT,
because the structure of two different languages will inevitably
reveal differences. In the process of translating the translator is
immediately confronted with the clash between structure and meaning.
That is, if the translator attempts to render the source text using
the same surface structures in the target language ( formal
equivalence), then there is liable to be some loss of meaning. Loss
of meaning occurs because the surface structures of the target
language do not convey meaning in the same way as the surface
structures of the source language. Conversely, the decision to render
the meaning of the Vorlage will often require the choice of different
surface structures in the target language (dynamic equivalence).59 In
the LXX the translators were able to reproduce the formal structure of
their semitic Vorlage largely because of the freedom allowed in Greek
word order. This ability to mimic the semitic text resulted in
unusual, but rarely "grammatically incorrect" Greek. More often is
the case that grammatically correct Greek is found, but certain
constructions occur with unusual frequency; and/or typical Greek
idioms are not encountered as frequently as would otherwise be
expected. However, as the criticisms in the third chapter revealed,
in the midst of the basically formal approach there is relevance in
the variations that we do find. At this point it is best to offer
some examples to illustrate the differences between the linguistic
structure of Hebrew and Greek, and how they relate to TT.

One area where significant differences in the structures of two

59Nida, Science, pp. 159-176. For the most part we only have to
be concerned with the surface (as opposed to deep) structure of
grammar because the LXX translators reproduced so much of the formal
structure of their source. However, occasions where the translators
made additions to the text to make an element explicit that was only
implicit in the source text, or made transformations (eg. changed an
active verb to a passive) do reflect their understanding of deep
structure. For explanations of deep structure (transformational)
grammar, see J. Lyons, Chomsky, (London: Fontana, 1970); A. Radford,
Transformational Syntax: A student’s guide to extended standard
theory, (Cambridge: University Press, 1981).
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languages will appear is syntax,60

and one subject within syntax to
study is how clauses are connected to one another through the use of
conjunctions. Conjunctions do not have referential meaning but
function on the syntactic level to indicate the logical relationship
between two or more clauses. For this reason they are referred to as
functional or grammatical morphemes.61 Since clause connectors
indicate the relationship between clauses, their translation in any
given instance depends on the connection between the clauses in which
they appear. 1In theory, a translation would express in the
appropriate style and syntax of the target language the logical
relationship of the two clauses in the source language. The process
of reproducing these logical relationships from one language into
another presents certain challenges, because no two languages use
conjunctions in the same way. For example, the extensive use of Y in
HA means that discourse is chiefly paratactic in style; whereas Greek
tends to prefer elaborate subordinate clauses and participial
constructions. Due to the different means of expressing the
relationships between clauses in HA and Greek, and the fact that Greek
has such a variety of conjunctions and syntactical possibilities at its
disposal, there are often a number of possible ways for the Greek to
express the meaning of the HA. However, despite the options available
the LXX more often than not renders the Y with xai. xai has a high
rate of occurrence throughout the LXX, while 8¢ appears relatively
seldom. In original Greek the situation is reversed.62 As Aejmelaeus
has so cogently argued, the significance of the translation of 1 for TT

is not so much the use of xai (since that was the formal equivalent),

60Syntactical criteria for the analysis of TT have been the focus
of Soisalon-Soininen, Aejmelaeus, and Sollamo in their investigations
of the Septuagint. Besides the works previously mentioned see the
bibliography. A handy compendium of I. Soisalon-Soininen’s work has
been published as Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax, AASF, B, 237
(Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987).

6]Yule, Language, p. 61; Ullmann, Principles, p. 59.

62This was noted to be the case in the OG and Th versions of
Daniel by Wikgren, "Comparative Study," pp. 18, 25; see also R. A.
Martin, "Some Syntactical Criteria of Translation Greek," VT 10
(1960): 295-310. Aejmelaeus ("Clause Connectors," pp. 368-371) finds
that yop and odv are also comparatively infrequent in the

LXX.
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but the type and frequency of alternative renditions.63 Different
patterns of usage may also indicate different translators of
scriptural units or later recensionists.64 Depending on the
consistency of TT, a particular usage may be valuable for textual
criticism as well.

Other ways that syntactical differences between languages affect
TT have to do primarily with how the translator fills the required
positions of the source language in the target text. These categories
are commonly referred to as "slot and filler." Here we have to do
with paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations on the syntactic level.
For example, the clause He barks consists of a noun phrase (subject)
and a verb phrase (predicate). We could replace the noun phrase with
any number of different options such as Lassie, The ferocious dog, or
The ferocious one. We could also expand the noun phrase by adding
some kind of qualifier such as, The dog on the porch, or The dog who
is on the porch, etc. It will be noticed that it is possible to add
slots in various positions on the syntagmatic level, but that only
certain classes of structures can fill (are paradigmatically related)
particular positions. Ferocious and on the porch cannot fill one
another’s slots, while on the porch and who is on the porch are
interchangeable but are composed of different structures.

The point of all this discussion for TT is that differing
languages, such as Hebrew and Greek, not only arrange their slots

85

differently; they also can fill them differently. When transferring

63Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 369-370. See.particularly
her criticism of McGregor (Ezekiel, pp. 51-54) who describes the
statistical differences in how Y is rendered in the Pentateuch as

meaningless.

64This type of comparison is the basis of several investigations,
such as those by Thackeray, Tov, and McGregor. See H. St. J.
Thackeray, "Bisection,” pp. 88-98; "Renderings of the Infinitive
Absolute in the LXX," JTS 9 (1908): 597-601; the works of Barthélemy
(1963), Shenkel (1968), Tov (1976), Bodine (1980), Greenspoon (1983),
and McGregor (1985).

65See Porter, Idioms, pp. 286-297. For an examination of word
order in Biblical Hebrew see T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words, pp. 1-46; E.
J. Revell, "The Conditioning of Word Order in Verbless Clauses in
Biblical Hebrew," JSS 34 (1989): 1-24. There have been several
studies on syntax and/or word order in Daniel. See W. F. Stinespring,
"The Active Infinitive with Passive Meaning in Biblical Aramaic," JBL
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a message from one language to another the translator first has to
decode the syntactic structure of the source text and then has to
choose appropriate structures in the source language to encode the
translation.® A translator following a model of formal

correspondence attempts to fill each slot in the target text with the
same structure and in the same order as the source text. However,
there are often other options available for the translator to employ.
For example, in Dan. 1:5 the Hebrew reads: 7% 13°0(&n., OG
substitutes an adjective in the attributive position for the definite
noun in the genitive and translates with anod sig Pacihixiig tpanéing. The
Greek language allowed the translator to choose a structure which can
fill a different slot in order to convey the same meaning. Compare Th
who translates with é&noé tfig tpaxél{ng Baciiéag.

Structural divergences and the ability to choose alternative
renderings can result in various types of changes in the formal
structure of the target text when compared to the source text. The
example in the previous paragraph illustrated a change in word order
as well as in word class (morphology). The addition or omission of
articles, prepositions, conjunctions, and pronouns in a translation is
also common due to differing linguistic structures.” What is
required in one language is redundant in another.68 The number of
changes will be affected by the degree to which the translator
attempts to adhere to the formal structure of the source text, but

81 (1962): 391-94; H. B. Rosén, "On the Use of the Tenses in the
Aramaic of Daniel," JSS 6 (1961): 183-203; J. G. Williams, "A Critical
Note on the Aramaic Indefinite Plural of the Verb," JBL 83 (1964):
180-82; Ashley, pp. 48-54; P. W. Coxon, "The Syntax of the Aramaic of
Daniel,”" HUCA 48 (1977): 107-22; E. M. Cook, "Word Order in the
Aramaic of Daniel," Afroasiatic Linguistics 9 (1986): 1-16; W. R.
Garr, "On the Alternation Between Construct and DI Phrase in Biblical
Aramaic," JSS 35 (1990): 213-31.

66This is the emphasis of J. Heller's investigation in which he
states, "Man muB also gleich . . . die Frage stellen, inwieweit die
Abweichungen des LXX von ihrer Vorlage durch die sprachlichen
Mochlichkeiten des Griechischen bedingt wurden." See "Grenzen
sprachlicher Entsprechung der LXX," MIO S (1969): 234.

6"See the analysis and application of case theory to the Greek
case system in S. Wong, "What Case is This Case? An Application of
Semantic Case in Biblical Exegesis," Jian Dao 1 (1994): 75-107.
“See Nida, Science, pp. 226-238.
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even in Th there are times when additions or omissions occur. Some of
these changes may at times reflect a formal rendering of a text that
was slightly different from MT, but extreme care and judicious
arguments must guide any argument in a specific text.“ A slightly
different cause of a change can be a structure which is ambiguous in
the source text. 1In the choice of a specific rendering the translator
may have to resolve the ambiguity. On the other hand, the translator
may not have perceived any ambiguity at all. For example, in 4:24(27)
MT has SRI2%? N2, which could be translated as "length of your
prosperity." However, Th has paxpofopog Tolg napantdpacsi cov
"forbearance toward your sin" by reading the pointing of MT as
TIOY? MM, It is easy to see how MOT "healing" and M27R
"lengthening" (the marker of the vowel 3 may not have been written),
and ¥ "neglect, error" and MY "ease, prosperity" (with the addition
of the pronominal suffix they were written identically in a consonantal
text, 1m'm') could be confused. The decisive reason why the pointing
of MT is accepted as correct by commentators is the fact that the
adjective MU "at ease" appears in 4:1."

We will explore the significance of the morphological and lexical
structure of language for TT in further detail below (see III.1.i,iii),
but our discussion has demonstrated that TT has to be concerned with
the detailed analysis of structure. Structure and meaning--or form
and content--are integrally related in a language and no two
languages are exactly alike. Therefore, in the process of translating
from one language into another the ancient translator had to resolve
the tension of reproducing the meaning of the Vorlage in an acceptable
form in the target language. The overwhelming preference in the LXX
was to encode that meaning in the target language using similar

structures as the source language, but this was not always practical

69See the discussion of non-variants in TCU, pp. 217.—228;
Aejmelaeus, "What Can We Know?" pp. 58-89; Wevers, "Versions," pp. 15-
24,

70See Mont., p. 243 and Goldingay, p. 81. Meadowcroft, p. 309,
incorrectly suggests that "while this translation could owe something
to a broadening semantic range of the Aramaic, it also, has a
theological point to it." It is true that the resulting text of Th
has a different theological slant, but the difference is based in a
different reading of the consonantal text and was not due to any

interpretive activity.
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or desirable. Different translators departed from formal equivalence
for divergent reasons. For this reason, the analysis of TT is based on
the detailed study of the structure of a translation unit--word by
word, phrase by phrase, clause by clause--by comparing and
contrasting how the translator made a particular rendition in a specific
context with all other renditions of the same element.

I1.5. TT takes the Source Language as its Point of Departure.
Considering what we have already written about the translation
process, there should be little need to establish this last point. As we
have emphasized, the aim of TT is to describe how a translator
rendered the source text; therefore, the point of comparison for the
renderings in the target language is always going to be the parent

text.'!

This methodological presupposition was clearly established in
the work of Frankel in 1841, and was followed in the later work of
Thackeray and Wifstrand..'2 During the recent resurgence of studies
in the field of TT this principle has been taken for granted.73
However, there have been several works that have not followed this

" There is little gained

principle and must be used with great care.
as far as TT is concerned if the investigator compares the use and
frequency of a certain Greek construction in the LXX without
investigating the HA from which the uses were derived.

Emphasizing that TT analyses how the translator rendered the

71Soisalon—Soininen, "Methodologische Fragen," pp. 426-428;
Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 362-369.

72Thackeray, "Renderings;" "Bisection;" A. Wifstrand, "Die
Stellung der enklitischen Personalpronomina bei den Septuaginta,"
Bulletin de la Société Royale des Lettres de Lund 1 (1949-50): 44-70.

730ther studies worthy of note which have not yet been mentioned
include C. Rabin, "The Ancient Versions and the Indefinite Subject,”
Textus 2 (1962): 60-76; D. Weissert, "Alexandrian Word-Analysis and
Septuagint Translation Techniques,” Textus 8 (1973): 31-44; J. A. L.
Lee, "Equivocal and Stereotyped Renderings in the LXX," RB 87 (1980):
104-17.

74This is particularly true of M. Johannessohn, Der Gebrauch der
Prdpositionen in der Septuaginta, (Berlin: Weidmannsche, 1925); Der
Gebrauch der Kasus in der Septuaginta, (Ph.D. Dissertation, Berlin
1910). The same can be said of Rife’s investigations ("Mechanics” and
"Daniel"), though at the time he was concerned with the question of
whether the gospels were translations of semitic originals.
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source text does not mean that the target language is ignored, because

the significance of the renderings employed for a specific construction
are better understood when compared to con

temporary writings in the
source language.75 Such a comparison yields information concerning
the degree to which the translators conformed to contemporary usage
of the target language, or, on the other hand, the influence of the
source language."6 In the case of the LXX, the pervasive influence of
the LXX on the NT and the appearance of Septuagintisms (eg. xai
tyeveto) at one time engendered fierce debates about the semitic
character of the gospels.77 Ideally, we would compare every element
in the translation to its use in contemporary literature. This
procedure is feasible when only one feature of translation is
examined, but impractical when studying a whole translation.78 For
this reason we will have to limit detailed analysis to selected
features.

In conclusion, the description of the TT of a unit of
translation requires the comparison of the translation equivalents of
the unit with the elements of the source text from which they were

derived. The comparison of the translation equivalents with their

75Sollamo, "Improper prepositions," pp. 473-475; Semiprepositions,
pp. 3-10.

76Aejmelaeus ("Clause Connectors," p. 363) notes that the degree
of difficulty involved in the source text is another factor to
consider in the analysis of TT.

77A. Deissman was the leading exponent of the view that the
language of the NT was not a Jewish Greek dialect although the NT does
contain semitisms which were mediated through the LXX. See A.
Deissmann, The Philology of the Greek Bible: Its Present and Future,
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1908), p. 65; A. Thumb, Die griechische
Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, (Strassburg: Karl J. Triibner,
1901). Silva gives a very lucid analysis of this debate t"rom the
perspective of the distinction between langue and parole in
"Bilingualism," pp. 198-219. See also Rife ("Mechanics" and .
"Daniel"), Wikgren ("Comparative Study"), and Martin ("Syntactical
Criteria" and Semitic Evidences) for discussions of the
characteristics of translation vs. original Greek.

78One of the strengths of the work of Soisalon-Soininen,
Aejmelaeus, and, particularly, Sollamo is their comparison of the
translation equivalents of the LXX to the standard usage of those
equivalents in a selection of writings from the large corpus of extant
Greek literature.
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usage in contemporaneous texts of the target language will also
illuminate the degree to which the translation adheres to the standard
of usage in the target language. On this basis we are able to:

1. Descr@be the general character of the TT employed.

2. Descr1pe in detail any feature in the translation.

3. Determine the idiosyncrasies or features of the

translation and thereby isolate the distinguishing

characteristics of the individual translator or
recensionist.

4. Apply the knowledge gained from TT to textual
criticism.

III. A Model for Translation Technique

Having established some presuppositions and discussed their
implications for the analysis of TT, we can now present the model for
analysing a text. As previously mentioned, the approach presented
here has been anticipated in many respects by Heidi Szpek’s recent
examination of the Peshitta to Job. For this reason, it is
appropriate to employ her terminology and categories as much as
possible in order to promote standardization. However, there are
significant differences in the approach presented here that will be
explained in due course. First, there are some introductory comments
on the model.

It will be recalled from our diagram in Sec. II.3. that the act
of translation requires the use of a transfer system (a translator) to
decode the message of the source text and encode that message in the
target language. To break down that picture even further we would say
that the translator has to first decode individual structural elements
of the source text. The translator then has to encode that message in
the target language, but s/he must make adjustments in the formal
structure of the message due to the different linguistic structures of
the two languages. The number of adjustments will largely depend upon
the inherent differences in the two languages and how closely the
translator attempts to maintain formal correspondence with the source
text. There are of course other reasons why adjustments were made in
the case of the ancient versions (eg. textual difficulties, errors by
the translator). Finally, we have to do with the actual translated

element in the target text. What is the effect on the meaning of the
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structure which has passed through the transfer system? Is it
basically synonymous, or has some alteration taken place? Viewed in
this way the "act of translation can be conceptualized as a systematic
process involving four interconnected components."79 To adopt the
terminology of Szpek, the names of these four components are: 1.
Element of Translation; 2. Adjustment; 3. Motivation; 4. Effect on
Meaning.

As the diagram in Sec. II.3. makes clear, the analyst of TT
stands above the translation process and seeks to describe what
happened. Therefore, if the translation process involves four steps
as outlined above, then we can utilize the same four categories to
analyze an existing text. Each of the four main components can be
broken down into various subcategories as depicted below in Figure 2.
The diagram is based on the one provided by Szpek except for changes
introduced to account for the results of our research.™

In the remainder of this section each of the four main
components of translation will be discussed in order to clarify any
significant issues and to indicate where our approach differs from
Szpek. There is no necessity to define and give examples for every
subcategory individually because Szpek has already done so.!  Wwe have
also discussed many of the subcategories in Sec. II. above, and they
will be amply illustrated in the analysis in the following chapter.
The majority of space is given to the treatment of the first main
category for two reasons. First, the most significant differences
between Szpek and myself are in how to subdivide the structure of the
text. Second, the discussion concerning the elements of translation
will entail some remarks about the other categories because the latter

presuppose the former.

79Szpek, p. 13. As previously mentioned, we do not know exactly
how this occurs as a neurological function. The division of the
translation process into four components is merely an aid for
organization and explanation.

80See Szpek, p. 15. The additions made to her diagram are '
indicated by bold lettering, while omissions are separated from their
column and placed in brackets.

8szpek, pp. 16-59.

149



Model of Translation Technique
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I1I.1. Element of Translation

The analysis of TT is based on the presupposition that we first
have to define what the translator has done before we can begin to
answer how and why s/he did it. In order to explain this distinction
it is helpful to recall the diagram in Sec. II.3. and the discussion
in the introduction to this section. If "the translator has to first
decode individual structural elements of the source text [before s/he]
encode[s] that message in the target language," then the analyst of TT
begins by comparing the similarities and differences between the
structural elements in the source and receptor texts. It is by means
of this formal comparison that differences are discovered that were
introduced by the transfer system (the translator). Therefore, it is
only after this initial comparison that the analyst can begin to
formulate answers to the questions about the transfer system, i.e. how
the translator made changes (Adjustment), why the changes were made
(Motivation), and finally the effect that these changes had on
meaning.

According to the TT model the elements of translation can be
classified under three subcategories: Morphology, Syntax, and
Lexicology. Since these translational elements are the basis for the
investigation of TT; we will examine each of them individually.

First, however, we will discuss the differences between Szpek’s
approach and the one proposed here.

The classification proposed here is different from Szpek’s in
three areas. The first is very trivial. Where Szpek uses the term
Grammar we use Morphology. Many linguists and the vast majority of
biblical scholars would understand the study of grammar to include
both morphology and syntax; therefore, this distinction should be kept
in the model to avoid confusion. The exclusion of Style and the
substitution of Lexicology for Semantics as categories are more
substantive changes.

Style is excluded because it cuts across all linguistic
categories so that each choice is to some degree representative of

style; therefore, a separate category to mark so-called aesthetic
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features of style is arbitrary.82 Szpek lists three topics under
Style: figurative language, idiom, and sentence type. Changes due to
the use of figurative language (simile, metaphor, metonymy,
synecdoche), and differences in sentence type are readily described as
adjustments at the lexical and syntactic level involving substitution.
Idiomatic expressions pose a difficulty not only for translators but
also for our classification. However, they can be considered as
additions, omissions, or substitutions at the lexical level.}

The third difference between our model and Szpek’s is the
inclusion of the category Lexicology as opposed to Semantics. By
introducing Semantics--which by definition has to do with meaning—-at
the initial stage, Szpek presents two sources of possible confusion.
First, lexicology is a more appropriate term for the analysis of
vocabulary because the analysis of words for TT is not strictly a
matter of meaning. We could say that Lexicology is a more neutral
term than Semantics. This point is illustrated by occasions where the
translators utilized a SE to translate a word in the Vorlage without
regard to the semantic range of the SE as an adequate choice for those

8 Furthermore, TT is primarily concerned to

particular contexts.
describe what the translator did regardless of why it was done or the
effect of the adjustments on the meaning of the text. Meaning is
important for the determination of how the translator understood the
text, and, therefore, the translation equivalents that s/he chooses to
render the Vorlage. However, if we are going to conceptualize

translation as a process, then it is more appropriate to isolate

82See Sec. I11.3. above for the discussion of style. Szpek,
herself, speaks of stylistic preference with regard to word order on

83Idiomatic phrases can be treated as single semantic units
because the meaning of the whole is not derived from the individual
meanings of the parts (eg. hit the ceiling, in the doghouse, up the
creek). See especially, W. L. Chafe, Meaning and 