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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 Trans lat ion Technique (TI) 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 TI. The contention of this thesis 

is that the analysis of TI 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 (00) 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 00 of 

Daniel, because the available critical edition can no longer be regarded 

as reliable. The most important witness to the 00 version of Daniel is 

Papyrus 967, and large portions of this manuscript have been published 

since the appearance of the critical edition of the 00 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 00. Once a critical text is 

establ ished the proposed methodology for trans lat ion technique is appl ied 

to selected passages in the 00 and Th versions of Daniel. 

An analysis and comparison of IT in 00 and Th makes it possible to: 

1) characterize the TT employed by 00 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 

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

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

in content. 5 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 1n 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 Studies. The 
CATSS project is based at the University of Pennsylvania and the 
Hebrew University of Jerusalem and is under the co-direction of Robert 
Kra f t and Emanue I Tov. 
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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. In 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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editions of the Peshitta and Vulgate versions of Daniel. 34 

Computers and the Analysis of IT 

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 

the CATSS database. 35 

the LXX/00.36 Second, 

Mr. Third, there are 

in this thesis. There are three main parts to 

First, there is the morphological analysis of 

there is a parallel alignment of the LXX/OG and 

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 MY 

were of prime importance. 38 These texts were searched in order to 

isolate specific words, morphemes, or syntactical constructions for 

purposes of comparison. The programs LBASE and Bible Windows39 were 

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

34T. Sprey and The Peshitta Institute, eds., The Old Testament 
According to the Peshi tta Version: Daniel and Bel and the Dragon, 
(Leiden: Brill, 1980); R. Weber et al., eds., Biblia Sacra Juxta 
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 aI, 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, VI J Congress 
of the IOSCS, SCS 31 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), pp. 157-163. 

36 It should be noted that we use LXX/OG because critical editions 
of the 00 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. 

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

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

39Developed by John Baima and distributed through Silver Mountain 
Software, Texas. 
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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 Barthelemy's publication of Les Devanciers 

D'Aquila in 1963 because of the impact of this work on subsequent LXX 

research. 

I. Early Investigations of the ex; 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 Mr. On the assumption that the OG had the 

equivalent of MY as a Vorlage, Bludau invariably concluded that any 

differences between the two resulted from intentional changes 

introduced by the translator. 3 This assumption also led Bludau to 

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

lMcCrystall, 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 difficulties, as he 
notes "Bei aIle dem bleibt der LXX-Text des Buches Daniel noch immer , ." an vielen Stellen unslcher, p. 28. 

3This 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. 









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. ,,19 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" (l':l.,M l'lM ,') in 7:17 

should be omitted with the LXX because, "the seer knows perfectly well 

the number of the kingdoms. ,,21 On the other hand, his and Jahn' s 

hypothetical reconstructions of the Vorlage in chs. 4-6 are very 

valuable and support the case that the OG represents an early 

translation. Charles also allowed for activity by the historical 

Theodot ion, but Ur-Th, though based on an Aramaic Vorlage,22 was later 

In date, and "borrowed its renderings largely from the LXX. ,,23 

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. 

20We will return to the question of the history of transmission of 
Daniel and which version is more "original" at the end of this 
chapter. 

21 Ibid ., p. 189. 

22Charles, xxxvii-I, 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. 

23 I bid.. pp . CXV 111, I x i x . 

24Mon t ., p. 36. 
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the HA, while on the other, Th has constant departures from the HA 

Vorlage in favour of idiomatic Greek.44 Third, Schmitt argues that 

there are- minuses in Th against MT that are not found in the OG, 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 Barthelemy 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 Barthelemy 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.46 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 Barthelemy's 

44 Ibid ., 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. 
4-6. 

46A• Pietersma, "Septuagint Research: A Plea for a Return to Basic 
Issues", vr35 (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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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 OG, 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 

addition to ch. 3 is based on a semitic vorlage)l A similar stance is 

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 

same author.52 Busto Saiz has examined the relation between the text 

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 

SlHamm, III-IV, 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. 

S2Busto Saiz, p. 42. 
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The former is examined in his fourth chapter while the latter is the 

subject of chapters 5_6.58 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 OG. 59 

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.61 For example, Barr also states, "There are enormous 

differences in the degree to which a translator interprets, ,,62 (italics 

mine). The ability to discern whether and to what extent there is 

theological Tendenz in OG (or any text) is dependent 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 

58 Ibid ., pp. 150-184; 218-386. 

59Jeans. (pp. 116-123), has already offered some criticisms of 
McCrystal I , particularly with respect to his analysis of chI 11, but 
she does not deal with all of his major arguments or specifically with 
his understanding of TT. 

60Barr , "Typo logy," 292-293 quoted by McCrystal I , pp 79-80. 

61 I bid., pp . 284-294 . 

62Barr , "Typo logy," 290. 

63Jeans .• p. 60. makes a similar point. See also CH 4.Il.4. 
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occurrences in Sirach.73 As for lSpUJ,La, 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 c'n. Elsewhere in the LXX 6pUJ,La is found 19 times 

and in none of these does it translate c'='n. Based on these stat ist ics 

and his analysis of the use of tvintV10V, McCrystall concludes that 

tV\J1tVla were the focus of prophetic attacks, particularly in Jeremiah, 

while the "authentic" nature of the lSpal1a is revealed in texts like Jer. 

39 (32):21; Gen. 15:1, 46:2; Num. 12:6; Is. 21:2.75 Therefore, the OG 

translator incorporated lSpal1a 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 tV1ntV10V translates a Vorlage 

in the LXX the semitic term is c"n (c,n),16 while lSpal1a translates 

various terms. In other words, tVUltVlOV was employed as a stereotyped 

equivalent (SE) for C1'n; therefore, any so-called classification of the 

uses of tVU1tVlOV cannot be proved from the distribution of the term, 

because it was universally employed to render c"n (C'n). Whether or 

not the semitic writers/editors used C"1:1 in a pejorat ive way is a 

totally different question and best pursued elsewhere. We might also 

note that a,n/opal1a and [,rn]/iVU1tVlOV occur together in 2:28 (see also 

1:17 and 2:1) where there is no discernible difference in meaning 

(-FM, ',rn, 10,n), 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 lSpal1a 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 c,n (15 times). For 

example, c,n (C"n) occurs ten times in the first nine verses and two 

7 3 I bid., pp . 15 1 - 152 . 

HBoth tVU1tV10V and lSpal1a occur in 2: 1 to render n,o,n o'n. 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. 29:8? 
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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. 98 

One of the major weaknesses in the works of Went he , Wills and 

David is the sweeping assumption that a different or older Vorlage of 

the 00 is therefore "superior" to Mr. There are at least three very 

distinct issues at stake in the evaluation of the text of the 00 as it 

compares with Mr. The first issue is to settle the question whether 

chs. 4-6 of the 00 are a faithful translation of a semitic Vorlage 

alternative to Mr. Although there should always remain a residue of 

doubt concerning this question, the cumulative work of Jabn, 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 00 as superior to MT when he argues that the 00 is a 

better witness to the tales as they were when they circulated indepen­

dent ly. 100 If the 00 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 00 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 00 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. 
Tovargues that it should be that text which was received and 
preserved in the Hebrew canon. See E. Tov, "The Original Shape of the 
Biblical Text," vrSupp 43 (1991): 345-59. 

IOOWills, 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. 101 In his view, the early form of the tales 

was employed for chs. 4_6102 when the completed Aramaic book of 

Daniel was translated into Greek for two reasons: 1. The older verSlon 

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. l03 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. l04 

I I I. 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 Shararei Talman, 
ed. M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and W. W. Fields (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 
1992), p. 285. 

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

103Albertz, p. 164. 

I04Cf. Tov, Hebrew Bible, pp. 17(', 178, 317(fn. 3) who gIves the 
opinion that Th is midrashic and later than Mr. 
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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. 

McCrystal1 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 McCrystal I 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 MT. Where Montgomery, 

Bludau, and McCrystal1 find Ten den z , 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 MT. 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. 105 

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," IRA 
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 

OG 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.II.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 shopld 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 Is 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 

IE. 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. 

2rou, p. 278 and repeated in his new volume, Hebrew Bible, p. 
298. 

3Tov • 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 prlorl 

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 Proverbs4--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 

to one scholar may look like a house of cards to his fellow.,,6 In the 

second place, the process of retroversion is itself complicated in 

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 

original semitic text. 7 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?" ZAW99 (1981): 68-71; "Connectors," 
p. 378. See also M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, "Theory and Practice of 
Textual Cri t icism, " Textus 3 (1963): 130-158. 

6M. Goshen-Got tstein. "Theory," p. 132. 

7TOUby 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. 

42 







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. I4 There are several theories to account for these 

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

theories here. IS 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 Mr. 

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 

USee TCU or Hebrew Bible by Tov, or any of several art icles 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," Jsar 7 (1978): 53-68; "The 
Original Shape of the Biblical Text," VTSupp 43 (1991): 345-59; J. W. 
Wevers, "The Use of the Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint," 
in La Septuaginta en 1a Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de 1a 
IOSCS) , ed. N. F. Marcos (Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985), 15-
24; N. Fernandez 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). 

I4See 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, JSar, 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. 

lS see 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). 

I6 See 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 

MI'.17 As Collins states in the latest commentary on Daniel, "On the 

whole, the Qumran discoveries provide powerful evidence of the 

ant iqui ty of the textual tradi t ion of the MT." 18 For this reason, 

although the view that the OG translator was engaging in a type of 

wholesale theological reinterpretation of the text envisaged by 

McCrystal1 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 MT. 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 MT, it has no significance for textual criticism, 

i. e. there is a "bui I t-in prejudice towards the MT. ,,19 The first rule 

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." 

18 J . J. Collins, Daniel, (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), p. 3. 

19Wevers. "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 wi th the Vorlage. 20 

20 I bid.. p . 71. 
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Chapter 2 
jil Critical 'Evaluation of Papyrus 967 

The fIrst and most basic step of the investigation of IT in the book of Daniel is 

to establish the 00 text in order to ensure accuracy in the analysis of IT 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 

Oeissen, Hamm, and Roca-Puig against the critical text of Ziegler.l 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 of967'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 00 

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. 

lThe reader is directed to the editions of Ziegler, Hamm, and Oeissen 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 CCA T 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 IT in CH 5 that corrections 
are suggested for other readings in Zieg. 





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."6 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 IT in CH 5, we will adduce 

further evidence in support of Albertz' thesis.7 

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.8 

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 00. 

6p. M. Bogaert, "Le temoignage de la Vetus Latina dans l'etude de la tradition des 
Septante. Ezechiel et Daniel dans Ie Papyrus 967," fJ3iE 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 CUtOtcroU(H to Ka'tacruprov in vs. 10, though the ms. is in bad 

shape from the beginning of vs. 8. 11: 15 from cr't'i]crov'tat (967 reads cr]'tEcrE[) to 

9EA. it]crEroC; in 11: 16, though most of vss. 14 and 15 are not extant. 11 :20 from 

ij3acrt]A.E1.ac; Ei[ to [cruv'taYEv]'toC; JlE't' 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{Eh V1')crEt to 1tOA.A.OtC; in 11 :40. 11 :45 Kal o[UK to [OVEt]OtcrJlOv in 12:2. 12:6]v Kat 

Kcx{9aptcrJlov to 'tiC; " in 12:8. 12: 13 E[m 't"v to end. 

ll. Primarily Ortfwgrapfiica[ o/ariants 

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 00, 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 88,9 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 

[ ] = letterls or wordls in brackets omitted in 967 

{ } = letterls or wordls 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. 

11.1. Corrections 6y Later 9farufs 14x 

au'to'u' 2:15 u added by 2 corrector. 

crUVE'tE' at'pot(; 2: 17 Delete E, add at by 2nd corr. 

£crilJl11<a'vac; 2:23 Deleted 11 and added a by 2nd corr. Thack. §24, p. 284. 

9Zieg., p. 21. 
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EpES{E}tO'STtO'E'tCXl. +1tCXPCXAO'Yl.O'STtO'E'tCXl. Geissen, p. 259, suggests the add. is a 

corruption from 1tCXpoP'Yl.O'STtO'E'tCXl. (s. 11: 11) which was a variant to EpES. 

OXA.ql +1tOA.Aq> KCXl. From the portion om. by homoiotel. 

11:29 

EO'XeX'tCXl. +leCXt EA.EUO'E'tCXl. Add. from earlier? 

11:35 
, , 
EK' EV 

O'UVl.EV'troV· O'UVEt'trov Change here by err. led to change of prep. above. 

11:36 

*>KCXt at beginning. Om. vs. MT, Th 

O'UV{E}'tEAEO'Sft >11 haplog. 

11:37 

>KCXl. EV ... 1tpovol18'fi homoiotel.? There are obvious textual problems for vss. 37-

42, so it is difficult to judge these omissions and the plus. 
>o'tl. Due to previous om. 

injlroSTtO'E'tCXl. +KCXt SU)lroSl1O'E'tCXl.? E1t' cxi)'touC;? 

11:40 

leCXt £V t1t1tOl.C; 1tOA.A.OtC;: >KCXt £V 1tA.OtOl.C; 1tOAA.OtC; homoiotel? 967 begins here so it 

is difficult to judge the variants. 

11:41 om. in 967, homoioarc.? 

11:45 

*'titv +'tl.)lTtv 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 

lecx'ttO'X{U}OV'tEC; =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 210, but cj. probably correct. 

12:6 

'tq> £1teXvro' ro ro K'6P1E Later interpolation. 

)l0l. +1t0l. TtO'lC; (1t0l. TtO'El.C;) Dependent upon previous. 
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Chapter 3 

17' 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.t 

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. 

I. Defining a Li teral 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 

lAfter 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 Intent ion of the Trans lator," in VI I Congress of the 
lOSeS, 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 11 "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. 

4B.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 , "Typo logy," p. 281. 

7It 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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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. IO 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. ll 

II. 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 avai labi I i ty 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 

a translation. I3 The primary tool that facilitates the analysis of 

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. 

10 . . 1 .. IbId., p. 281; Tov, TOU, p. 53; I. SOlsa on-Solnlnen, 
"Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-Syntax," ed. 
C. Cox, VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1988 ), p. 428. 

IlSee 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. 

12 TOU, 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 00 and Mf.14 

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 

should be considered a SE. 17 Marquis, on the other hand, regards any 

term rendered more than once by the same Greek word as a consistent 

translation. 18 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 

more reasonable,19 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. 

15The term was first coined by M. Flashar in "Exeget ische Studien 
zum LXX-Psal ter," 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. 

16 TCU, p. 54. 

17 Sollamo, Semipreposi t ions, p. 13. 

18G• Marquis, "Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Cri terion 
for the Evaluation of Translation technique," ed. C. Cox, VI Congress 
of the lOSeS, ses 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), p. 410. 

I9Wright, 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 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. 27 In 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 

then represented by their individual Greek equivalents. ,,28 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 

translat ion. ,,29 Since Tov only entertains a brief discussion of his 

criteria, it is difficult to know how he would differentiate between 

the two. 

Wright notes the ambiguities in the work of Barr and Tov,30 so 

25Barr , "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). 

27 Ibid ., 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. 

28 7 TCU, p. 5 • 

29 Ibid .• p. 58. 

30B.G. Wright, "Evaluating tLiteralism, '" p. 314. 
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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. ,,31 

Quantitative representation, on the other hand, "concerns the one-to­

one representation (or lack of it) of multi-word Hebrew phrases, 

clauses and sentences."n On this basis Wright is able to analyze a 

target text at both the word and multi-word level for how well it 

formally reproduces its source. 33 On the other hand, his system does 

not take into account the subtle semantic aspects of translation which 

Barr examInes. 

Adherence to word order34 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 

constructs. 35 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. 36 

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 

f ", th LXX 37 the relatively infrequent appearance 0 postposltlves In e · 

31Wright, Difference, pp. 55-56. 

J2 Ibid ., p. 56. 

33For his discussion and statistics see, Difference, pp. 55-91. 

34G. Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 59-84; Wright, Difference, 35-54. 

35See J .M. Rife, "The Mechanics of Translation Greek," JBL 52 

(1933): 244-252. 

36Wright, Difference, pp. 37-38. 

37Aej'melaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 364-369; A.P. Wikgren, 
"Comparative Study," p. 8. Raymond Martin uses the frequency of Se as 
one of his criteria to distinguish translation Greek from original 
composition. R.A. Martin, Syntactical Evidences of Semitic Sources In 
Greek Documents, SCS 3 (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1974). 
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