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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 0ld 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 0OG, i.e. is it a revision or independent translation; 3)
demonstrate how the Greek texts can be employed ef fectively 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 0ld Greek (0G) 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
"Jone rangers" attempting to combine too many areas of research and

manufacturing tendentious "do-it~yourself" methodologies,2 and,

IThe pronoun "we" (or "our") is frequently employed in this
thesis to designate myself, the writer, and you, the 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 by J. De
Waard, "La Septante: une Traduction," in Ftudes sur le Judaisme
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 1f 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
0G 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.4 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
I0SCS, 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
tLiteralism’ in the LXX," ed. C. Cox. VI Congress of the I0OSCS, SCS 23
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 311-335; No Small Difference,
Sirach’s Relationship to Its Hebrew Parent Text, SCS 26 (Atlanta:

Sscholars Press, 1989).



literalism: James Barr and Emanuel Tov. In separate works, first Barr
and then Tov proposed criteria for literalism, which were very similar
in content.S 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

! project.

instrumental in the CATSS

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 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

Kraft and Emanuel Tov.



30 years of Biblical scholarship reveal the growing influence of
linguistics in biblical studies.8 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."! 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 1. 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).

0y, 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 Waard,
»Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators of Ruth," Bib 54
(1973): 499-5135; "Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators

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

IIThack., pp. 12-13; H.B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old
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
third person,14 and chapters seven to twelve in which the character
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

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

Bgee L. Greenspoon, "The Use and Abuse of the Term *1LXX’ 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.15
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,"

"8 one final anomaly concerns the

"susanna,” and "Bel and the Dragon.
fact that during the course of the development of the LXX the OG
translation of Daniel was supplanted by the so-called Th version.

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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B Most scholars would affirm that Th is

part of the kaige tradition?
a recension (or revision) of the OG,20 but such an assessment has to

be grounded in a detailed analysis. Previous research on the

A

recensions have been limited primarily to lexical studies,“ 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 11.20.1 (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.

2ODA, 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
Theodot ionic 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, "aAn 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. 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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fragments from Qumran, particularly 4QDana’b’°.24 The fragments from
caves 1 and 6 do not witness any significant variants from MT, though
IQDana 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

16 The situation is more complicated with respect to OG

by Ziegler.
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 0G, 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; "Daniel .
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).

27A. Rahlfs, ed, Septuaginta, id est Vetus Testamentum Graece
juxta LXX Intepretes, 2 vols., (Stuttgart: Privilegierte wiirttem-
bergische Bibelanstalt, 1935); Zieg. Incorrectly numbered as 87 by
H.B. Swete, The Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, 3
vols., (Oxford: Clarendon, 1897).

28A. vésbus, 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 Walker,
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.31 Therefore, all the variant readings from the
aforementioned editions of 967 have been collated and evaluated
against Zg;gler’s critical text in CH 2.-32 Obviously, it would have
been more’ﬁractical 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
thesis in its own right.33 On the other hand, the OG and Th texts of
Daniel were ideal for the purposes of this thesis, so by establishing
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.

32A modified form of a collation of the variants has been used to
supplement the variant files for Daniel in the CATSS project.

'”The 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. 1 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.35 First, there is the morphological analysis of
the LXX/OG.36 Second, there is a parallel alignment of the LXX/0G 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

18

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

isolate specific words, morphemes, or syntactical constructions for

3

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 0ld 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 Vvols. (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.

3¥1¢ should be noted that we use LXX/OG because critical editions
of the 0G 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.

Tsee 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. In 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 it

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 Tools for 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

! Therefore, we are only

Daniel up to 1980 is available elsewhere.
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 0G 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
introduced by the translator.3 This assumption also led Bludau to
investigate chs. 1-3, 7-12 separately from 4-6, which he characterized

1McCrystall, pp. 1-67.

lror 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 alle dem bleibt der LXX-Text des Buches Daniel noch immer
an vielen Stellen unsicher,” p. 28.

Mhis 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."5 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 0G 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 in
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.

SBlud., p. 34, "Sie ist im ganzen treu und sorgfdltig gearbeitet,
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 that a major reason for
the decline of OG was that the translator had given new expression to
the prophecy in 9:24-27 which "ganz ungeeignet war fiir eine Deutung
auf die Zeit, in welcher der Messias erschienen war." He also thought
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
Aquila.9 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 0ld 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.

llIf 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." :

12See 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 the 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

3 Since the publication of DA scholars have devoted more

Hexapla.
time to discussion of the recensional characteristics of kaige-
Theodotion,16 and it has become generally accepted that a second
century Theodotion did not participate in any way in the recension
that bears his name.]7
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

13J. 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.

15On this basis Gwynn could explain the early citations of the
Chisian LXX, as well as why the church would accept a revision by a
Jewish proselyte.

161<‘=,11'ge—‘1‘heocliotion 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.

Tiellicoe (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 hergestellt,
(Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1904). C. Kuhl also worked on the addition to ch.
3 which he believed was based on a Hebrew Vorlage. C. Kuhl, Die Drei
Minner im Feuer, BZAW, 55 (Giessen: Alfred T6pelmann), 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."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.w 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" (P27 R *7) 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

1 was later

Theodotion, but Ur-Th, though based on an Aramaic Vorlage,
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.

Vywe 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.

nCharles, 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): 235-

72; "Some Verses in the Light of a Translation Hypothesis," JBL 38
(1939): 349-54.

B1bid., pp. cxviii, 1xix.
24Mont., p. 36.

17



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 OG
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

u The work of later scholars in the Greek

traced to semitic sources.
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.

1I. 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."

26Mont., p. 50.

ﬂA.P. wikgren, "A Comparative Study of the Theodotionic and
Septuagint Translations of Daniel," (Ph.D. diss., University of
Chicago, 1932); J.M. Rife, "Some Translation Phenomena in the Greek
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.

28W’evers, "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 M by xaiye (hence the name kaige
recension) coupled with the non-translation of NR by crt'n/.31
Barthélemy suggested the recension was completed between 30-50 C.E.
and identified the translator with Jonathan ben tUzziel who has
traditionally been associated with the authorship of an Aramaic Targum
in the mid-first century C.E.32 Barthélemy included Th within kaige,
and subsequent research has been devoted to isolating further

3 His location of the

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

Rabbinic exegesis are tenuous.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 (8HevXIIlgr), DJD VIII (oxford: Clarendon, 1990).

¥7he 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.

1bid., 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.

HGrelot accepts Barthélemy’s conclusions in his article "Les
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, 0. Munnich, "Contribution a I’étude
de la premiére révision de la Septante," ANRW 11.20.1 (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 guestion, "Stammt der sogennante e’
Text bei Daniel wirklich von Theodotion'?"35 Schnitt was following up
the suggestion made by Ziegler that, "Oour text probably has nothing to
do with Theodotion, or the entire book was only superficially revised
by him."36 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’?"37 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 k«aig&Theodotion.38
Barthélemy also has responded to Schmitt’s thesis with some specific

¥ The substance of Barthélemy’s criticisms is

criticisms of his own.
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 examplies 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 (Gottingen: 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.

37Jellicoe, "Reflections," p. 22.
38Schmitt, Theodotion, p. 16.
¥, 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."”
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 OG. 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

' For example,

later contaminations and an incomplete recension.
Barthélemy ("Notes," p. 298) refers to Schmitt (p. 42), where Schmitt
states the translation of M3 by émotqun in 1:20 is unique to Th.
Barthélemy points out that in 3 other instances Th follows the normal
rendering of M3 in Theodotion by translating it with oovesig and
suggests that 1:20 is an example of a later contamination. However,
the usual translation of ™33 by odveoig 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
‘working to his own agenda.43 Second, Schmitt asks why Barthélemy
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

40B.arthélemy, "Notes," pp. 298-299.

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

42Schmit:t, "Danieltexte,”" pp. 7-9.
Hsee the more complete discussion in CH 4,111.1.1ii1.
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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 Barthélemy does
not attempt to account for these pluses and minuses, especially when
the manuscripts from Qumran generally support the fact that thé
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.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 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

iy, 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 genera.l.47 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.48 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 "entiérement
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

49

describing Th as a recension. 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

Yof 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--owvesig, xaipd;, cvviédera,
éu. 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 "1’puvre de «Théodotion» apparait tantdt comme une
nouvelle 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.

5OP. 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 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

)l

addition to ch. 3 is based on a semitic Vorlage. 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 a.u'chor.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

51Ha,mm, I1I-1V, 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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way."53 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 Daniel.57 He contends that

the Book of Daniel underwent extensive revision at the hands of 0G
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 mi4s 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 Verhidltnis 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).

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

Ha. Szérényi, "Das Buch Daniel, ein kanonisierter Pescher?"
VTSupp 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.

56See 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—6.58 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.S9

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."w 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
McCrystalll.61 For example, Barr also states, "There are enormous
differences in the degree to which a translator interpre'cs,"62 (italics
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 Qf 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 oOr specifically with
his understanding of TT.

6[)Barr, "Typology," 292-293 quoted by McCrystall, pp 79-80.
tl1bid., pp. 284-294.

62Barr, "Typology," 290.

63Jeans., 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 socie'cy."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
unusual renditions,“ the translator exhibits little desire to maintain
the "spirit" of the Hebrew of the MT.67 The logic of this argument is
difficult to follow. The decision of the translator to translate the
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.

65In fact, McCrystall’s (pp. 96-149) discussion of the vocabulary
of OG demonstrates that at many points it betrays the social world of
the Seleucid-Ptoletﬁ/i\c empire.

66Examples he gives are dvvéostng for =2 in 9:8 (only here);
npostaypa for “37 passim (rare in LXX, but it actually occurs 9x: 4 are
in the Pentateuch while 3 are in Esther); Séomotng for IR 3x (only 4x

elsewhere).
1bid., p. 79.

27



68 He attempts to

translations in Daniel reveal theological Tendenz,
prove this with five examples, which we will examine at various points
throughout our 1:hesis.69 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 1:ex’c."0
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 épapa for évéaviov in seven
out of twenty-five instances reflects the fact that évomviov 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
gvémviov to be "what is illusory." However, the contrast between
gvonviov and dpapa is grounded in the classification of dreams in
artemedorus of Daldis (latter half of the second century C.E.!) who
distinguished between ovewo¢ and évonviov. McCrystall believes this
distinction in dream terminology is also reflected in Josephus who only
uses eveaviov 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.

9see the discussion of xAnpodosia (11:21), 32, 34 and anostagnoetal
(11:4) in CH 4.11.2, eldodov (3:12) in CH 3.1I.2.i and 2:5, 12:7, 10(9)
in CH 5.111,VI.

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

71McCryst:all, pp. 152-184.

28



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
¢vorviov 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 ¢vonviov and oOveipog,
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 évonviov 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 0G. He finds that there is no
evidence that évonviov and épaja were dist inguished 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 tvonviov is used 10 times in
chapters 2 and 4 (for@'vn, Hebrew-mn, 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 gvonviov, 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 évonviov. This use is found 16 times in six
books, most frequently in Jeremiah (6x). The third category exhibits a

cautious scepticism towards évomviov and is represented by the five

"1bid., pp. 162, 168.
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occurrences in Sirach.73 As for Spapa, 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 89N, Elsewhere in the LXX Spapa is found 19 times
and in none of these does it translate OPN. Based on these statistics
and his analysis of the use of tvonviov, McCrystall concludes that
tvigvia were the focus of prophetic attacks, particularly in Jeremiah,
while the "authentic" nature of the &apa 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 épapa 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 tvorviov translates a Vorlage
in the LXX the semitic term is oon (t:‘?h),76 while épapa translates
various terms. In other words, ¢vonviov was employed as a stereotyped
equivalent (SE) for oon; therefore, any so-called classification of the
uses of évonviov cannot be proved from the distribution of the term,
because it was universally employed to render BYon (@%n). Whether or
not the semitic writers/editors used on in a pejorative way is a
totally different question and best pursued elsewhere. We might also
note that OYN/6papa and [1TN]/évérviov occur together in 2:28 (see also
1:17 and 2:1) where there is no discernible difference in meaning
(R M 1nbn), 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 Spapa 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 oon (15 times). For

example, obn (0I9N) occurs ten times in the first nine verses and two

B1bid., pp. 151-152.

74Both tvonviov and Spapa occur in 2:1 to render DMSn AYN. The

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

75M(:Crystall, p. 164.
76The exceptions are Gen. 41:1; Mic. 3:7; Is. 29:87.
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substitutions of épapa for évesmviov occur in verses 7 and 9.77 However,
the rendering of MM by 6papa in vs. 19 may provide the key to
understanding why the translator used dpapa for évumviov--because W=
dpapa is a favourite rendering in Daniel.78 The third time the
translator replaced évonviov with &apa 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
OMA RAYN, there was no etymologically related verb for épapa to
render "N, Instead, he was able to preserve his preference for épapa
rendering NN by substituting the noun for RAYn in place of tvomviov
and still provide a good translation--t0 ¢papa 6 eldov. 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 épopa in verses 36 and 45
(although N 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 & eldov v vixta. The whole phrase
would be retroverted as R @p) n i~ ®HN. It is probable that
the OG had this in its Vbrlage;/;nd NI (@Y) NN 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

see 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 1M with Spapa: 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 ° MM DN <N (also 7:7, 13 where OG has tBedpovv €v

dpéguatt) and in these two places oG employs ¥mvog for WM. 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 5.
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together of chs. 6 and 7.5 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 NN o9n. The translator did not have an
etymologically related verb for épape which he preferred for NN, so he
rendered the participle with eldev and oon with épapa. The remainder
of the verse does not follow the Aramaic word order though the

elements are represented. The texts run thus:
MT: KRR 17IR2 FAIDEROP AERI CAM
OG: nopa xedodily &mi the xoitng adtod ToTe Aovinh 10 Spapa & eidev

The main difference is that mapd appears in place of MM and OG seems
to add 6 etdev. Some of the difference can be explained, however, if
we grant that the translator read WM with NAYn in order to produce
to opapa & eibev 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

8()See J. E. Miller, "The Redaction of Daniel,” JSOT 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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" Not only was the OG translator

the Vorlage available of the day.
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.83

" 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

% She also frequently appeals to an alternative Vorlage

prepositions.

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 bé

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.

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

¥see 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 reworking 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 OG, and in 18% (30x), it is dependent upon the
0G.Y% 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/’ hot 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 ¢’," but
never provides evidence that she has systematically analyzed
agreements and disagreements of Th and OG.87 A more detailed study of
the texts is required to attempt to confirm whether Th is in fact a
recension of the 0GB
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

% 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

%1bid., p. 57.
Ybid., pp. 58-69.

88In CH 5 we will re-examine 8:1-10 with a view to determining the
relationship between OG and Th.

89Albertz, 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 Albertz’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.90

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—6.91 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 0G

could be retroverted into Aramaic.

Ywills, 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 0G leaves a word untranslated, but in other cases he
omits the information. For example, in the cases of ™7 23x (15
untranslated in OG), W 22x (2), ™2 17x (3), ™2 9x (2), 170 5x
(2), @R 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 aRk 9x is usually translated by
rothp 12x. He also indicates that OG has 2 additional occurrences of
matip in ch. 3, but leaves 2N 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
geog (57x) for ooR, MR (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
Hélscher, Sellin, and Ginsberg; though there are a few other points of
interest.94 For example, he includes a separate investigation of the 0OG
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 OG of 9:24-27
supposedly envisaged a restored temple along with the vindication of

% We do not have the space to

the legitimate Zadokite priesthood.
treat his arguments in detail, but one of the crucial points is' his
interpretation of émostafficetar in 9:26 as a reference to the removal of
Jason. David supports his interpretation of é&gootaBncetar with the
suggestion that the reading of ypiopa in OG should be emended to
gprot6g, because it is the usual equivalent for MYWM. Here David is
arguing for the priority of the OG against MI', but wants to establish
this earlier reading based on MT rather than the text of the OG!
Clearly there are no means of falsifying such a thesis.96 David also
suggests that papyrus 967 preserves the original ordering of the OG
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

%G, HOolscher, "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 dnostaffoetay 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 MT. 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-
dent]y.100 1f 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 received and
preserved in the Hebrew canon. See E. Tov, "The Original Shape of the
Biblical Text," VISupp 43 (1991): 345-59.

Wwi11s, 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

k.101 In his view, the early form of the tales
102
-6

remainder of the boo
was employed for chs. 4 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.103

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.104

I1I. 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 4.1I.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.

021¢ 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.

[MCf. 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 MT. 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 967.105

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.

Wrhat 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 0G, 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 0G, 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'ﬁ%brew and retroverted
variants fs 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

Ig, 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.

ZTtIA 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 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
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?" 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.

77t1/by E. Tov is by far the best introduction to this process.
The Gttingen 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

manusc;ipts have p;eserveq the.original teyt, 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
transmission of the OG text.9 For example, RIS 7 ™ occurs four
times in ch. 2:28, 29(2), 45. Th renders it in each instance with
&(ti) 8el yevesBai, OG uses & Bei yevésbau in 2:28 and 1 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 mavia
& Bei yevésBon from Syh; whereas 967 reads 6ca del yevéoBar. In the
second, Ziegler again reads & 5ei yeves@an while 967 has @ peEAAEL
yivesBar. 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 NI "1 ™, the readings of

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

8Pietersma, "Plea," p. 299.

YThe 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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0 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 Vbr]age?11 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

Dsee also 8:19; cf. the remarks of F.F. Bruce ("Oldest," p. 24)
who states that the use of & B8el yevés8ar (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 & 8ei 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 & 5el yevésBn in vs. 28 also
stems from Th.

“Obviously, 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.

g, 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.
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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

15 However, it is also impossible to avoid the issue of

theories here.
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 S.M. 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
10SCS), ed. N. F. Marcos (Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985), 15-
24; N. Fernidndez 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).

14See 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.

15See 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
MT.17 As Collins states in the latest commentary on Daniel, "On the

whole, the Qumran discoveries provide powerful evidence of the

" For this reason,

antiquity of the textual tradition of the MT.
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 rejecped, 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 MI' 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 "built-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

I"See 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.
19Wevers, "Apologia," p. 29; Aejmelaeus, "Hebrew Vorlage," pp. 66.
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with weighty arguments and also to show why the 2
divergences cannot have originated with the Vorlage.

Wipid., p. 71.
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Chapter 2
4 Critical Evaluation of Papyrus 967

The first and most basic step of the investigation of TT in the book of Daniel is
t0 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. Itis 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 rreat 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.

1. 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 Hankart zu Ehren, M5U, 20, ed. D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers
(Géttingen: 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 if'd 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, 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 'étude de la tradition des
Septante. Ezéchiel et Daniel dans le Papyrus 967," Bib 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 &molcovot to katoodpav in vs. 10, though the ms. is in bad
shape from the beginning of vs. 8. 11:15 from othoovton (967 reads clece]) to
feAfloewc in 11:16, though most of vss. 14 and 15 are not extant. 11:20 from
[Baouheiog £i] to [cvvrayévitog 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{ehvnoet to moAroig in 11:40. 11:45 xod ofvx to [ovelldiopdvin 12:2. 12:6 v xai
xaf@apiopov to tig N in 12:8. 12:13 &m Ay 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
adtov’ 2:15 v added by 2 corrector.

ovvete ai'poig 2:17 Delete €, add o by 2nd corr.
gofpn o’ vog 2:23 Deleted 1 and added a by 2nd corr. Thack. §24, p. 284.

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

npook. EUBal.. TPooKVVE L'VBadodoLy Add 1 by 2 corr. ¥*OG= mpockvvii EVBaA.
npooskdvnoav: Ipocekdvov V. 3:7 v added by 1 corr. Th influence.
mpootay. 100 +mwopdg 3:22 Deleted by 1 corr.

dedotaopévov'c 3:56 Delete v, add ¢ by 1 corr.

Eonevs-5-eV 5:6 oordemendedtov by 1corr.

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

g\ ppyag 6:22(23) Emended by 2 corr.

dve v'xeg 7:19 Geissen does not note type or hand of corrector.

gtéma e'cav 7:20 Emended by 1 corr.

owov 9:17 Emended by 1 corr.

I1.2. Errors 55x
These errors were due mainly to carelessness in transcription.

¢mAéxtov émAe 1:3

{vea} veaviokovg 1:13 dittog.

dompiav crroomopiov 1:16 Hamm, I-I, p. 115.
[elolxénoav +oav 1:18 dittog.

gwg veog 1:21

yalopnvdv: Yapadnvdv 2:27; 5:7

oov pou 2:29

adté adTé 2:34 Hamm, I-II, p. 239.

>tote 2:35

>xai Ty kpiotv 8¢ 2:36 Accidently omitted. Hamm, I-11, p. 245.
gve 2:38

ghdrtalv] 2:39 Missing line over @ to indicate v.
fiyodpevov + pevov 2:48 dittog.

BaciAed{c} 3:10

xoprog xOpre  3:17 xe written for k¢
gupAnefivan: eufinvon 3:24

xopie: kvplog  3:26 xg for xe

olthnrdov 3:46

{ev) eig 3:55 dittog.

rvebpota Tvo with line over top=nvedpa 3:65 read nvevpata
o[ vJpavov 3:80

18o[v] 3:92(25)
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SAatpe. unde 3:95(28)

nAnpodvi{ta} 4:8(11) dittog.

rdoav 4:8(11) twice by dittog.

cob ov 4:30c

#{vjoveor{v} 4:34b 1stv isanerr.

néviov 1@V 1ov 4:34c dittog.

TepLéd. a1 +xai Edwxev o01® 5:29 dittog.
&pblpehoe(v} 6:19(20) p omitted by err.
gxdA[eclelv) 6:20(21) eo omitted by err.

Aamod +and 6:22(23) dittog.

70 Onpiov 7:11 dittog.

gxetvo +6 7:20 dittog.

dobsioofv) 8:13

&v wnoteiaig evnoteiong 9:3 haplog.

v quédv 9:7

Siec-p-xdlplmoag 9:7

xatd kakd 9:13

tobg +tovg 9:18 dittog.

v éppmolv: fipnuaoty 9:18

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

+#11 9:24 for émi (1st), but then corr.

glxool Je (with a line over it) 10:13 967 has xe? misunderstood from k = 20?

Geissen, p. 233.
xoi eine(v) dittog? 10:20 There is enough space on the previous line for this to have

been written.

ocour pou 10:21 Change in pronoun to harmonize with the change in person of the vb.
npdto +td 10:21 haplog. or dittog.?
&vlsothxaotyv: 11:2 dittog.? Uncertain.
amootodoston 11:4 S. uBAnbfivon in 3:24.
ob othoer cvothoel 11:6

yoplov] 11:19

¢E[dolovorv 11:30 err. due to previous fi€ovoi{v}.
gic 10 xaba +eig 10 11:35 dittog.

ginoe énav 12:6

&v anootabfy avootolbf 12:11

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

exnebeboan 1:5; cuvetadpot 5:6; ebEnton 6:5(6); Bonbijoai 10:13;

go 41x

Gvoyyethe 2:2; &-v-oyyethnte 2:5; bofaoBhoeoBe 2:6; av-m-ayyeinte 2:6; ouveinoobe
2:9; bn\Goete 2:9; EpfanBiioesBe 3:15; emétate 3:19; dpvelte 3:57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 64,
65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, T1; dnepuyolbte3:57, 58, 59, 64, 65, 67, 68, 70, 71, 79; ebroyeilte
3:58, 59, 60, 61, 65, 66, 69, 70, 71; oe 5:16.

IL.3.ii. Ve, el eve Thack. §6.24-26. 115x + 20x listed with Proper Nouns

Vel 85x

Baowh«entkfi 1:5, mueniver 1:5, 8; &huenioBf 1:8; «eniva 1:10; fipeeniv 1:12, 3:27,
30; 9:12, 13; Syentg 1:13; Gpeenidnoey 1:19; EkcenviiBn 2:3; 11:38; Gmokp«entBelg
2:5; kaBuentothiv 2:21; yueniviookwy 2:22, 3:15; Bpaxueniove 2:32; 9:15; 10:6; 11:6,
15, 31; ép[p]incenioey 2:35; &pavenioel 2:44; ey-v-kavaeniopdv 3:2; elkdvuent 3:5, 14,
kéqcentvov 3:6, 11, 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22(2), 23, 24, 25, 46, 47, 48, 49(2), 51, 79;
enimrovia 3:7; ouveemdlyv 3:14; cdBuwpcent 3:15; orokadTwo«EntS 3:38; Kp«eniloy
3:40; neentdviwy 3:40; EEwenihdom 3:40; Efetenivaleayn 3:49; pueniyog 3:67,
foBuemay 4:30a; by«enioty 4:30c; buox«enthiong 5 preface; Encenurtey 6:10(11);
Tpeenig 6:10(11), 11(12); tipB[plcentoecvn 6:19(20); dnerupmaveenioln 7:11;
Bloy«entiion 8:14; miocent 9:16; «enidirevoov 9:18; xpoveeniong 9:19; Z«eniwy 9:19,
24; xpeeniopx 9:26; kat«enoxdoer 11:5, 6; Encentaounotpéyer 11:10; eE&muentve
11:24; épeBuentoBiioetan 11:25; hweniay 11:25; éy-v-katehwentnoy 11:30;
PeeniavoBolayn 11:31; kaBapaenioon 11:35; &poveenioon 11:44; ouveentévies 12:3;
yeenog 12:11, 12.

et 27x

d6pomotefiv 1:12; kplelioowv 1:15; éumeofe]iv 2:1; EEayay(efiv 2:14; okot[efve 2:22;
okdT{e]r 2:22; &nox|efivaa 2:24; yvio[elt 2:30; kupied[e]wv 2:38; Gméb[efibev 2:48;
mé[e)is 3:1; xple]iov 3:16; Hinfejwyeavn 3:22; kpiolefig 3:27, 31; évet[e]ihw 3:30;
ebplefiv 3:38; npoodexBielinue  3:39; évblevipevor 3:44; tlefwxlov 4:26(29);
Omod[eji€on 5:16; 10:14; 11:2- &nékt{e]way 6:24(25); Bewpleliv8:15; befiole)ig 9:17,
epnucooiejr11:24.
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eve 3x

Katahe[UgBiivan 2:35
katagBe|i]poe-te 4:11(14)
ywéoke[g 10:20

IL3.ui. Omission of v Tx

*€oB[ovrag 1:13; 7:7 koveoB{{jovtes 7:19 Thack. §19.3.
énf ]elkeray 3:42

vnexa(ijov 3:46

8[\JoBiikp 9:13

EmBup[JGv 10:3

IL3.iv. ofe,¢/oc Thack. §6.2,3 5x
tve-aytog 2:35

emt&n 3:2

umoroBbvre-a 3:9
ketopBe{i)poe-te 4:11(14)
kaBo-e-pr-e{o}Biiceton 8:14

IL3.v. ovu Thack. §6.41 4x

fivorev fivu€ev 6:10(11); 10:16
govou 2:23; 9:7

II.4. Non-Elision Thack. §9.10 6x

*EN e 2:28, 30; 3:39, 95(28); 10:21
*nop” wopd 3:19

IL5. é&v for &v Mayser, IL1. 267; Thack. §5.4 8x

3:6, 10, 11, 96(29), 4:34a; 5:7; 9:14; 11:3
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I1.6. Ewg andg 3x

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

There are three occasions where 967 has confused the writing of £w¢ or @¢.
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.!0
Zieg. had reconstructed the text to read £wg, but 967 does support 88-Syh in reading g
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.!2 However, there is no doubt that Zieg.’s text is correct.

In both the OG and Th &wc is a SE for ~TM. &wg appears 43x in OG, but 14x
MT =0.13 In the remaining 29 instances €wg renders =M in all but two passages.!* In
4:8(11) it is a good equivalent for 5 in the sense "unto" and in 9:20 éwg translates
=14, which is obviously an error of sight or hearing. We encounter the same
equivalence when examining MT. T\ appears 47x in MT, so there are 20x when
goc="T1\l does not occur. 8x OG=0.!°> Textual differences also explain the non-
equivalence for 1M in five other cases.!6 while TT accounts for the omissions in 2:20;

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

113, Lust, "Daniel VII and the Septuagint,” E7L 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
£ag 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 &m, while in 11:45 it has Gpa. As in the case of 9:20 above, OG has probably
misread S\ in 8:6, 11:10and N\ in 11:45. Not only is the direct equivalence
between £o¢ and T\ established, but there is no other instance in OG or Th where @¢
translates 1Al

In 2:43, 967 may have read 1M (see BHS) where it employs £a¢ for g.

I1.7. Consonants
II.7.4. Additionofg 5x

*obtwic) 1:13; 3:40 Thack. §9.9, Mayser I, 1. p. 214
*fixov(c) 3:7(7, 10, 15. Thack. §10.29

11.7.ii. Omissionofg 6x

veaviokov[c] 1:4

dexamiacinig] 1:20

¢ntaniaciofg] 3:46

Baociiev{c] 4:30a

*LOyvoulg] 5 preface S. Geissen, p. 141.
kaBa-e-pr-e-[clPhoeTon 8:14

I1.7.iii. Doubled Consonants Thack. §7.39, 40,42 5x
967 often writes only one consonant of a pair.

éplplin{ehioev 2:35.
gUBGA[AJovieg 3:46
¢plplooarto 3:88
gplpioncav 6:24(25)
npbdololyeg 9:18

IL.7.iv. Interchange of AMp 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 xowvf) where no consonant follows."

17In 2:20 (cf. 7:18) OG omits the latter half of RD‘D_\\-"L\h ND‘D.\I-'[D, while in
8:8, 11:25 OG translates “TRN-"TAwith cpd3paL.
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The fact that \ 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
nxpohoy1o8iioeta is a corruption from the earlier variant napopyoBiceton (Geissen, p.
259, see 11:25); and the reading of Béhaoong 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).

Sraqpel-p-raBfioetan 3:96(29) This orthographic variant is quite interesting because
SuxperiCw "dissect" is usually interpreted as a neologism (so LEH, p. 106), which Mont.,
p. 148, reconstructed on the basis of an analogy to pé\n movioovteg in 2 Mace. 1:16.
LSJ only has 6iopehiCw attested in Plutarch. However, even without 967, we should
consider the possibility of reading the far more common &wxpepiw "divide." The
problem in reading S iopen{Cwis that it would mean OG knew the meaning of the
Vorlage here, but not in 2:5. On the other hand, the more common SwapepiGwwould fit
the pattern of orthographic change in OG and would also represent an adequate
contextual guess. At some early stage of its transmission the X could have been

substituted for the p, and Siopeifw may have been accepted into the language later. S.
the discussion in CH 5.111.

ex ppupag 6:22(23) Emended by 2 corr.
Baporg BéAaoong 10:6 967=88-Syh but does not make sense. It could derive from an
carly transcription mistake of X for p.

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

*oup-v-podovB 1:8
*oup-v-pwelg 2:43
*guy-v-kpaBijvar 2:43
*EY-v-KEW«EnOPOY 3:2
*oup-v-nobioavtag 3:20
e-v-Topiopdy  3:95(28)
éy-v-kOkAwov 4:34b
*gy-v-kawviopol S preface
*ahy-vkpuya 5:7(2), 16, 30
Ey-v-KaTEA LY 9:11; 11:30
r-vévivy 12:12 S, 6:12a where Zieg. should be emended to read with the compound.
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IL.7.vi. VO-éperxvonikév Thack. §9.7 125x +
CONSCNAR

As far as verbs are concerned, 967 consistently employs the variable . . ... " and
there is only one occurrence in 967 in which the vis 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.

I1.7.vi.a. Verbs 112x
Addition of vin 967 111x

fiyioocev 1:8; £dwkev 1:9; gimev 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{nnoev 1:20; xpivodoiv 2:7; E6TLV 2:11(2), 20, 27, 28,
3:17(2), 4:27(30), 34(37), 34c; 5 preface; 6:26(27), 8:20, 21; eicfiABev 2:16;
drederkev 2:17; napryyeihev 2:18; 2k500Q0LY 2:18; eOAOYNoEY 2:19; elonyayev
2:25; 5HAwoey 2:28, 29; éndrtatev 2:34, 35, 3:20; ovVnAomoey 2:45; E0NPOovEV?
2:45; npocexdVnoev 2:46; énétakev 2:46; fEiwoey 2:49; éxfpvEev 3:4; EoTOEY 3:5,
7, 6:14(15); &woiv 3:12; fimfehyev 3:22; Evendpioey 3:23; S1etwdevoev 3:48; edpev
3:48; éEet{elivatev 3:49; énoinoev 3:50; géAOmnoev 3:50; é0odpacev 3:91;
améoTElAEY 3:95(28); Eowoev 3:95(28); TPOCKVLVHCWOLV 3:95(28); EpVNnoeV
4:11(14); dnédertév 4:15(18); cvveripnoev 4:25(28); A’s’ypa\yev 4:34b; éntfivecev 5
preface; €1dev 5:5; éphvnoev 5:7; gEébmxev 5:7; EvEdvoev 5:29; énfiAev 5:30, 10:13;
napéhofev 5:31(6:1), 19(20), 28(29); ooty 6:5(6); EsTnoev 6:9(10), 10(11),
&polplehioev 6:19(20); cEcwkEv 6:20(21), 21(22); énfikovoev 6:21(22); gdev 7:1;
glxev 7:7; anéotnoey 7:12; DREPEQEPEV 7:20; &morodorv 7:26; fioelev 8:4; Edpapev
8:6; ¢mdtokev 8:7; cuvétpryev 8:7; dyandorv 9:4; éy-v-xafékmev 9:11;
fiypOrvmoev 9:14; tpociiibev 9:22; g GAnoey 9:22; EfABev 9:23; xatioxvoa-g-v
10:8; mpoonyoyév 10:10; xaticyvoév 10:18; évioyvoév 10:19; figovory 11:30;
p{ehavodory 11:31; &noothcovoly 11:31; ddoovoiv 1 1:31; mewpacb@dov 12:9;

ayrocodorv 12:9

Omission of vin 967 1x
ko totpéxovov] 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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#{v}oveoiv 4:34b, 34c,
Aéovory 6:24(25)
nooiv 7:7, 19
ypfipaoty 11:13

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

11.8.i.a. Singular for Plural 5x

*18 mpdo. V. Srat. &b 10 NPOSTOV DUDV Sratetpappévov aobevég 1:10
Given the predominant use of (2)39 in idioms and semi-prepositions it is not

unexpected that OG always has the sing. elsewhere in Daniel where it is rendered by
npoc@nov,'8 but OG also employs mpocémov in all other cases as well.1 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. dye.

*eic Tobg aidvag Emg 10D 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 O S\l is in 7:18 according to Zieg., but the formal correspondence to MT is

unlikely there. S. CH 5.I1L

¢oxbrav Eoyxdrov 2:45 967=MT In2:28 and 2:29 OG has érn éoydt@V TOV
fiep®v where MT has 827 PTMIND (vs. 28) and 1277 7R (vs. 29) respectively.

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

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

1BV ye1pdv- Thg xewpds 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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11.8.i.b. Plural for Singular 3x
&yyerog ot &yyéhawv @v  2:11 967=MT; s. Hamm, I-11, p. 181, 183.
*goy&tov éoyatdv 8:23; 10:14 The plural follows 8:19 and the pattern in 2:28, 29,

45.

- 10D AdYov 100TOV 1@V AGY@YV Tovtdv 12:8 MT has MON DPTMR. Adyog 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 PR while the pl. in 967 resulted

from later harmonization to the demonstrative adj.
11.8.ii. Verbs 8x

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

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

185.

*¢{mThdn 8¢ xoi élnenoav 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, III, p.
187, who reads the s. for both vbs.

gyéveto €yévovto 2:35 yivopon occurs twice more in the s. in 2:35. The 3 pl. of
yivopou 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, '

20p.6y0¢ in the s. for as. 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.? In this instance
the subject is viewed collectively, so it is most probably sing. while 967 has been
corrected toward MT.

épnpwBioeton: .covton 8:13 OG transforms the n. into a vb. and provides a dynamic
translation, and the nt. pl. sub. (& &yw) is viewed collccﬁvcly.

emrereoBiicetan .B8fcovtan 11:16 The vb. stems from reading 1175 as if it were a pu.
3.m.s., but the sing. vb. would conform to OG’s usage.

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

IL.9. 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.

*éx-x-Beowv 1:5 Thack. §7.9. amv-oyyelnte  2:5
*olter 0068 2:43 Hamm, I-II, p. 265. Gv-T-gyyeiinte  2:6
oopfdkrog 3:5

kiqyu-evog 3:46 Thack. §6.22.
xepoufuytv 3:55 Thack. §4., p. 33.
600 Toov 10:8

o06-6-elg 10:21

1.10. Proper Nouns T0x

Most of the variants 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.

[wakeenmp  1:1, 2

2Neuter plural subjects with a plural verb occur in 3:7, 94(27); 4:9(12)bis; 6:27(28);
73, 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.

23Gee L. Soisalon-Soininen, "Die Konstruction des Verbs bei einem Neutrum Plural
im griechischen Pentateuch," VT 29 (1979): 189-99. Sec also A. Pietersma, "The Greek
Psalter. A question of methodology and syntax,” VT 26 (1976): 60-69.
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Nofovyodovo-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.
Iepovoony: Iepocorvpa 1:1 Cf. Hamm, I-11, p. 81.
*Bofour@va: Boforeviav 1:2 Hamm, I-11, pp. 83, 213, 215.
BoBviwviag Bofuddvog 2:24 Hamm, I-1I, pp. 213, 215.
#{1fic] Bopvioviag Bafvddvog 2:24 S. previous.
*Bopuroviag Bopviwvog 2:48 Hamm, I-II, p. 215.
APiecdpr Aomaveg 1:3 967=Th
Avav{eliag 1:6, Avavigliav 1:11
Mighoonr 1:6, 7, 11, 19 (o/0); 2:17; 3:24
zedpoy, -k- 1:7;2:49; 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 95(28), 96(29)
Mighoay-x- 1:7; 2:49; 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 95(28), 96(29)
* Ayl 2:14; ¥Apudyxng] 2:15 Thack. §11.1.
Ioofalk 3:35
Aavinid 6:27(28); 10:7
BoArooapfov) 7:1 Thack. §11.1.
v'A'ovinh 7:1 superscript by 1 corr.
+6¢  Aaviniog? 7:1(2x), 28
Ie-n-pepiav 9:2
*Moon Movoéwng 9:10(?), 11, 13 Tha. §11.1.
T{ehwv 9:19, 24
IopomA- Tepovsaidp 9:19 Originated as a gloss to Ziov. 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.

*[1ov] Baciréa 1:2 Hamm, I-1], p. 81.

#1fic] Iovdaiag 1:2

*gig +v 1:2

*t@ tov 1:9 Hamm, I, p. 95.

Boocwdéa +tov 1:18 Hamm, I-11, p. 125.

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

{x®} Avav. 1:19

[tobc] poppdrovg 2:2 Cf. Hamm, IFII, p. 147. OG tends to employ only one article

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

{0} paorrevg 2:10
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*[6] Acvuyh 2:13 Hamm, I, p. 187.
*kad +1dp 2:17 Hamm, I-I1, p. 197.
*Mcemoanh  +1§ c¢j. by Hamm, I-IL, p. 197.
*[t&] BoBéx 2:22 Hamm, I, p. 207.
*kad [18] e.t. gl 2:22 S. discussion of 2:22 in IIL.
mpdg>tdv 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-II, p. 213.
*(1fig] BoBulwviag 2:24
*6¢>6 2:27 Hamm, I-II, p. 221.
«T0UGn 00Tpak. 2:34 Hamm, I, p. 133.
*“[iv] toxdv 2:37 S. Hamm, I-IL, p. 137, but reference to 2:37 has been omitted.
*[1jv] Tynyv 2:37
*[ayv] 66&av 2:37
*[1Gv] ixB0wv 2:38 Hamm, I-IL, p. 133.
>Tis
*[10v] xohkdv 2:45
*[10v] Gpyvpov 2:45
*[tov] xpuodv 2:45
névtwv>tiv 2:48 haplog.
*ev+19 3:1  S. 1:3, 6; 2:25; 10:20.
>4 3:2 Hamm, OI-IV, p. 147.
névia>10? 3:7 haplog.? S. 2:10; 3:2, 37; 4:(37)34c; 7:14; but 2:30, 48.
«On Bedg  3:17
* + =Syh Hamm, II-IV, p. 215.
M. +1ov 3:13
nepi>tov 3:49 S. 3:23.
ovthv +16 3:50 Hamm, II-IV, p.331.
>4 3:55 S.2:29; 12:12; cf. 9:4. BDF §412.5.
*>108 3:57 Hamm, [I-IV, p. 351.
g0roy. +10¢ 3:81
Opvelte kad + & 3:81
gotuwevn +0 4:34(37) S. 2:47.
«bn NoBou. 4:34c Cf. Hamm, II-IV, p. 525.
natpdgoov >tol  5:12
>ty 6:1(2) S. Geissen, p. 161.
>3 7:1 Omitted in 967 due to the previous reading of a rel. pro. (Aovinh+5g
Aavinho@).
*>tov 7:22 S. 7:9, 13.
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>on 7:27

H6] ioxvpdc 9:4 OG tends to omit articles in a series.

*xoi [67] eoPepoc 9:4

rondog >0 9:11

xvptov +100 9:13 967 =Th.

aopoped. >N 9:27

*>t9 10:1

otpatnyod >10d 10:13

v 1@ 11:35

*qOtfi +0 11:42 Cf. Th and MT. More likely that the art. was dropped later.
*(f)} éxon 11:44 Cf. Th and MT. More likely that 88-Syh dropped the art. Cf.

Geissen, p. 65.
*Gg +oi 12:3 88-Syh=MT, but the article might have been added because it is better

Greek.

*>0i 12:4 OG never adds the art. elsewhere to moAAot (s. 8:25, 11:10, 18, 26, 34, 44;
12:9[10]) and does not translate the art. when the %orfage is definite (s. 9:18, 27; 11:33,
39; 12:3).

>0 12:6

11.12. Reflexive Pronouns Thack. §142 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.

*glootod 1:20, 2:17, 6:10(11); 7:1; 117
*elavtdv 3:21, 95(28)
[Eloadtovg 11:35

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

*5 &pyvpog 10 apyvpiov 2:35 88=Th Hamm, p. 241.
neTELVdV et VOV 2:38

*yohkf xoAkod 2:39 Hamm, I-II, p. 255.

rofc] mépalc] 3:21 S. Ezek. 23:15.

aivetov- aivetdg 3:26 S. 3:55.

*1. SodAog TAV dodrav 3:33 967=88
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*1. geBopévorg 1@v oefopévav 3:33 967=88

*1, upov 1. &ppog i 3:36 Hamm, II-IV, p. 291, 293.
vapdav] 3:46

netewvee metnvé 3:80 S. 2:38.

oovifv] 4:28(31) Hamm, II-IV, p. 479.

*1fv Baowdh. tiig Baoiieiag 4:29(32) 967=88

ndong Thg Baociieiag méon 1. B. 6:4(5)

*xepaAnv-¢- 7:1 Geissen, p. 97.

rodonod madawdg 7:13 S. Jeans., pp. 96-98.
Bacihéw-v-¢ 10:13 '
woplieliag? 11:3 Not extant but probable based on space and v. 4
drxnv- dhcnv  11:4 Tha. §6.9.

xuplieliav 11:4

Svvofolt@v 11:5 Om. due to 11:3?

Suvaoteiafv) peyéAn{vy 11:5 967 misunderstood syntax.
Suavoron{v) 11:14 967 read as acc.

BaciAé{uja 11:25 Thack. §6.18

npootaypaftal 12:4

11.14. Verbs 59x

IL144i. Istand 2nd Aorist Thack. §17.1,2. BDF §81 3x

*elnov: einav 3:9; 6:12a.

girov eimov 3:16.

*gvgtoyo-0-v 6:12(13) Thack. §17.2.

I1.14.li. Vers Terminating inocav Thack. §17.2; Mayser, L.2., pp. 83-84. 3x
gveBérooav: EvEBarov 3:22

gveParooav EvéBarov 3:46

*EAABoV - EENfABocay 5 preface

I1.14.iii. The Temporal Augment Thack. §16.4-6; BDF §67, 69. 20x
*£6-0-paxa 2:3, 10,27,29, 31, 34,41, 45

npoon-e-vEato 3:24  S. 3:25.
gEw-o-poroyeito 3:25 S. 1:19; 6:12(13); 7:11; 12.7.

66



napn-e-vaoyinoev  3:50 mapnvé w'xAncav 6:23(24) superscript by 1 corr.
*g-1-OAOyovv 3:51

dxovv oikovv 4:8(11)

*gEe-n-pipwoag 4:19(22)

*qonpnton: apeipnton 4:28(31)

*qmo-£-kateotddn 4:33(36) S. vs. 34b.

gdw-0-0k0n 8:12°S. 3:25.

*ropo-w-Evvonioeton 11:10

cuv{e)tereodi 11:36 Incorrectly added € ona subjunctive.

I1.14.iv. Miscellaneous 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.

*qv-n-£dakev  1:20 Hamm, I-1, p. 101.

*(A0L Loy 2:4,28 88-Syh=Th Hamm, I-IL, p. 151.
*oier oin 2:11 Thack. §17.12.

*¥oton 01w 2:20 Hamm, I-I1, p. 203.

Avviior Advacar 2:26 967=Th Hamm, I-I0, p. 219.
*¢Jotnker 2:31 Thack. §16.5

*tunBfvo tpndévra 2:45 Hamm, I-IL, p. 267
rpocexdvnoov npockvvodolv 3:12 967 influenced by Th. S. vs. 7.
eino-£-v 3:25 S. the emendation in 6:5(6) and Zieg. for 6:13(14)
novnpotdte-n- 3:32

TAn8d-n-var 3:36 Thack. §6.46.2.

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

gamicavioc éAnifoviag 3:95(28) Hamm, III-IV, p. 409.
gpdnlov épdnicav 4:3(11)

fikoboe: ikobobm 4:28(31) Hamm, I-1V, p. 479.
*$fcovorv dncwotv 4:29(32) Future forms in context.
gnéypaya-g-v 5 Preface

¥Gomevs-8-ev 5:6 967 harmonized to previous imperfect.
*gEfpron- eEMpBn 5:30 Geissen, p. 159.

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

*guwniotd{voluevov 7:21 Thack. §23.3.

£dake-a- 7:27

*fyvofix-c-apev 9:15 Geissen, p. 205.

67



éndicovoov: xovoa 9:17 Geissen, p. 207.

¢n-v-éneocev 10:7 Vb. only 3x in OG, s. 4:2, 30c. Only here in Th.
xatioyvoa-£-{v} 10:8

drovrioetor anoer 10:14 (1-7) S. Sir. 12:17, 15:2 for middle.
katoxdon xatfehoyboer 11:6 BDF §365

émotpéyel émotpéyw 11:18 S. Geissen, p. 255.
Siavongn-é-ceton 11:24

*spayioor ogpéyroov 12:4 Goes with previous imperative.

I Minuses, Pluses, Substitutions, Transpositions
1:1
Ioakfehp g Tovdaiag 2,3,1

1:2

*qmwAveykev anevéykag Hamm, I-I1, p. 83.
*Bofulwviay >kol Depends on vb. vs. part. above.
*gmnpeicarto >adtd Hamm, I-IL, p. 85; Blud,, p. 54.

1:3
*yaryelv > od1® Hamm, I-1, p. 85.

1:4

*ypoyLpartikods > kai ovvetodg doub. Hamm, I-II, p. 87.

>&ote A decision here is quite difficult. Hamm. (I-II, p. 87) suggests itis a
hexaplaric addition to render the 5 (see also1:12), but one would expect this more
frequently. Gote 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.
Gote is witnessed by all three major mss. in 2:35 and does not appear in Th at all.

There are no compelling reasons why éo1e 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.

*stfivar elvar =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg., p. 93. S. 1:19.

1:5
*K © TOPA
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*>10D oikov Syh=¢k 100 ofkov mapd 10D Although éx 709 oixov in 88 sounds
better (s. Hamm, I-I1, 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..
*huépav >koi Hamm, I-IL, p. 89.

*ai [amd] 10d olvov Hamm, I-I, p. &9.

*grfivon: otfioon =88 vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg. pp., 93-94.

1:6
*2x 100 Yévoug 1@V VBV IoponA 1dV amd T Tovdaiag

967 éx to0TOV &Md TAV VIRV 1fic “lovdaiag Hamm, I-1I, p. 91.
1.7

[dvépato] 1@ [uev] 1. err. 2. Hamm, I-IT, p. 93, but it is difficult.
{xkai} @ [68] 'Ava. Hamm, I-11, p. 93.

1:8

*oAoynof dAehodfi 88-Syh=Th Munnich, "Origéne," pp. 187-188, points out that
OG stems from &Aif as a military metaphor and that Daniel did not want to be
"recruited" into the king’s service. See also CH 5.II. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 92.

1:9
*Aovind +ei¢ Hamm, I-I, p. 95.

1:10

*roorv >opdv Hamm, I-IL, p. 97.

#u1 +8&v Hamm, I-11, p. 97. Read &v, s. 3:6.

*yeaviag veavioxovg 1:10 See the analysis of 1:1-10in 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.
&Ahoyevdv >kai  This variant is not noted or discussed by Hamm (see pp. 98-99), but

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

*ABeodpt ZoAopdpy Hamm, 111, p. 101.
*avaderyfévir amoderyfévit  S. 1:20; 2:48; 4:34c; Sus. 5. Hamm, I-1I, p. 101.

1:12
*dompiov onopipev Hamm, I-I1, pp. 103, 105.
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*>tfic vfic Hamm, I-II, p. 105.
>éote See 1:4; cf. Hamm, I-1I, p. 105.
*cantelv 8o0eietv Hamm, I-11, p.105; Mont. p. 37.

1:13

*Sratetpoppévy Siagavig Hamm, I-I, p. 107.
*¢mod: €k Hamm, I-11, p. 109.

*9éAnc: Oewpfic S. 8:15. Hamm, I-11, p. 109.

1:15
*q01®v >xaA Hamm, -1, p. 111

1:16 :

fiv APrecdpl- &doxeipacev  err. Based on 1:11 we should emend to ZoAop&p(0g).
Hamm, I-1], p. 113.

*gviedidov >adtolg amd 1@v Hamm, I-II, pp. 113, 115.

1:17

cOveoLy + ppoviiceng (koi ppovnoiv 88-Syh) Hamm, I-1I, p. 117.

>TEXVN

*Aovinh > Edwxe Hamm, I-II, p. 121.

H{olpnpo =Tert. +xoi opéport 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.
* cj. >Kal év Taon copiq Hamm, I-II, pp. 121, 123.

1:18

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

*[eloMyOnoav S. previous.

*&d: dd Hamm, I-11, p. 123.

mpog- el (elo)ayayelv + mpdg in 2:24,25; 3:13; 5:13. Cf. Hamm, I-II, pp. 123, 125.

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

1:20

fcai)} xatéhaPev Apodictic 1is untranslated. Hamm, I-IL p. 127; Charles, p. 8.
*cj. >0000tépovg Hamm, -1, p. 129.

*Hep ToVG COPLOTAG VIEPPEPOVTNG 10v coprot®dv  Hamm, I-IT, p. 129.
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* xai >tob¢ Hamm, I, p. 131.

PAL0c0PoVg TOLG PLloddywv 1@V S. previous.

*Boowheig >adtod Blud. p. 54; Hamm, I, p. 133.

*>kol KotEoTnoey adtodg Gpyovrag doub. Hamm, I-IT, p. 135.
*qv-m-£8e1Eev >adTodg CoPoVG TPl TAVIOG tov¢ adtod Hamm, I-II, p. 137.
*>1f Yf 10D xoi év doub. Hamm, I-IT, p. 137.

*1fj Baotdeiq ad1od: tf Eavtod Pacii. Pre-positive attributive.

1:21
*Baoireiog Kopov trans. Hamm, I, p. 139.
*>Bocidedg [lepo®dv S. previous.

2:1

*E1e1 10 devtépe dwdekdtd Erer 1. 967 syntax correct, Hamm, I-1I, 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 2.4

*1ov Paciréos adtov Hamm, I-11, p. 143.

*gyonvie: Onve Hamm, I-I1, p. 145.

*>00Tod Kol & Hrvog adTod éyéveto an’ 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 (Evormvie: Ymvw) it could easily have been concluded that 967

was missing this portion due to homiotel.

2:2
giceveyOfivor karésor =Th Hamm, I-II, p. 147.

2:3

¢myvvar >o0v 6éle 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 itis best to
bracket them to indicate that they are of doubtful authority, but s. the discussion in CH

5.0L

2:4
*1pdg OV émi 100 Blud. p. 133; Hamm, I-11, p. 149.

24McCrystall, p. 275.
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Kdpie Baowreb trans.
*evinvidv>oov Hamm, I-I1 p. 153.
Tpels >oou

*mjv odykpLow ool adtdé Hamm, I-10, p. 153.

2:5

*Bri- 51611 =88-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Rahlfs, s. Zieg. p. 99. Cf. Hamm, I-IL, p. 157 who adds
%0 Moyog &n’ &pol &méotn as original. S. CH 5.I11.25

*oOykprow kplow 88=Th S. Hamm, I-II, p. 157.

*Snidonte >por Hamm, I, p. 157.

Uplv & bmap. 2,3,1 Wifstrand, p. 49 does not note this example.

2:6

*-UﬁprLO’LV' kpiow 88=Th
*nAboate>por Hamm, I-I p. 157.

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

2:7
*kad ol o1 8¢ 2:7 Hamm, I-IL, p. 93.

2:8
*>g16a 81t =Th Hamm, I, p. 161.
*>upels =Th

*>kaB&mep éopxacte Gu dnéom & épol 10 npBypa  The text is very difficult here.
Hamm, I-Il, pp. 163, 165 argues this is omitted by homoioarc., but compare our
discussion of 2:1-10 in CH 5.111.

kaB&mep o0V mpooTETEYE >0l LS éoTon

2:9

Edov ] +&ndbwté 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.

*>amayyethnte pot & GnBelzg S. Hamm, I-IL p. 167.

*glykprow- kpiow S. 2:5.

*10 Gpopo etme 3,1,2 Zieg.'s ¢j. of Gpopa correct.

*>uor Hamm, I-1I, p. 169.

5 Aejmelaeus, "OTL" p. 123, also notes that "6181u is often corrected to Gtuin the
later transmission of the text." S. 3:29(96) for another example of the correction.

72



*(e18ov) THv voxto >Eépaxa S. CH 5 on 2:1-10.
*>t61e Hamm, I-I1, p. 171.

2:10

[tfic] yfic haplog.

*d & Hamm, I-1I, p. 173.

oL >EPOTAG

*nic] Suvaotng Hamm, I-I1, p. 175.

1010970° T0d10 16 Hamm, I-I1, p. 177, suggests 967 is an error, but s. the discussion

of this variant in CH 5.111.
*¢repotd- épotd  See prior retention of vb. above. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 177.

2:11
dv Liteilc Bacired: dv {n1el 6 Bacidede Hamm, I-IL, p. 177.
*radta >t Baociiel Hamm, I-11, p. 181.

2:12

*GgTUYVOg obvvovg =Syh

*ygvopevog kol mepilonog: 2,3,1 =Syh
*gopobg copretdg Hamm, I-IL, p. 185.

2:13
g{ntien 8¢ xod &¢n. Hamm, I-1I, p. 187.

2:14

*yvouny yvdorv Hamm, I-I1, 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-I,
p. 191.

npocttaev mpooetdyn P=J appears also in 2:13; 3:26(93)é6is; 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 &Eépyopat, also 5:5) while in 5:2, 3 it uses véx8n for both.
npootoev appears for TN in 2:12 and assuming that OG uses the verb in 2:14 the

26See 1. 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-II, p. 191.

2:15

*rpooToypar [mpdypo] Missing in ms. but not enough room for npéoTAYH.
Hamm, I-1I, p. 193 suggests npdypa (s. 6:12a), but given the variety of equivalents
employed by OG in ch. 2 it is impossible to know (s. CH S.1IL).

2:16
*eicfid0e(v} Taxéwg trans. Hamm, I-IL, p. 197.
*>mopd 100 Baciéwg doub. Cf. Hamm, I-1, p. 195 who deletes mpog 1. Bao.

2:17

AmeEABOV AcvinA: trans.

*elowtod +omederbev Exacto Hamm, I-11, pp. 197, 199.
ovvete ai'polg +a0T0D

>bnédeike névtal trans. to above

2:19

Z=88-Syh- 161e 1. Aawv. &v dpéyL. Ev adTi Tf VOKTL TO PUOT. 100 Boo. EEepaven
967- 161¢ 10 PVoT. 100 Bas. 1. Aov. E3MAGEN TH VUKTL €V OPaYL. TO TPAYHO

£€epdvn

* cj.- 161€ T. Aav. T VOKTL v Opép. 10 mPaYRO £€epdvn

See Hamm, I-1I, pages 201-203. This reconstruction is similar to his. There are

differences in word order as well as doublets in 967 between £dnAm6n and g€epdvn as

well as between mpaypc and pvotipiov 100 Bacid.. The difference between my Cj.

and Hamm is in the evaluation of pvotipiov. Although pvothpiov is the expected

equivalent for 177 because it renders it 7/7 elsewhere,?” there would be no reasonable

explanation for the origin of mp&ypo unless itis OG.

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

2:20
gic 1OV aidver &nd aidvog Emg aidvog =MT, Th Hamm, I-II, p. 205.
*neyadwodvn peyoredtng Hamm, I-T, p. 205, 207.

2:21

212:18; 27, 28, 29, 30, 47(2). In 4:6 OG=0. Th employs pvothiplov 9/9.
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Gopolg coplay trans.

2:22

{xoi} &vako.

oxotehva >xai =Th

*KUTAAVOLG KOTOADEL

The Aramaic reads: 1 gfal\ R Jmin il

Hamm, I-11, p. 209 suggests that we read xoi 10 ¢dg nop’ 0VTH KATOALEL.
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 M (Th=10 ¢®¢ pet’ av1od €011, 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 Vorlage 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 kol map’ oOTd KATEAVoLg
into a nominal clause either in error or in harmony with the preceding phrases due to

anacoluthon.

2:23
xOpie +0e£ doub. Hamm, I-1I, p. 211.

*>pot Hamm, I-11, p. 213.

2:24
>névta¢ Hamm, I-11, p. 213.

2:25

*eionyoye(vl 10v Aav. 2,3,1
k. {ob1m¢) einev 88-Syh=Th
¢k and 88=Th S. 5:10.

2:26

amoxp. >6¢ Hamm, I-IL, p. 219.
*EMKAA. >0

*dmAdoai pou trans. Hamm, I-II, p. 219.
*ghykplowv kpiowv S. 2:5.
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2:27
>t0 pvothprov Hamm, I-11, p. 221 is uncertain, but more likely omitted by err.
*pappékov kol gnaoddv trans. S.2:2;5:7,8. Hamm, I-11, p. 223.

2:28

*9ed¢- xoprog Hamm, I-11, p. 117.

*gvaxohontov eotifov Hamm, I-I1, p. 225.

*§c ednAwoe kot dMA. 88-Syh reads 777 for 1? Hamm, I-11, p. 227.

2:28-29
>10016 £0711 . . . KALvng cov homoiotel. A larger portion of these verses is missing

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

2:29
*névta & doo Zieg.=Syh
*3, 5l yevéoBou: & pédiet yiveoBon  S. vss. 28, 45. OG uses variety.

2:30

*nopd: xatd S. equivalent translations in 1:3; 2:25; 7:2; 8:16, 22; 11:4, 40; 12:1.
révrog >1obg S. 4:19(22). Hamm, I-11, p. 233.

pootfipov +por Hamm, I-11, p. 233.

gEepaven arexorbedn =Th Hamm, I-11, p. 233.

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

2:32
koAt >adtiic Hamm, I-I1, p.235.
~ >&mo S. vss. 33,39, 4]1. Hamm, I-11, p. 235.

2:33
owdnpovfv) 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 237.
*dotphxivov dotpakov 88=Th S. previous.

2:34

*{cal} £6-0-pokag S. vss. 41, 43 where OG adds the conj.
*kothieoev: katnAénoev Hamm, I-11, pp. 237, 239.
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2:35

[xai] & xoAx. Hamm, I-II, p. 241.

$€ abtdv v adtoig Hamm, I-11, p. 243.
{eic} Bpog 88-Syh=Th

2:37

Baoired >Poocirieds haplbg.

*goi +£dwxev Hamm, I-11, p. 245.
*>TRv &pymyv xoi doub.

>Edwxev 88-Syh =MT

2:38
oo elg Hamm, I-I1, p. 249.
* kepoAn 1 xpvofi 1,4,2

2:39

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

*Baowd. +6AAn Cf. variant below. Hamm, I-1I, 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.
* cj.>tpitn doub. S. Hamm, I-II, p. 253 who suggests 967 reads without numerals (s.

1:17).
*gAAn £tépa S. above.

2:40

*xai {£1époy) Baoth. Hamm, I-II, p. 253.

¥ >tetdptn

% +¥cton S. vss. 41(2x), 42(2x). Cf. Hamm, I-11, p. 255.
*§opélov: tpilov Hamm, I-I, p. 257.

2:41

*d0Tp&K{LVIov KepaplkoD HEPOG BE TL cdnpov(V): 6,3,4,5,1,2 OG follows the same
order of elements (s. 2:27) regardless of the Vorfage. Cf. Hamm, I-11, pp. 259, 261. S.
2:33 for "earthenware" and "iron."

*¥gra +xai This variant and the following are omitted by homoiotel. in 88.

*tfic pilng 1fic owdmpdg: 14,2

*GVOLELELYHEVOV [Pl CUVHERLYHEV®  €IT. HEVOV 88=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 263.
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2:42 .
*>koi ol SékTvAoL . . . ocTpéxivov Hamm, I-I, p. 263.

2:43

*QVOYLEPLELYHEVOV [BLO] TOPUUERLYHEV®  EIT. LEVOV S. 2:41
>8¢ Hamm, I-1I, p. 265.

oidnpog +od Later interpretive error?

2:45
*10 oTparkov 1OV oidnpov: trans. and coordinate with kol  The decision is difficult

to make, but OG has the order 618.-8o1. in vss. 33, 34, 41, 43,
&pyvpov kai [tov] xpucodv trans. the nouns=MT
tobtov xpicig trans. S. 2:6, 9(2), 26.

2:46
Naf. 6 Baociieds: 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.28 Here MT has title-name. It is possible that
88-Syh reflects a Vorlage with the different order (Hamm, I-IL, p. 273), but hardly
necessary. OG probably follows the usual order, whereas 967 has been harmonized to
MT.

yopai- &mi mpécwmov 88 reads both. Read Syh with Zieg.
rpooekOVnoe(v) 1@ Aav. 2,3,1 Hamm, I-I, p. 275.
*novficor émredéoor 88-Syh has changed the unusual reading of OG.

2:47
>Opdv 8e0¢ homoioarc.
Bedv K0i +Kkdprog 1@V xupiwv kol Scribal flourish?

2:48
dpeig +oOTd

2:49
i HBacideioag doub.?

3:1

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

*>¢m Tijg yfig Hamm, II-IV, pp. 131, 133; cf, Jahn, p. 26; Char., p. 60.

*Aifon + ked  Hamm, II-IV, pp. 133, 135.

€&+ 5(obexoe Hamm, TI-IV, p. 135 believes the reading leads to a better Vorlage because
the proportions of the statuc 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.

3:2
*y\Gooag>oatpirag otpamyods trans. after Swuamris and insert kad. Retain 88-Syh
order, but include the conj. Hamm, II-IV, p. 143.
v g S.3:5,7, 14, 18; cf. 1:5, §; 3:12, 15, 27; 4:28(31).
gomoe: bothpwev 88-Syh harmonize to 3:1, 5, 7, 12, 14, 18.

33

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

*kad §omn. ol mpoyey. 3,4,1,2 =Syh

3:4

napoyyEheton &nayyéhw The secondary character of 967 is betrayed by the change in
voice and number. S. also the discussion of &n{vjayyéiiw in CH 5.0 1.in.

*>od xpoa doub. Blud., p. 49; Jahn, p. 29

35

*ghpyyog>ked Later harmonization to Th.

*gopR Ko >Kal

*yochmnpiov+kad

*qupgpuviog>kal 88-Syh would understand ovp@wvicag 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 to eliminate suppuviag as a doub., which is
possible but not necessary. S. CH 5.1V.

3:6
“>qiv keaopéviy S. 3:17, 21

3:7

9Collins, Daniel, p. 181.
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*>1fic pwviig S. 3:10, 15.
*Sxatévovtt To0tov Aram. is insertion. Jahn, p. 28; Hamm, OI-IV, p. 173; Bentzen,

p- 28.

3:10
*>1fic poviig S. 3:7.
povotik. +yévovg doub.

3:11
*>mecov Omitted as redundant. Not based on a different Vorlage, cf. Hamm, III-IV, p.

183.

3:13
*oi &vBpamot fixénoav 3,1,2 Hamm, II-IV, pp. 191, 193.

3:14

Nof. 6 BaciA. 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.

odToig >0 Ti

ABed. + & dAnBeiag

3:15

gtoipw¢ +émwg Hamm, III-IV, p. 201.
>tij xpvof] Harmonized with vs. 14.

A fiv S. 3:2.

>ye haplog.?

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

3:16
*>fueig S. 2:8; 6:(21)20.
*¢mi 1. T, T. ok, oo 5,6,1,2,3,4 88-Syh =MT

3:17
odpavoig >elg S. 4:34c.

3:19
*AAAOLOON + & abtodg S. 3:20, 23.
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3:20

tov Zed. M. ABed. 1ob¢ mept 1oV "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 "Afapio. which ties it to the

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

3:21
*gv)eparonoav  OG prefers compounds.
*kéyL{envov +10d mupde =Syh Asterisk follows in Syh, cf. Zieg., p. 229.

3:23

>obv Hamm, III-IV, p. 235.

gEerBodoa- éxxoeloa 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
*mpocttotev Emétakev A decision is difficult since OG uses both compounds. See

Hamm, III-IV, p. 243.

3:25
ot 3¢ kol 6TAG

3:27
ai 650t cov £00. 4,1,2,3=Th Hamm, III-IV, p. 251.
aanPwvoi- éAnderon Hamm, MI-IV, p. 253.

3:28
natépav SHUov S. 3:32, 52; 9:6, 8, 16.
*pévro. To0To: trans. S. 4:30(33); but 4:14a; 7:16; 12.7.

3:29
*$t- S16m. Thack. §9.12; BDF §456.1. S. vss. 27, 28, 37, 40.

3:31 .
>xoi wévio 8oo moinoag fiulv homoioarc. Cf. Hamm, II-IV, pp. 263, 265, 267.
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aAnfvad aAndeion S. 3:27
+Koi

3:32
¢xoiotwv +xoi Hamm, -1V, p. 271.

334
oov thv deb. 2,3,1 =Th

3:35
*[S1&x] Ioofok OG tends not to repeat prep.

&yidv: Aadv

3:36
#\éyov +moAd  =88-Syh S.Hamm, III-IV, pp., 281-284.
*100 oOp. +1Q nANBer =88-Syh

3:38
*008¢ fyobpevog kai fyov. =Th The titles should be connected.

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

3:40

oroxovTOpRaoL dAokavt@cer 3:40 967=Th S. vs. 38.
*cai >0¢ €v Hamm, III-IV, p. 299.

Audv 7 Bvoiar Bvo. v =Th

>3me0EV ooV

Omo0Ev >000

3:41 .
*kopdig +Nudv =88-Syh

3:42
Hudv +Ereog Hamm, II-IV, p. 307.

3:43
>kbpie Hamm, III-IV, p. 309.
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3:44
*&no- ond S. 1:18

3:45
>el Hamm, -V, p. 311.
*>( 8ed¢ Hamm, II-IV, p. 313.

3:46

>ugv

*>altodg Hamm, II-IV, p. 321.

>fooy

“Smokire{Bev] S. 4:9(12), 8(11). Hamm, II-IV, p. 323.
*o[tumbov kod nicoay: 3,2,1 Hamm, II-IV, p. 325, 327.

3:51
Gvadaf. 8¢ 161e =Th

3:52
Gvopa +oou

3:53-54
967-eb)oy. 1 m 100 Bpdvou T 56Eng Thg Baouh. cou kad Brepuj. kol briepév. elg T. adbw
err. Hamm, II-IV, p. 341, 343.

3:55
ebhoyn10¢ ebhoynuévog=Th
>kad odveTog

6eboEaopévog bmepuywpevog S. 3:26, 52, 54.

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

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

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

3:69
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néyol kad yliyog: néyn k. ywoxn Hamm, DI-IV, p. 361.

3:70
*névan K. Xoveg trans. S. 3:72.

3:78 + Vss. 62-63

3:81
tetpd +xad & knivy  Conflation, Hamm, II-IV, p. 371.

3:88
*éx 10l mupdg Evtplioato pds- 4,5,1,2,3 88-Syh=Th

3:90

*oefopevor+1ov kiprov =88-Syh Hamm, II-IV, p. 383, om. art.
>Upvelte err.

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

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

3:96(29) -

*pulad k. >Rom OG tends to omit repeated elements.
koprov >1ov Hamm, OI-IV, p. 415

*oikior obola 88-Syh=MT Hamm, M-IV, p. 417.

4:9(12)
*év a0 T& netewv 100 obpavod-3,4,5,6,1,2 Hamm, II-IV, p. 437
*&vboo. +10¢ voonig ecutiv  Hamm, II-IV, p. 437.

4:3(11)
peydn +kad . Hamm, II-IV, p. 441.

4:10(13)

pou >kod S. kad 1600 4:7(10); 7:2, 13, 15.
*&meotdn év oyt 2,3,1 Cf. Hamm, IO-IV, p. 443.
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4:11(14)
*einev >aV1Q

4:14a
nopedodn >xoi Hamm, M-IV, p. 455.
*réSong Kol >Ev

4:15(18)
KPLVOVIOV +aDTd

4:16(19)
*¢9adpacey Bovpdoog 88 simplifies to finite verb. S. 1:2.
*coTEoTEVSEY aDTOV KoTooTeEVOElg Same as above.

4:19(22)
*xapdio +8v? S. Th 4:34(37); Sir. 48:18, 2 Macc. 1:28; 3 Macc.2:17.
*¢p0m dyhen Hamm, III-IV, p. 464.

4:20(23)
*10 évdpov xod éxkoyon 3,4,1,2 88-Syh = MT

4:26(29)
*ufivog dmdeko. trans.

4:27(30)
*koi OLK. PaGiA. oL €V 1oy, KPOLT. LoV’ 5,6,7,8,1,2,3,4 88-Syh=MT
>gic v tfig 86Eng pov  Hamm, III-IV, pp. 477, 479. Bracket.

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

4:29(32)
#17v Bacid. (1. Baciieiag) >cov

4:30(33)
*gm)tehecbnoeton S. 11:16. Simple form of vb. never in Daniel.
*révrov 100tV trans. =Syh

4:30a
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gmednOnv- £666mv Hamm, II-IV, p. 493.
{¢m)#dwxo. Harmonized with previous vb. Cf. Hamm, III-1V, p. 493.

4:33(36)
xeive 1@ xoupd éxeivn 1f fpépn S. 3:7, 8. (xoupog for NaT) Cf. Hamm, III-1V,

p. 501, who looks to 12:1; but 3:7, 8 are the obvious parallels.

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

4:34a

Aadg pov +koi

x®pai >pov

glg >Tov OedV 10D erT.

*katoAn. Aok, 1 AaAfiowotv Hamm, IH-1V, p. 513.

4:34b
Adooalg >réoong Hamm, M-IV, pp. 517, 5 19.
*ydporg >Ev =88

4:34c
Bactieiov abtod >Pacideiov err.

Daniel 5 Preface

*QeoVg >TOV EOVOV

*1é1e - o1 = cj. by Segaar, s. Zieg., p. 148.
adti tfi trans. Geissen, p. 69.

5:6

*HAA0LDOT >kal eoéBor  The evaluation of this variant depends on several factors. If
967 is correct, then the OG may render M379r13 1237 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 xoi gopneeig 1popov Aafovrog ovToV is a later
correction. The same two terms are collocated in 5:10 (omitted/different Vorlage?) 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 1AM

cvvetaipor +adtod S. Geissen, p. 56.

5:7
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kel >@appaxols kad Xarbatougkal homoiotel.

*ypapfig>kad eloen. €. Bew. 1belv T ypag. K. T. obyk. T. ypayp 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 kad is probably original
while the remainder is composed of doublets from 5:7-8.

*nig>&viyp 88-Syh=MT

5:13
*elofixBn® elonvéxBn 88-Syh=Th

529
Booihelg+Baktxosp

5:30
Baoirewov+adtol Geissen, p. 56.

5:31(6:1)

*[Apta)EepEng S. 9:1.
*M{dwy +Raoiedg S. Syhme

6:5(6)

obk &Ewdooer ol katadrlooer S. 6:7, 12.

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

6:12(13)
ovtorol &vl 2,3,1 =MT
*oby o0yt Geissen, p. 171.

6:14(15)
a1l ootV
+0 Baoheds
*EpoBfBn: ERofiBer=88-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Katz, s. Zieg., p- 161.

+EWg
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6:16(17)
Aopeiog 6 Bas. 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)
161’ 1OV

6:22(23)
*0e0g" KOPLOG
>ad1od kol évaviiov homoiotel.

BoolAelg >xoi

6:25(26)
+Koi Ao koteatédn £mi mootig 1fig faotA. Aopeiov Misplaced from 6:28. Itis

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)
pévav kol {ov: trans.

6:27(28)
>100 AovinA homoiot.

6:28(29)
%10 yévog Tovg matepag =SyhMe S. Geissen, p. 191.
ah100 >koi Aav. . . Pacih. Aopeiov S. 6:25.

77
xatonatodv +xai =MT, Th

7:8

>koi 180V £V K. . . képaoiv adtod homoiotel.

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

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

30Munnich, "Origéne," pp. 209-210 suggests that this text has the obelisk in 6:28
because Origen "recourt, pour placer les signes critiques, & un modéle grec identique a
967."
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7:12
xp6vovL xai koupod: trans. =Iust. Both 72T and ] -1} are translated by koip6g, but
the latter is never rendered by xpévog elsewhere (2:8, 9, 7:25[3x]; and particularly

2:12) while the former is in 2:16, 21.

7:13
*Gg vidg &vep. fipxetor 4,1,2,3
ad1ov: avt® S. above.

7:14
*gEovoia +Baciiikn  S. Jeans., p. 80; cf. Giessen, p. 109.

7:19
Srap{)e{upoviog =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg., p. 172. S. Jeans. p. 94.

7:20
£voc 10D (+&AAov 10D 88-Syh) +Aadobvrog 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.
tpioc tpeig Geissen, p. 115.

7:25
gw¢ >xaipod xoi homoiotel.
>¢wc = Iust., Dial.32:3, Th S. Roca-Puig, p. 22.

finicovg: fiptov =Th

7:26
>xaficeton homoioarc.

7:27

1. Baoth. xal 1. $£0v. trans.

VIOV TAVIDV

*qO1d drotayficovron trans. =lust, s. Zieg., p. 174.

8:5

>kai ody, finteto 1fig Yi¢ homoiotel.
*>adt0D 88-Syh = MT.
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8:6
*TpOg: €V
npdg &n 967 may have read 'I"Zﬂ. S. Jeans., p. 52.

8:7
*>ioybg v 10 kpud 2,3,4,1
gonapoatev eppatev  éomap. is (1-4), while £pp. (2-8) is also in 8:10, 11 (8:11=Th).

8:13
*g1epog >1® gepovvt 1 Aarodvr 88-Syh=MT, Th
épnudoeng épnpwdfioeton  S. Geissen, p. 51.

8:14
xaBo-g-pr-g-[cl6hoeton  Contrary to Geissen, p. 129, 967 probably does reflect a
variant reading from xa@apebo whereas 88=Th.

9:1
ol 6oot

9:2

*10c BipAoig toig PiBAriorg OG employs both forms (s. 7: 10; 12:1), so read with 967
as the better witness.

*¢1@v fuepdv S. Geissen, p. 191.

*1f vfi' xvpiov S. Mont., p. 361.

9:3
. GOKKQ K. OT0dQ K. £V OT0. k. 6&k. 967's order is against MT, but it is also an

unusual order. The prep. was a later add.

9:4
1800 kUpLe trans.
+0 kOpLog

9:5
*hdiknoopey Aoenooapev: trans. A decision is impossible. Both Greek words are
HL in OG. [F1]is a HL in Daniel. [W&7] 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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*&méompev k. napéfnpev trans. &ypiomyis one of OG’s favourite words (12x)*! and is
used to translate both [(1] (9:9) and 2D (9:11; 11:31; 12:11) in the only other

places where they occur. napafaivw is a HL in the book, so as in the above there 1s no
way to decide. 967 by default.
+kal naphABopev

9:6
*Bagthelg >nutv  88-Syh =MT, Th

9:7

*Touba >kod

9:11
«Evnyeypappévog Compound not found in LXX.

9:12
*enoy. >é@ Nuds OG omits as unnecessary.

9:13
Kokl +xat

[e€lenTioapey 967 harmon. to more common simple form. HL in Dan OG.

9:14
*>fpbv

név{ta] 8foa] Goa is quite common in OG (11x).

9:16

Bupés cou +&g HuGvy Add. vs. MT, Th. Not from Vorlage, s. Geissen, p. 205, but a
later addition for clarification.

*&yiov>oou

>kl év T. Gyv. T. mat. pdyv homoiotel.

9:17
beomota +khple doub.
*opov >kal S. Geissen, p. 207.

31See CH 4.11.2.
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9:18
[En]&kovoby
>pov  Add. vs. MT, Th.

*kOpire+Ehencov endkouooy 100 haol gov béomotar  Geissen, p. 209. Presumably, this was
omitted from 88-Syh through homoiotel.

+k0pie doub. to beomoTx

9:19
kopie +o0 Harmon. with previous. Cf. Geissen, p. 209.

9:20 Very poor shape in 967.
>pov kad 18 dpapticg homoiotel.

9:21
AeAoGvTOG «énjiov  trans. 967=MT, Th. S. 10:12.

9:24
*€Rbopkbeg>ExpiBnoav
*A0v oov +expiBnoay
nohw +oov =MT

9:25

+ Beginning of vs.

*G&noxpBivan: SravonBijver =SyrM&. Has 967 harmonized to earlier appearance of
SuxvonBion or does 88-Syh betray Th influence? Th influence is fairly extensive in 967
and in OG as well. Finalty, OG probably read 307 (s. also 11:24, 25).

9:26 Very poor shape in 967

*Hetd +14g

&nootaBioetay eEokeBpevBioetan=Th. Cf. Geissen, p. 48.

*goowelar Baowkedg There is no Vorlage, but a king of the nations makes better sense.
«51ompBepel?  Only the last two letters are visible, but there is room on the line for add.
letters. S. Geissen, p. 215.

9:27

*f 61aB. elg modk 3,4,1,2 88-Syh=MT, Th

*Uetd +etGv
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EBdopfkovia >Kopos

>xoi £€fkovta  homoiotel.
gt xoupoie
Epfipmotg +xai
téher fpueioer =MT, Th.
ovvtederdg +xonpod

10:1

*gvioutd- #ter S: Giessen, p. 50.

*Beixom £660n £3eiydn 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 192 0G employs ék@oive or &voxalonto (2:19, 22, 28, 29, 30, 47).
Also OG uses compounds of deikvdw in 17 other places.3 Therefore, if OG were
going to employ de1xviw, it would more likely appear in the compound brodeikvi® .
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.I1.). 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
*rafc fipépong exetvong: 3,1,2 88-Syh=MT
*>1pelg EBSopadag S. 10:3, below.

10:3

*gptov- Gptov OG makes MT explicit.

*kpEag >kal

*10D oUVIEA. pe £Y0? cvvieécw 88-Syh=MT

*cj. >tpelg Only the vb. cuvierécw is complete on this li. of the ms. and the next line
begins ag, which is the ending of épdopéidog. The problem is that the ms. averages
around 18-20 letters per line. Geissen's reconstruction following Syh-88, which reads
tpeic would require space for 23 letters (cvviereom Tag Tpeig epdopa ). 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 Tpeig is omitted in 967 and is 0G.

24modeikvom in 1:11, 20: 2:48; 4:34c; évdeikvim in 3:44; drodelxvbw 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
[efiov This is Geissen's reconstruction. However, the previous li. of the ms. would
read npo: [tlovg o@Blakpovg pov kou and 15ov begins the next line. Geissen's
reconstruction following Syh-88 means the previous line would have 22 letters (S.

' 10:3). Furthermore, it is not characteristic of 967 to omit the & for €1dov. Therefore,
we suggest that either pov or kol 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.

. *¢j. >pov OG often omits suf.
*Boooive (2nd): xpvoiov 88-Syh harmon. to earlier.
*pac eog =38-Syh, vs. ¢j. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 193.

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

10:7
>obkx Om. to give reason for the fear.

*$1w ad1odC adtolg 88-Syh=Th, MT

10:8

*xai &yar x&yd Crasis. Thack. §9.11.
*obk £<y>Kkatedeiodn: o0 kaTedeiphn
gneotphon: anootpagév S. 10:16.

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

10:10
yeip{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
{&lue S.9:21.

94




*10 mpdcen6V v Sidvoray  Like Th (15/15), OG (8/10, 5x OG=0) usually
employs kapdia (s. also 11:27) as a SE for 9235, 3%. 967 offers the better rendering
here.

>koi Tanelvedijvar  homoiotel.

Kvpiov T. Beod: 2,1,3

*cj. >10D Be0d OG prefers kOpiog. 10D Beod is a later add.

*gov +xai  Add. vs. MT, Th Cf. Geissen, p. 233.

>k. £yo eiofil. v 1. pp. cov  homoiotel.

10:13

o1potnydg 61..0¢ ? Not enough room, perhaps otpotdg? Geissen, p. 233.
iHépay >Kai

>Muixonh

npdtov +f Introduces the gloss, below

+gi¢ 1@V aylov dyyélov.

10:14

{o)11

8paoig dpa =88-Syh, vs. cj. 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
*>xat =88-Syh, vs. Zieg.'s ¢j., p. 196.

10:16

xvuple + kai =88-Syh Om. is cj. 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 paoig. ke would allow for 6-7 letters, so Ko is probably present in 967.

10:17 Almost missing.
*gotn éomv? =88-Syh, uncertain in 967 but, based on 1:4, 5, vs. Zieg. cj.

10:18 Most is missing.

10:19
ylouve +xoi S. Geissen, p. 62.
LoAf. T, pet’ épod: 2,3,4,1 S. 10:15.
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10:21

péia +xol

drodeitw- Seikon leg. € Later error based on misunderstanding of the person. OG
prefers the compound (12x). S. 10:1.

&r)’ >f S. Hamm, II-1V, p. 413.

*cj. >0 &yyelog Either this reading or the following + is OG. In favour of &yyeAog
is the similar use in 12:1. However, o1patnyog renders & 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 otpotnyog O
dvvatéc has a strong claim to being original, whereas 6 &yyehog 6 £0TQG ML TV
ViV 100 Aood is a harmonizing addition from 12:1.33 6 &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.

*4+§ otpotnydg 6 Suvatég This reading has a strong claim as OG, but should perhaps

be bracketed in order to indicate that there is some doubt.
+0 £0T0¢ &7l TAV VIV 10D Aaod

11:1
*>xoi  S. 3:1;4:1;7:1; 8:1; 9:1; cf. 2:1.

11:2 Most is missing.
>mavii Paciiel EAAfivay k. otioetar homoiot.

11:3 Most is missing.
11:4
100 ovpavod- tig Yfig S.7:2; 8:8.

{gv}¢duvaotevcev S. 9:27; 11:5 (3-15, never in TH).

11:5
*Boaochede Paciieiov =88-Syh vs. cj. by Katz. S. Zieg., p. 199.

11:6
giofet)eredoeton 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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loxlv +xad 6 Bpayiuwv ool ob cuoTioer oxdv corr. of previous added fr. mg

11:7

eauTo[v]? Only awto is extant.

SOvaquv: evépyra? Only last 4 letters of &vépyrav are extant  S. 3:20 for same
equivalent; 3:61; 6:23(24).

11:10
EMcenleOUnOTpEYEL  Geissen, p. 251.

11:11

*«mopnbpyroBioeton  Simple in 11:30, compound in 11:36. Neither in Th. Cf. Geissen,
p. 251.
AlylGmtou >kl nohejfjoel

11:13

aomv +f Introduces & adtv (which Zieg., p. 201, has in brackets) as a variant to the
previous elg adiv. S. 10:13.
*cj. >én obtiv  doub.

11:15
>o0b =88-Syh, vs. Mont., p. 440, s. Zieg., p. 202, but the ¢j. is no doubt correct.

11:17
avm-6-v  Difficult to know.
*petoetanr otoetat Already a cj. by Schleusner, s. Zieg., p. 202.

11:18
Opker 0k err.? S. Geissen, p. 255, Bevan, pp. 184-185.

11:23
oAwooTh ONy 1@ S. Th.

11:24
p&my apaptiay S. Geissen, p. 257.

11:25

Alylntou>év GxAp oA kad 0 Baowiedg Alydntov homoiotel.
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¢peb{ehcbnoeton +raparoyicdnoeton  Geissen, p. 259, suggests the add. is a
corruption from mapopyrodfoeton (s. 11:11) which was a variant to £€pe8.
6xAw +moAA@ kol From the portion om. by homoiotel.

11:29
goydton +xai gdedoeron Add. from earlier?

11:35
£k &V
suviéviav: cuveitov Change here by err. led to change of prep. above.

11:36
*>kai at beginning. Om. vs. MT, Th

ovv(eltedecBj >n haplog.

11:37
>kai £v . .. tpovondfi homoiotel.? There are obvious textual problems for vss. 37-

42, so it is difficult to judge these omissions and the plus.
>371 Due to previous om.
DywdfioeTon +xai Bupwdnoeton? En’ abdTovg?

11:40
ko &v inmolc ToAAoTg: >xoi év mholog moArolg homoiotel? 967 begins here so it

is difficult to judge the variants.
11:41 om. in 967, homoioarc.?

11:45
*tfyv +1yunv 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{vlovieg =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 210, but cj. probably correct.

12:6

Q) £mbver & & xOple Later interpolation.
pot +rolfolg (mowfioerg) Dependent upon previous.
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12:8
*1ives 11 Syh (88=tivogby error) exhibits correction for grammatical agreement.

12:9
KorTakekahuppeva >kad Eogppayiopéva homoiotel.
>Gv S.2:9;12:4.

12:10

>kl 00 prj Srovon 8ot ndves ol dpoptwiet homoiotel.

12:12

*kod: 61y 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
*&vamadon® ¢ndBou  88-Syh harmon. to following vb. and/or Th influence.

IV. Summary

In Section II there are 668 variants. The statistics are as follows:

Oﬂhogrghical 548 (168 accepted as original)
Substitutions 62  (30)
Minuses 38 22)
Pluses 20 )
Total 668  (227)

In Section Il there are 501 variants. The statistics are as follows:

Substitutions 182 (98)
Minuses 172 90)
Pluses 89 (31
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.3”
This confirms the accuracy and the reliability of Syh.38 Second, on the one hand, the
original readings of 967 demonstrate the amount of TWMT influence on 88-Syh,39 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; 10:217.
572:12(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
10SCS, 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.

IG. 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.
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3 This sense of literal is to be distinguished

the original message."
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 such must 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

E. 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, "Typology," 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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A good example of the difference between formal and dynamic
equivalence is provided by the opening adverbial phrase in Dan. 1:1:

Th= ‘Ev éter 1pite i Pacireiag loaxiyy Baciiéag lovda

MT= 1Y TR o Y Db oY

OG= Emi Basiieo¢ loaxiy tig lovdaiag 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 noy. noRb
consists of three morphemes: ? is an inseparable preposition (bound
morpheme) that specifies the particular third year, i.e. of
Jehoiakim’s reign. N1 is the stem (free morpheme) meaning
kingdom/reign. Finally, nIoM is also in the construct state with the
attributive genitive R'P*M*, and the relation in this instance is
marked by a zero morpheme. In this example, the 5 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 0G
rearranges the word order of the Hebrew and this enables the
translator to omit Basiieiag as redundant. However, despite the fairly
substantial difference between the two translations, both render the
meaning of the Vbrlageﬁ
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.10 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.“

1I. 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
a translation.13 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.

mIbid., p. 281; Tov, TCU, p. 53; I. 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.

lgee 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.

Rrcy, 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 MT.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

16

consistently the same Greek term to render a term in the HA," 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

11

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

8 Marquis’ use of terminology robs the use of

translation.
"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

lgee 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.

UThe 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.

MTKIA p. 54.
17Sollamo, Semiprepositions, p. 13.

8. 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.

eright, 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.

There 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

0 Tov has

render words or phrases with the words they used first.
also demonstrated that the later translators consulted the Pentateuch
as an aid to their work.21 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

11}

being "doubly consistent"“ and the role of semantics in the

translators choice.24

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

1

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.

nBarr, "Typology," p. 306.

BThat is, it is more significant when a Greek term is used
consistently for only one semitic word and the semitic word is
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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13 There is a lack of clarity

Hebrew text as something different.
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

% In his examination of

subject explicit) or exegetical comment.
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

nlf

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

nld

translation. 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).

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.
¥g.G. Wwright, "Evaluating ‘Literalism,’" 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."32 On this basis Wright is able to analyze a
target text at both the word and multi-word level for how well it

kX!

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

not take into account the subtle semantic aspects of translation which

Barr examines.

" can reveal the extent to which the

Adherence to word order
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

i Since the Greek allows for great freedom in word order

constructs.
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.

33For his discussion and statistics see, Difference, pp. 55-91.
%G, Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 59-84; Wright, Difference, 35-54.

¥see 7.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 in
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

I11I. 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.39
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
inaccurate or misleading,40 we will concentrate on the methodology as
a whole. The criticisms will be balanced by the presentation of the

proposed methodology in the fourth chapter.

I1I.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

38See Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 63-66 and cf. Wright’s comments,
Difference, pp. 41-44 and 53.

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 IOSCS, 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 11QtglJob:
A Question of Method," RQ 52 (1988): 583-93.
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4 this assumption is clear in the following comment by

translation.
B.G. Wright:

. . a translation could be described as "literal" if the

translator has attempted to reproduce in a rigid way in

Greek the ac&ual 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,

‘lsee also the recent article by Aejmelaeus ("Intention") in the
seventh congress volume of the IOSCS.

42Wright, Difference, pp. 29, 32 and 36.

By, 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.

44See 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.46

I1f 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

wd? The translators were concerned to render the

literalist policy.
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.

%See the conclusions in CH 5 VII.
47Barr, "Typology," p. 26.

48Soisalon-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.

111.2.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

49

characteristics of TT. A relatively minor lexical example is

provided in Dan. 3:12 in which McCrystall has argued that @ el8oA@ is

used instead of toi¢ 8eoig because of the translator’s concern to

3

identify the statue as an effigy of Nebuchadnezzar. However, the

49Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors,” p. 362. Aejmelaeus states,
"Free renderings are like fingerprints that the translators have left
behind them."

SOMcCrystall, pp. 5-6. He also notes (following Delcor) the
addition of the personal pronoun cov after eikévi 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 TOR (nﬂm‘m) by eidodov is not without precedent in the
LXX.Sl Furthermore, eidolov is employed in four other passages by OG
to designate idols in contrast to the one true God of Israel and
renders MYR (O*MYR) in every case.52 In 3:12 and 3:18 OG employs
¢isodov when the three refer to Nebuchadnezer’s "idol," whereas in 3:14
OG has 0eoig 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 0G’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

5 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.

523:18; 5:4, 23. 6:28(27) where MI=0, is the exception.
eidoreip (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 details 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
data.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.55

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 8¢
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 translations,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 pareﬁtt
text, and thus, constitute an equally segmented Hebrew.

However, the global statistics for a translation will only provide a

54Wright, Difference, pp. 41-43; 59-63; 71-72; 79-82; 103.
55Wright, Difference, pp. 41-42.

Hsee Aejmelaeus, '"Clause Connectors," pp. 369-370. For an
example of a thorough examination of the treatment of 8¢, see Parataxis,

pp. 34-46.

5"Wright, Difference, pp. 72-74, 82-85; "Quantitative Representa-
tion," pp. 321-329.

S8\v‘lright, 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 ¥ was or was not in the

grandson’s Hebrew text.
If, by this statement, Wright means that we must investigate every
instance of © and ré¢ 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 nog represents 53
in X% of its occurrences, then it probably does so here.60 wright’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

¥1bid., p. 80.

®we 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.62 Therefore, to
expand upon the previously stated axiom, we must say that it is the
idiosyncrasies of the individual traﬁs]ators 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 Topafid) the article is omitted. The
difference in the twelve cases is that the phrase is used in the
context to modify "assembly" (i.e. suvayoyi vidv 'Iapat']l).53

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 MYR (@'MYK) by
eidodov. 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.

II1.3. 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

flsee Soisalon-Soininen, "Fragen," p. 435-443 which expands on the
introduction to his volume on Die Infinitif in der Septuaginta, pp. 5-
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 GOGttingen 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 Vor]age.65

A good illustration of the above principle can be provided from
Galen Marquis’ article on the consistency of lexical equivalents.',’6
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 their 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 <3P in section « of
LXX Ezekiel. It is translated in five cases by Sitsyopat and twice by
Siodedov, mapadd, éxdye, and Siaye. Four of the seventeen equivalents
for *TAY occur as singular translations: Siamopevopar, mopevopal,
arotpomalesfar, and é&popiopos. The percentage of singular translations
for T3P 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 shorter 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 Voriage is 5%, or one word (from the
singular 'cranslations).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 ’cranslations?69 our
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

1 Furthermore, Marquis’

translation than differences in the Vorlage.
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
grammar’ into particular types of combinations."71 The symbols
(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

Brbid., p. 414.

69See Wright, Difference, pp. 97-98 for his criticisms of Marquis;
Soisalon-Soininen, "Hebraismenfrage," p. 50.

70Greenspahn 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.

nNida, 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 D'AA7. 0N appears 2x in Daniel, 1:9 and
9:4. 0OG’s choice of tnpflv 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 theog which offers a closer
formal correspondence (Th uses &keog on both occasions). JAM is
found 4x in Daniel. Once again, OG’s choice of zépv 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--éleog. So, OG can use Eleog to translate
both the words found in 1:9, but it does not use them for either in
this particular context. Th’s oixtippé¢ for BMWM is a SE (4/4).
Unfortunately, in this instance, we cannot discern an apparent motive
to explain why the OG translator did not use tAeo¢ 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 ygépwv 2x (s. the
dynamic use in 2:13), but Th never uses it. On the other hand,
oixtippé¢ 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.

73In 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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{0 occurs (s. also 6:12).74 Besides 9:9, 18, OG has &ieog 8x. In
9:3 it is a dynamic translation of 2N (1/4) and 9:4=Th for "I®N; 6x
MT=0.75 Th uses &ieo¢ only 8x in total: 1:9, 9:4=0G, and 9:20 for
minh; 5x MT=0." oG employs twf 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. wupfiser for 132° 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 T33°
and so offers a contextual translation (motivated by the connection of
wpf for Wp*) with the vb. npfiger. The only other occurrence of 1A
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 1NMD with éieog in 9:3 (1/4) while Th employs £Aeo¢ to render
TN (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 1N, OG has defog-9:17, 23 and RPOCEVYCLIG—
9:18. 1In 9:20 OG translates TN BN with Seopevog év taig mposevyaic.
The choice of 8efigi¢ on the two occasions is actually quite interesting
because the word is only found 4x in OG. In one of the other two
passages MT=0 (4:30a), and densi¢ is used in 2:18 where OG offers the
dynamic translation of M. Th uses defisx¢ only 3x, but it is as a
SE (3/4) for TWMN. The one vs. where Th employs an alternative is
9:18 where Th crosses semantic domains once again with the use of
OIKTIpPOV.

In the above example we considered every occurrence of o,

M, T, ", RO, Ekeog, xdpv, upy, upfioer, defioig and oixnppég,

74Th uses the n. 6x in total. The remaining instance is 9:18, see
below.

3.35, 38, 42, 43, 89, 90.
13:35, 38, 42, 89, 90=0G.

MSee 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 gévupov (2:37).
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and their inter—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 OG 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
0G, but even a translation like Th is very complex.

In a paper read to the IOSCS 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

n9 We have to agree with his concerns

syntax of the Septuagint.
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

78The semantic relationship shared by terminology from the sub-
domains of wisdom or prayer would be even more complicated.

Bsoisalon-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

L' This is necessary in order to justify the preceding

principles.
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.2 The
presentation of the theory behind the methodology is also necessary as

background to the textual criticism of MT.

IFor 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: Almgqvist & Wiksell, 1990). The title is
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.4

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 laid 150 years
ago in Z. Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, (Leipzig: Vogel,
1841).

‘For a basic introduction to linguistics see, G. Yule, The Study
of Language, (Cambridge: University Press, 1985). A very concise,
clearly written introduction to linguistics is also provided in 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

) Since various books and

rather than the entire corpus of the LXX.
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
0OG 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

SSee Aejmelaeus, "Connectors", p. 377; Pietersma, "Septuagint
Research," p. 298.

6H St.J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, (Oxford:
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 the
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

8 Fourth, we speak of

understanding of scripture in the translation.
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

9

discourse analysis of the parent text.’ Our task is not to do a

discourse analysis ourselves, but the analysis of TT ought to

10 Finally, we

illuminate how the translator understood the Vorlage.
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

dsee 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 the
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.

YThat the translators of the LXX worked mainly with fairly small
units of text (phrase and clause) and did not consider larger units is
fairly obvious from the texts. See the excellent discussion in I.
Soisalon-Soininen, "Beobachtungen zur Arbeitsweise der Septuaginta-
{ibersetzer," in Isac Leo Seeligmann Volume, ed. A. Rofé and Y.

Zakovitch (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1983), pp. 319-29.

wAejmelaeus ("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.
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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

Il It is on

assuming that a direct relationship does in fact exist.
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.12

11. 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.

11.1. 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

11R. Hanhart, "Zum gegenwirtigen Stand der Septuagintaforschung,"”
in De Septuaginta, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox (Mississauga: Benben,
1984), pp. 8-9.

12See the Excursus to CH 1.

13Linguists 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.

11.2. TT is Primarily Synchronic.
"Synchronic linguistics investigates the way people speak in a

nl3 as opposed to

given speech community at a given point of time,
diachronic linguistics which focuses on the change of language through
time.16 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, der in
den verschiedenen Biichern des ATs sehr unterschiedlich ist, zweitens
1

von der unterschiedlichen Arbeitsweise der Ubersetzer," see,
"Methodologische Fragen," p. 426.

ISJ. 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.

16’I‘he 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), 5th ed.
(Paris: Payot, 1955), pp. 79-81. There is an English translation by
wade Baskin, Course in General Linguistics, (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1960). See also S. Ullmann, The Principles of Semantics,
(Glasgow: Jackson, Son & Co., 1951), pp. 50-62; Lyons, Language, pPp.
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.18

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. Inour case, the

LXX was usually read and understood by Greek speaking Jews and

9 However, the

Christians without reference to the Hebrew.
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

”See 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

Y]

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. In 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 is well
acquainted with the nature and causes of textual corruptions. See
TCU, or any standard introduction to textual criticism.

Ucultural differences are particularly fertile ground for these
kinds of differences because "a particular language will reflect in
its vocabulary the culture of the society for which it is the medium
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 épyievvodvyos (Dan. 1:3, passim) comes from combining the Greek
translations for the individual Hebrew words 37 and o©.?  since
Greek is a highly inflected language it lent itself to the combining

U Loan-translations should not

of words and affixes in this way.
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
for a term in the Vbr]age,26 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.

Bsuch "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 There were three main ways that the translators of the

LXX resolved the difficulties presented by unknown lexemes. At times

2

they merely transliterated a word into Greek characters™ or omitted

to translate the word altogether. For example, OG leaves RN
untranslated not only in 7:15 where it occurs in the difficult phrase

T N2, but all 10x that it appears in Daniel.m On other occasions

27Thack., pp. 31-33; E. Tov, "Transliterations of Hebrew words in
the Greek Versions of the 0ld 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 0ld Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-92.

308. 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."“
Exegetical renderings refer to the attempts of the translators to
render a difficult term on the basis of their exegesis of the context.32
Etymological renditions refer to cases where the translators guessed at
the meaning of the word based on its e‘cymology.33
uses xinpodosia to translate MPYPSM3 in 11:21, 34 and NPON3 in
11:32. «xAnpodooia only appears in three other passages in the LXX [Ps.
77(78):55; Ecc. 7:12(11); 1Macc. 10:89], and never for p‘?n which is

usually rendered by pepile, pepic. However, xAnpodosia is related to the

» For example, OG

nouns xinpovopia and xAfpog and the verbs xAnpovopé® and xAnpoée whose
semantic domain overlaps with that of pepife, pepic. It also happens
that the semantic domains of two of the main Hebrew terms which
these Greek words translate also overlap: 79N, meaning in various

nit PPN meaning

contexts "possession," "portion," or "inheritance;
"portion,” "share," "possession."35 In 11:21, 34 (327?) the translator

incorrectly guessed that MPYPPN3 "flatteries” was derived from pon

Iov’s ("Did the Translators,” pp. 53-70) terminology has been
borrowed, but the categories are organized different ly. Tov includes
renditions based on parallelism as a separate category.

32See the example, tpiiser 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.

*BDB, p. 635.

$BpB, pp. 323-324.
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and chose to translate with KlnpOSOGia.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 éamoctagficetat for NA2Y (niphal
imperfect, HL in Daniel). The MT is usually interpreted as a reference
to the killing of Onias.37
a case of Tendenz and that the translator intends the passage to be a

McCrystall argues that the LXX rendition is

reference to the deposition of Jason rather than the killing of Onias
III.38 Although McCrystall does not discuss how it is that

énostaffcetat 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." In 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

¥ Either suggestion is possible, of

what verb this might have been.
course, bu-t it is more likely that the translator was attempting to
reproduce his Vorlage 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

¥other instances where a cognate of xAnpodosia translates Jpn are
Jos. 12:7; Ps. 15(16):5, 53:12; Hos. 5:7; Is. 53:12. Cf. McCrystall (pp. 86-
88) who characterizes xAnpoSosia as an example of Tendenz because it is
not a "normal" Septuagint translation. The fact is OG decided not to
render P'?h with pepi¢, and OG never uses pepig at all.

Mont., p. 381.

38McCrystall, pp. 252-253, sees 9:26 as an historicizing 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 ypicpa to zpisTog based on the
reading of NN (vs. NYN) 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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&dictqm. Even a glance at HR under dafiotav, agiotavan, adrotaverv would
reveal there are twelve occurrences of apistqui for five semitic verbs
in OG.40 In 0G, and the rest of the LXX, the verb is most often
employed in the sense "turn away, depart"--whether it is Gnéstnuev amo
60b (i.e. God, Dan. 9:9) or é&mostijval &0 t@v Guapnadv #Hpev (Dan. 9:13)“—-

w  This latter sense overlaps with the

and "remove, withdraw.
meaning of the Hebrew 07> "will be cut off,” so the OG translator
employed one of his favourite words in the general sense of "will be
1‘emoved."43 This explanation is confirmed by the very similar
situation in 11:4 where the OG uses anostaéficetal to translate gmn (a
niphal imperfect of a verb which is a HL in D.amiel!).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

mqp. 7:12 (aph.); TM: 9:9; MS: 9:5, 11 (q.), 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.

Y15ee Jer. 40(33):8; Sir. 2:3; 1 Ki. 16:14.
tlSee 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 BM2 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
(&mootioeton) 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 0BRJY
"without hand," which OG renders with xai moificer cvvayeyqv xepds "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 OBR3 as a hiphil perfect of EOR (R'ORM).

The argument that the translator has reread the consonantal text is

45

based on the fact that the addition of the auxiliary verb noitw was one

% and cUVAYo

of the means of the translator’s to render causatives
frequently renders ®OR. In effect, the translator read a A for 3,
transposed the letters ©B, and read the changed letters as a hifil
perfect with Y consecutive. The motivation for this change was that
the translator did not know the meaning of the HL OENQ. 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 langue 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 Inf luences,"
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
II.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 transiation
(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
idiom.51 The analysis of style could be limited in the way that Szpek
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.
Slszpek, 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.54
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

| Traasfzr Systerc | g
S ) I Decode Enccde l R A
I Source Langue | Rezeptor Langue I T

Figure 1

C
<?

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.

11.4. 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, I, 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.56
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."57

The selection and combination of different units also affects

3% 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.).

%see Gleason, Linguistics, 14-26; Yule, Language, pp. 44-48.

S7Lyons, 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

$ In

surface structures in the target language (dynamic equivalence).
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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60 and one subject within syntax to

languages will appear is syntax,
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

2 Since clause connectors

functional or grammatical morphemes.
indicate the relationship between clauses, their translation in any
given instance depends on the connection between the clauses in which
they appear. In 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 chalAlenges, because no two languages use
conjunctions in the same way. For example, the extensive use of 1in
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 ) with xai. «xai has a high
rate of occurrence throughout the LXX, while 8¢ appears relatively
seldom. In original Greek the situation is reversed."’2 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).

61Yule, Language, p. 61; Ullmann, Principles, p. 39.

62'I‘his was noted to be the case in the 0G 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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63

but the type and frequency of alternative renditions. Different

patterns of usage may also indicate different translators of

o Depending on the

scriptural units or later recensionists.
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 pbrch 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

differently; they also can fill them differen'cly.65 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).

“See 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.66

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 enploy.
For example, in Dan. 1:5 the Hebrew reads: 15nn 1ran. oG
substitutes an adjective in the attributive position for the definite
noun in the genitive and translates with énd tig Basihikiic wpanélng. 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 amd tig tpanélng Pacidéeg.

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.67 what is

68 The number of

required in one language is redundant in another.
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 muf 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 5 (1969): 234.

67See 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 1l (1994): 75-107.
68See 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

¥ A slightly

different cause of a change can be a structure which is ambiguous in

arguments must guide any argument in a specific text.

the source text. In 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 "RP¢2 N2, which could be translated as "length of your
prosperity." However, Th has paxpd@vpog toi¢ nupantdpaci cov
"forbearance toward your sin" by reading the pointing of MT as
TIPE? NOM. It is easy to see how MOTR "healing” and MW
"lengthening" (the marker of the vowel 1 may not have been written),
and YU "neglect, error" and MYY "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 NYW "at ease" appears in 4:1.70

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.

11.5. 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

n This methodological presupposition was clearly established in

text.
the work of Frankel in 1841, and was followed in the later work of
Thackeray and Wifstrand.72 During the recent resurgence of studies
in the field of TT this principle has been taken for grant:ed."3
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.

72’I‘hackeray, "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.

Nother 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
Pripositionen 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 contemporary writings in the

source lan guage.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

" In the case of the LXX, the pervasive influence of

source language.
the LXX on the NT and the appearance of Septuagintisms (eg. xai
tyeveto) at one time engendered fierce debates about the semitic

n Ideally, we would compare every element

character of the gospels.
in the translation to its use in contemporary literature. This
procedure is feasible when only one feature of translation is

7 For

examined, but impractical when studying a whole translation.
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

7SSollamo, "Improper prepositions,” pp. 473-475; Semiprepositions,
pp. 3-10.

76Aejme1aeus ("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 from 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. Describe the general character of the TT employed.

2. Describe 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.

111. 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.80

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.8! We 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.

81Szpek, pp. 16-59.
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I111.1. 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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82 Szpek lists three topics under

features of style is arbitrary.
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

3 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. II.3. above for the discussion of style. Szpek,
herself, speaks of stylistic preference with regard to word order on
pp. 108-109.

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 the Structure of
Language, (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago, 1970), pp. 44-50; also E. Nida,
Componential Analysis of Meaning, (Paris: Mouton, 1975), pp. 113-115;
Nida and Louw, Semantics, p. 7.

1t is for this reason Tov ("Three Dimensions, pp. 535-538)
argues that Greek words became, more or less, "mere symbols
representing Hebrew words," (p. 535) and that the description of the
meaning of such words in the LXX could be dependent on the meaning of
its Hebrew equivalent.
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semantic considerations of the actual choice of renderings to the
transfer system. This distinction between the encoding process in the
transfer system and the formal surface structure chosen to be employed
in the translation is based on the recognition of a clear distinction
between the meaning (semantic structure) one is attempting to
communicate and how that meaning is converted into a surface
structure.85
Second, Lexicology is more appropriate as a subcategory because
it is more definitive with regard to the subject of study: words. As
it happens, the majority of Szpek’s discussion of Semantics is devoted

8 However, semantics is not limited

to problems of lexical semantics.
to the meaning of words, but includes the phrase, clause, sentence,
paragraph, and discourse as well. To use Szpek’s method consistently
the analyst of TT would have to examine the semantics of the phrase,
clause, and sentence in addition to and separately from the formal
syntactic devices (word order, inflection, articles, prepositions,
conjunctions, etc.) employed by language for the conveying of
linguistic relations. The fact that Szpek was working with two
semitic languages in her analysis meant that the syntactic systems
were very close; therefore, her inclusion of semantics did not pose
particular difficulties. However, there is little point in examining
the formal structures of syntax in isolation from the meaning of these
structures, because there is no linguistic basis to expect the
morphology of the syntactic systems of two languages to agree.87 The
semitic languages and Greek are prime examples of this fact. That is
why we have argued that TT should begin with a formal description of
the Morphology, Lexicology, and Syntax of the translation as compared
to the source text before considering how the meaning has been
affected. In this way all the elements of the translation can be

classified consistently and systematically analyzed as to how they

85See Chafe, pp. 15-91.
86Szpek, pp. 133-199.

87See Ullmann’s (Principles, pp. 24-40) discussion of the
distinction between the formal signals of lexical and syntactic
morphology on the one hand, and their meaning on the other. This
conclusion is also borne out by the early attempts of generative
grammar to treat syntax apart from semantics.
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have been employed to translate the elements of the source text.

The difference in our classification may be illustrated from two
of Szpek’s examples. Szpek refers to a participle in Job 1:12 as an
adjustment at the phrase level of semantics and states, "P[eshitta]
adds the participle . . . ‘is delivered’, implicit in the Heb. . .
Thus, in this example it is through addition that P adjusts the
semantics of the Heb. phrase to the translator’s explicit style of

nd Szpek is correct. However, we propose to classify it

expression.
initially as an addition at the phrase level of syntax. There is very
little difference in the two methods until we compare the addition of
the participle in 1:12 to the addition of the dative "to him" in 1:14.
Szpek describes the addition of the dative as an addition at the
phrase level of syntax,89 but there is no formal distinction between
the addition of the participle in 1:12 and the dative "to him" in
1:14. Therefore, our model would treat them both as variations in
syntax. Ultimately, the difference in methodology is similar to the
objection to the use of the Style criterion. Every syntactic choice
reflects the translator’s understanding of the meaning of the source
text; the difference between those structures which convey a
synonymous (or nearly so) reading and those which do not is only a
matter of degree.90
By postponing the treatment of Semantic issues and treating
Lexicology and Syntax as separate entities it is possible to provide a
clear and comprehensive formal comparative description of the source

' 1n the end, every relationship between two

and receptor texts.
texts, both the similarities and differences, can be described as
additions, omissions, or substitutions in the forms of the words, the
choice of particular words, or in how the words are put together to

form larger meaningful units of discourse. We will now examine these

88Szpek, pp. 23-24. Note the use of style in the sense of choice
in this example as well.

”Szpek, p. 21.

90Here we are assuming that the translator is attempting to convey
the basic semantic content of the text and is not adding material due
to theological Tendenz. See also Barr, "Typology," pp. 290-291.

50 also Sollamo, "Prepositions," p. 775, who refers to
"vocabulary, morphology, and syntax."
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subcategories in more detail.

111.1.i. Morphology
As a working definition a morpheme could be described as "a

n3l For example, the

minimal unit of meaning or grammatical function.
phrase the old players consists of three words but five morphemes.

The and old are both free morphemes because they can stand alone, but
the former is regarded as a functional morpheme since it does not have
meaning by itself. The word players has three morphemes. Play like
old is a lexical (it has meaning) morpheme, and, like many other free
morphemes, play can serve as the basic building block (stem) for other
words. Words are constructed through the addition of bound morphemes
such as er (meaning "person who does something”) and s (indicating
plural) to a stem. There are two types of bound morphemes:
derivational and inflectional. Inflectional morphemes like s are used
to grammaticalize (represent a meaning through the choice of a
specific form) number, tense, mood, etc. Derivational morphemes like
er are used to form new words and often the new word is part of a
different grammatical category. For example, the addition of Iy to
the adjective quick makes the adverb quickly. Finally, it is
necessary to point out that the same morpheme can be realized in more
than one form (referred to as allomorphs), and, conversely, there are
phonemically similar morphemes. To illustrate allomorphs we can
contrast the plural indicator s in players with the infix e in men.
For an example of phonemically similar morphemes, contrast that same s
indicating plural with the s in the clause he walks, which indicates
third person singular.

It has already been established that the semitic languages
Hebrew and Aramaic have a morphological structure which differs from
the Indo-European Greek language. Therefore, for the purposes of TT
it is important to identify the morphemes in the source text and

compare how the morphemes are represented in the translation, while

92Yule, p. 60. For a good introduction to morphology and Biblical
Hebrew see W. R. Garr, "The Linguistic Study of Morphology," in
Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, ed. W. Bodine (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1992), pp. 49-64; or see the technical description in E.
Nida, Morphology: The Descriptive Analysis of Meaning, (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan, 1949), pp. 1-106.
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bearing in mind the differences in morphological structure between the
two languages. The morphological elements identified by Szpek for the
Peshitta to Job are number, gender, person, word class, pronoun,

% She also notes that mood might be another

category to investigate, and we would add definiteness to this list as

suffix, tense, and voice.

well.94 Different languages grammaticalize for different aspects of
language and communication, but these categories should be sufficient
for the TT of the LXX, Peshitta, Targums, and Latin versions.

All of the aforementioned morphological categories require
attention for the analysis of the LXX. Generally speaking, functional
and bound morphemes tend to be particularly numerous and diverse in
their usage in all languages, so it is not surprising that they pose
particular difficulties for the TT of the LXX.95

fact that the bound morpheme ? has diverse functions in Hebrew (as a

For example, the

preposition used spatially, temporally; with the inf. cons.; marker of

dative, apposition, idiom with @ denoting possession, etc.)96

means
that a mere percentage indicating how often the morpheme is formally
represented by a distinct preposition or article in the Greek text
would be useless. The function of the morpheme in each case has to be
determined in order to compare how it is translated in all passages
where it has a similar grammatical function. For example, in Dan. 2:2
the ¥ is bound to an infinitive construct to form P¥?, but the

aorist active infinitive avayyeilon is all the OG requires for

93Szpek, pp. 16-20. Interchanges of active/passive, noun/verb,
and noun/adjective in the source text and the translation are
transformations involving the deep structure of grammar. For a
discussion, see Nida, Science, pp. 195-201, 228; for examples, see
Rabin, "Indefinite Subject," pp. 60-76.

M5ee the discussion of definiteness in Hebrew in J. Barr,
"Determination and the Definite Article in Biblical Hebrew," JSS 34
(1989): 307-35.

95Tov classifies many of these morphological differences as non-
variants (TCU, 219-228) for the purposes of textual criticism because
it is so difficult to determine whether the addition or omission of
these morphemes in the LXX reflects the actual reading of the Vorlage.

9"’See waltke and O’Connor, pp. 602-610 for uses with inf. cons.
and 205-212 as a preposition.
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translation.97 Likewise, in 2:24 the Y marking the dative and the
emphatic state of the noun marked by R in the word ROY™S are both
represented in the Greek texts by the article tb.%

Very important morphological differences between HA and Greek

9 For example,

also exist in the nominal and verbal systems.
aspect/tense and mood are far more distinctive in the morphological
structure of Greek than in HA.100 Therefore, when the translators of
the LXX had to grammaticalize a verb in the translation, they had to
impose features of tense and mood which were not part of the formal
structure of the HA text. On the other hand, the system of verbal
stems of HA makes different distinctions in Aktionsart than does

k.101 These distinctions are partially compensated for in Greek

Gree
through the grammaticalization of voice, but in certain cases

(causatives, intensives) the translators could only convey the meaning

9"Compare Th which has the pleonastic article vob.

98In Rife’s examination of Daniel 1:1-2:16 he continuously makes
reference to the non-translation of Y as significant when it is simply

a marker of the dative or is used with the inf.

¥see the discussion by Wevers, Use of Versions, pp. 16-19, where
he remarks on the differences in the verbal and nominal structure of
Greek and Hebrew. Eg., Greek inflects nouns in five cases, three
genders, and two numbers whereas Hebrew has three numbers (dual), two
genders, and no case system, though it does inflect for state. Works
specifically treating the translation of verbs include J. Barr,
"Translators’ Handling of Verbs in Semantically Ambiguous Contexts,"
in VI Congress of the IOSCS, ed. C. Cox (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1986), 381-403; Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive; "Neutrum Plural," pp.
189-199; Sollamo, "Paronymous Finite Verb," 101-113; Aejmelaeus,
"participium Coniunctum," pp. 385-393. See the detailed analysis of
the translation of the verb in Theodotion Job by P. Gentry, pp. 170~
241.

100The function of the Greek tense forms has been the subject of
intense debate over the years. For an excellent review of the
discussion and forceful arguments that aspect (how the action was
perceived to unfold) was the key function of the verb, see S. E.
Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the NT, with Reference to Tense
and Mood, (New York: Peter Lang, 1989), pp. 1-109; B. M. Fanning,
Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990), pp.
8-125.

lolSee the general discussion of the Hebrew verb in Waltke and
O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew, pp. 343-350 and the discussion of the
stems, pp. 351-432.
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1oz These examples indicate that TT

through their lexical choices.
has to be concerned with how the morphological features of the source

text (MT) were conveyed in the target text (LXX).

I11.1.ii. Syntax

Syntax is the study of the structure and ordering of morphemes
and groups of morphemes (i.e. words) in meaningful combinations. We
have already dealt with the nature of syntactic combinations and their
relevance for TT in the discussion of structure in Sec. II.4.
Syntagmatic or paradigmatic concerns may contribute to differences at
the word, phrase, clause, or sentence level of the translation. We
need only add that the choice of Greek conjunctions can entail
differences in word-order (eg. yép, 8¢, odv) or require a particular
grammaticalization of the verb (eg. iva, 6re¢ + subjunctive).

111.1.iii. Lexicology

Lexicology is concerned with the analysis of individual lexemes
(words) as translation equivalents for the vocabulary of the source
text. As with Morphology and Syntax, the analysis of vocabulary for
TT essentially involves a comparison of contrasting lexical
structures. Gleason illustrates this principle when he contrasts how
speakers of various languages classify the colours of the rainbow.

While English classifies the colours in six categories (purple, blue,

IOZWevers, Use of Versions, p. 19. See also E. Tov, "Causative
Aspects," pp. 417-424. Tov analyzes how verbs occurring in the
Hiph‘il are represented in the LXX. He groups them in four
categories: 1. Verbs which bear no special features; 2. Causative
Suffixes; 3. Use of auxiliary verbs; 4. Reversal of the causative
action.

The first category is the most frequent and represents causative
forms which could be adequately represented by a Greek verb already
expressing the semantic meaning of the causative. The second group
comprises those verbs which were expressed through the use of the so-
called Greek causative suffixes (-ow, -e@, -ao, -vo, -ifo, -alo, -avo, -
awe, -vvo, —eve). The auxiliary verb of the third category is usually
soteo (with adj./adv./verb/noun) although other verbs are used as well
(pp. 422-423). In the fourth category are a few examples of places
where the causative action of the verb was reversed in the

translation.
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green, yellow, orange, red), Shona uses four and Bassa only two.103

Clearly there is no difference in the denotational field described, it
is the languages which make different types of distinctions.104 The
fact that English (and by extension the English speaker) makes more
distinctions between the colours does not make it "better" nor more
"advanced." Every language has the capacity to refer to all aspects

05 This example

of human experience, they just do so differently.
also helps to demonstrate that the meaning of each colour term in each
language is to a certain extent determined by its relation to the

106 The same principle of

other terms on the colour continuum.
structural relations applies to the use of most vocabulary. This is
not to deny that there are some words with a very high denotational
value (eg. technical terms), but "the vast majority of words have at
least some significant relational value and, . . . this relational
value is of more basic importance than denotation."107
Linguists refer to the analysis of a conceptual field, such as
colour in the preceding paragraph, as an example of a "semantic
field." The analysis of semantic fields involves the collection and

investigation of the relationship between the set of words that belong

103Gleason, p. 4.

104W’ords are not, therefore, labels for concepts like exhibits in
a museum (the "museum myth"). See J. Bennett, Linguistic Behaviour,
(Cambridge: University Press, 1976), pp. 5-10; Lyons, Structural
Semantics, pp. 30-33.

105Lyons, Semantics, p. 250, states, "the grammatical and lexical
structure of different languages will tend to reflect the specific
interests and attitudes of the culture in which they operate. What it
does not mean, however, is that every grammatical and lexical
distinction must be correlated with some important difference in the
patterns of thought of the society using the language." See also E.
Nida, Language Structure and Translation, (Stanford: University Press,
1975), pp. 184-191; Science, pp. 50-56.

IMLyons, Structural Semantics, pp. 38-39. Although the study of
Berlin and Kay indicates that the majority of speakers in any language
identify a common foci for colour terms, this does not nullify the
basic fact that speakers of different languages draw distinctions on
the colour continuum differently. See B. Berlin and P. Kay, Basic
Colour Terms: Their Universality and Evolution, (Los Angeles: Univ. of
California, 1969).

107Silva, Biblical Words, p. 112; Lyons, Language, p. 153.
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).108 For example, we could investigate the

to a domain (subject area
words that belong to the domain of colour, or the subdomain of terms
that constitutes the domain red (pink, scarlet, wine, red). The
advantage of this type of analysis is that it emphasizes and contrasts
the paradigmatic (see Sec. II.4.) choices that are available in a
particular domain.109

The significance of the paradigmatic relationships (or sense
relations) between words in differing languages becomes obvious as
soon as one undertakes the task of translating, or, as in our case,
the analysis of TT. As Lyons states,

It is not so much that one language draws a greater or

less number of semantic distinctions than another which

prevents the matching of their vocabularies one-to-one

(although the normal bilingual dictionaries encourage this

view). It is rather that thﬁﬁe distinctions are made in

completely different places.
Assuming that the translator understood the meaning of a given word in
its Vbr]age,”l the analysis of TT attempts to understand how the
translator matched the structural relations of the vocabulary of the
receptor language to that of the source text. At one and the same
time, the analyst has to keep one eye on the paradigmatic relations
between the words in the source text and the other eye on the

paradigmatic relations that exist in the target language between the

108See Lyons, Semantics, pp. 250-261; Lehrer, pp. 1-17; Nida,
Science, pp. 47-50; Componential, pp. 174-191.

109For an example of a lexicon based on semantic domains, see the
ambitious work edited by Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament. (New York: UBS, 1988).

110Lyons, Structural Semantics, pp. 37-38; Ullmann, Principles,
pPp. 54-62.

luFor example, it has been discussed in some detail that there
were instances where cultural differences, the use of rare words or
diachronic changes in the language caused the translators of the LXX
considerable difficulty (Sec. II1.3). There were also instances where
the translator was confused about the meaning of words due to polysemy
or homonymy. The distinction between a simple figurative extension of
meaning vs. polysemy, on the one hand, and polysemy vs. homonymy on
the other is often difficult to discern. See Ullmann, pp. 114-137;
Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 113-114,
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possible translation equivalents for the words in the Vbrlage.“2

The interaction of these opposing forces had significant consequences
on the vocabulary of the LXX.113 It is also why we have some semitic
words which are rendered with half a dozen or more equivalents; and in
other cases the same translator employed a SE for the majority or even
all of the occurrences of a different lexeme, even if the semantic
range of the translation equivalent did not match that of the source
lexeme. On still other occasions the translators employed the
technique of lexical levelling, i.e. using one lexeme in the target
language to render two or more from the source language.

The use of multiple equivalents, SE, and lexical levelling in
the LXX reflects the same tension that we experience when we encounter
the problem of translating the related set of meanings of different
lexemes and the differing meanings of the same lexeme from one
language into another. The challenges which the translation of the
semitic vocabulary presented to the LXX translators (not to mention
the times they did not know the meaning of the text), also teach us
that the examination of vocabulary has to be very detailed. With
regard to the technique of using SE or lexical levelling, we should
also emphasize once again that it is the departure from an otherwise
uniform approach (the "marked" use) that is instructive to our
understanding of the TT in a translation unit. For example, in the
Hebrew portions of Daniel both OG and Th employ Aadeo as a SE for 27,

112See the examples of wpunv and gapwv from Dan. 1:8 in CH 1.II1.3
and the discussion in Harl, Septante, pp. 243-253.

Bsee fn. 20, above. The fact that words do not have any "core"
meaning (if they have meaning at all) and the significance of their
structural relations underscores our desperate need for a proper
Lexicon of the LXX. Fortunately, this need has been partially met by
the recent publication of Muraoka’s lexicon which treats exhaustively,
but not exclusively, the Twelve Prophets. See T. Muraoka, A Greek-
English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Twelve Prophets), (Louvain:
Peeters, 1993). Muraoka offers definitions and not merely glosses as
in the conventional approach (exemplified in LEH) and he provides
useful information regarding terms sharing the same semantic field as
well as collocational uses. One can only hope that he, or others,
continue this important project. The first volume of the new Hebrew
dictionary produced by Sheffield is also a step forward, though it
does not offer definitions. See D. J. A. Clines, ed., The Dictionary
of Classical Hebrew, vol. 1. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press),
1993,
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which occurs 19x in Daniel. In this case the translators are doubly
consistent because they do not use Aakéow for any other term. However,
in two cases (1:19; 11:27) OG departs from his normal pattern and
employs alternative renderings to produce better idiomatic

translations.114

Even though OG could have maintained the regular
pattern like Th, and frequently did so, he manifests a greater
tendency to choose an alternative rendering that captures the flavour
of the original.

While most studies of vocabulary for TT have concentrated on
paradigmatic relations as evidenced by the degree of the use of SE by
the translator, the role of syntagmatic relations has been virtually
neglected. This theory emphasizes the meaningful relationships that
exist between particular combinations of words in a syntagm. For
example, Porzig points to the relationship between biting and teeth;

I3 The most significant aspect of

barking and dog; blonde and hair.
the syntagmatic relationship between words is that it limits or
defines the paradigmatic choices in any given context. Blonde is only
used as a description of hair. Biting is only done with teeth, and
there is very little done with teeth (eg. bite, nibble, and chew).
Syntagmatic relations between words are also referred to as the study

of their collocations.”6

For example, the words strong and powerful
may be used to describe a person, but strong would not be used in
collocation with car though powerful-could. Likewise, we refer to tea
being strong but not powerful.117

The understanding of syntagmatic relationships has obvious
implications for TT. 1In general, the choice of many translation
equivalents for the source text will be defined by the collocational
restrictions of the vocabulary in the target language. However, at

the same time, the target language will make adjustments and introduce

114See the discussion of 2:1-10 in CH 5.

115W. Porzig, Das Wunder der Sprache, (Bern: Francke, 1950), 68.

bncollocations refers to the combination of words that have a
certain mutual expectancy." See H. Jackson, Words and Their Meanings,
(New York: Longman, 1988), p. 96.

117Example from M.A.K. Halliday, "Lexis as a linguistic level," in
In Memory of J.R. Firth, ed. C. E. Bazell et al. (London: Longmans,
1966), pp., 150-151.
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changes because of the different lexical structures and also because

of cultural differences. 118

One of the most significant ways that
syntagmatic relationships may affect TT, however, is when the
translator is forced to choose between particular translation
equivalents. For example, Th prefers to render all words related to
JO20 with otvesic or cognate words. 0Y22m (hi. substantive part.)
occurs 5x in MT and in three instances Th uses the part. of ovvinm
(1:4; 11:35; 12:3). However, in 11:33 Th employs ocvvetdog and in 12:10 he
emnploys vofgoveg (1-10 in LXX), but we can account for these
differences below. oivesig also renders all three occurrences of
MmO (5:11, 12, 14) and ovvinp is usually the equivalent for the vb.
Sot (3/5).1% In 8:25 the noun 53 occurs in a difficult passage to
refer to Antiochus’ insight. There are then four instances where Th
does not render {920 with aivesic or related words. They may be
accounted for as follows. In 7:8 (hithpa.) and 8:25 there is not the
same specific emphasis on the quality of wisdom, so Th uses

120

alternatives. In 9:22 the hi.inf.cons. 92 occurs together with

M3, and in the case of these terms with similar meanings Th has an
even higher preference for oivesig to translate M3 (4/5).121
Therefore, Th had to choose a different verb for the inf.cons. of
Y2®. In this case Th chose the fairly rare term ovppipife (1-10 in
LXX). The same phenomenon accounts for 12:10, except in this case
D*9'28M is the subject of WM3'. 1In this instance Th uses vofpove¢ for
o')"OPNN because he prefers to translate the verb with the 3.act.f.i.

of osuvinui. Even though ovvetdg is also cognate with ovvesig, we can see

118Lyons, Semantics, p. 265.

g, 9:13, 25. According to Zieg., in 1:17 Th has giweotv xai
ppoviowy for VO™ PM which is the opposite of the normal translation
equivalents used by Th (s. 1:4). However, the 4th century Sahidic ms.

925 does transpose the terms and it is quite possible that it contains
the original Th reading.

12OAs we have mentioned, in 8:25 it is Antiochus who has insight,
while in 7:8 npooevoovv (1-8, never in OG) "1 was thinking about" is an
adequate translation of the sense.

121See 2:21; 8:15; 10:1. The exception is 1:20 where Th uses
t¢motipng. This is another HL (1-59 in LXX) for Th that is not found

in OG.
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that Th employed it for @*9'2Z in 11:33 for the same reason that he
made a change in 12:10, DYDY was the subject of 1127,

In 9:22, 12:10, and 11:33 it is the appearance of two words in
syntagmatic relationship, which Th normally renders with the same
translation equivalent, that forces Th to make a choice between

1 Another main way that syntagmatic

favourite renditions.
relationships affect TT is occasions where one language uses a syntagnm
while the other language may only require a single lexeme to render
roughly the same meaning. For example, see Dan. 2:13 where OG
translates M1 MPB) "a decree went out” with ¢doypatiotn "it was
decreed” and in 1:4 where YW Y°2\WI M 1Y . . . ™M AWM is
translated xai ederdei¢ . . . xai ypappatixovs xai copovg. Other
syntagmatic features to consider are the construct genitive relation
in HA or infinitive absolutes modifying another verb; Greek verbs that
are followed by a particular case, infinitive, or object clause; and

prepositions because they require a certain case.

111.2. Adjustment _

Adjustment refers to the types of changes that have been made in
the formal structure of the source text as it passed through the
transfer system. Once again, we can approach the subject in general
agreement with Szpek, but would offer some modifications. In the
first place, all Adjustments in the translation can be generally
classified as additions, omissions, or substitutions at the
morphological, word, phrase, clause, or sentence level. For this
reason, Szpek’s "secondary" adjustments in the category of Universally
Oriented adjustments (Harmonization and Clarification) have been
omitted. At times it is difficult to distinguish between categories
and it may be that the inclusion of Harmonization and Clarification
blurs the distinction between Adjustment and Motivation. For example,
Szpek defines harmonization as taking place when "an element is
altered . . . in order to better accord with an element in the

surrounding environment . . . achieved through addition, omission, or

122'I‘hese examples combined with Th’s use of no less than four HL
(vofpoveg, émiotfng, mposvoovv, svuPipasal) to render vocabulary in the
domain of knowing that are not even found in OG indicate that Th was

working to his own agenda.
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1123

substitution. However, she also includes Intra-, Inter-, and

A Parallel Verse Influence as three subcategories under Motivation.124
Likewise, her statement that Clarification is "due to an ambiguity in
the source text with the intent . . . of bringing clarity to the
text,"125 focuses on the motivation for an adjustment, i.e. to
achieve clarification.

On the other hand, Szpek’s subdivisions of Syntactically and
Semantically Oriented Adjustments are quite helpful. Two alterations
have been made to the latter category. First, the category is renamed

Lexically Oriented changes in recognition that these topics are

126 Lexical

concerned with adjustments to individual lexemes.
semantics is a more appropriate description of the specific subject,
but the change is consistent with the earlier remarks concerning
Lexicology vs. Semantics as categories. Transliteration is also added
as a topic because there were times when the LXX transliterated
unknown or technical terms (see Sec. II.3.).

Numerous lexical adjustments are to be expected in a translation
because of the differing lexical structures as well as the sheer
volume of data with which we are working. There are two main
approaches to examining lexical relations: componential analysis and
sense relations. Componential analysis is actually an extension of
field theory and is an attempt to ground it in a more rigorous,
scientific methodology by analysing the meaning of terms on the basis
of a set of sense components. It enjoys wide influence among
semanticists and Szpek demonstrates the usefulness of the technique
for the analysis of lexical relations for TTZIN However, as Lyons

points out, componential analysis has been confined to limited areas

123Szpek, p. 34.
124See her definitions, Szpek, pp. 46-47.
WB1pid., p. 34.

126All of the topics dealing with Lexically Oriented changes have
been discussed under previous sections examining changes in the
translation due to synchronic and diachronic influences (Sec. II.3.)
and/or Lexicology (Sec. III.1.iii.).

127Szpek, pp. 36-38. For further explanations, see Lehrer, pp.
46-74; Lyons, Semantics, 317-335; Nida, Science, pp. 82-83;
Componential, 32-67.
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of vocabulary and it is possible to construct differing but "equally

"B 11 the case of

plausible analyses for the same set of lexemes.
TT where the specific concern is to compare the lexical relations
between two languages, the approach of sense relations should prove
itself to be more useful. There are two basic types of sense
relations: relations based on similarity and relations based on

oppositeness.

111.2.i. Relations Based on Similarity.

These are the most important sense relations for the analysis of
vocabulary because the majority of cases where alternative translation
equivalents are employed in the translation of a lexeme are based on
similarity. There are two types of relations based on similarity:
overlapping and inclusive. Overlapping relations are those to which

129

we usually assign the term synonymy. Synonymy recognizes that two

or more words can be substituted for one another in a given context in

130

order to produce the same meaning. Overlapping relations may be

diagrammed as in Figure 3.

Figure 3

128Lyons, Semantics, p. 333.

129Nida, Componential, pp. 16-17; Semantic, pp. 31-32; Jackson,
pp. 65-74; Lyons, Structural, pp. 74-78. W.E. Collinson distinguishes
nine different types of synonymy, in W. E. Collinson, "Comparative
Synomics: Some Principles and Illustrations," Transactions of the
Philosophical Society, (1939): 54-77.

]wSee the discussion of types of sameness in R. Harris, Synonymy
and Linguistic Analysis, Language and Style, 12 (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1973), 11-12. We accept Lyons’assertion that "synonymy
must be bound with context;" therefore, two words do not have to be
synonymous in all contexts to be regarded as synonymous in any one
context.
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For example, in 12:3 OG employs ¢aive while Th has éxAduze for W
"enlighten." Or OG can employ both tpBéAle and pinte to translate RDJ,
though in this case the distribution of the terms indicates the
activity of different translators.131

Inclusive relations (hyponymy) explores the relationship between
words by arranging them in hierarchies, i.e. the meaning of some words
is included within the meaning of others. For example, collie,
terrier, poodle and bulldog (co~hyponyms) are all included within the
meaning of dog. By the same token dog is a co-hyponym with other
species such as wolf, coyote, and fox which are all hyponyms of the

1.”2

superordinate anima We could diagram these relationships as in

Figure 4.

A

coyote fox

collie, terrier, poodle

Figure 4

The higher one goes up the hierarchy the more general is the
terminology while lower terms become more specific. The sense
relationships could be diagrammed differently by the addition of
different sense components in the hierarchical structure (eg.
household as opposed to wild animals). The point is that during the
course of translation there are times that the translator may choose
either a more general or a more specific term in the hierarchical
structure as a translation equivalent. For example, in 1:4 OG employs

elvar instead of the more specific infinitive of fetmut to translate the

131See CH 5.IV.1.iv.

132See the discussion of hierarchical structuring in Nida,
Science, pp. 73-82; Lyons, Structural, pp. 69-72; Lehrer, pp. 20-24.
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infinitive construct s, ¥

111.2.iii. Relations Based on Opposition (Antonymy)

Relations based on opposition are normally confined to
dichotomous pairs. There are different kinds of lexical opposites, but
we can begin by observing the distinction between graded and

134 Graded opposites involve a degree of

ungraded opposites.
comparison, such as big:small, high:low. Size or height is always
relative to a point of comparison whether or not that point of

d-135 Lyons reserves the term antonym

comparison is explicitly state
for graded opposites because they tend to rely on polarized contrasts
(good:bad) even though they are scalable. On the other hand, the
denial of one member of a pair of ungraded opposites usually implies
the assertion of the other. For example, compare the relations between
complementaries, such as married:single, male:female and conversives
such as buy:sell, gz've:take.]36

The significance of binary relations for TT is that the translator
may choose to express the meaning of the Vorlage through a

translation equivalent or syntagm that is opposite in meaning to an

equivalent in the target text, regardless of what he finds in the
Vorlage. For example, a translator might have chosen to employ
um;ﬁbbg as the equivalent for RN (the SE in the LXX is apaptia), in a
particular context in order to express a contrast with éyafdg. In
fact, this does not happen in the entire LXX, but it is possible that
the choice of a translator could be influenced by similar conditions.

It is also possible that a translator could transform a negative

133See also 1:19 and 10:17. In every case Zieg. has conjectured
the more specific lotnut, but the readings of the witnesses should

stand (see CH 2).

134See the complete discussion by Lyons, Semantics, pp. 270-290;
the slightly different categorization by Nida, Semantic, pp. 32-34.

135Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 130-131; Lyons, Semantics, pp. 272-
273.

136Lyons, pp. 279-280. Conversives are especially helpful in
defining social roles (doctor:patient, master:servant), kinship terms
(uncle/aunt :niece/nephew), and spatial and temporal relations
(above:below, before:after). Nida (Semantics, p. 34) also
distinguishes reversives such as tie:untie, alienate:reconcile.
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statement and express it positively or vice versa. No certain
examples of equivalents influenced by binary relations could be found

in Daniel. There are probably only a small number in the LXX.

I11.3. Motivation

The reasons that may have led to an adjustment in the
translation are considered under the category Motivation. The list
may appear overly extensive, but there are subtle differences that
distinguish them. Once again, we are in general agreement with the
categories as listed and defined by Szpek, though there are a few

13 First, in keeping with the spirit of

minor modifications.
adopting the terminology of the model we have "substituted" the more
general term Harmonization for Intra-, Inter-, and Parallel Verse
Influence. There is no inherent reason for this choice other than the
accepted scholarly use of the term harmonization seems sufficient to
describe the phenomena.138
In the second place, the differing nature of the LXX translation
requires the addition of two topics: Phonological and Literary
Technique. Phonological considerations that motivate a translation
equivalent may be derived either from the source text or the receptor
language. The former type have often been referred to rather
inaccurately as homophones, i.e. the use of Greek words to render a

1% J. de Waard correctly

similar sounding word in the semitic text.
suggests that the use of the term "homophony" to denote Greek words

translating Hebrew words of similar sounds should be discarded.

137The reader is directed to Szpek, pp. 40-49, for her discussion,
though the topics should be fairly self-evident.

l381t is not that important to distinguish by topic whether an
element is harmonized with another element within the verse (Intra-
verse), an adjacent verse (Inter-verse), or a more remote verse
(Parallel) because the information will be given in the description
anyway. On harmonization, see E. Tov, "The Nature and Background of
Harmonization in Biblical Manuscripts,”" JSOT 31 (1985): 3-29.

139G. B. Caird, "Homoeophony in the Septuagint," in Essays in
Honour of W.D. Davies, ed. R. Hammerton-Kelly and R. Scroggs (Leiden:
Brill, 1976), 74-88; C. Fritsch, "Homophony in the Septuagint,” in
Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies, ed. A. Shinan (Jerusalem:
Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977), 115-20; J. Barr, "Doubts about
Homoeophony in the Septuagint," Textus 12 (1985): 1-2.

169



i
|

Homophony does not apply at the inter-lingual level because the sound
systems of two languages are never equivalent and, more importantly,
confusion arises from the definition of homophony since it implies
there is a difference in meaning between two words which sound the

same.! Dpe Waard suggests that the classification "phonological

translation" be employed in its'place.]41

Though phonological translations were employed in the LXX, it is

" worthwhile to heed Barr’s warning that translations based on phonetic

resemblance were "a very minor factor in vocabulary choice."142 Barr
suggests that a strong example of a translation based on phoﬁetic
resemblance should be characterized by two features: one phonetic and
one semantic. "A Greek word must have a very striking and impressive
likeness to the Hebrew word" (italics his) if it is to be considered
as having a strong phonetic resemblance. He finds the definitibn of
the semantic criterion more difficult, but suggests that there should
be some ambiguity involved in determining whether the word chosen has
the same meaning. This ambiguity is necessary, because if the word
has a similar semantic range, then there is no basis for the term to

3 However, the

have been chosen due to phonetic resemblance.
possibility that phonetic considerations may have played a role in
instances where the translator had two or more possible equivalents
cannot be ignored. In order to demonstrate that it was highly

probable the translator was motivated by phonetic similarity in these

140For example, Tov even adds the qualification that homophones

~differ in meaning ("Loan-words,” p. 218). See J. De Waard,

"*Homophony’ in the Septuagint," Bib 62 (1981): 551-61.

141De waard, p. 555, classifies five major types of phonological
translations: I A. Neither lexical nor grammatical translation has
been affected; I B. Only grammatical translation has been affected; II
A. A shift of components of meaning has taken place without a
grammatical change;II B. A shift of components has taken place with
grammatical change; III. One component of meaning has been retained
and one deleted or one component of meaning has been retained and one
added; IV. A specific rendering has been given instead of a generic
one; V. A synecdoche is the result of phonological translation.
Thack., pp. 36-38, refers to translations using Greek words of similar
sound to the Hebrew.

142Barr, "Doubts," p. 77.

143Barr, "Doubts," p. 6. De Waard's classifications are helpful
in clarifying the type of ambiguity that may be involved.
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cases, one must be able to justify it on the basis of the translation
technique. For example, if an uncommon word was selected over the
normal equivalent to translate a word in a given instance, then one
could reasonably argue that it is phonetically motivated. In Dan. 3:4
0OG has o xfipvE éxfpuEe for RMP RN, The phonological motivation for
the choice of the verb is borne out by the fact that it is the only
place where it occurs in OG, and Th translates with Bodm.

Phonological motivation may also derive from the receptor
language, i.e. the translator may choose a word because it has similar
sounds to words in the immediate context (eg. rhyming, alliteration).
Here again we have to be cautious about making excessive claims that
may be explained otherwise. However, there is no a priori reason to
exclude this motivation either. For example, in 12:10 MT has W@™
DY, which Th translates with évopfsesiv é&vopor. OG retains the play
on sound, but with different equivalents, duaptoswv ol duapml.oi.l“

Literary Technique refers to translations that were motivated
due to some type of literary consideration in the text. For example,
M® occurs in Daniel 3:17 and OG employs ¢oBéo as a translation
equivalent instead of the more usual Aatpedo. The motivation for this
rendering was to supply a parallel with 3:12. In 3:12 OG translates
the semitic idiom DP® B'® "pay regard to" (+ 9P pers. )Y with otx
tpoPi@noav cov tiv évtodfiv "[they] do not fear your decree." According
to OG, the three do not fear the king’s decree because there is a God

whom they do fear!146

111.4 Effect on Meaning
We have discussed the relationship of the meaning of the

144Muraoka argues that the LXX translators utilized alliteration
in Job 1:1, 8, 2:3, 3:16, Num. 12:12. See T. Muraoka, "Literary
Device in the Septuagint,” Textus 8 (1973): 20-30.

Wsee BDB, p. 1113.

146It is surprising that Meadowcroft, pp. 159-160, can devote
discussion to the unusual translation by OG, but fails to note the
obvious literary connection between 3:12 and 17. Muraoka ("Literary
Device,” pp. 20-30) cites Job 1:1 and 2:3 as instances where the
translator may have arranged words according to alphabetical order and
Jer. 2:6 where the translator employed four adjectives beginning with
privative alpha. See also D. Weissert, pp. 31-44.
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translation to the source text and the difference between the
perspective of the translator and the analyst of TT above (Sec. 11.2).
The topics are fairly straightforward and have been adequately treated

k.“7 Szpek delineates various degrees of synonymy based on

by Szpe
the proposals of Ullmann and Collinson,148 but it is extremely difficult
to grade one term as more intense or more emotive than another when
comparing two different languages, especially ancient dead ones. In
many cases such comparisons are also irrelevant because the
translator’s choice of lexical equivalents is limited in the first place,
and may be even more restricted due to other factors (established

equivalents, cultural usage, grammar).

IV, Summary

The aim of this chapter has been to provide a theoretical
foundation for the analysis of TT based on linguistic principles. This
has entailed three stages. First, we provided a definition of TT and
_commented briefly on five aspects of the definition: The purpose of the
study of TT is to describe how individual translators engaged in the
task of translating a unit of scripture for a community. Second, we
laid the foundations for the propos__ed model of TT by giving five
presuppositions for TT: TT is Descriptive; TT is Pﬁmarﬂy Synchronic;
TT accounts for Langue and Parole; TT is Structural; and TT Takes
the Source Language as its Point of Departure. Each of these
principles was thoroughly discussed and examples were given in order
to demonstrate their relevance for TT. Finally, we outlined the '
proposed model of TT. Heidi Szpek has recently proposed a similar
type of model and at some points we adapted her terminology in order
to encourage standardization. There are differences in methodology
that were clearly delineated in the course of the discussion, but, more
importantly, we are agreed with Szpek that a linguistic approach is
the most appropriate means for the analysis of TT.

The analysis of TT begins by comparing the similarities and
differences between the structural elements in the source and receptor

texts. It is only after this initial comparison that the analyst can

147See Szpek, pp. 49-59.

148Ullmann, Principles, pp. 142-143; Collinson, pp. 54-77.
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begin to formulate answers to the questions about how the translator
made changes (Adjustment) and why the changes were made

(Motivation). The proposed methodology will satisfy the aim of TT as
we have defined it, and also accounts for the effect that the process

of translation had on the meaning of the text.
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Chapter 5
Translation Technique in OG and Th Daniel

In the previous chapter a theoretical approach for the analysis
of TT was presented. It is now time to put the theory into practice.
The present chapter consists of an analysis of five passages from the
book of Daniel: 1:1-10, 2:1-10, 3:11-20, 8:1-10, 12:1-13. Each
passage includes annotated texts of Th, MT, and OG, which are arranged
vertically in parallel alignment. The lines of the alignment are
numbered consecutively in the left-hand margin to provide a means of
reference for the analysis of the TT. The texts represent both the
Hebrew and Aramaic sections of Daniel, and, except for two passages,
were chosen at random. The first section, ch. 1:1-10, was chosen
because it offered few difficulties, and, therefore, was a suitable
means for the reader to become acquainted with the analysis. Chapter
8:1-10 was chosen because it was the section analyzed by Jeansonne.
The concern in this passage will be directed primarily toward the
relationship between OG and Th, because Jeansonne has commented on the

texts.!

1. Introduction to the Analysis

The texts have been aligned in a way that maximizes readability
and facilitates the analysis. As we would expect, however, there are
numerous occasions where the wording of OG does not formally
correspond to the HA on the same line. The procedure followed for the
annotation of the text is described below, and a portion from 1:10 is

included as an illustration in Figure 3.

98 1@ TpécORa VROV =mbh] -y k1o mpooomov v

99 (oxvfpond) ooapt Siatetpappévov

100 +xal aodevég
Figure 5

The OG has three types of markings. First, square brackets [ ]

]See Jeans., pp. 34-57.



are used to enclose words whose originality is questionable. Second,
the text is annotated with letters (I! in 1. 98) corresponding to the
three areas of linguistics for the analysis of TT: l'=Morphology,
s’=Syntax, and L=Lexicology. Third, possible pluses and omissions of
words in OG are designated by the signs + and - (s. 1. 100). Most
pluses and minuses have been isolated to their own line, but that has
not always been possible. Therefore, a + at the beginning of a line
designates that the whole line may be a plus, while - - marks
omissions in a line of OG compared to MT. If a word (or words) occurs
as a plus in a line with word(s) that translate the presumed Vorlage,
the + occurs immediately before and after the plus. Omissions of some
elements, which usually occur as bound morphemes in HA (suffixes, the
definite article, the conjunction 3, directive 7, interrogative ), but
in Greek as free morphemes (words), are not normally marked by -. In
keeping with the linguistic approach, these items are normally
considered in the discussion of TT. The same principle applies to
small words such as personal and relative pronouns, the nota
accusativi DR(TR), and inseparable prepositions. Likewise, the
appearance of minor morphological elements in the OG, which could be
retroverted into HA, are not normally marked by +.

The same markings apbear in Th, but they are used differently.
First, the use of superscript letters is more sparing than in the case
of OG and often highlights features that distinguish the TT of Th from
O0G. This approach is justified on the basis of the close formal
correspondence of Th to MT. Second, based on the close formal
relationship between Th and MT, Th is more frequently marked with a
+ or - for minor morphemes. The omission of minor morphemes in Th,
which are usually unmarked in OG, will often be indicated by only one
-. Th is marked in a fourth way as well. Underlining is used to
mark portions of Th that may indicate dependence on OG. Round
brackets (1. 100) are used to indicate places where Th demonstrates
significant independence in translation. This marking is for the
purpose of determining whether Th is a recension of OG.

The analysis that follows the text will be divided into three
sections, each of which addresses one of the major issues of this

research. Immediately following the passage we evaluate the TT of OG

175



and Th.2 The discussion proceeds according to the major headings:
morphology, syntax, and lexicology. Sometimes the frequency with
which a dreek word renders a Hebrew/Aramaic word in the Vorlage is
indicated in brackets separated by a slash (/). The frequency of
words that are rare in Daniel and the OT are also indicated in round
brackets, but are separated by a dash (-). The first number indicates

3 The frequency in OG

the frequency in Daniel, the second in the LXX.
ahd Th will be inclusive, i.e. they are not counted as separate works.
If a word is referred to as a HL or a frequency such as 1-10 is given,
then that is the only occurrence of that word including both Greek
texts. The discussion will always clarify any ambiguous cases. The
analysis of the passage will conclude with a summary.

Following the TT analysis there will be a preliminary discussion
of the relationship of Th to 0G, which is indicated in that particular
passage. The purpose is to determine whether Th is a recension, but
how do we distinguish between revision and translation? This is a
difficult question, and has not been sufficiently addressed. With
respect to Th the views of scholars seem more often to reflect a
general opinion rather than a sustained examination using a definite
methodology. From the survey of literature in the first chapter it was
noted that Jeansonne is the only one who offers some statistics in
support of her conclusion. However, we also noted that her statistics
are misleading. The fact that Th reads the same as OG in 40% of the
passage she analyses (8:1-10), does not necessarily lead to the
conclusion that "8 retains the OG."4 Jeansonne’s analysis betrays a
basic assumption that scholars have made, i.e. common readings prove
dependence. As we have seen in our review, many, if not most, modern-
day scholars would be agnostic concerning the person of Theodotion,

2’I‘he 0G reading in all cases assumes the critical text which we
have reconstructed. The reader is directed to CH 2.

3It should be noted that HR is the source for the frequencies for
the LXX, and the time has not always been taken to verify the accuracy
of HR with the Gbttingen critical editions. HR must always be used
with caution and the OG of Daniel is an excellent example of the care
that must be taken with its use.

4Jeans., p. 57.
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yet common readings are assumed to indicate borrowing by Th.5 Now,
that may be the case. On the other hand, a number of verbal
agreements méy be equally explained as coincidental or the result of
textual corruption. As we have already pointed out, the most
important criterion for determining whether a text is a recension is
the isolation of distinctive agreements between that text and the text
from which it was supposedly revised.6

In the comparison of OG and Th, passages of Th will not be
underlined that agree with OG, if they can easily be explained as
derivative from MT. Neither does the fact that a passage is
underlined indicate that Th necessarily borrowed from the OG.
Underlining only indicates the possibility that Th is dependent on the
0G or that they share a common reading. Invariably, there is an
element of subjecti?ity to our discussion, but that cannot be avoided.
However, by focusing on instances where Th seems to have borrowed from
0OG and those where it seems to be independent, it is possible to
arrive at a clearer understanding of their relationship. There are at
least three ways by which we could characterize Th’s relation to OG.
First, it could be a completely independent translation. Second, it
could be a recension in the way that it is generally understood. That
is, Th had the OG and proto-MT before him and copied the OG as long as
it formally reproduced the Vorlage. In certain cases Th standardized
the terminology, though not always consistently, and introduced
corrections to the OG where it departed from his proto-MT Vorlage.
These corrections may have resulted from Th’s perception that OG
translated incorrectly or too freely.7 A third way to view their

relationship is that Th did have both proto-MT and OG (or may have

5See also the recent article by L. Grabbe who does not accept
common vocabulary as an indication of dependence in his examination of
a portion of the Hexapla of the Psalms extant in the Mailand text.
See "The Translation Technique of the Greek Minor Versions:
Translations or Revisions?," in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate
Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1992), pp. 505-56.

6See the Introduction.

Tsee Brock, "To Revise," pp. 301-38. L. Greenspoon suggests an
interesting modern analogy to "Theodotion’s'" activity in, "Biblical
Translators in Antiquity and in the Modern World," HUCA 60 (1989): 91-
113.
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been familiar with OG), but that Th translated his Vorlage more or
less independently and employed OG occasionally or when confronted
with difficult passages. As we begin the investigation we should
allow the evidence to speak for itself and allow for any one of these
possibilities to be the closest approximation to Th’s methodology.

We will conclude the investigation of each passage with a
discussion of textual variants in the passage. The evaluation of
readings will be guided by our understanding of the TT in the OG and
Th. We will also consider the witness of the Quuran mss., as well as
the Peshitta and Vulgate.

I apologize beforehand for the cryptic nature of the very
detailed notes of the analysis. The list of abbreviations are

included below for reference, but most should be easily recognized.

Grammatical Sigla

a. active

abs. ‘ absolute

acc. accusative
add. addition

adj. adjective

aor. aorist

cf. compare, i.e. for a different view
conj. conjunction
cons. construct

dat. dative

f. feminine

gen. genitive

ha. haphel

hi. hiphil

hithpa. hithpaal
hithpe. hithpeal

HL hapax legomenon
homoioarc. homoioarcton
homoiotel. homoioteleuton
impf. imperfect
impv. imperative
inf. infinitive



part.
pass.
pro.
ni.

pa.

pf.

pi.

pl.

pu.

q.
s(ing).
SE

sub.
subj.
suf.,
trans.
translit.
vb.
voc.

vs.

jussive
masculine

noun

person
participle
passive

pronoun

niphal

pael

perfect

piel

plural

pual

qal

singular
stereotyped equivalent
subject
subjunctive
suffix
transpose(ition)
transliteration
verb

vocative

verse
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1I. Daniel 1:1-10

The first passage for examination is 1:1-10. This passage was

chosen because it opens the book and it offers few difficulties.

Therefore, it is a good introduction to the anak"sis. The separate

A
discussion of the relationship between OG and Th will be lengthier in

this opening section in order to help clarify the issues involved.

In

the following sections more of the discussion of their relationship

will take place within the analysis of TT, because the two are

naturally considered together.

00 3 O vt AW N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24

1:1 Th

Ev £te1 1pitQ

tiig Pacideiag

looxip

Bacidéag lovda

fixe NaBovyodovosop
Bacided¢ Bafvidvog
+elg Iepovoainy

Kol émoAtopxer vty
1:2

xai '&exe xvpiog

¢v yeipi avtod
tov loaxip
Baciléa Iovda

xai &nd pépovg

TV OXKEVDV

ofxop 10D Be0v

Kot Lﬁveyxev avta

elg yiv LZewaap
olcov tod Geov avtod

xai T oxedn
Leiaf]vey\cev

Selg tov ofxov 9noavpod
10D feod avrod

1:3

xal efnev 6 Bacikevg

Acdavel,

MT
i ma
nomb
Qi
IR

WIDO? G

=T
oI
TR T

IM RN
T2
2P Im TR
IR
men

el
=Abalr 2 g
o821
WTTR
TTR M3
DT
R

IR 03
IR

112K

180

1:1  OG

SEmi Bacideng Ioaxip
tii¢ lovbaiag Etovg
Tpitov

Luapayevéuevogs
NaBovyobovosop
Baciiedg Bafvidvog
el¢ Iepovsalopa
SLénoMépxu sa’o’m'lv
1:2

xai Lnapé&oxev at‘rrf]\)‘
xvprog elg yeipag avrod
Sca Ioaxip

Bacidéa Iovdaiag

xai [’Suépog 111

LY [‘Siepﬁw OXEDDV
00 Xvpiov

xai SL&m’]veyrag avta
Seig v Bafvloviav
L&nnpe’mato}

év 1h ‘eibakeip abrod
1:3

xai elnev 6 Bacidevg

ABieabpt



25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

10 Ldpztevvoirm avtod
L"elaaxaxeiv

aré tdv vidv

+1i7g alypolooiog

- lepand

Kai Gro T0D onéppaTog
tig Baciletag

xai &Ro TOV Lctopeouuw
1:4

Lveavimcoug oi¢

obx fotv év avtoig
-popoc

xai xadovg T [‘dwet
xai L(ouwévrw;)

tv nacy Lao¢iq

xat yt-{vd)axovta;Lyvéatv
Kol LStavoouuévoug

L (¢povnorv)

xai So{g tonv loyxvg

¢v avitoig Mioraven

gv tﬁLoﬁcuoﬁ Basideag

xai "515aEm abdrode
Ypaupata xai yAdooov
XaAdaiov

1:5

xoi (81étakev) adroig

b Baciievg

16 ik fuépag xab’
Huépav

ano g Ltpauémg

t0d Bacidéag

xai &no tod oivov

L

100 “ROTOV AVIOD

xai L"(epé\yat) avTonE
¢t 1pia xai [‘uett‘z Ta0ta
Yotivan

Lgvamiov t0® Basiréag

”gs? an
R

v ?

13_;3;

men
PN
NI

DETEN 1R

1:4

= 0T
o8
oW
™M W)
=Nl -}
1 )
rm r1vam
m )
™ on
w723
137 20
M o)

1:5

o7 1972

ni'2 Biv-TT

137TED
1> M3
R
=pgrpd!

g’ Oi 029

I

Fa 389

181

£ 11} ¥eavtod Lapxte'ovoﬁm
Ldyayeiv

éx 1oV vidv

+1dV peyrstavev

tod Iospani

xai éx tov “Bamhxoﬁ
Yévoung

xai éx t@v ‘emikéxtov
1:4

Lveavimcoog

Saponong

xori laﬁetﬁeig

xai Lémcm’movag
gv naoy [‘co¢iq
xo "ypauuatmoix,
xai l’c:ro¢oiwg

Kol sioxéovtug

Sgote Letvan

év T oixg tod Pacideag
xal SidaBar avtovg
ypappata xai Sidhextov
XaAbaixtyv

1:5

xai #5i30a0am avtoig
S+ézeemv ¢x to® ofxov
t0o9 Bacidéng xab’
éxaotnv Nuépav

ano i “Bacnlucﬁg
Lepanetng

xai Stod ofvov

So5 Mgiver 6 Basidede
xai dcabedom avtong
étn tpia xai Lgx todtav
“o‘tﬁcm

tunpoctev 10D Bacideag



60
61
62
63
64

65
66
67
68
69
70
71

72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

82
83
84
85
86
87

88
89
90
91

1:6
xai éyéveto év avroig

¢x t@v viov lovda

Aavind Sixai+ Avaviag,
+xai Migand xai Alaprag
1:7

Kot L

eénéfnkev_advroig

() Ldpxteuvoﬁxog dvopato

- - W

Aavind [‘Bal.taoap

xai 19 Avavia Sedpay
xai 1§ Micanik Mwsay
xai 19 ALapia ABdevayo
1:8

xai é8eto Aavind

txi v xapdiav avtod
Soc ob pi (édioyndi

Lepasne

¢v 1ij
109 BaciAéog
xai év 10 oive
0% 'rétov abvtod

’

xai fEiece
—tov_lapyrevvodyov
Sg od uf (&hicynéi)
1:9

xai [5oxev o feog

1oV Aavinh

elg Edeov

xai eig olxTippov
Livemov

00 L&pzueuvot’rxon
1:10

xai efnev

o Ldpxtewoﬁxo;
0 AavinA
doPfodpan tyo

1:6
on Ml
I W

mIm g
MMy WD
1:7
o7 o))
ning oo Ten W
o2?)
Rl R
T A2)
™R WD)
113 Ty MMY?)
1:8
A7 02
3%
R e TR

[l

0'o BN I

mm T
1:9

DNy 1B

TR

poar

oy

v:_g‘?

oo el W
1:10

™)

ool W

277

YIRRT

182

1:6

xai ficav £x tovtov
anod tov viav tig
Tovdaicg

Aavink Avaviag
Micanh SAgap\ag

1:7

xai énédnxev abvroig

6 L(‘sztenvoﬁxog dvopata
S

Sue‘v Aavinh LBaMadap
19 8¢ Avavia ceSpay
xai 1§ Misank Mooy
xai 1§ Alapia ABdevayo
1:8

xal [‘évee'oui]an Aavind
év i) xapdig!

s&nog T3] Laneood

év 1§ “Beinve

109 Baciiéng

xatl év 36 Wriver

oivp

Kot Lﬂgime\ﬁ

tov [‘&pzwuvo%xov
Stva BN ['avvuohveﬁ
1:9

xai '&baxev XVp10¢
WV Aavink

elg Lnuf]v

xai Lsxdpw

gvavtiov

00 Lapxteuvoﬁzov
1:10

xai eigev

6 L&pxtewoﬁzog

9 Aavink

Ayovid



92 oV xOpidév pov VIR OV XOpiIov fov

93 tov Bacidea T2m v Baciréa

94  tov lbxratavia mn TR v Lixratavia

95 tiv Bpdowv_tudv 'R TR tiiv Bpdov Hpdv

96  xai tiv ‘néow dpév TR TR ) xai v ‘moorvt

97  pimote {8y ™Y TR MY Stva i &v 18y

98 t& npécona VPOV [==)b] =Ry L) npoéconov HPov
99 L (oxvepond) =)o s&atezpauuévov

100 xai aofeveg

101  napa ta U(xendapia) = padn ik 1 Smapa toix

102 & “(ovvidixa dpév) m512 IR SLovvepegopévone dpiv
103 Lveavicxoog

104 +rdv dAdoyevav+
105 «xai L(xata&m(xcnte) xom xai ‘kivbovedoo 10 161p
106  tiv xedaxAnv pov TN wpaxire

107 @ Bacikel TR? - -

I11.1. Analysis of 1:1-10

11.1.i. Morphology

1. 9, 73, 96-In CH 2 we saw that OG sometimes adds a per. pro. against
MT (1. 9), though it could be a later harmonization to 1. 8. On the
other hand, in 1. 73, 96 OG omits the pro., which is unnecessary to

the Greek .8

1. 25-0G renders the Hebrew 3 m.s.suf. with a refl. pro. and also
alters the order by putting the pro. in the attr. position.

1. 26, 43, 45, 56, 58-Th does not employ an article as a formal
equivalent for » as a marker of the inf.cons.

1. 30, 52-In both instances OG substitutes an adj. in the attr.
position for a gen. This change also affects the word order.

1. 36, 39, 40-0G substitutes a pl. acc. for the n. + gen. cons.

1. 48-0G substitutes an inf. for the fin. vb. due to harmonization
with the inf. in 1. 43 and 45.

1. 55, 78-0G substitutes a vb. for the gen. cons., which makes

explicit the consumption of the wine. Quite possibly the motivation

8S. BIUd., ppt 53—54-
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was that the translator did not understand the text and made a

contextual guess. S. the discussion of Th and OG, 1. 94-97.

1. 58-0G and Th render the juss. with the aor.a.inf. to indicate the
final clause.
1. 98-0G substitutes s. for pl. S. the discussion of changes in

number in CH 2.

I1.1.ii. Syntax

1. 1-3-0G characteristically uses a gen. for dating and transposes the
information regarding the king prior to the adv. phrase, which omits
TPD as unnecessary.

1. 4, 16-0G substitutes the parataxis of MT with a hypotactic
construction, part, + vb,

1. 7, 17-The prep. is added in keeping with Greek idiom, though in 1.
21 it is unnecessary in Th.

1. 8-The prep. is omitted as redundant.

1. 11-0G chooses to substitute the conj. for the sign of the acc.,
which results in a xai . . . xai (both/and) construction. It removes
any ambiguity that might exist in the Hebrew concerning the removal of

Jehoiakim.9

1. 13, 54, 85-0G omits the prep. as redundant.

1. 14-0G substitutes an attr. adj. for the gen. cons.

1. 17-0G omits redundant material in 1. 18-22 (s. Text-Critical), but
no information is lost.10
1. 35-0G substitutes the n. with an alpha privative to render the rel.
phrase. Th omits =6, but otherwise =M.

1. 42-0G substitutes an acc. ptcp. for the rel. phrase, which renders

B2 redundant. Th follows MT but adds the 3 s.vb. that is implicit in
the Hebrew.

1. 43-0G employs ®ote (not in 967) and this makes it explicit that the

QS. Charles, pp. 4-5; Mont., pp. 113-113.

1088—Syh correctly mark the asterisked add. that conform to MT in
10 18_19-
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Y on the inf.cons. signifies consequence.

1. 49-ExBecv is a substitution for 937 in order to make the meaning of
the term explicit and the prep. phrase is added for clarification.

1. 55, 77-0G substitutes a relative clause (s. Morphology) for the gen.

cons.

l. 63-64, 68-71-0G omits the conj. in l. 64 in harmony with the
previous omission, whereas in 1. 68-69 OG seems to have employed the
Greek ut‘»:v/tiéIl (s. CH 2), followed in 1. 70-71 by coordination with
kai, There are no grounds to question whether the Vorlage was

different in OG. Th coordinates the names with xei also in 1:19.

1. 67-The vb. D& probably was not in the Vorlage. S. the discussion
of these lines in the relationship between OG and Th.

1. 74, 81-Th employs the same equivalent (&Moyndf) for PRI while OG
uses variety.

1. 79-4Ewée + acc. + fva is an idiom (BAG, p. 78) so we would not
expect the Hebrew prep. to be represented.

1. 97-0G and Th both substitute more appropriate Greek usage.
However, OG uses iva + subj. in a clause which is consecutive, while
Th has a more idiomatic rendering with pfmote (s. BDF §370.2).

1. 99 to 100-0OG requires addition “of the n. in 1. 100 to the part.

Siatpéno (1-4) in order to render the sense of the Hebrew.

1. 101-0G and Th employ =map& + acc. for the comparative. Comparative
7 occurs 5x elsewhere. In 1:15 OG has xpeiscov + gen., Th dmép + acc.;
2:30 OG bmép + acc., Th nmep& + acc.; 7:19 OG nap& + acc., Th gen.
part.!; 7:23 OG napd + acc., Th fin. vb.!; 8:3 OG dynAdtepov, Th
tynrétepov + gen. The comparative + gen. and the positive with
rapa/Onép + acc. are common equivalents in the L)(X.12 Therefore, the
agreement in 1:10 is not particularly striking, especially when we
consider the OG and Th choices elsewhere. 7:19, 23 both involve the

J .
vb., RR® + M and it is Th who has the dynamic renderings.

IIS. the discussion in 3:11-20, Syntax, 1. 51.

lgee 1. Soisalon-Soininen, "Renderings of Hebrew Comparative
Expressions with MIN in the Pentateuch," BIOSCS 12 (1979): 27-42.
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1. 102-0G renders the relative phrase with the acc. part. (cj.) Th
employs a complementary acc. in order to provide good Greek and
follow the word order of the Hebrew.

1. 104-Added by OG for clarification of the identity of the other youths

in training.

11.1.iii. Lexicology

1. 4-napayiyvopon is 2/2 for R12 in OG (also 2:2), never in Th,

1. 8-noAiopxéo for ¥ (both HL in Daniel) is a fairly common equivalent
in the later literature of the LXX (8-30, excluding 7x in Pentateuch).

1. 9, 82-8idopt and its compound form with mapa is an expected SE in Th
for 1 (21/21)13 and IV (20/20).14 There are 6 other instances of
5isomr or one of its compounds in Th. There is no available Vorlage in
3:32(=0G) and 34(=0G). In 10:1 the vb. is an add. that makes the
meaning of the Hebrew explicit, and in 9:27 both Th and OG read the 3
f.s.q.imp. of T for AN (HL). Finally, the simple form is found
twice in 5:21. In the first instance it is a contextual guess for the
rare vb. MW, which is only found twice in Daniel.15 In the second
case, Th evidently read DpP™ as 2™ due to influence from 4:14(17),
22(25), 29(32). The texts read as follows:

4:14(17), etc. MY NI *TI™M
5:21 Moy opn e T

Th reads xai & tav 56Ey ddcer advtiv in all four cases.
OG is similar to Th in his extensive use of didoput and its
compound forms for 1M (16/18)16 and X1 (13/15),17 but exhibits

By.2, 9, 12, 16, 17; 2:16; 4:14(17), 22(25), 29(32); 8:12, 13;
9:3, 10; 10:12, 15; 11:6, 11, 17, 21, 31; 12:11. Th has napabidopi in
11:6, 11.

142:21, 23, 37, 38, 48; 3:28(95); 4:13(16); 5:17, 18, 19, 28;
6:3(2); 7:4, 6, 11, 12, 14, 22, 25, 27. Th has gapadidapr (=0G) in
3:28(95) and énodidopr in 6:3.

15It is untranslated by Th in 3:29(96).

16OG has mopabiopt in 1:2; 11:11; évadidopt in 1:16; yivopar in 8:12
(textual difficulty); vepxén? (1-5) in 11:6. 0G=0 in 4:14(14),
22(25), 29(32).
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greater variety in his employment of the compounds and uses them more
frequently to render a greater variety of vbs. in MI. On seven
occasions OG relies on the general meaning of Sidapt to translate the
sense of the Vorlage. This is the case for " in 1:5, ™MW in 7:22,
%Y in 8:25, R3INY in 9:24, and ™0 in 10:1.18 11:17 and 18 both
read 8éeer, which is interesting because there is a difference in the K-
Q in vs. 18.19 0G reflects the reading of the Q=D& (K=3%"). On one
occasion the translator uses the vb. when making a contextual guess.
In 11:24 the translator did not understand the 3 m.s.q.impf. of M3 (1-

2), which is otherwise found only in Ps. 68:31.

1. 13, 57-The OG translation is somewhat surprising in l. 57 when we
consider that elsewhere N¥p (7x) is rendered well.20
take the m.pl.suf. of the n. to refer to the f. &, but gives a very
literal "Theodotionic" type of rendering without including telog to get
the sense that it is "at the end of" the 3 years. Th’s rendering

OG seems to

using peta + acc. is more idiomatic.

1. 14-The adj. of OG gives greater specificity than the gen. cons. it
replaces. Th’s choice represents incomplete lexical leveling (s. 1.

44).

1. 16, 20, 26-In all three cases of R (hi.) OG chooses a different
vb. énepeido in 1. 20 of OG is fairly rare (1-9) in the LXX. Th uses a
form of #tp@ in the first two instances, but also gives a good

rendition. 1

"oG=0 in 4:13(16); 5:17, 18, 19; 6:3(2) and napabifopr in 2:38;
3:28(95).

18S. CH 2 for a discussion of the textual variant in 10:1.

Bys. 17 MT begins D" and vs. 19 M. In vs. 18 the Q has the
former while the K has the latter. Th reads with K.

Watso 1:15, 18; 2:42; 4:26(29), 31(34). 1In 4:31 0G=0. 0G and Th
share the reading pépo¢ m for N¥P"M in 2:42.

UMT has R in the hi. 10x. The OG equivalences elsewhere are

Gye in 1:18(2); tméye in 9:12, 14; didept in 9:24; a textual problem in
11:6; amodépo in 11:8. Th has common readings in 9:12, 14. Th has
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1. 17, 32-Th translit. (s. CH 6, #94). OG’s use of tnilexto¢ (1-16) for
onnBe (1-3) "nobility" (BDB, p. 832) in 1. 32 is most likely an
exegetical rendering based on the parallel with 720D PtM, but 0G
manages to convey that the trainees are to be chosen from the cream

of (Israelite) society.22

1. 22-0G uses a more specific term in order to make the meaning
explicit. S. p. 112, above,

l. 25, 66, 80, 87, 89-0G and Th share a common loan translation. Also
1:11, 18.

1. 33, 101, 103-0*1%*(N) appears 5x in ch. 1 and OG translates
consistently with v&:s:mw’tcntov.;23 (cf. CH 2 for 1:10), whereas Th prefers
rnawddpia (4/5). Th’s agreement with OG in l. 33 is a common reading,

though it could be due to textual corruption.

L. 36-Th has &éyig also in 3:19, whereas OG employs it in 1:13, 15 for
NM. S. Lexicology in 3:11-20.

1. 37-The hi. substantive part. D™>®M occurs 5x. OG has several
equivalents: ¢motipev (1-12, 1. 37), évwwoée (1-9, 11:33; s. Th in
9:23), ovvinut (11:35; 12:3), Swavotopar (12:10). Th employs cuvigut 3/5
and prefers to render all words related to /922 with oveoig or its

cognates.24

1. 38-0G (5/7) and Th (8/8) both employ godic as a SE for msn.%

There are two additional uses of the n. in 5:11, but the omission by

elodyo in 1:18(2); &yo in 9:24; ¢epo in 11:6, 8.

22Here we are taking the conjunctive in 1921 YUDY as
explicative. This position is argued in detail in the forthcoming
thesis of R.G. Wooden at St. Andrews.

BoG has veavioxog 5/5 in 1:4, 10, 13, 15, 17. 11:6=07 Th has
veavi in 11:6.

24See CH 4.1II.1.iii. for discussion.

BoG and Th in 1:4; 2:20, 21, 23, 30. 1:17 OG has ovveoic;
1:20=free; 0OG=0 in 5:14.
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both OG and Th as well as the content of the saying (TR2ND MAOM

T'MYR) indicates that this is a later insertion.
1. 39-yvéoiwg is a SE (2/2) for 0¥T in Th (s. also 12:4).

1. 40-This is the only place where Th employs Siavotopar for }'3. It is
usually the common equivalent employed by OG, but OG has rendered the

syntagm with a dynamic equivalent (s. below).26

1. 41-YM is only here and 1:17. OG employs the acc. pl. of co$é¢ to
render ¥M "'anY in 1:4, but has a more formal approach with ¢motfun
in 1:17. Th possibly has ¢povnoic in both cz~.1ses.27 The related term
P also appears in 2:21, 4:31(34), 33(36); 5:12. Th employs ¢pfv in
ch. 4 while ¢poviorg is found in 2:21; 5:12. OG only has an equivalent

in 2:21, oweow.

1. 43-0G employs the more general eivai, but the meaning has been

retained.

1. 44-One might argue that Th’s choice of oix¢ for Y2" is due to OG
influence, but Th offers the same renderings in 5:5=0G and 6:19(18).
For the most part, Th prefers oog for both N3 (11/12)28 and 2>
(3/7),29 and we can account for why Th does not render 3 of the
other 4 with oiko¢. Both terms occur in 4:1 and Th chooses to omit
5" as redundant; or it was not in his Vorlage. In 5:2 the context
required a more specific word (vaég) as opposed to the more general
term. Now, we might ask why oixo¢ is not appropriate in 5:2 when the
referent is the same as 1:4? The difference is this. Th could say

that Nebuchadnezzar took some of the holy vessels from "the house of

26For a detailed discussion of the renderings for '3, see the
section on 8:1-10, vs. 5.

27It was noted in CH 4.I.iii. that the 4th century Sahidic ms. 925
does transpose oivesiv and ¢péviowv in 1:17, and it is quite possible
that this should be the original Th reading.

By.2(3); 2:5, 17; 3:29(96); 4:1(4), 27(30); 5:3, 10, 23; 6:11.
By.45 4:1(4), 26(29); 5:2, 3, 5; 6:19.
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God," (1:4) but it could not be said that he had brought them from
"the house in Jerusalem," (5:2). Both of the Hebrew terms occur
together .::1gain in 5:3 but neither one appears in the OG. The
repitition of vaod in 5:3 and the non-translation of ™2 could be due
to harmonization with the previous vs. On the other hand, 0'3™7 has
the air of a gloss and this impression is supported by the witness of
t_he versions (s. BHS).30 The remaining vs. is 4:26(29) where the OG
has the king walking ém tdv teixdv (walls) tig néAea¢ and Th again

employs vadg.

1. 48, 94-Elsewhere Th renders ™ (4/5) with xadiotnut where it has
the sense "to appoint someone."31 Both Swetakev (1-21, not in OG) and
txtaavia (1-6) (Jtassewv) are fairly rare in the LXX. Both OG (16x) and
Th (11x) employ 4tassewv frequently, but 1. 94 is their only common use.
0G prefers to use the compound forms POSTACCO (6x)32 and émitasoey
(6x),33 while Th only employs tsitasse in 6:10(9), and prefers to use

éwixcom.”

1. 52, 53, 75-0G and Th have a common reading in 1. 52, 53, but both

tpanele and Seinvov represent good renditions for the difficult 120® (s.

30Cf . the recent argument that the phrase XK 021 is the point

of emphasis in the clause which is virtually verbatim from vs. 2. See
B.T. Arnold, "Wordplay and Narrative Techniques in Daniel 5 and 6,"
JBL 112 (1993): 481. However, the question is whether this emphasis
was in the original text or was it introduced by a later scribe?

31S. 1:11; 2:24, 2:49; 3:12. OG also has xaistnp in 2:24, 49;
3:12, though only in 3:12 do OG and Th have a common form
(xatéstnoag). In 5:26 MM is rendered by apidpeo in OG and pewpéo in Th.

In 1:11 OG has drobewxvoa.
5. 2:9, 12, 14; 3:10, 13; 4:11(14).
Hs, 1:18; 2:2, 46, 3:19, 20, 24. The use of cvviaoo (aor.

ptcp.) is a dynamic rendering in 11:23. pnot@sco for M?B in 7:27 is a
unique reading and the verb occurs as part of a plus in 11:37.

Us.04, 25; 6:11(10), 13(12), 14(13); 10:21. bmotdsse is employed
in 6:14(13) where Th has an omission and also as a dynamic rendering
for the hi. of UM in 11:39 (cf. the more literal rendering in 0G).

Elsewhere Th always employs xvpiedo for 2@m (11:3, 4, 5, 43). The
simple form of t@se occurs in Th 6:13(12) and 11:17.
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BDB, p. 834). OG has &einvov 4/6 (s. 1:13, 15, 16) while Th prefers
wpimela 4/6 (Th=0G in 1:15).5

1. 55, 78, 96-Th and OG translate MWD with sécw (HL in LXX!) in I.
96. The choice of moésw could have been motivated by the similar sound
in Bpdow in 1. 95, but it is a distinctive agreement. Elsewhere Th
translates with méto¢ (s. 1. 55, 78) and smopa (1-4) in 1:16. OG has

the vb. mveo in 1. 55, 78 and omits in 1:16.

l. 56-0G (HL) and Th employ good as well as distinct renderings for
the vb. Th also employs wpégewv as a good rendition for the hithpe.
™ (HL, s. BDB, p. 1091) in 4:9(12).

1. 59, 86-Th prefers to restrict the rendering of tvamiov to 1ed
(9/15), particularly in the opening Hebrew section (5/6), whereas OG
uses a variety of equivalents throughout the book.36 The same is true
in the Aramaic section of Daniel where Th prefers tvémiov for OTp
(19/41). At the same time Th does not depend on OG nor is Th a
mechanical literalist. For example, of the 57x *38% and Op occur in
MT, Th shares a common rendering with OG in only 5 insta,nces.37

1. 65, 67-S. the discussion of Th’s relationship to OG.

35The remaining reference is 11:26 where Th guesses with 8¢e
(f.s.acc.part.) "his wants (reading TX?) will devour him" and OG

with pépwva "his thoughts (reading n7%?) will waste him." S. Collins,
Daniel, p. 366.

%5, 1:5, 9, 13, 18, 19; 2:2; 8:3, 4, 6, 7; 9:10, 18, 205 10:12.
Th has évevtiov in 1:18; 9:20; 10:12; spé in 8:3; the more literal xoata
spososov adtod in 9:10; 11:16. The prep. ¢vomiov only occurs in three
other places in Th, but is a good rendering in each: 3:3 for S,
3:40 MT=0, and 8:15 for Y.

OG has tpmpoobev in 1:5; évaveiov in 1:9; 9:20; 10:12; 11:16;5 byg
fpdv! in 1:13; mpé¢ in 1.18; mapd in 1.19;5 2:2; amévavtt in 8:3; &v in
8:6; xatevavtt in 8:7; évémov in 8:4; 9:10, 18.

37éunpooeev in 6:11(10); évémov in 8:4; 9:18; évavtiov in 9:20; ano
rposdmov avtod (for vaY1) in 11:22. The last case is a distinctive

agreement , but note that it is Th who has the literal reading xati
npocexov avtod in the previous use of 11®Y in 11:16.
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1. 68-0G and Th have a common transliteration of the name that agrees

with the transliteration of the name of the king in ch. 5.

1. 74, 81-Th standardizes the translation of the vb. whereas OG uses
variety. These are the only two occurrences of the vb. YR® (2-
11),38 in Daniel, but 2 forms of the pi. and 1 pu. are found together
in Mal. 1:7(2x), 12 in which the topic is the desecration of the Lord
because of the food which the priests offer. Not only is there
similarity in the themes--the priests polluting the alter, Daniel not
wanting to defile himself--but the Greek vb. found in Mal. is é&iioyeiv.
There is only one other occurrence in the LXX (Sir. 40:29).
Therefore, the rendering in Th most likely has been influenced by Mal.
ovvgodovdy in 1. 81 is a HL. 88-Syh read with Th in 1. 74, but
967 has the OG reading with another HL dAi(e)o64 (s. CH 2.I1II. and the

discussion of 1:8 below).

1. 79-Th and OG have the same rendition of the Hebrew vb. (s. LEH, p.
43 and Syntax). An equivalent translation is found for the Aramaic
NP3 in OG and Th,39 though elsewhere they give other renderings
(cf. 1:20; 8:15; 9:3).

1. 84, 85-S. the discussion in CH 3.III.3.

1. 99-701 is a rare term (1-5, s. BDB, p. 277). Th gives a good
dynamic rendering with oxvépeora (1-4, s. BAG, p. 758). 0OG, s. 1. 99-
100, Syntax.

1. 102-"Mis a HL in MT." 0G (1/3, s. IV Macc. 13:21, 24) offers a cj.
cuvvipede (s, LSJ). Th uses swvid¥ (1-3), which is a good translation

40

of the Hebrew.

1. 105-2"M is rare in MT (1-2?, s. BDB, p. 295). Appropriately

enough, OG xtvbvveve (1-7) and Th xatadikale (1-10) again use rare and

BA weakened form of {991, s. Mont., p. 133; KB, p. 163.

¥s. 06-2:16, 23, 49; 4:30a?; 6:5(4), 8(7), 13(12); Th-2:16, 23;
6:12(11).

40Bevan, p. 61, identifies this and the following term as Aramaic
loan-words.
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distinct vocabulary for the translation. The OG rendering catches the
emotion slightly better. We might translate, "And I would lose my

neck!"

11.1.iv. Summary

In 1:1-10‘OG gives a faithful translation of a Vorlage that is
generally very similar to, if not, identical with MT. OG exhibits
characteristics of formal equivalence by following the word order and
representing most of the lexemes and morphemes in MI'. He does avoid
some of the parataxis of MT by employing two hypotactic constructions
with part. (l. 4, 16), and on one occasion uses a postpositive conj.
(8 in 1. 69). O0G’s dynamic approach to translation is evident in
various ways. On several occasions he makes appropriate changes to a
semitic relative clause in order to render the semantic content (1.
42, 74, 81, 97) and omits elements that are redundant (1. 1-4, 16-22,
107). OG also introduces shorter readings by employing one lexeme to
render the meaning of two in the parent text (1. 35-37, 39-40).
However, in two cases he adds elements to clarify MT or to make it
explicit (1. 49-50, 104). The most significant indication of OG’s
dynamic approach is the variety in his lexical choices (1. 4, 72, 74,
81, 84, 85, 105, 106), though a couple resulted from guesses (1. 99,
102).

Th’s TT exhibits a high degree of formal correspondence to his
Vorlage, but always with the intention of presenting the meaning of
the parent text within the linguistic boundaries of the target
language. Therefore, there are minor omissions or additions of
morphemes and slight changes in the syntax to preserve the semantic
content (1. 74, 79-81, 97, 102). On two occasions Th employs
transliterations (1. 17, 32), and, generally speaking, Th exhibits his
own pattern of translating MT (s. II.2. below).

11.2. The Relationship Between OG and Th

As an opening to our discussion of whether or not Th is a
recension we will examine vs. 8 in which there is a high degree of
verbal agreement between Th and OG. The argument that Th is a
recension would go something like this: 1. Th has borrowed from OG in
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1. 79 (s. Lexicology)f1 2. Th has borrowed the rendering of the vb.
in 1. 74 from OG (1/2-5); therefore, 1. 81 is also dependent upon OG,
because Th tends to standardize (s. 1. 74-Syntax). 3. Th follows the
loan translation of 2'8'©M "®. 4. Th has merely changed the prep. in
1. 73 and standardized terms in 1. 72, 75-78. On this analysis Th
retains OG for 16 words, follows 1 omission, and is dependent upon 0OG
for at least 2 more. We will make our total possible readings 30.
There are 31 words in Th, but 1. 82 repeats 1. 74 and each time Th has
one more word than OG. We now have 29, but we allowed for one
omission of a pro. which makes the total 30. Based on this analysis
Th shows the influence of OG in 19 out of 30 or 63% of its readings.
The above argument seems convincing, but is there another way to
look at the evidence? For example, the above analysis assumes Th
borrowed the rendering of the vb. in 1. 74. How do we know who knew
the meaning of YRIM? The fact that OG has a HL in 1. 81 supports the
contention that 967 has the true OG rendering in 1. 74. O. Munnich
has recently supported the same position by suggesting that the
reading éMoyn8y is the result of pre-hexaplaric correction toward
Th.42 Second, except for the rendering of the vb. in 1. 79, Th offers
an expected formal correspondence to the MT that could be arrived at
by any Hebrew student at the end of his/her introductory year!43 On
this analysis, Th only has a common rendering of the vb. in 1. 79 and
the loan translation for 2'®'=®R "® in 1. 80. 2 words + 1 omission of

a prep. 3 of 30=10%.

1. 7, 8-The add. of the prep. in 1. 7 is not remarkable; and even
though the reading of the vb. is one of the more obvious choices (1/1)

we should view it as a common reading.

1. 13 to 16-The reading of Th in 1. 13 looks like Th has rendered ano
for the prep. @ and borrowed 0G's pépog for NBP, but it is a correct
rendering. The distinct readings for the same Hebrew in 1. 57 confirm

41That is, only if 88-Syh and not 967 is regarded as 0G.

42Munnich, "Origeéne," p. 188.

43The translation of the vb. in 1. 72 is Th’s normal equivalent.
S. the discussion of 1. 65-67, below.
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that Th is not relying on OG in 1. 13. L. 14-15 in Th show expected

formal equivalence to MT (s. HR).

1. 25, 66, 80, 87, 89-0G and Th share a common loan translation for
DD D/M A/ (also 1:11, 18).

1. 26-Similar to 1. 16 it is possible that the compound was inspired
by the simple vb. in OG, but the hi. of RW is translated the same way
by Th 2x in 1:18 (cf. OG éyayeiv and fixénoav; s. CH 2) and it is an

obvious choice.

1. 33-Th has the usual OG reading of veavioxég, though this may be from
textual corruption.
1. 44 to 46-S. Lexicology, 1. 44 for oixe. The remainder are expected

equivalents, though ypipata might be viewed as a shared rendering.

1. 50-Th’s use of xata for 3 is the only example in the book and the
only occurrence of the preposition before 3:28. This might suggest
that Th has borrowed from OG. Th also overlaps with OG in 9 other
vss. (6:5[41; 10:15; 11:4, 16, 36; but 4x the MT =0, 3:28; 42[2x];
43). However, xata fjpépav is a good Greek rendering of the Hebrew
distributive meaning "every day" (Mayser, I1I1.2. 430ff.), whereas OG
uses éxastqv. Therefore, there is no reason to conclude that Th was

influenced in this rendition by OG.

1. 52, 53-0G and Th have a common reading of twpimela, though OG has
deigvov in 1. 75. It is possible that OG’s reading is corrupt because he
prefers deinvov in 1:8, 13, 15, 16. However, Th does employ &einvov in

1:16. So this might be classified as a distinctive agreement.

1. 58-Th has already established this translation (s. 1. 43), and it is a
SE throughout the LXX.

1. 65 to 67-The first three lines read exactly the same in OG and Th,
so we could very easily presume that Th has borrowed from OG. On
the other hand, the only striking features of the reading involve the

vb., i.e. it is the same in 1. 65 and both omit it in 1. 67. There are
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“ One involves a Q in 11:18

fifteen possible readings of D@ in MT.
(s. Lexicology, 1. 9), 6x 0G=0, and in only 2 places OG employs
Jneévar (s. also 6:18[17]).45 In contrast, excluding 11:18, Th offers
a good translation of B in almost every occurrence and employs

¥ When we consider the generally close formal

Julevar 7x.
correspondance of Th to MT we have to allow for the probability that
the vb. in 1. 67 of MT is a later insertion (s. Text-Critical). OG

and Th would only then agree in their reading of ¢médnkev; but it is Th

who consistently employs 4{Ttiéévar.

1. 68-The shared reading of PaAtasap is distinctive, but there are no
means to determine the direction of borrowing. Furthermore, it is

likely the result of textual transmission.

1. 94-97-S. Lexicology 1. 48, 94 concerning the acc. part. in 1. 94.
It is Th who used this form of 4tascse previously in 1. 48 and this is
the only place where Th and OG use a form of the verb in the same
place. Th employs a more idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew vb. in 1.
97, so it is unlikely that Th is in any way dependent upon OG for the
understanding of the syntax. There is also the exact verbal
correspondence in l. 95-96, which includes the unusual common reading
of goéswv in 1. 96 and the HL Ppéswv in 1. 95. Once again we have to
ask, from whom did the reading originate? Is Th merely copying 0G,
or is the OG that we have a late revision based on Th? There is

nothing particularly important about the use of Bpaciv for Yarn (10/30

#1.7, 8; 2:5; 3:10, 125 3:29(96); 4:3(6); 5:12; 6:14(13), 15(14),
18(17), 27(26); 11:17, 18. 0G and Th=0 once in 1:7.

$0G=0 in 4:3(6); 5:12; 6:14(13), 15(14), 27(26) and 1:7. Except
for the use of ddcer in 11:17; 18, OG uses a variety of equivalents or
more dynamic renditions for this particular vb. ¢vBupeopar in 1:8;
npostasso in 3:10; ¢oBée in 3:12. The remaining two examples are in
2:5 and 3:29(96) where both Th and OG had trouble with MT (s. the
discussion in 2:1-10).

468. 1:7, 8; 3:10; 4:3(6); 5:12; 6:'18(17), 27(26). Even in 3:12
where Th has evidently read the vb. YO% the translation offers a good

dynamic equivalent, and in 6:15(14) Th has éyevilopai! ®metayn in
6:14(13) and wiEer in 11:17 are then the only places where Th fails to
use the expected equivalent.
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in LXX), but it is interesting that in the three other occurrences of
WM OG uses a vb. twice and leaves it untranslated in 1:16. Th, on
the other-hand, uses three different equivalents for MED, two of
which are very rare in the LXX. The omission of @D in 1:16 may
indicate that OG actually did not know the meaning of the Hebrew
term, though this would be unusual for such a common word.
However, in 1. 55 OG could have employed the vb. quite easily as a
contextual guess (and by extension l. 78), but the context did not
allow it in 1:16. In any event, it is at least as likely that the
rendering in 1. 96 is due to revision of OG in the light of Th! The
alternative explanation, that Th in 1. 96 reflects OG, which merely
omitted ™MWMN as redundant in 1:16, is less likely for two reasons.
First, Th demonstrates considerable independence in the latter half of
vs. 10, 1. 99-107. This is obvious in the choice of terminology (s.
Lexicology, 99, 101, 102, 105) and the syntax (s. l. 97 and 1. 102).
Second, the exact formal correspondence of OG and Th to MT is more

characteristic of Th.

In summary, OG and Th have shared readings in 1. 8, 13, 26, 33,
46, 52, 58, 65, 67, 68, 79, 94-96 and the five occurrences of
Gpyievvodyoc. However, only veaviexdg in 1. 33, méow in 1. 96, and
BaAtasap in 1. 68 could be called distinctive agreements. There are no
means to determine the direction of borrowing for either of the last
two, though there is good reason to believe that xécy is due to Th
influence on 0G. Given Th's consistent use of smdapia for D™D, it
is possible that 1. 33 is due to textual corruption. L. 13, 26, 58
are such obvious equivalents that they cannot be considered as
evidence of any dependence by Th on OG, and in 1. 65, 94-96 OG may
also be dependent upon Th. The omission in 1. 67 probably reflects an
original reading; and the other common readings in 1. 8, 46, 79 are
not particularly important either. There may be significance in the
common reading of é&pyievvodyog, but technical terms and common names
are particularly susceptible to harmonization.

The evidence that Th has actually borrowed any readings from OG
in 1:1-10 is practically non-existent. On the other hand, there are
numerous distinctive disagreements which indicate that Th was

translating independently. Overall, Th offers a consistent
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translation of MT that does not presuppose OG, and he employs unique
or his own distinctive vocabulary in 1. 37, 41, 48, 56, 74, 81, 99,
102, 105. The existence of only three distinctive agreements (of
which one may stem from Th), so few common readings, and the number of
distinctive Th readings in this section leads to the conclusion that
Th is not a recension of OG in this passage. The agreements may
represent Th’s occasional borrowing or knowledge of OG, but there is
no evidence of systematic revision of OG. On the other hand, we have
only just begun the analysis and perhaps it is better to suspend our
judgment. The picture of Th’s relationship to OG should become

clearer as we proceed.

11.3. Text-Critical Problems

1. 18 and 19, 21-The omission in 1. 18-19 could be due to the
translator’s decision to omit the words as redundant. There is also
the possibility that the translator omitted DY”2NTMY YTOR M2 by
parablepsis. The vb. in 1. 20 is marked with the N, but it is followed
by "2 and 1. 21 begins with N2 as well. A third possibility is that
PR '3 was inserted as an explanatory gloss to ﬂnm“ym.” In this
case only Y221 ™Y was deemed redundant, though the phrase is
retained in 88-Syh with abté. A decision here is difficult, but the last
possibility is probably the one that leads to the original text.48 L. 21
was omitted as unnecessary by the rendering of ™R by eibdodeip (s.

Lexicology).

1. 28-S. 2:25. Charles, p. 12, is most likely correct when he argues
that I™N has been omitted (OG reproduces *2TM in err.) from MT. The
presence of the addition in Th, which otherwise follows MT so closely,
is convincing reason to emend MT rather than view the add. as a gloss
from 2:25.9

1. 49-S. Syntax.

47Charles, p. 8, argues this position, and suggests there is a
further addition in MT as well.

¥a1s0 O. Ploger, Das Buch Daniel, KAT (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1965), p.
may be a later gloss.

49Cf. the suggestion of Blud., p. 51 and Mont., p. 115.
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1. 67-The vb. in MT is a later insertion. S. the discussion of Th’s
relationship to 0G, 1. 65-67. The vb. is also omitted in the Peshitta
and Vulgate.

1. 104-We have already noted that this addition is for clarification
of who the other youths were (s. Syntax).

1. 107-0G omits because of the dynamic rendering given to the clause,

s. Lexicology, 1. 105.
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III.

Daniel 2:1-10

The opening 10 verses from ch. 2 were chosen for investigation

because they offer the most variants in the chapter as well as some

interesting translation equivalents.
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I1I.1. Analysis of 2:1-10

II1.1.i. Morphology

1. 5-Th has a s. for the pl.
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Since Th usually follows the number of

the Vorlage and OG has the pl., this difference may stem from an error

reading the text.

1. 11, 16, 27, 94, 113-Only in 1. 16 and 27 does Th represent the Y of

the inf. cons. with an article,

1. 34-0G has the s. for the pl. here.
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there is a plural. OG retains the pl. only in 7:18(?),50 while in 4 more
places it changes the pl. to the favoured sing. (2:44[2]; 3:9;
6:27[26]).51 On two occasions OG employs the adj. aidviog (7:14, 27).
Given 0G’s preference for the s. and his omission of XB%¥D in 2:20,
it is probable that Zieg.’s reading in 7:18 is incorrect. Zieg. has
OG reading with MT and Th omitting one element.52

Th follows the number of BYY in MT except in 5:10 and 6:7(6).
On two occasions OG and Th both read the adj. aléviog, but once again
this does not prove Th dependence on OG. In each instance the use of
the adj. is an appropriate rendering for the adv. oby; furthermore,
o%Y is employed as an adv. earlier in 3:33(100) and 4:31(34), and in
both cases Th translates with the adj.

1. 35, 67-Th deals with both of these vbs. differently from OG. In I.
35 he adds the pers. pro. for emphasis. Th correctly translates the
juss. in 1. 67 (s. 1. 68, Syntax).

1. 37, 47, 55, 63, 70, 103-In 1. 47, 54 Th omits the pro. against MT
and OG while in 1. 71 Th adds it. These differences stem from

50!:!'7!7 occurs 3x in a series in 7:18, 2x in 2:20, and 2x in
separate syntagms in 4:31(34).

SIS, CH 2.11.8. for 2:44. 3x 0G=0, 3:33(100); 5:10; 6:7(6) and 3x
the Vorlage is substantially different in 4.31(34)bis; 6:22(21).
There are differences in 6:27(26) as well. In order to account for
all of the occurrences of @YY, note that it is found 3x in a series in
7:18, 2x in 2:20, and 2x in separate syntagms in 4:31(34).

aldv is used 4x in the Hebrew section of MT, each time in the s.
(8:11; 12:3bis, 7). In 8:11 and once in 12:3 it is an add. aidviog is
also found for YW in 9:24; 12:2(2).

g, Zieg. p. 171. The apparatus reads xai £ag tod aldvog tdv aidvev
Syh Iust.] om. tév aidvev 967; om. xai €éo¢ to0 aidvo¢ 88: homiot. I
would suggest that either 967 or 88 preserves the original reading. If
967 is original, then OG would have omitted the last of the three
occurrences of @YY which is supported by 2:20 and the preference for

the s. elsewhere. This reading would explain Syh Iust. as a variant
which reflects later harmonization to MT. 88 could have omitted a
portion of this text as Zieg. indicates, or represent an attempt to
fix the s., or Th influence. On the other hand, we will find evidence
that supports Albertz’ position that the OG translator of chs. 4-6 is
different from the translator of the remainder of the book, so the
change to the s. in ch. 7 may only be related to the 2x in ch. 2:44,
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vocalization, but also demonstrate Th independence from OG. The
meaning of the text is not affected either way. Note also the

orthographical variation between 8/M in MT.
1. 92-0G employs the pl. for the s., while Th follows MT.

II1.1.ii. Syntax
l. 3-0G’s choice of evwvefn with an acc. and inf. reflects an idiom in the
Greek (s. BAG, p. 777); therefore, there is no reason to suggest an

alternative Vorlage. For the addition of épdpata, s. Text-Critical.

1. 8-The text is corrupt in the OG (s. CH 2), but seems to have
undergone revision toward MT under the influence of Th. The clause in
1. 9 was omitted as redundant, but the omission of MM is harder to
explain given its inclusion in 1. 26. However, if the xai at the
beginning of vs. 2 were regarded as a later insertion associated with
the hexaplaric addition, then xai tapay8fivar év 1@ Pnvg [adtod] énttalev
would read well; and we can see how the ¥I1 would have been regarded

as unnecessary. The meaning of OG is basically synonymous with MT.

1. 11-0G uses a different vb. (eloggpe) and transforms it into a pass.
in order to make the meaning of the text explicit (s. Text-Critical).
The choice of the pass. may also have been influenced by the one in 1.
6.

1. 15-The gen. probably reflects an alternative Vorlage, but would
make the preceding terms various classes of Chaldeans. S. Text-
Critical,

1. 19-0G employs a hypotactic construction to avoid the parataxis of
the Hebrew.

1. 26, 52-Wifstrand, p. 49, notes 1. 26 as one of the places where 0G
does not follow the Hebrew in the position of the per. pro. L. 52
should be added to his list.

1. 27-The addition, if original (s. Text-Critical), serves to make the
text read more smoothly by having the king’s disturbed spirit being

the cause of wanting to know the interpretation of the dream.

1. 277, 61, 82, 98-The use of postpositive conjunctions like 8¢, odv,
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and yép is a sign of a dynamic translator, because employing a
postpositive entails a change in the word order of the Vorl.age.53 oG
employs the conj. obv 9x as a free rendition of MI. Only 2x is it
found outside of chs. 2-3.%

Th never has this conj.

1. 31-0G’s choice of the prep. is surprising since the article would
do, as in 1. 17.
1. 33-S. Text-Critical.

1. 39, 53, 65, 69-0G employs 8¢ 52x and the distribution is
significant: Ch. 1-4x; Ch. 2-17x; Ch. 3-9x; Ch. 4-6x; Ch. 5-1x; Ch.
6-9x; Ch. 7-3x; Ch. 8-1x; Ch. 12—2x.55 Not only is 8¢ relatively
infrequent in chs. 4-6, but it is almost totally absent from chs. 7-

12.
Th only has 8¢ 11x, and 8¢ is totally absent from chs. 1, 7-12.56

l. 39, 65, 72, 105-All four instances involve the semitic idiom <R} MY
"answered and said." A literal rendering is the part./vb.(asoxpive) +
finite vb. (6x, usually eigov). In 3/4 cases Th translates with the
formal equivalent, but it does omit "R in 1. 40 against both MT and
0G. OG also has one omission of MY in 1. 72, but exhibits more variety
in general. In l. 40 he has the common literal rendering while in 1. 65
OG employs the even more formal equivalent participle (Aéyovieq) for
MR, Finally, in 1. 108 OG has the most idiomatic rendering when he
translates MR with én as an introduction to direct discourse.” Thus,

Nsee Aejmelauves, "Clause Connectors," pp. 363-372. 8¢ and y&®
are discussed in more detail in later sections.

542:3?, 6, 8, 9; 3:23, 24, 26(93), 30(97); 5:6; 12:6.

$1:17, 15, 18; 2:5, 6, 7(2), 13, 16, 24(2), 26, 27, 30, 33(2),
36, 41, 43, 44; 3:12, 15, 16, 23, 25, 46, 49, 51, 28(95); 4:16(19),
19(22), 28(31), 30(33), 34b, 34c; 5:preface; 6:5(4), 6(5), 11(10),
13(12) bis, 17(16), 23(22)bis; 7:7(2), 16; 8:4; 12:2(2).

562:6, 15, 24, 30, 41, 42; 3:15, 49; 4:15(18); 5:17; 6:23(22).

57Aejmelaeus notes that Daniel’s three uses (including 2:5) of 6u

recitativum rank it among the most frequent users, even though we
would expect it more often. Similar cases to l. 108 are 1. 41 where it
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OG displays its characteristic variety, and through its variety of
renderings demonstrates four main ways that we find the idiom
translated in the LXX.

The idiom TR MY is found 30x in the Aramaic section of Daniel.
Generally speaking, "BR is most often represented by some form of a
finite vb. (0G-16x, Th-19x, usually eisov). Only 3x does OG use a
participle alone (also A¢yov in 2:15; 6:21), while Th has one occurrence
of the part. alone in 3:16. When OG and Th choose to represent the
syntagm with one equivalent it is more often the case that MY is
omitted.

It is when we compare chs. 2-3 with chs. 4-6 that there are
significant differences in the TT of both Greek texts, but particularly
in Th., For example, the idiom occurs 9x in ch. 2 and Th has the
literal rendering of the part./vb. + finite vb. 6x.59 In 2:8, 20 one of
the elements is omitted while in 2:15 the whole idiom is left out. In
ch. 3:1-20 the idiom occurs 4x: 3:9-Th=omission; 3:14-vb. + vb.; 3:16-vb.
+ part.; 3:19-om. + vb., In the same section of chs. 2 and 3 OG almost
always represents both vbs. of the construction and usually has the
finite vb. as the second element. Besides the differences noted in L
72 and 80, OG employs the part. alone in 2:15 and in 3:19 OG translates
the syntagm dynamically with émitasoo.

Significant changes begin to occur where the deutero-canonical
additions have been inserted into ch. 3. The idiom occurs 4x in
3:24(91)-3:26(93). In each case Th translates with a single finite vb.
OG omits the syntagm once in 3:24(91) and 25(92), translates with a

® and employs xaieo in 3:26(93).

single finite vb. once in 3:24(91),
This cluster of differences in both OG and Th indicates either that the

Vorlage is different and/or, possibly, that we are dealing with

is difficult to determine whether the OG is 6t or diént and 2:25 where
du translates Y. See, "OTI recitativum in Septuagintal Greek," in

Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D.
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1990), pp. 79-82.

58See also Aejmelaeus’ article, "Participium Coniunctum as a
Criterion of Translation Technique," VT 32 (1982): 387.

Ypesides 2:5, 7, 10 see 26, 27, 47.

60The idiom is attested in IQDanb. See DJD, 1, p. 151.
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different translators. Similar differences are encountered in chs. 5-6.
The syntagm occurs 8x, but Th only represents both elements in
6:14(13); otherwise Th employs a single finite vb.M The remaining
uses are 3:28(95); 4:16(19) bis, 27 where Th employs the literal
rendering and 7:2 where both Th and OG omit it. As usual OG has a
varied pattern. However, it is significant that even when we exclude
the 4x where 0G=0 in 3:24—7:2,62 OG represents both elements 3x (5:13;
6:13[12], 17[16]) where Th only has the finite vb.

Although it is difficult to draw conclusions from the translation
of this idiom by itself, it does seem to fit a pattern in the Aramaic
section. OG generally represents both elements of the idiom through
ch. 3:19 while it does not in 3:24(91)-7:2. The same is true of Th, yet
in the majority of cases OG and Th employ different syntactical
patterns to translate the idiom. Therefore, Th is not dependent upon
OG for his renderings. If we were to examine their lexical choices, .we

would discover even greater diversity.

L. 41-43-The text in 2:5 offers many difficulties. The reading of the
conj. and the omission of 1. 42-43 is somewhat odd given 1. 79-81, but
should be considered original OG (s. Lexicology and Text-Critical). As
a result, the emphasis on the finality of the decree is somewhat less
compared to MT, though this is partially compensated for by the add.
in 1. 45 (if original).

l. 48, 54-It is argued below (s. Lexicology) that these additions )
probably do not reflect an alternative Vorlage at all. If the OG as it
stands is original (but s. below), the creation of distinct clauses may
have been motivated by the translator’s desire to make explicit the

command to tell both the contents of the dream and its meaning.

L. 57, 58-0G uses alternative means to render these syntagms in MT

and offers good idiomatic translations. In 1. 57 OG renders one of the

5.7, 10, 13, 17: 6:13(12), 17(16), 21(20).
023.24(91), 25(92); 4:16(2); 5:7, 10.
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co-ordinate nouns with an adj.63 OG renders the n. and adj. in 1. 58

of MT with the vb. in L 59.64

l. 68-Th translates the juss. with its formal equivalent, while OG uses
the 2.s.impv. If Th were following OG closely, it would have been easy
: to write the voc. Baciked as in 1. 33 before he arrived at the vb. and
realized that 829D should be rendered with a nominative. Indeed, it
could be argued that OG wrote down the voc. without looking far
enough ahead to ensure that the syntax would be correct. It was only
after OG came to the vb. that he realized his grammatical error, but he
was able to change the syntax of the remainder of the vs. and still

render the basic meaning of the passage.65

1. 82-83-As they stand, 1. 82-83 appear to be an add. that give
emphasis to the prior decree. However, they are probably OG (s.
Text-Critical), while 1. 78-81 are Theodotionic.

1. 86-87-We suggest that the add. of OG be preferred (s. Text-Critical)
over MT, but the basic sense of each is the same because the required

interpretation of the vision is understood from the context.

1. 88-90-1. 88 is an addition containing the rare word sepiminte (1-9),
while 89-90 are omitted. The text echoes 2:5 and the overall sense of
OG and MT is the same, though OG does emphasize the judgment
against the magicians for failing to explain the dream. 1. 89-90 exhibit
a textual difficulty, because there is no question whether OG and Th
could have translated 1. 89-90 with a formal equivalent if they had so
desired. Both translate DT elsewhere where it occurs in the Vorlage.

For example, in 2:13, 15 OG has Soypatile and in 7:25 vopds. Th has

63In 2:48 OG renders MMM with 8wped, while in 5:17 0G=0. Th

renders TINN 3/3 with dopa and N313) 2/2 with Sepea (s. 5:17).
*See CH 3.1I1.3 for a discussion of P,

%s0isalon-Soininen ("Beobachtungen," pp. 320-321) notes that the
translators were more influenced in their renderings by what they had
already translated than by what was to come. They were also limited
in their ability to make corrections because of the scarcity of
writing material. Therefore, in cases like this, they had to make
changes in the grammar.
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Soypa in 2:13 as well as in the repeated expression "the law of the
Medes and Persians" in 6:9(8), 13(12), 16(15) where 0G=0. Th’s

diversity is also shown by his dynamic rendering in 2:15 f yvopn 1N
&vandix "the ruthless decree!" and 6:6(5) where he employs véuigog.
This is further evidence of Th’s independence, but in 7:25 Th does

have vouog.

1. 91-0G employs the postpositive conj. Y& 19x, whereas Th only has it
4x.66 In chs. 2-6 OG employs the conj. 5x where MI=0, but in chs. 8-

12 it is mainly employed for 2 (9/10).67

1. 93-0G omits one of the adj. while Th follows MT.

1. 98-0G transforms the syntax of the clause by the add. of tav, which
requires the omission of xai in 1. 102.

1.101-The plus specifies the time when the king had the vision. There
is no significant difference in the meaning, though we argue below
(Text-Critical) that the add. was in the OG Vorlage.

1. 120-Th does not coordinate with xat against MT and OG.

I111.1.iii. Lexicology
1. 3-This is the only place where OG uses ovvBaive (s. Syntax, 1. 3)

662:9; 3:17, 28(95); 4:11(14), 24(27), 34a; 6:6(5), 27(26), 28(27); 8:17,
19, 26; 9:18; 10:11, 14; 11:27, 35, 36; 12:13. Th=0G in 3:17; 8:17, 19;
11:36.

6'ISee previous fn. 6x MI=0 in 4:11(14), 24(27), 34a; 6:6(5),
28(27). The only place in chs. 8-12 where Y& is not employed for *3

is 12:13 where MI=0. The other main equivalent for °2 in both OG
(14/24) and Th (18/24) is éu.

Aejmelaeus ("Clause Connectors," p. 369) emphasizes that for the
proper evaluation of equivalents for 2 as a causal conj. we need to

distinguish clearly between this function and the function of
meaning "that." In 20/24x "D has a causal function. Two exceptions

are 12:7, 9 where OG has én in the sense of "that." In two other
cases (9:18; 10:21) OG and Th have &Aa for > where it follows a

negative clause and has the sense "but, rather” (s. Aejmelaeus,
"Clause Connectors,” p. 373). Therefore, OG has yé&p translate the

causal sense of ™ 9/20 which is almost equal to the use of éu

(11/20). The cases where OG has 6t are 9:9, 11, 14, 16, 19, 23;
10:12, 195 11:4, 25, 37.
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and does represent a rather dynamic translation. For the addition of

opauata, see Text-Critical discussion.

1. 4, 24-85n as a vb. is only here in Daniel. Th employs
etymologically related words to render the vb. and cog. acc., and
tvorviedopar is not found in OG. OG uses variety, though ocvuwvBaive is

unusual.

1. 5, 18, 24, 28-0G (5/5) and Th (4/5) both employ the expected évonviov
as a SE for m‘an.“ Th omits in 1. 24, probably in error.

1. 6, 25-Both OG and Th offer good renderings of the Hebrew D¥® (2-5,
s. BDB, p. 821),69 though OG once again illustrates variety while Th
employs the same rendition. OG uses tapasse elsewhere to render
different vbs. in 11:12 (»23), 44(%n3). Th also has tapaseo in 11:44,
though in a different person, and uses it 10x in total.70 OG employs
xivé@ elsewhere in 3:79; 4:16(19); 11:38,71 and the vb. does not
appear in Th. Th uses tEistqu only in these two places, while OG does

not employ this compound vb.

1. 10-0G always uses ¢mtacoo for MR in the sense "command" (s. 1:18;

2:46; 3:19, 20). Also in 3:24 where MTI=0.

1. 11-Both OG and Th use a variety of equivalents for R"P. The most
frequent equivalent in OG is (émi)xakée 3/8 (9:18, 19; 10:1; =Th, 6x
=O).72 0G’s characteristic variety is seen in the selection of

68Also in 1:17.
69Also found in Gen. 41:8; Jud. 13:25; Ps. 77:5.
Ws. also 4:2(5), 16(19); 5:6, 9(2x), 10; 7:18, 28.

71In 11:38 xiviyeet is a contextual guess for T3a2'. See p. 120.

725:8, 12, 15, 16, 17. OG’s presumed Vorlage is very different
from MT for the second occurrence of RP in 5:7 as well.
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povén (4:11[141; 5:7); GvaPods (8:16);" xnpboce™ (3:4); eiadépo.

At first glance we might hastily conclude that Th has merely
retained OG in 4:11(14); 9:18, 19; 10:1. That this is not necessarily
the case can be demonstrated. Overall, Th’s TT reveals that he is
marching to his own drum. Th employs two main equivalents for Rp:
(£ni)xaAed 6/1475 and avayivooxe 5/14.76 In all of these instances Th
has chosen an appropriate rendering for the context and is not using a
mechanical approach. The sensitivity of his choices is exemplified by
xoAto in 5:12, because elsewhere in the ch. he chooses avayweoxe for
the sense of "reading" the writing on the wall. The verbal agreement
in 4:11(14) can be explained as coincidence because the rendering is a
natural one. Furthermore, Th does not follow OG’s choice of ¢wovée in
5:7, but employs Poéw instead. Finally, Th employs Boae in 3:4 where
one would expect him to follow the alliteration of OG. The fact that
Th has already employed xadée twice before ch. 9 and that the choices
are natural ones in the context also militates against borrowing in
chs. 9 and 10. Th also employs perfect forms in 9:18, 19, so Th and

0OG only share exact verbal agreement in 10:1.”

1. 16, 35, 37, 38, 44, 48, 54, 56, 61, 64, 67, 68, 85, 87, 99, 100,
104, 111, 113-This section will examine the translation of verbs of
saying. We will look at a large number of verbs in this one section,
because it will illustrate the complex interplay between the
vocabulary of the Vorlage and the Greek versions. There are three
introductory points to make:

1. In each instance the verb in MT has the meaning "to tell, declare,

make known."  Other cases where verbs of saying fall outside of this

73Ziegler has correctly placed xai éxaiese . . . from 8:16 in

brackets because it is obviously a doublet from Th. This is an
excellent example of the early influence of the Th text on OG, because
it is present in 967.

74This is a HL in OG. The only place where it occurs in Th is
5:29.

B5:2; 5:12; 8:16; 9:18, 19; 10:1.
5.7, 8, 15, 16, 17.

”However, a more definitive statement will have to await a closer
scrutiny of passages from the later chs.

212




semantic range are not considered. Even this categorization is quite
broad.

2. 48 and 54 are underlined because they appear to be pluses in 0G.
3. 1. 35, 67, 68 and 99, 100 will not be treated extensively other
than to note that "“R/eizov is an expected equivalent. However, it
should also be noted that OG and Th do use different forms of the vb.
To treat all of the occurrences of “I® would require great length and
our discussion can proceed without that degree of detail.

In 2:1-10 we are concerned with the translation of 4 semitic
verbs: "IN (hi. from [T33]), "MK, /MM, YN (ha. or hi. ¥7). These
verbs are translated with 6 different verbs in 2:1-10 in OG and Th:
avayyédle, arayyéride, elzov, yvopile, ¢pale, dnroo, 8taoa¢ém78 also appears
in 1. 54 of OG (1-11, s. LEH, p. 108), seemingly as an addition.

The first vb. we meet is "1°271 (inf. cons.) in l. 16, which is
translated by the inf. of é&vayyé\le in both OG and Th. The verbal
agreement is probably best explained, however, either as coincidence
or Th influence on OG. There are two pieces of evidence that lead to
the conclusion that Th has not borrowed his rendering from OG. First,
apart from the not unexpected uses of “DR/einov mentioned in #3 above,
this is the only instance where there is exact verbal agreement in the
use of these vbs. between OG and Th in this section. Second, in the
three other places where TN occurs, Th always has avayyéiho whereas

OG renders it consistently with ’mtoﬁeucv1’xo.79

789x in the Maccabean literature and also in Deut. 1:5,

799:23, 10:21; 11:2. ‘bmodeixvoo occurs 9x elsewhere in OG. In
4:15(18), 34c; 5:9 MI=0. It renders TN in 2:17, MM in 5:7, AN in

10:14; it also occurs in 5:12 where WD and [MMN] are found and 5:16
where W® is found once again. In these latter two instances the

differences between OG and MT are rather substantial; these are the
only occurrences of the verb ¥® in MI. One interesting use of
brodewcvbo is the difficult construction in 9:22 where it translates
S9oPm. Except in 7:8 where there was evidently a misreading of the
Vorlage and 1:17 where the rendering is dynamic, OG uses expected
equivalents from the semantic domain of knowing for JO2 elsewhere
(1:4; 8:25; 9:13, 22, 25; 11:33, 35; 12:3, 10). Therefore, there is a
possibility that OG read 0T or 2nY for 7122017 in 9:22. The
latter would appear more likely because it would involve the omission
of @, and the misreading of 2 for 3 and ) for 5., It may also have

come more easily to the translator because M3 is the following word.
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1N is found 14x in the pa. and ha., 7 of which are in vss.
2:4-11. The most frequent equivalent in OG is 8nléeo, which is used
5/11.80 The remaining 6 uses are as follows. 1In 5:7 it is rendered
by bmobewcvde while the appearance of 8fiwoic (1/4, not in Th) in 2:27 is
a dynamic rendering. The other four renderings are unique and are
probably explained as due to stylistic variation since they are
clustered within vss. 2:4-11.8 Th is far more consistent in his
translation of MM, using davayyédie 11/14 and yvepile in the other
three. !

The reading of avayyédhe for MM in 1. 56 of OG is interesting,
because OG also has an unusual addition of Siacadionté pot in 1. 54.
Although 1. 54 could be viewed as an addition against MT, it is also
very possible that Gvayyé\le originated as a gloss to Siacagén (1-11).
This is suggested by the presence of the rare term Siasapén, the
frequent use of &vayyélde by Th, and the fact that we already have
reason to question the rendering of "IN by évayyé\le in 1. 16.
Though it might be objected that it is characteristic of OG to use
variety, the amount of revision on the OG text as we have it can not
be underestimated.

There is further corroboration of the possibility that 1. 56 is
a later revision by the add. in 1. 48. In 1. 48 8yhbe appears to be
an addition, yet dnkée is consistently employed in the OG to render
either 4N (5/11) or Y1 (8/14).83 Therefore, M in 1. 44 is the

Since the Hebrew construction in 9:22 would have caused difficulties
for the translator and we can construe a semantic path by which the OG
translator rendered the text, it is unlikely that the OG Vorlage
differed from MT.

W2:6, 9, 11, 16, 24; 3x 0G=0 3:32, 5:12, 15.

8., 38-¢phLo, (1-3, not in Th); 1. 56-dvayyéAde or Sacapiionte; .
71-a dynamic translation with xpive; 1. 112-elnov.

ig, 2:6, 105 5:7. Elsewhere in Th yvapile is a SE (17/21) for the
ha. and hi. (only 8:19) of Y. The exceptions are &vayyéilo in 2:9,

25, 26 and dnAée in 4:15. yvepile does not occur in OG.

83Ot:herwise Snkhée appears for N91 in 2:47. The ha. and hi. of YT

occur 21x in Dan., but 4x 0G=0 (4:3, 4, 15; 5:15). 2x the text of OG
presumes a different Vorlage compared with MT (5:16, 17), though
bmodewkvio is a possible equivalent in 5:16. Apart from the double
translation in 2:5, and the 8x with SnyAéw (2:9, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29,
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natural equivalent for Aoe. However, Snkoe looks like an add.
because dm—v—c:r{yé:)t.)t.m84 appears in 1. 44 as the formal equivalent for
PTM. As in the preceding case, it is possible that émayyéAde is the
result of later revision of 0G, though OG does employ émayyéiie to
translate Y111 in 8:19.

~ The distinct ways in which OG and Th have translated the vbs. of
saying in this section, and throughout Daniel, indicate that they are
independent translations. In 1. 48 and 54 OG has what appear to be
additional verbs, but in both cases these vbs. seem to be pluses
because av(n)ayyédde@, a vb. common in Th, is found in the correct word
order position as the equivalent for the semitic vb. 1Is it not at
least as likely that in both cases av(n)ayyédhdo is a correction of OG
from Th toward MT?

1. 27-6éAho appears 4x in OG. MT=0 in 4.17; 7:19 for R33; 8:4 for M7,

Never in Th.

1. 29-Aareo is a SE for "37 in both OG (17/19) and Th (19/19). The
only places where OG departs from this usage are 1:19 and 11:27. The
use of the relatively rare opiAée (1-9) in 1:19 has a more specific sense
of conversing than the more general term Aaleo; so it is well-suited
to a context that assumes a dialogue. In 11:27 OG employs a compound
yevdoloynoovsiv (HI, in LXX!) to translate T2 21D. In the 17 other

occurrences Th and OG share many exact verbal agreements, but many

30; 7:16), onpaive is found 3x (2:15, 23, 45), omodewxvde 1x in 2:17 and
arayyédde 2x in 5:8; 8:19.

The fact that dnAo@ does not occur in chs. 4-6 is one of the
proofs of Albertz (p. 163) that chs. 4-6 originate from a different
translator. However, as we have seen, dnioe is used 13(14)/15 to
render either P or 41N and there is little evidence that either of

these are found in the semitic Vorlage of OG in chs. 4-6. The only
places where these vbs. occur in chs. 4-6 of MT are 4:3, 4, 15; 5:7, 8,
12, 15(2), 16, 17 and the only places where OG might have had them in
its Vorlage would be 4:15; 5:7, 8, 12, 16. The most certain of these
are 5:7, 8, 16, but 5:7 certainly appears to have suffered corruption
from vs. 8, or possibly from Th, and harmonization toward MT.
Therefore, though the absence of 5%Adé® in 4-6 does support Albertz’
thesis, it is not quite as significant as it seems at first.

84Note also that 967 reads &vayyéiio.
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of these agreements occur in the later chs.85 OG and Th also have
agreement in the Aramaic section where both employ Aakeo (4/5) as a
SE for ‘?'7?3.86 We will have to see what a closer inspection of chs.
7-12 reveals, but some of the agreements could easily be coincidental
while others may be due to Th influence on 0G. For example, in 10:11,
15, 19 OG and Th use the év 1@ + inf. (AaAfoar) to translate the inf.
cons. + 3 (2 in 10:19). This is an acceptable translation, but very
literal and more characteristic of th.! Furthermore, in 8:18 where
the exact same construction is found Th has ¢v 19 Aakelv, while OG uses
a gen. abs.! Soisalon-Soininen also notes that the frequency of OG’s
use of the more literal equivalent is disproportionate to OG’s treatment
of the Hebrew inf. cons. as a whole in Daniel® The fact of these
agreements and their Th like character suggests that the OG text has

been revised toward Th.

1. 35, 46, 53, 62, 67, 85, 99-The seven cases where OG employs Spapa,
including 1. 67 and 99 were discussed in CH 1. Th consistently

employs évesviov for OYn.

1. 36-nai¢ is an expected equivalent for "1AY and appears in OG 11/11.
However, Th employs sai¢ exclusively for T3Y (4/4) in chs. 1-2,
whereas in chs. 3-12 he has the alternative equivalent SovAog 6/8.89

Ysee 8:13(2x); 9:12, 20, 21, 22; 10.11(2x), 15, 16, 17, 19; 11:36.

Ysee 7:8, 11, 20, 25. 1In 6:22(21) OG presumably has a different
Vorlage, and Th has elze. The only other occurrences of the vb. are in
3:36=Th; 4.29(32); 4.34(37)bis where MI=0.

87See Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive, pp. 81, 206. However, there
is a slight difficulty with his statistics on p. 1838. Soisalon-
Soininen’s table suggests that 3 + inf. con. is found 7x in Daniel and
that in all 7 cases Th employs ¢v t® + inf. In fact, the Hebrew
section of Daniel has 8 cases and there are another 4 in the Aramaic
section. Only 6x does Th use ¢v @ + inf. (8:15, 17, 18; 10:11, 15;
11:34). The other instances are 2:25; 3:24(91); 4:24; 6:20(19); 8:2;
10:7. 8:2 is omitted by both OG and Th and in 10:7 they both employ
dynamic translations.

88Soisalon—Soininen, Infinitive, p. 189.

¥The n. 1A is in 1:12, 13; 2:4, 7; 3:26(93), 28(95); 6:21(20); 9:6, 10,
11, 17; 10:17. 0G=0 in 6:21(20).
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The exceptions are 3:28(95) and 10:17 where Th again has saig, but the

basic difference in pattern in chs. 1-2 is clear.

1. 37, 47, 55, 63, 70, 103-Th employs swxpioig as a SE (26/31) for 'E'B.go
0G displays greater variety. In chs. 4-6 the n. is either not in the

9 Elsewhere the main

VorIage’1 or OG employs obyxpipa as a SE.
equivalent is xpiog 7/ 14,93 while the remaining cases involve some
type of dynamic rendering. In 2:24, 25 OG employs &xasta, which is
very similar to the use of mévta in 2:16, and the neuter pro. in 1. 37.
In 2:30 the articular pass. inf. of 8ni6e "what has been revealed" is an
excellent idiomatic translation. The final two translations involve
1. 63 and 70, where “¥® is collocated with the vb. 47 (also 1. 37,
55, 104). In both of these cases OG transforms the n. into the
etymologically related vb. xpive. L. 70 "they will decide with regard
to these things" is another good idiomatic translation. The cluster of
uses of the same vb. within 2:1-10 means that some of these
renderings are probably motivated by the concern for stylistic
variation. However, it should be noted that in 1. 63 and 70, as in
2:24-25, OG has maintained a similar translation equivalent when one
character’s words are referred to by another.

0G’s restriction of obykpwia to chs. 4-6 is evidence that a

different translator is responsible for these chs.94

1. 42, 81, 92, 111, 113, 118-Taken by themselves the 5x that ™ is
found in 2:1-10 suggest that Th does not exhibit dependence upon OG.
However, there is a translation pattern in both OG and Th that is best

understood by looking at chs. 2-3 separately from 4-7.

9oThe exceptions are 2:25; 4:15; 5:26=0G, 5:16 (cognate acc.)
where styxpypa occurs; and 5:15, where it is omitted.

S0G=0 11x. S. 4:3(6), 4:4(7), 4:6(9), 4:15(18)bis, 4:16(19),
4:21(24); 5:12, 15(2x), 16.

s, 5:7, 8, 16, 26. aivkppea is also found in 4:16(19) and 5:17,
but the pattern does support Albertz’ contention that chs. 4-6
originate from a different translator.

95.5, 6, 9, 26, 36, 45; 7:16.
94Albertz, p. 162.
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non is found 11x in chs. 2-3 and OG employs at least eight
different equivalents:
Aoyog-2:9, 11 rpootETaya—2:8?
npaypa-2:8?, 10 & tdpaxev-2:10
txacta-2:17
npog tadta-2:23
rpootaypa-2:15?, 3:22
npootayi-3:28(95)
2:5?, 157
The variety of equivalents is obvious, and each of the renderings is a
good translation. Note, however, that there is uncertainty over what
word occurs in 2:15 (s. CH 2.III.).95 The translations of 2:8?,' 10,

% Th employs bima 9/11, and Aéyog in 2:5,

17 are particularly dynamic.
11,

The situation is significantly different in chs. 4-7 where 1D
occurs 13x. 5x 0G=0, 4:30(33); 5:10, 15, 26; 6:15(14).

A0y0¢—4:28(31); 6:13(12); 7:1, 11, 16, 28.

piipa—-7:25, 28(27)!
In these chs. not only has the translation been standardized, but fipa
appears twice. The same preference for Adyo¢ is evident in Th who
uses it 8/10. Mua is used only in 5:26 and 7:28. 3x Th=0, 5:10, 15;
7:1.

Both the use of 51"11101 by OG in ch. 7 and the predominance of
Adyo¢ in chs. 4-6 have to be explained. This pattern supports Albertz’
thesis concerning the independence of chs. 4-6, but also raises more

questions about chs. 7-12.

1. 43, 80-Th translates RTIR " exactly the same in both places. There
is possible verbal agreement with OG as well, and this agreement must

be either a distinctive agreement or Th influence because danéstn is a

95We argue below that Aoyo¢ in 2:5 and mpaype in 2:8 are not
original. The suggestion that spootetaxa is the dynamic rendering is
based on our reconstruction of the te.t of 2:8 (s. Text-Critical, 1.
78-83), but it does reflect OG’s other dynamic renderings. g5poctacow
is also etymologically related to spostaypa in 3:22 and npostayfy in
3:28(95). Munnich ("Origeéne," p. 190) also lists the asterisked
addition in 2:5 as a reading that conforms to MT and Th.

96Note that npo¢ tavta of 2:23 also appears in 1. 71.
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contextual guess for n-me.” So, the question is, who is borrowing
from whom? Prior to investigating this line of inquiry it was
determined in CH 2 on the basis of the textual witnesses that 1. 42-43
were not present in OG. If the argument that OG omits 1. 42-43 is
correct, then 1. 80 must exhibit later Th influence. This suggestion is
supported by three further points. First, there is obvious textual
corruption where 2:8-9 join. Note, for example, that 967 omits xa8anep
topixate 811 améotn an’ épod t0 mpaypa (s. also the discussion in Text-
Critical, 1. 78-83). Second, in 1. 49 (as well as the similar text in
3:29[96]) Th goes his own way; and here the renderings exhibit a
formal correspondence typical of Th. Third, this would be one of the
few places in this section that one could argue that Th has borrowed
from OG in any way. If anything, the accumulating evidence suggests

that Th is not dependent on OG.

1. 49-52-The reading of the OG has several difficulties and should be
considered alongside the similar passage in 3:29(96) where the texts

read:

Th-tlg andrerav Esovianr xai oi oixor avtdv elg daprayiv
MT-TERE? *93 AONDY TP PR

0G-biaperiodficetar xai | ovoia avtod Snuevénoeton

McCrystall argues that there is a shift in meaning in the OG in
these passages from "physical ruin" to "c:onfiscation."98 In this
instance McCrystall is no doubt correct about the resulting translation,
but it is questionable whether this was motivated by any intentional
theological Tendenz. The first factor we have to consider is the
general difficulty presented by the vocabulary of MT. These are the
only two passages in MT where the Persian loan-word "@T1 "member,
limb" (s. BDB, p. 1089) is found; and “9” occurs elsewhere only in
Ez. 6:11. In 3:29 the rare word %W "be made" (hithpa.; also the pa.

9'IIt is found only here in these two passages in MI. See Mont.,
pp. 148-149, for a discussion of the uncertainty of the meaning.

98McCrystal 1, p. 80.

99The meaning of this word can only be guessed at, as exemplified
in the translations. S. BDB, p. 1102 and Mont., p. 148.
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or peil in 5:21) occurs. Given the difficulties of the Vorlage, the
most logical course of action is to consider whether the OG has
misunderstood the text. _

With regard to 2:5, Mont., p. 148, has already advanced the
explanation that the HL napadeiypatile "you shall be made an example"
for 1Y1M 1T is based on reading 127 (7). The key to the final
phrase is the meaning of *231, at which the translator could only
guess from the context. The easiest explanation is that the
translator read the hithpe. ]1WXM® as a pe. (which explains the choice

7"

and
w100

of dvadndenoetar), and offered the best guess that he could:
everything that you own will be expropriated into the treasury.
It may be, as McCrystall suggests, that the actual rendering reflects
a Hellenistic act of procurement of property; but it would only be
natural for the translator’s guess to reflect his own cultural
circumstances. If we were to refer to this case as theological
Tendenz, there certainly would not be any great theological
consequences; nor could it be deemed as intentional changing of the
text. ,

The translation of MOX® SN MY by xai 4 odsia abdtod
Snuevdfpetar in 3:29(96) is very similar to 2:5, except that the
translation is probably a guess based on the earlier translation. In
this case the OG did not know the meaning of rm’,m‘ so the HL dnjevo
"confiscate" appears to be a simplification of dvaAndonoetar . . . eig
70 Bacihixov. The major difference between 2:5 and 3:29(96) is that in
the latter OG seems to translate }Y12¥TM 1’7 correctly. However, it
is possible that Swaperile should be emended to read the more common
Swapepilo, which is the reading of 967 (s. CH 2.I1I.7.iv.).

There is little doubt that the translation of 3:29(96) was
dependent on 2:5, so one has to wonder why napadeiypatile was chosen in
the first instance. There are four possible options: 1) the
translation in 2:5 is based on an alternative reading of the semitic
text; 2) the reading in 3:29(96) represents a later correction; 3)
there were separate and distinct translators; 4) 3:29(96) should be

amended to read Swapepilo, which is also a contextual guess. The

ms. 1 Esd. 6:31 for a parallel rendering.
Wiog=0 in 5:21.
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second option always has to remain a consideration, but is unlikely
because we would expect the same correction in 2:5. In favour of the
first is the possibility that the N of PRI was omitted by
haplography with the final N in AWBY (s. Text-Critical). This assumes
that the translator of both passages was the same. The fourth option
accounts for the difficulties in both passages and does not presuppose
any theory of multiple translators. Furthermore, if the translator of
3:29(96) did get it right with Swaperifo, why is there no evidence of
correction of 2:5? The third option is also possible, but it would
require that the translator of 3:29(96) was later than the translator of
2:5 because he seems to rely on 2:5 for the translation of 21 R
mnw., Although this solution assumes a rather complicated scenario of
translation, it has much to commend it. There are a number of
differences in TT in 3:20-30(97) that suggest this portion of text was
freely edited in order to insert the deutero-canonical material into
ch. 3.102 The evidence does not permit any easy resolution of the
textual difficulties, but either of the last two solutions are more
likely.

Th’s translation in 2:5 and 3:29(96) is similar to OG only in
that he guessed at the meaning of |'2UIMN |°IT. There is, however, a
possible explanation for Th’s translation of 17N 107N by elg
dnarerav éceabe (éoovtar in 3:29[96]). Th probably read 1 72N as if it
were a hithpe. derived from 738 and simply omitted 1’2, The choices
of the vb. dwuprde in 2:5 and the related n. Siepnayn in 3:29(96), both
HL in Daniel, again demonstrate Th independence from OG.

1. 57, 59-Although AapBave is the expected equivalent, the fact that
OG and Th both use rapahapBave in the two other occurrences of 7:?
indicates there may be Th dependence on OG in these later

passages.l03

102The evidence for this is discussed in the next section on 3:11-
20, A Note on the Additions to Chapter 3. The third solution also
allows for the possibility that Siaperife should be emended to read
with 967. Regardless of the reading we choose, the translator of
3:29(96) did not depend on 2:5 for the rendering of 11T 1AM,

103S. also 6:1(5:31) and 7:18, though the only actual agreement in
the former passage is the use of the vb.
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bestowal of gifts more explicit.

1. 61, 99-0G and Th reflect two different interpretations of 112./% 06
uses odv (+ vov, 1. 99) here for M, while in 4:24(27) 0G=0. Th’s
rendering with sAv in 1. 61 (HL in Daniel) understands ]ﬂ'? as an
adversative and 8ia tovt0 in 4:24(27) is an excellent rendering as

well. The omission by Th-in 1. 98 is difficult to explain.

1. 75-This is a common rendering for OG and Th. 33" occurs 5x in
total in Dan. OG renders with dxpiBiig in 2:45; 6:13(12)105 where Th
uses dAnBivég, and they share the reading of axpfiera (1-4!) in 7:16..
0G=0 in 3:24(91) where Th has &ingd¢. Whether we judge Th to be
dependent upon OG in l. 75 and 7:16 depends on our overall

assessment of their relationship.

1. 77-This is the only occurrence of 12! in Dan. ¢&Eayopale is a HL in

the LXX, so OG and Th have another common reading in this vs.

1. 78, 114-0G translates with xa8énep also in 2:41, 45. Although

" HapgHo occurs 13x altogether, OG only has an equivalent elsewhere
in 3:29(96)-81n and 6:11(10)-xadag.
interesting. He uses xafot also in 3:29(96), while in the three

Th'’s translations are very

remaining cases in ch. 2 he has 6v wpdénov. The situation changes

drastically in chs. 4-6 where 6u is employed 5x!, xatevosiov is used in
5:22, and xafd¢ in 6:11(10)=0G. As in our investigation of PN above,
there are indications that Th’s translation of 1 93p 22 in chs. 4-6 is
different from ch. 2. The translation of 1. 78-81 involves a textual

problem, but that does not affect the evaluation of xaganep.

1. 91, 93-0G employs the rare term ovveinov (1-2) for the hithpa. (Q,
HL) of [}]. Th employs another rare word, ovvtignu (1-11). Both are

104See I. Eitan, "Some Philological Observations in Daniel," HUCA
14 (1939): 13-14.

IOSOG employs dxpifiig in 4:24(27) where MT=0. d&xpipii¢ occurs only
5x elsewhere and not in Th.

85,40, 4:15(18); 5:12, 22; 6:4(3), 5(4), 23(22). 2:40 is
probably omitted by homoiotel.
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good translations.

1. 92-Th employs Swadfeipo as a SE 6/8 for the Hebrew and Aramaic
[nnw'].”” The exceptions both occur in 6:5(4) where 0G=0. The
latter occurrence in 6:5(4) is within a whole clause that is omitted
in Th. In the first instance Th employs napémtopa as an idiomatic
translation. Th also employs napantopa in 4:24(27) for [mbm’]m and
in 6:23(22) for ¥212n, but napéntepa is not found in OG.

1. 94-0G employs a dynamic rendering while Th uses an expected formal
rendition of “TNAD,

1. 97-The translation of [RI¥] offers an interesting example of how
difficult it is to determine whether there are separate translators in
OG and to describe the relationship between it and Th.

[R3] is found 12x in chs. 2-6 and both OG and Th employ
dllotoe as a natural SE. OG translates with diiowow 6/7.109 The one
difference is dfetén (HL in OG)”D in 3:28(95), which carries the more
appropriate sense of rejecting the command of the king. Th employs
dAroow 10/12 and offers the unique rendering of mpépxoualm in 1. 97
and sapaAdasce (1-6) in 6:16(15).

In ch. 7 [N3] occurs 7x, but here the SE for OG is Sadépo
5/7.112 The related adv. Swapopag appears in 7:7 and &dodéo in 7:25.

g, also 6:5(2); 8:24(2), 25; 9:26; 11:17.

108Th’s reading is based on a slightly different pointing. See p.
145.

5.9, 215 3:19, 27(94); 5:6; 6:9(8). 0G=0 4:13(16); 5:9, 10;
6:16(15), 18(17). d&Arowow does occur in 4:13(16) but the context is
different. Otherwise OG employs dAlowde in similar types of contexts
in 4:16(19), 30a, 34(37), 34a(2) where MI'=0 and we can retrovert NX

with confidence. See also J. Barr, "Aramaic-Greek Notes on the Book
of Enoch (I)," JSS 23 (1978): 187.

110It is also in 9:7 of Th.

111Th employs napépropar elsewhere in 4:28(31); 6:13(12); 7:14;
11:10, 40. OG overlaps only in 11:10 and has the vb. also in 11:26
and 12:1.

9.3, 19, 23, 24, 28.
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However, the change in equivalents is not evidence of separate
translators, but sensitivity to the differing semantic range of the
vocabulary. In 4/5 instances where Swa¢épe or the adv. Sradopag
appears the reference has something to do with the "differing" nature
of the beasts or the fourth beast in particular. d&lAotoe would not
have been an appropriate rendering in those contexts, but it is in 7:25
where the reference is to the changing of times and the law. The
only possible indication of different translators is in 7:28, where we
might expect &Aotoe because it would agree with the OG choices in
3:19, 27(95); 5:6.

Th employs the expected &hiowow in 7:25, 28; diapépe in 7:3, 7,
19; but imepéye "will rise above" in 7:23 and ¥smeppépo "will exceed" in
7:24 are excellent translations of the sense. Th, then, is more
consistent with his use of &Alowe in the book and has several marked
usages. However, a relationship between Th and OG is indicated not so
much by the change in equivalents in ch. 7, but by the fact that they
both use dwapépw, which is only found 11x elsewhere in the LXX.

1. 110-Th’s choice of Enpé (1/1) in contrast to OG’s more common Y1 is

another mark of independence.

1. 114-The add. of ov épatd¢ may have been motivated by OG’s prior
changes to the syntax when it brought forward the vb. in the &u clause
to 1. 111 as well as the dynamic rendering & édpaxev in 1. 113. The vb.
in the final *1 93p 92 clause is delayed until 1. 119, which would have
resulted in a more complicated sentence structure in OG if he had
given a formal translation. The insertion of 6V épatd¢ makes 1. 115-121
into an independent clause, which explains the insertion of xai in I
115. The creation of distinct clauses results in some loss in emphasis.
MT would be translated "No one can tell the matter of the king;
furthermore . . ." while OG has "No one can tell what the king saw as

"

he asks, and no king . . .

1. 117-Th’s rendering with &pyev 3/8 reflects independence (also 2:15-
0G=0; 5:29). Elsewhere Th demonstrates a dynamic tendency on the
four occasions (4:14, 22, 29; 5:21) where 8% occurs within the same
nominal clause: RGN NIDYN3 RWDY RAOR DT (0G=0). In each case Th
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supplies a vb. The latter three are identical: 6t xvpieder 6 Hyiotog i
Bacweiag tdv &vepdrwv, while in 4:14(17) Th transforms 2@ into xbprog
and adds totv. The remaining passage where 2% is found is 4:23(26)
where Th employs &Eovsia as another good translation of the sense of
MT.

OG only has one other equivalent for #"™® (5:29) where it
employs &Eoveia, though it may also reflect ¥'9% in his Vorlage of
4523(26) where tEovesia is found.

l. 118-The shared reading of totowto in OG and Th probably indicates
dependence in one direction or the other because it is a HL. Once
again, if we dismiss any prejudice that Th is borrowing from OG, then
it is conceivable that the reading of 88 reflects later corruption
toward Th. This is supported by the fact that 967 reads zoidto to.
Now, the reading of 967 car/l not be explained as correction toward MT
because towodto is a better translation of the sense. On the other
hand, 967 or 88 could represent an orthographical error. So, the OG
witnesses are split and 88-Syh agree with Th. Although there must be
a degree of caution evaluating these readings, we cannot assume that
Th has borrowed from OG. Th may have the OG reading in I. 118, but
it is also possible that todto 16 in 967 represents the original OG

reading.

I11.1.iv. Summary

The investigation of 2:1-10 has revealed similar findings to our
previous examination of 1:1-10. In the majority of instances OG was
translating a Vorlage very similar to MT. Although OG is described as
a free translation, his faithfulness to his Vorlage is manifested, as in
1:1-10, by his overall adherence to the word order of MT. On one
occasion OG employed a hypotactic construction (l. 19) to avoid the
parataxis of his Vorlage. On other occasions he used postpositive
conjunctions (8¢ in 1. 39, 53, 65, 69; obv 1. 27?7, 61, 82, 98; yap in L
91). These characteristics are indicative of OG’s style in the early
chapters of Daniel, but his freedom is most evident in the diversity of
his lexical choices and occasional dynamic renditions. In one instance
(1. 67-69) OG changed the syntactic structure unintentionally. There

are a number of textual differences between OG’s Vorlage and MT, but,

225



for the most part, the differences can be explained as expected
corruptions that occur in the transmission of ancient texts (s. Text-
Critical).

In 2:1-10 Th exhibits the expected narrow formal correspondence
to MT, though there are several omissions of words (1. 3, 24, 40, 90,
98, 120).]13 However, formal correspondence does not mean that Th
was translating mechanically. For example, there are several omissions
and additions of minor morphemes (1. 11, 35, 40, 56, 94, 99). The wider
investigation of vocabulary also revealed that Th demonstrates a
sensitivity to the semantic range of the vocabulary of his Vorlage, and

turned up occasions where Th employed excellent idiomatic translations.

I11.2. The Relationship Between OG and Th

It is obvious from the few distinctive agreements and the more
numerous disagreements that there is no sense in which we can refer
to Th as a recension of OG in 2:1-10. There are only two certain
distinctive agreements: t{ayopdfeo in 1. 77 and Ex’ dinéeiag in 1. 75.
However, these agreements do not necessarily indicate Th dependence
on OG because they both occur within vs. 8. In the discussion of L
78-81 (s. Text-Critical) we saw that the agreement there is due to a
secondary add. from Th to OG, so the distinctive verbal agreement in
the preceding lines must be questioned as well. The only other
possible shared readings are l. 16 {coincidence?) and 1. 118 (Th
influence?). The distinctive nature of Th’s translation is demonstrated
by the occasions when Th does not follow OG such as 1. 67-69, 1. 89-
90, and the contextual guess in l. 49-52. There are also numerous
places where Th employs distinct vocabulary (eg. 1. 4, 6, 24, 25, 51, 61,
97, 110).

In contrast to Th being a recension, we have uncovered more
evidence indicating later corruption of the OG due to Th influence.
Besides the certain Th influence on the OG in 1. 79-81, which is
confirmed by the hexaplaric addition in 2:5, it is also possible in 1. 16,

44, 56, and 118.“4 The same relationship between OG and Th is

113For a full listing of Th omissions against MT, see Schmitt,
"Stammt," pp. 19-25.

114Another example is 2:1 (see CH 2) where 88-Syh had undergone
revision toward MT through Th influence.
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apparent throughout ch. 2: there are occasional verbal agreements and
infrequent large agreements (eg. 2:28). This does not exclude the
possible acquaintance of Th with OG, which may have occasionally
influenced the lexical choice of Th; but it does exclude the possibility
that Th is a recension of the OG in chs. 1 and 2. As has already been
demonstrated, some of these agreements can also be explained as Th
readings that have displaced the 0G. Therefore, we must seriously
consider that any distinctive agreements in these chapters may reflect
secondary corruption of the OG. It is when the investigation touched
on chs. 7-12 that the number of agreements between Th and OG
increased.

Finally, we have also uncovered evidence that not only
corroborates Albertz’ thesis that chs. 4-6 originate from a translator
different from the other translator(s) of OG, but there is a suggestion
that Th’s relationship to MT is different in these chs. as well. As to
the OG translator of 4-6 we have confirmed that the non-appearance of
dnrow in 4-6 is evidence for a different translator. More importantly,
we have also found that the translation of 798 and the idiom MR MY
also support Albertz’ view. It is also quite possible that the
translation of ™ ¥3p"9D corroborates Albertz’ thesis. Th’s translation
pattern of these three elements is also different in 4-6, though only in
the case of MM is there possible influence by OG (or later revision of
both?). Th also displays a different pattern of translation for
AY=nai;/6ovrho¢ between chs. 1-2 and 3-10.

The employment of postpositive conjunctions also tends to
support the picture that is emerging. obv only occurs 2/9x in chs. 4-
12; and though 8¢ still appears 16/52x in chs. 4-6, it appears only 6x
in chs. 7-12. ¥& is the exception because 10/19x it is used in chs.
8-12 (but 9/10 for *3). OG is definitely more dynamic in the
translation of chs. 1-2, but particularly ch. 2.

I111.3. Text-Critical Problems
1. 4-The addition of épapata could reflect the ideology of the
translator who uses opaa and évvgviov as overlapping synonyms. In

this case the addition would have helped to prepare for the synonymous
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uses to follow.115 On the other hand, one of the terms may be a
doublet. Given the Greek syntax it is unlikely that there was a
differing Vorlage.

1. 6-9-0G frequently abbreviates MT and it is unlikely that it

represents an alternative Vorlage.”6

1.11-Both Jahn, p. 10 and Charles, p. 27 suggest that the LXX read
N3, This is possible, but the OG probably resulted from misreading
the text and/or the translator’s expectation of what the text should

read,117 particularly since the context is so similar to 1:3 where RN

does appear.

1. 15-The reading of OG is supported by IQDana: Chaldeans is used as a
comprehensive term for the divisions of wise men also in 2:4, 5, 10;
3:8. However, it is only one of a list in 2:10; 4:4(7) 0G=0; 5:7, 11
0G=0. It is more likely that OG and IQDana have harmonized to the

absolute uses in 2:4, 5 (see also 1:4).

1. 27-We have provisionally accepted this addition as OG. In favour
of its retention is the appearance of the postpositive conj. obv,

which is found elsewhere in this section. If the plus represents a
Vorlage, we would most likely reconstruct n"a3 V15. It is possible
that this was omitted from MT through homoiotel. or homoioarc. with
9. However, the order of the Greek looks suspiciously like an

addition. Despite the dynamic approach of the OG, for the most part
0G does follows the word order of the Vor]age.118
OG,'as elsewhere in the Biblical corpus, the infinitive invariably

In particular, in

follows the vb. of wishing, saying etc. to which it is connected.

115See the earlier discussion in CH 1, pp. 29-32.
116Hamm, 1-1I, p. 145; cf. Collins, Daniel, p. 148.

117In this case the variant only existed in the translator’s mind.
See TCU, pp. 228-240, where Tov emphasizes distinguishing between true
variants and pseudo-variants.

1eright’s (Difference, p. 47) statistics on formal equivalence
indicate that OG fails to follow the word order of MT in only 2.16% of

the lines.
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This would be the natural semitic order as well, so we would expect
88-Syh to have the infinitive émyvover following the addition (s. 1.
11, 110 for examples). Furthermore, even if the add. is accepted as

0G, it appears to be an add. to smooth the syntax.

1. 33-It is highly unlikely that Kipie originated from an alternative
Vorlage given the fact that it normally renders the divine name. For
the same reason it is difficult to understand why it would have been
added. However, Th does use Kipie to render R in 4:16(19), so it is
possible that OG read N7, NOY1 in MT would then be explained as a
later correction. It is also possible the OG rendered ROYN with Kipe
and this would also explain the addition of Baciled. Either of these
scenarios suggests that Basiled is not OG. In favour of the retention
of Kipie Bacided as OG is the fact that both are present in 3:9. OG

does not witness to an alternative Vorlage.

1. 40, 72-The omission by Th. in 1. 40 and OG in 1. 72 of one element
of the idiom <RI MY does not necessarily indicate a difference in

their respective Vorlagen. Such omissions are fairly frequent.

1. 43-The omission of OG might be explained as error by homoiotel.
from NTR . . . R™©OD, but see also 1. 43, 80 in Lexicology. This
omission could have been in the OG Vorlage, but the text of MT is
preferable in any case. The difference between OG and MT is better
explained as an omission in OG, rather than an addition in MT because
we can see how the omission occurred and there are numerous places
in Daniel where the words of one character are alluded to or repeated

verbatim for emphasis.

1. 45-Closely linked to the previous variant is the addition of ¢&’
@\noeiac. Presumably this add. would reflect 2'3"0 as in 1. 75.
Though it is difficult to see how this variant could have been omitted
from MT, it is also difficult to read 333 at this point in the text.
Here, the decision will depend upon the disposition of the textual
critic, but we are not inclined to view the addition in OG as leading to

a better semitic text.
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1. 48, 54-We have previously argued that there is reason to believe
that these verbs are not additions at all (s. Lexicology). Even if
original, the additions would be attributed to the translator rather

than an alternative Vorlage.

1. 49-The translation napadervypatilo is based on the reading }712PN0 BT
(s. Lexicology), but based on the parallel to 3:29(96) MT is to be
preferred. It cannot be known whether OG’s reading accurately
reflects its Vorlage and haplography had occurred in MT, or whether
his translation stems from a reading error. It could also be that there

was a different translator in 3:29(96).

1. 56-The add. of the per. pro. in Th, which is supported by 1. 54 in
0G, suggests that the pro. suf. was read. The Peshitta reads the pro.
suf. as well. The strength of this combination suggests that the pro.
suf. should be added to the vb. in MT.

l. 78-83-The text in these lines is very difficult and is obviously
corrupt. We will begin by printing the texts of MT, Zieg. (=88-Syh),
and 967.

MT- RE7R 3 R T 7O T 933
Zieg.-xaBanep €opaxate §n daméotn an’ épod to spaypa xalamep odv mpootétaya
otag Eotan

967-[ ] xaanep odv mposretaya

[ ]

It will be noticed that while the first portion of 88-Syh reads with
MT, xabanep odv mpocstétaya obtag €stal appears to be an addition, and it
is duly marked with the obelus in both 88 and Syh. However, 967 omits
the portion that agrees with MT and has an abbreviated version of the
addition. The text that Hamm (I-II, pp. 163, 165) chooses to read is
88-Syh without oiteg totar. He argues that the first portion agrees
with OG’s vocabulary usage elsewhere, and it is lacking in 967 by
homoioarc. Hamm reads the xafanep odv mpootétaya as a striking
translation for the ™ at the beginning of vs. 9 and otYtag €otar as a

later addition. This reconstruction has much to commend it and,

230




initially, the present writer was -inclined to agree.

However, there is another and, perhaps, better way to view the
text. Hamm’s reconstruction assumes that ‘O Abyog &méstn én’ épod in 1.
42-43 is OG, but as we have previously noted (s. CH 2 and Lexicology
1. 42-43), 1. 42-43 are most probably not original to OG. They are
asterisked in 88-Syh, omitted in 967, and exhibit the formal
correspondence characteristic of Th. Therefore, if we begin with the
presupposition that 1. 42-43 are the result of later Th influence, our
analysis of 1. 78-83 changes drastically. Not only is éaméotny én’ épod
in 1. 80 corrupt because it agrees with Th, but the whole section that
agrees with MT becomes suspect (i.e. xafanep éopaxate 6t dméotn an’ tpod
0 mpaypa). If we omit the section that agrees with MT as a secondary
addition, then Hamm is correct that xa@émep is the correct equivalent
to 9 33?'73, but it is the xaf&rep followed by odv apostétaxa and not
xofanep €opaxate . . . mpaypa., This view has additional support in that
npostétaye also fits well with OG’s pattern of dynamic renderings for
n%n (s. Lexicology, 1. 42, 81, 91, 111, 113, 118).

In other words, 88—Syh preserves the 0OG, but a more literal
translation of MT was added in as a correction and displaced the 0G.
Without the secondary addition, xafanep odv mpostEtaya obtw¢ &otar reads
as a dynamic contextual guess for MI. Ultimately, it is impossible to
be sure of the reading of OG, but our approach takes the best account
for the texts that we have. For these reasons, we believe that 0G
rendered MT with a dynamic equivalent and does not reflect a plus or
an alternative Vorlage; at least, one cannot be reconstructed with any

confidence.

I. 86-87-The add. xai v t09tov xpiciv would be retroverted as M) as
in 1. 47 and 54. The use of the demonstrative adj. is a trait of OG
(also 2:45) that indicates M™®®Y was in his Vorlage. OG might also be
preferred to MT in this case, because when the king speaks of his
dream and interpretation in 2:5-6 they occur together as 1B NYM;
whereas when the magicians speak in 2:4 and 7 the terms are employed
in separate clauses. OG’s reading in 1. 86-87 would reflect MT’s

pattern in 2:5-6.
I. 88-90-It is difficult to judge whether OG reflects an alternative
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Vorlage because of the number of problems in 2:8-9 and how the text
echoes 2:5. For example, 1. 88 could be a secondary add. based on 1.
49, and 1: 89-90 might reflect a textual difficulty because the
reading of Th also differs from MT. Th borrows from l. 76 for his
rendering in 1. 89-90, and the similarities between the two are such
that Th could accurately reflect a Vorlage in 1. 89-90 that had been
influenced by 1. 76. The add. in 1. 88 of OG also follows his habit
df adding for clarification.119 Both 0G and Th read more smoothly
than MT, and for that reason MT could be original. In the final
analysis it is impossible to determine a retroversion for OG that can

account for the differences between the two, so MT should be retained.

1. 101-We have discussed this plus and how it reflects the TT of the
OG in a preliminary fashion already in CH 1 (s. p. 31). The plus &
¢lbov tiv voxta would be retroverted as RO (1Y) N N~ "1 RAON and, as
in 1. 86-87, it reflects expressions as they are found elsewhere in
Daniel (s. 2:26). R*DY5(AY) NYINTYY may also have been omitted from
MT through parablepsis with either the preceding ¥ or the following
TTR. For these reasons, it is probable that the OG addition should

be regarded as reflecting a better semitic text.

1. 114-The add. was most likely to simplify the syntax in the Greek
and is not based on an alternative Vorlage.

1. 116-Whether 37 was omitted in OG’s Vorlage or he chose to leave it
untranslated is difficult to decide. It is possible that OG regarded

it as redundant. In any case, MT should be retained.

leo also Collins, Daniel, p. 149.
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IV. Daniel 3:11-20

The most interesting aspect of this passage is 3:17-18, but we
will find that OG is much closer to MT and Th here than in 1:1-10 and
2:1-10.

3:11 Th 3:11 MT 3:11 OG
1 Scai - - pfy ROTTTIDY ke 8¢ &v pi
2 RESOV a0 .-
3 nPOSKOVAOY T anooxnvﬂou
4 +1]) elkovi T} ypvoi+
5 ¢upAnsipetal T LepBAnonioeton
6 eig '= — tiv xapvov 1 IMRI2D eic - - Seiv xapvov
7 100 KVpog RN 100 RVPOG
8 TV KALOHE VRV N TV KalopEvyV
3:12 3:12 3:12
9 Leigiv L&vﬁpeg 1°701 'R Leigiv 8¢ TIVEG [‘&vﬁpeg
10 Iovdaiot 1IN7IM Iovbaio
11 o xateotnoag 13 D Sobc Leatéstnoag
12 tni 1o lépya ypideiriip ] émi - —
13 1 “popag n'm tiig “yopag
14 BafvAavog pmic) 1ii¢ BaBvioviag
15 cedpay Micay R T cedpay Misay
16 -ABdevayo 1) ™ ABdevayo
17 Soi (- -) TR R'B)Y - oi l&vaponor éxeivor
18 oby Stmixovsav T2 WRY ovx époprencav cov
19  Baociked om - -
20 0 L(Géyuaﬁ) oo [=i7/0] v Lévtolt‘w
21 toic Geoi GOV TIAN? xai 19 lelddro cov
22 ob Marpevovor 1N Ry ovx Yeratpevoav
23 xoi 1) eixovi D‘?S‘?% xai T eixovi+oon
24t 1pv0i KTt xevoi
25 fi tEomnoag meen "9 1 Lécmcag
26 ob l(upomc\)vof)mv 110 3'2 oY wnpocsxbvndav
3:13 3:13 3:13
27 ltéte NoBovyos. DD WS Leote Nafovyod.
28 AY [‘M Kol L(_Sgy_ﬁ mnynm L“enumeeig pryf]
29 einev m&yayefv n"ljj:‘_l? ™ npooétalev ayayeiv
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30
31
32
33
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39
40
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50

51
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65
66
67
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134 YspBodeiv 1> leppadeiv

135  elg thv xdapivov 157 el¢ Stiv xapivov
136 00 mYpog R 100 ROPOS
137 v xalopévyv e v Kalopevny

IV.1. Analysis of 3:11-20

IV.1.1. Morphology

1. 22, 26, 46, 50-Either the present or the aorist can be reasonable
equivalents for the perfect of HA, and both are abundantly represented
in 3:11-20. However, it is interesting to compare 1. 22 and 26 to 1.
46 and 50. Regardless of the fact that the present probably
represents a better choice in 1. 22, 26 (as in 1. 46, 50), Th’s choice
of the present in 1. 22, 26 where OG reads the aorist is somewhat
significant. DA, pp. 63-65, identifies the elimination of the
historic present as a characteristic of kaige. While these examples
are not historical presents, they are more appropriate in the context,

and do not exhibit the same formal correspondence to MT as OG.

1. 29-0G avoids the simple coordination of the terms in MT by
transforming one n. into the aor.pass.part. Svpefei.

1. 29, 90, 131, 134-In none of these cases does Th (or OG) represent
the » prefixed to an inf.

1. 55, 66-0G employs infinitives for the imp. forms of MT in 1. 55, 66
in an attempt to preserve the sense of the syntax. S. Syntax, 1. 51-
66.

1. 71-0G employs the gen. abs. rather than the finite vb. because of
changes introduced to the syntax. S. Syntax, 1. 69-71.

1. 79, 100-0G prefers to employ the pl. for " (s. CH 2.I1.8.i.a.), while
Th normally follows the number of MT. In fact, only in L. 100 does Th
not follow the number in MT for I*. The change in 1. 100 is probably

due to harmonization to the earlier use in 1. 79.120

Iv. 1.ii. Syntax
1. 1-4-Th’s omission of the clause T Nany oY% 1O %0 in 3:10 is

120Note that BHS wants us to read the earlier number in the light
of the later.
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a rather lengthy minus against both MT and OG, and reflects a
tendency of Th, particularly noticeable in chs. 4-6, to omit repeated
phrases. Th changes the syntax of MT in 3:10-11 from "Anyone who
hears . . . should fall and worship . . . but whoever does not fall and
worship . . ." to "Whoever hears . . . and does not fall and worship . .
. The change in syntax explains the add. in 1. 4 as necessary to
provide the object of worship. The basic meaning-of the Vorlage is
retained, though the elimination of the repeated phrase lessens some of

the rhetorical effect.

1. 2-0G’s omission of the part. alters the rhetorical effect, but the

basic sense is the same.

1. 6, 74, 97, 135-MT has the full expression RDP* RN MN also in 3:6,
21, 23, 26. A formally equivalent translation tiv xdpwov t0d nopog v
xawopevy is given by OG and Th in 1. 6, 74, 135; 3:6.121 0G omits tfv
xatopévy in 1. 99 and 3:21;122 and has differences in 3:23, 26(96).
In 3:23 OG has tEedBovoa 1) $AGE éx tii¢ xapivov and 3:26(96) has tig
xapivov &t xawopévng, but both may reflect a different approach to
translating compared to the earlier portion of ch. 3.

Th only omits tod sopog in 3:23.

1. 11-This is the only occurrence of the independent obj. pro. I* in
BA. The relative pro. o is a literal and idiomatic equivalent for
the "™ + obj. pro.

1. 17-0G=MT while Th omits "these men" and employs a relative clause

instead.

mIndeed, both OG and Th employ the individual Greek words as SE
for the corresponding Aramaic. The majority of omissions and/or
different readings from the three terms are in 3:21-26(93). For
example, "9’ only occurs 8x; all in the phrase currently being

discussed. MR is found in 2 additional passages (3:19, 22), and in
each case OG and Th translate with xéutvog. " is also found in 3:22,

24(91), 25(92), 26(93)bis, 27(94)bis; 7:9(2), 10. Both OG and Th
translate with ndp, except where it is omitted. OG omits in 3:21, 22,
24(91), 26(93); 7:9. Th omits ™ in 3:22, 23, where the context is

different due to the inclusion of the deutero-canonical material.

Mpsterisked add. in 88-Syh.
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1. 18-Both OG and Th translate the semitic idiom DY® D'® "pay regard
to" (+ Y pers.; s. BDB, p. 1113) literally by providing an object for
the vb. :I‘he idiom also occurs in 6:14(13). There 0G=0 and Th
employs bmotdésse. It is also possible that Th has read Y™ in both

cases.

1. 23, 109-The add. of ocov may be the result of OG making explicit
what is implicit in MT, i.e. the image is in the likeness of the king
(cf. 2:32, 37),123 but OG does not add the first per.pro. in 1. 47.
Regardless of the appearance of the image, to worship it was to

acknowledge Nebuchadnezzar’s god/idol.

1. 37-40-0G employs a relative phrase to avoid the excessive parataxis
in MT. The part. in OG does serve to make the sequence of events
explicit ("they were brought . . . when he saw them . . . he said"),
but there is no significant difference in meaning. OG’s syntax also

requires the non-translation of 1 in 1. 40.

1. 37, 80, 121-For the variation in the translation of the idiom “RRY MY,
s. Syntax, 2:1-10.

1. 51-66-Here MT leaves the apodosis unstated.124 OG employs
infinitives in 1. 55 and 66, which effectively follow the syntax of
MT. épa + dat. + inf. in 1. 54-55="Together with the hearing . . ." Th
has 2 subj. in 1. 55 and 66, which introduce a slight change, "Now,
therefore, if you are prepared: When you hear . . . you should

worship."”

1. 51-0G employs the idiomatic uév/ﬁé125 8x, but the distribution is
significant. It occurs in 1:7; 2:24, 33, 41; 3:15, 23, 46; 12:2. The
total absence of this construction from chs. 4-11 in the original text

of OG is unlikely. Th only has pév/8¢ in 2:41, 42.

123Delcor, "Un cas de traduction,” pp. 30-35; McCrystall, p. 81.
MGpa, 886.
Wsee smyth, §2895-2916.
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1. 58-62, 119-In 1. 119 (s. 1. 132) OG substitutes a shorter
expression for the repeated list of names for stylistic variation.
The same motivation accounts for the omission of the instruments in 1.
58-—62.126 The list of instruments is also shortened in 3:7, 10; as

well as the list of officials in 3:3.

1. 69-71-0G adds 1. 70 to emphasize the ominous consequences of not
worshipping ("But if not, know for certain/it is a certainty").127

The introduction of 1. 70 also caused 3 changes in the syntax. First,
piy was added to 1. 69; second, OG’s introduction of yiwvéoxe required an
obj. clause in order to retain the elements in MT; third, OG transforms
the finite vb. mpooxvveéeo into a gen. abs.! OG’s dynamic translation is
faithful to the intention of MT, but slightly more dramatic. At the
same time, even though OG added a few elements to create this

emphasis, the vocabulary of MT is represented.

1. 86, 105-In the former the voc. ROOM is added, while in the latter
the voc. is omitted. Neither makes any significant difference (s.

Text-Critical).

1. 88, 90-Both OG and Th construe MTY with DMBD incorrectly. !

MI="There is no need for us to make an apology about this."

1. 91, 103-The theological implications of the conditional clauses in
3:17-18 of MT are interesting, but it is not incumbent on us to
determine whether it is God’s existence or his ability to save that is

in question.129 what is significant for our purposes is that there

126In both instances 88-Syh have an asterisked add.
Mpor y&, see Smyth, §2821-2829.

128Noted by Mont., p. 208; but note that the Peshitta has an
addition (NMYN) which makes this connection as well.

129The linguistic difficulty in 3:17 is the separation of the
particle MR from the vb. b>', There are two options for translation.

The first is offered by Torrey ("Notes," p. 263) and presupposes that
the J1 contains the whole protasis. Thus, he translates, "If it be

so, (i.e., if the sentence of the king is executed), our God whom we

240



is an ambiguity in the text, and both OG and Th, in company with the
other versions, resolve it.® oG and Th affirm the existence of God
(OG adds 1. 92-93, s. below) and His ability to save. They confirm
God’s existence by employing yap for 11, but the unified approach
could be based on an exegetical tradition rather than Th borrowing
from OG.

The translation of the second conditional clause in 3:18 (1.
103) reveals significant differences between OG and Th, which supports
the view that there is no dependence of Th on OG in the earlier
clause. Th translates 1. 103 with formal equivalents "And if not,"
(i.e., if God does not save us), and the juss. in 1. 104 with an impv.
"let it be known to you." According to Th, then, the three do not
intend to worship the gods whether their God acts or not. Conversely,
0G has xai t6te ¢avepov oov Eotar "And then it will be clear to you,"
which presupposes that they will be delivered. The explicit belief
that they will be delivered is in complete accord with the confession
in 1. 92-93,1%

1. 92-93-0G’s add. imparts a monotheistic emphasis that strengthens
the syntactic change in 1. 91.132 A similar statement on monotheism
is found in OG 4:34c. The similarity of the theological statements
suggests that the same translator is responsible for both 3:17 and

4:34c.

serve, is able to deliver us." The second option is to translate N

as a copula (Mont., p. 206). Thus, "If our God whom we serve is able

. ." For an excellent discussion of the issues, see P. W. Coxon,
"Dan1e1 II1:17: A Linguistic and Theological Problem," VT 26 (1976):
400-409. Ashley, pp. 358-368, notes that medieval rabbinic exegetes
debated vigorously over the meaning of this clause and argues that we
should seriously consider that the clause questions the existence of
God for rhetorical effect.

]mFor a discussion of the translation of 3:17 by the versions,
see Coxon, "Daniel III: 17," pp. 402-403.

IHSee also Blud., p. 45.
132The lines are marked with the obelus in 88-Syh.
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13 "seven times

1. 125-126-0G employs napa + acc. for a comparative
more than it was (literally: he had seen it) heated."” Th reads T for
59 and employs el¢ tédog adverbially.134 See Lexicology, 1. 126.

1. 132-967 reads toix =mepi tov ’Alapiav, which agrees with OG’s
translation in 3:23. However, it is argued below that a later
translator has edited 3:20-30(97) in order to insert the additions to
ch. 3. It is the reading of 967 in 3:20 that suggests this editing

began in 3:20.

Iv.1.1ii. Lexicology

1. 3, 22, 26, 46, 50, 66, 71, 94, 108, 112-The cultic terms TI® and
N ® are both rendered by SE in OG and Th. OG employs spooxvvéo 12/12
for M0,Y and Aatpedo for nNYB 77913
reflects a semantic difference. In the remainder of the LXX Aatpedo is

The choice of equivalents

the SE for 139 where it refers to cultic service. npooxvvéw is the SE
for ™MW in BH and has a more predominant sense of worship. Both OG
and Th recognize and maintain that distinction.

0G employs ¢oBée in 1. 94 as an unusual equivalent for nY2. The
motivation for this rendering was to supply a parallel with 3:12 (s.
Syntax). According to OG, the three do not fear the king’s decree
because they do fear/revere God!137 motasce is a good dynamic
translation by OG in 7:27, and only appears elsewhere in OG as a plus
to 11:37.

Though Th’s choice of SovAedw in 7:14, 27 is acceptable, there is
no semantic difference that would explain why he would not employ the

established equivalent Aatpedo. It would support the suggestion that

Bsmyth, §1073.

134So Mont., p. 211.

1%,.46; 3:5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, 28. Th omits in 3:10,
s. Syntax.

363.12, 14, 18, 28(95); 6:17(16), 21(20); 7:14. In 3:17 OG has
¢opto® (Th has Aatpedw) and in 7:14 Th has dovdevw. In 7:27 OG has
imotasse where Th has SovAeto again.

137It is surprising that Meadowcroft, pp. 159-160, fails to note
the obvious literary connection.
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at least ch. 7 originates from a different translator, or that ch. 7 has

undergone some revision.

l. 5, 73, 134-In ch. 3 OG always employs éupddde for RD% 5/5,138 but in
ch. 6 OG has into 4/4.® Th employs tupédre (9/10), except in

3:24(91) where he has the simple form of the vb. The only other
occurrence of NA7 is in 7:9 where it has a different sense, and both
OG and Th have tinui. Once more OG’s vocabulary reveals differences
within chs. 4-6.10

l. 6, 74-0G omits RW all 10x it appears in Daniel, whereas Th only
omits in 1. 6, 74 and 3:6.141 Elsewhere Th has pésoc.

1. 9, 45, 52, 91, 107-Both OG and Th treat "R as a copula.142 OG has
tonv (eloiv in 1. 8) 6/12143 and omits it in 2:26; 3:14, 18. In three
cases OG offers free renditions. OG employs the f. part. obsav in 2:30
and &xo in 1. 50. In both these cases Th has the same reading and
they would have to be classed as distinctive agreements. In 3:25(92)
OG has obSepio éyevi8n. Besides the agreements with OG in 2:30 and.
3:15, Th also omits 'R in 1. 43, 96 and 2:26, but in these cases the
particle is made redundant by the presence of a finite vb. Otherwise,

Th has 3 person forms of eipi 9/14.

1. 9, 17, 33, 34, 127-0G employs @&véperog (7x) and Gvip (7x)

83.6, 11, 15, 20, 21. 0G=0 3:24(91).
e, 8(7), 13(12), 17(16), 25(24). See 6:18(17) for an
equivalent to 17(16).

140See also Albertz, p. 162,

Mlalso in 3:21, 23, 24(91), 25(92), 26(93); 4:7(10); 7:15. 7:15 has
the difficult M1 803, which Th seems to have attempted to render with

a contextual guess tket.

142GBA, §95. Muraoka (Emphatic, p. 81) states that IR retains an

asseverative force in 2:26 and 3:17, while elsewhere in Daniel it is
weakening to a copula.

35.11(2), 28; 3:12, 17, 29(96). 0G=0 in 4:32(35); 5:11.
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).]44 In contrast, Th

indiscriminately as equivalents for 921 (19x
never employs &vépanoc. However, Th also omits translating "232 more
often than OG and in one case makes it explicit who the men are (oi
taxtikot in 6:6[5]). The omission in 3:12 is due to Th changing the
syntax; and Th also omits %31 once in 3:20. Th has a large minus
compared to MT in 3:22, while the omissions in 3:13, 23 have no

apparent motivation.

1. 11-The same equivalence is shared by OG and Th in 2:24, 49, though

Th employs it earlier in 1:11.145

1. 12, 13-1YT*2Y is also collocated with MM in 2:49 in its only other
usage in Daniel, and MT reads exactly the same as 1. 11-12. Th has
the same equivalent in 2:49, while OG has ést 1dv mpaypdmev ¢ Pacid.
Presumably, OG has omitted A'T'3Y in both cases as unnecessary. Th
also employs the collective épya for the Hebrew equivalent MORYD (HL in
Daniel) in 8:27.16

Th employs 1dpa (9/9) as a SE for n:’-m,“’ while OG is more
varied in his approach. OG employs y@pa 4x, but also has smédiv in
11:24 and apaypo in 2:48, 49 (3:3, 30[97] 0G=0). The fact that OG has
1opag in 3:12 suggests that OG employed the dynamic translation spaypa

in 2:49 because of his earlier choice in vs. 48.1"8

1. 20-0G employs a variety of equivalents for DY®: yvaowg 2:14; xpive
3:10, 29(96); tviodf 3:12.149 Th favours doypa 6/9, but not to the

Memy —gvgpanoc in 2:25; 3:12, 13, 27(94); 5:11?2; 6:25(24); 8:15.
Di=éviyp in 3:8, 12, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25(92). OG (and Th) omits the
second M as redundant in 3:20 and also omits in 6:6(5) and 6:12(11).

In 2:24(91); 6:16(15) 0OG=0.

145S. the discussion of the relationship between Th and OG in 1:1-
10, 1. 48, 94.

I“E:frycz is also found in 3:27, 57 in both OG and Th, and in an OG +
in 4:19(22). OG has the sing. in 11:17 for D2%1(?)

Wy.48, 49; 3:1, 2, 3, 12, 30(97); 8:2; 11:24.
148Mont., p. 184, suggests that 2:48 was motivated by 2:49.
W06=0 4:3(6); 5:2; 6:3(2), 6:14(13), 6:27(26).
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point of misconstruing the meaning of the text. yvapn renders the
sense of "good judgement" in 2:14, while in 5:2 QY® has the sense
"taste," which Th translates with yedow. Th employs Adyo¢ in 6:3(2) in
a vain attempt to render the meaning of the difficult Aramaic.

Though Th and OG share a much closer relationship in the
current passage, the translation of QY does exhibit significant
differences in approach. It should also be noted that OG only employs
doypa in a plus (6:12a), whereas Th’s use of 8oypa mainly for QP® and
N0 (s. Syntax, 2:1-10) represents incomplete lexical levelling.

1. 21, 44, 106-0G’s specifies the nature of the gods (eidddg) in 1. 21 and
106,150 whereas in 1. 44 it has a literal equivalent to MT. Actually,
OG’s ideology preserves a nice distinction. To the king the statue
represents the "gods" @eoig (1. 44), but to the three it is merely an

131

"idol" eidoiov. This distinction explains why OG does not employ

eid@rov in 1. 44.

1. 25, 48, 111-Forms of {iotnui were ideal to render DY because of the
broad semantic range it afforded, as well as its use as both a
transitive or an intransitive vb. Of the 35x 0P appears in Daniel
the majority are in the Aramaic section and 10 are in ch. 3:1--18.152
MT has a plus against OG and Th in 3:3, but it is probably a case of

153 The remaining 8 cases in 3:1-18 all have to do

dittography in MT.
with the setting up of the statue (5 in 3 s.ha.pf.; 3 in 2 s.ha.pf.), so it
is not surprising to find identical forms in Th and OG.

For the most part, OG and Th employ formal equivalents for the
translation of O%. The only dynamic equivalent in OG is 7:17

(Grododvtar). There are several Th renderings that require comment.

1SOS. the discussion of these equivalents in CH 3.III1.2.1i.

ISIIt is possible that 0OG’s choice of the s. in 3:12, 18 reflects
the Q in MT, but given the change in translation equivalents it is
difficult to answer this question with any degree of certainty.

1522:21, 31, 39, 44(2); 3:1, 2, 3(3), 5, 7, 12, 14, 18, 24(91); 4:14;
5:11, 213 6:2(1), 4(3), 8(7), 9(8), 16(15), 20(19); 7:4, 5(2), 10, 16, 17,
24(2); 8:27; 9:12. 0G=0 in 3:3(2); 4:14(17); 5:11, 21. 6:20(19)?

153OG onits the entire final clause, while Th omits the redundant
"which Neb. set up."
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Th employs tEavistqu in 3:24(91), which is unique. It is the only
occurrence in Th, even though it is a regular equivalent for OP in the
Lxx. M I-n 6:4(3) Th renders MWPNY DWY with a simple finite form

of xadiotnyui, whereas OG employs éBovievoato xatastficai. Th has
probably omitted translating the HL @Y.

Finally, we must consider the question of Th’s relationship to
0G. The ratio of agreements between Th and OG for the translation of
b'p in the remainder of Daniel is not quite as extensive as it is in ch.
3. However, rather than investigating each equivalent we will focus on
those instances where OG and Th have the vb. xa8istnyi. OG and Th
share a common reading of the vb. in 2:21; 6:2(1), 4(3), so it might be
concluded that Th has merely retained OG. On the other hand, Th also
employs kadistnu in 5:11 (0G=0) and in each of these instances Th
accurately translates the sense "to appoint." For example, in 5:11 Th
has 6 smatiip cov &pyovia . . . katé., adtov = MY . . . I TN = "your
father appointed him head . . ." Th’s translations in these instances
accord well with his renderings of M in 1:11; 2:24, 49; 3:12 that were
discussed earlier (s. 1:1-10, Lexicology). Furthermore, Th employs
xadictnpt elsewhere only in 2:38 and 2:48 for the two places where the
ha. of tbw a.ppears.155 Therefore, when we consider the faithfulness,
consistency and distinctiveness of Th’s translation, it is unlikely
that Th has borrowed from OG. Most of the common readings are exactly
that, common. On the other hand, the shared reading of sapeistixeicav

7:10 is most likely a distinctive agreement.

1. 27, 32, 113-MT employs ™M(3) 46x in Da,niel.156 There is little
point in presenting a comprehensive analysis because tote is the normal
and expected equivalent for T*IR(3), and xai is a reasonable and
frequent choice as well. However, there are several noteworthy points.
First, except for the omission in 3:3 OG has téte for 1" W(3) 13/13 in

]54é§av'wmut appears in 5:6 in OG where MT=0.
550G has xafiotnut in 2:48, but in 2:38 it employs xvpievo!

565.14, 15, 17, 19(2), 25, 35, 46, 48; 3:3, 13(2), 19, 21,
24(91), 26(93)bis, 30(97); 4:4(7), 16(19); 5:3, 6, 8, 9, 13, 17, 24,
29; 6:4(3), 5(4), 6(5), 7(6), 12(11), 13(12), 14(13), 15(14), 16(15),
17(16), 19(18), 20(19), 22(21), 24(23), 26(25); 7:1, 11, 19.
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ch. 2-3:21. Th, on the other hand, has 8¢ in 2:15! and xai in 2:17,
19, 48; 3:3. Second, the frequent use of xai in Th means that the xai
in 1. 32 may be the equivalent for " N3, rather than for a hypothetical
Y (R 1‘7!& is omitted in 1. 33). Third, OG employs the dynamic
equivalents o%te¢ odbv only in 3:26(93) and 3:30(97). Fourth, contrary to
the stereotyped usage in ch. 2-3:21, OG only employs toéte about 12/23
in 3:24(91)-7:19 and the alternative equivalents (also xai in 3:26[93];
5:3, 6, 8 6:12[111, 14[13], 15[14], 20[19] and 8¢ in 4:16[19]) only occur
in chs. 4-6.5

It is not possible to formulate any definite conclusions, but the
pattern of translation is similar to what we have found elsewhere. Not
only are there unique equivalents in OG around the inclusion of the
deutero-canonical additions at the end of ch. 3, but there is also a

different approach to translating the term in chs. 4-6.

1. 28, 115-MT has two terms for anger/wrath collocated in L. 28 (17 is
a HL in Daniel). Although OG transforms the first to a participle, Th
has the same order of equivalents: @opog (6opoo OG) then dpyfl. The
nature of this agreement is underscored in 1. 115 where both OG and
Th employ 6vpog for RN instead of é6pyn as in 1. 28. The same type of
agreement occurs with the cognate Hebrew term AN. In 11:44 OG and
Th both render ™M with 8opog, but in 9:16 they both have 6 8vpog cov
xat f| 6pyf cov where MT reads <JNAM TIBR. The order 8vdg, then dpyn
is not a fixed collocation in the LXX either, so 3:13 and 9:16 are
probably distinctive agreements.158
The specifics of OG and Th’s agreement are, however, difficult to
discern. For example, in the only other occurrence of N in 8:6, OG
has the expected 8vpég; but, Th has oppf (1-10)! If we broaden the
investigation, we find that 0G and Th employ bpyq to render the
substantive OP? in 8:19 and 11:36. However, when BY? occurs as a vb.

1573.24(91)2; 5:9, 13, 172, 29; 6:7(6), 13(12), 19(18), 26(25);
7:1, 11, 19. 0G=0 5:24; 6:4(3), 5(4), 6(5), 16(15), 17(16), 22(21),
24(23). Th’s ratio of 15/31 in 3:24(91)-7:19 (Th=0 in 5:24?) is about
the same as 2-3:21.

3810 fact, opyfi more often precedes @opdg (50x) in the LXX than
the other way around (38x). See also Muraoka, 12 Prophets, pp. 111,
173 where Muraoka notes that 6vpog and opyf are employed as
overlapping synonyms in the LXX. '
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in 11:30 OG employs opyite and Th has 8vpéon. Nor does Th share OG’s
reading of opyf in the addition (doublet?) to 9:26, or OG’s error in
11:18. In the other occurrence of ™ in the sense of anger in 11:20
(cf. 9:16) OG employs byn, whereas Th renders literally with npocanov.
Finally, we should note that OG employs both 8vpow (8:7) and dpyile
(11:11) to translate ™A in the hithpalpal ("R"ANY) "to be embittered,"
but Th has 2 HL in the LXX: ¢aypraive and ayprave!!

1. 29, 34-0G and Th have common readings for MR throughout Daniel
(12x), but the significance is minimal because the equivalents are
expected.159 In 3:26(93) OG simplifies MR ¥B to ¢EehBate while Th
has a good dynamic translation tEeA@ete xai 8edte "Come out and come

here!"®

1. 37-This is the only occurrence of ovvopa® for the translated books
of the Hebrew Bible, though it does occur 9x in the Maccabean

literature.

1. 41-0G renders the sense of MT, but it is uncertain whether he
actually knew the meaning of the inf. R‘l‘.‘t.m Th offers a literal

equivalent.

l. 51-The adv. }¥2 appears 7x in MT, though OG only seems to have it
in his Vorlage in 3:15 and 2:23. Th reflects a difference in his
approach. In the 5x that the adv. stands alone, including 3:15, OG

162 However, in 5:15 where the conj. 1 is

translates with vov odv,
attached, Th translates with xai vév. According to Ziegler, the vbv is
not part of Th’s text in 2:23, but there is some support for its

inclusion.

mp® is 12x in Daniel. 3:2, 13(2), 26(93); 5:2, 3, 13, 23;
6:17(16), 18(17); 7:13, 22. 0G=0 5:13; 6:17(16).

160For detpo and devte, see E. Eynikel and J. Lust, "The Use of
AEYPO and AEYTE in the LXX," ETL 67 (1991): 57-68.

lt,’ISee Torrey, "Notes," pp. 261-62.
1623:15; 4:34(37); 5:12, 16; 6:9.
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1. 52-The equivalent ¢toipag (1-4) for MY (HL in Dan.) in OG and Th is

a common reading in 1. 50.

I. 54-"1 RYP2 also occurs in 3:5 where OG has &av and Th employs 1 &v
bpg. Th’s rendering is more dynamic in 3:15. S. Syntax, l. 49-64.

l. 57-There are five or six musical instruments listed in 3:5, 7, 10, 15.
3 of the names of the instruments are certainly Greek loan words
(xidapig, yodtfpiov, copduwvia), and two (1P, PW) are semitic.'® oG
only gives a complete list in the first instance and prefers to
abbreviate in vss. 7, 10, 15. The main point of interest in the list
is the word anucb@v’ta. Bevan identified owpevia as a type of bagpipe
and Grelot has argued that it was a double flute.164 It was believed
that aoucb:g)\,via is specifically mentioned as a favourite individual
instrument in connection with Antiochus Epiphanes, but Coxon has
argued that it should be understood in the sense of a group of
musicians.165 The sense of the term is uncertain, but Th and OG seem
to understand it as orchestral music. Th omits coutb&iwia all 4x in
which it appears. This suggests that he understood it in terms of a
band or orchestra; therefore, he omitted it as redundant because of
the following "and all kinds of music.” The reading of OG depends on
the text we choose as original. 88-Syh and 967 translate all six
terms in 3:5, but 88-Syh lists them in a way that suggests copguvia
refers to an individual instrument. 967 reads "and a symphony of all
kinds of music,” which should probably be accepted as OG.I“ In the

later vss. (7, 10, 15) OG omits auw)@via as redundant.

1. 68-0G may employ istnut for "AY because he expected to read OY due
to the previous collocation of (f)RPA M (RIAT) oY in 3:2, 3, 5, 7,

163For a discussion of the instruments, see Coxon, "Greek Loan-
Words," pp. 24-40; P. Grelot, "L’Orchestre de Daniel III 5, 7 10, 15,"
VT 29 (1979): 23-38; Kitchen, "Aramaic," pp. 48-50.

164Beva,n, p. 80; Grelot, "L’Orchestre,”" pp. 36-37.

165Bevan, p. 41, includes the quote from Polybius; see Coxon,
"Greek Loan-Words," p. 32.

166auu¢wVia could be the result of later harmonization to MT (s. CH
2.1I1.).
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12, 14, though he also has ovwvistnu in 7:21. The expected equivalent
for the verb "3aY in both OG (3/7) and Th (10/12) is uméa).m

1. 72-1PY only appears 5x in Daniel: 4x in the temporal expression
N (3:6, 15; 4:30[33]1; 5:5) and once prefixed with 3 (4:16). OG
has various equivalents. av8epi (1-2) in 3:15 appears to be a neologism
(LEH, p. 70), while in 3:6 OG omits translating it. %e¢ 8¢ mpoi may be
an equivalent in 4:30(33), though like 4:16(19) the Vorlage is uncertain.
Other than the neologism in 3:15, ¢v a¥ti} ) &pg in 5:5 is the most
significant equivalent for NOY® T2 because it almost certainly stems
from Th! In the other three cases where ROYWT2 appears, Th always
has avty ©) dpg. The only difference in 5:5 is the add. of év, but the
literalness of the reading and the consistency with which it is found
in Th leads to the conclusion that the reading &v adti} ) dpg of OG in

5:5 is Theodotionic.

1. 78, 96, 102-The main equivalent for 2t¢ (shaphel, see BDB, p. 1115)
in both OG (5/8) and Th (7/9) is é&atpém.lﬁs
0G is odto in 3:28(95); 6:21(20), 28(27)."" Th has fvopar in 3:17

and éavuilapfave! (HL in Daniel) in 6:28(27). It is possible that Th
has followed OG’s equivalent for 21", but it is also possible that Th
made the same equivalence. The 2x that Th changes equivalents can be

explained as stylistic variation, and it is noteworthy that Th changes
170

The other equivalent for

equivalents in 3:17 while OG does not. Analysis of related
vocabulary sharing the sense of deliverance reveals similar findings.
For example, other than 3:88 Th only has odéle in 11:41 and 12:1 where
the Hebrew equivalent is ®9M (ni.). These are the only appearances of

on in Daniel and the reading is shared with OG in 12:1. However, in

15.5: 3:1, 15, 29(96), 32(99); 4:32(35)bis; 5:1; 6:11(10), 23(22),
28(27); 7:21. 0G=0 in 3:32(99); 4:32(35)bis; 6:23(22)?, 28(27). Neither OG
or Th understand MT in 2:5 and 3:29(96).

88w is in 3:15, 17(2), 28(95); 6:15(14), 17(16), 21(20),

28(27)bis. 0G=0 once in 6:28(27) where 21°¥ appears twice and OG
reads quite differently.

$90G has odte also in 3:88; 11:42; 12:1.
1708. the discussion of OG and Th’s relationship.
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11:41 0G=0, so we cannot assume Th dependence on OG in 12:1.

Another semitic term for deliverance, %) (ha. in BA), occurs 5x
in Daniel. OG has &Eaipé® in 3:29(96); 6:16(15)=15(14) and 61’)0;1011 in
8:4, 7. Th overlaps in 6:15(14), whereas in 3:29(96); 6:28(0G=0) he
has poopar and in 8:4, 7 éEmpiéon.

1. 87-0G and Th employ the common reading ypeiav éxopev for NWMN (HL in
MT; BDB, p. 1093). This reading also shares the same feature as the

common reading in 1. 52, i.e. both employ &ye.

1. 88, 90-0G and Th have énokpive for 3M. Th has the same
equivalence where XM has the sense of "answer" in 2:14. There OG
has einev.m

1. 88, 90-MT also has RIM® in 4:14(17) where 0G=0 and Th has Aoéyoc.

1. 95-0G and Th only have bivatog elsewhere in 11:3 for 231 (HL in
Daniel). The reading in 1. 95 is a distinctive agreement,172 but
there is no way to prove the direction of borrowing. However, it is
noteworthy that OG and Th have extensive agreement with one another

and formal agreement with MT in 1. 95-101.

1. 115-0G and Th have a common reading, which in all probability stems
from OG. sipsAnt is nowhere else in Th while OG has it again in

n
12:4.

1. 116-¢ixdv is the SE for fD% for both OG (14/17) and Th (16/17),'™

171Elsewhere 2 has the sense of return in 4:31(34), 33(36)bis, and
in each case Th renders with tmoetpepe (0G=0).

”211:1:=Siwatog is a common equivalent in the LXX.

%on appears 4x in MT: 2:35 OG=satasce, Th=mAnpde; 9:2

OG=avamhipesic, Th=cuvpsAipecic; 10:3 OG=cuvieAén, Th=mAipocig. OG’s
rendering in 2:35 is based on his reading 0D for non., o is found

earlier in the vs. as well as in 2:34.

”41253 is found elsewhere in 2:31(2), 32, 34, 35; 3:1, 2, 3(2), 5,

7, 10, 12, 14, 15, 18. OG omits in 2:32 and once in 3:3. Th omits in
3:10, but has it as a plus in 3:11 (s. Syntax, 1. 1-4).
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but would not have been appropriate to describe the "appearance" of
the king’s face. The choice of equivalents in 3:19 is interesting
because popdf} is a HL in OG, whereas Th has it 5x for 7,178 dyre is
an equivalent for MNTM in 1:4 of Th, whereas OG has it for RN in

1:13, 15 (Th=idea).

1. 118-The translation of NI was discussed in the previous section on
2:1-10. 4x elsewhere MT has M collocated with R "his appearance

was changed" and in each case Th employs dd.lonba).m

1. 122, 126-0G employs the simple xaw for RIX while Th has the
compound éxxai®. The only other occurrence of RIR is in 3:22 (pe.pf.)
where both read &Eexatdn. OG exhibits lexical levelling by employing
xaio for both NN and %" (3:6, 11, 15, 20, 23), whereas Th makes a
distinction through employing the compound. Therefore, it is very
possible that the compound in 3:22 of OG reflects Th influence.

1. 126-Th has the dynamic rendering of ei¢ tehog for MN. Th translated
it adverbially (i.e. "utterly"), but it is unlikely that his text
differed from M’l‘.m This is a good example of Th’s independence

from OG.

1. 128-129-MT piles up the superlatives in depicting the "men, mighty
men of strength who were in his service" who were to throw the three
into the fire. OG renders 9'M™72) with a superlative, and a formally
equivalent rendition of MY'N3 . Th simplifies to ioyvpovg ioxvr

"strong in strength."” Th’s more dynamic rendering should be regarded

as another clearly independent translation.

1754:33(36); 5:6, 9, 10; 7:28. 0G=0 in all cases except in 5:6 where
it has 6pasig.

1765:6, 9, 10; 7:28. OG has &@lowoe in 5:6; 0G=0 in 5:9, 10; Siadépo
in 7:28.

177Mont., p. 211, suggests that Th read MN as if it were from the
root of NIR,
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1. 131-0G has owvrodile (3/3) for NBD, whereas Th has sedao 4/4.178

Both words are employed in the LXX (s. HR), but Th’s choice suggests

independence.

IvV.1.iv. Summary

As in 1:1-10 and 2:1-10, OG was no doubt translating a Vorlage
virtually identical with MI. However, OG’s relationship to MT has a
different character in 3:11-20 when compared to the previous sections
we have examined. As in the previous sections OG adheres quite
closely to MT, but here OG does not exhibit the same variety in his
choice of lexical equivalents and the close formal correspondence to
MT (note the number of articles!) is unusual. This may be partly
explained by the high degree of repetition in the vocabulary.
However, it is also striking that in 3:11-20 OG always has qualifying
adjectives and participles with articles in the attributive position
(eg. 1 eixovi tq xpvof)) rather than employing a shorter form. There
are omissions against MT, but these primarily involve words that occur
frequently in ch. 3. Though OG demonstrates a closer formal
correspondence to MT in this passage, there are still some interesting
free translations. For example, OG changes the conditional clauses in
3:17-18 in order to remove any ambiguity about the existence of God or
His ability to save. The addition emphasizing monotheism in 1. 92-93
of 3:17 ensures that we are in no doubt about OG’s theological views.
The addition in 1. 70 is different from 1. 92-93 because it does not
introduce any fundamental differences in meaning, though it did
require OG to make changes in the syntax. OG also has a few dynamic
equivalents (1. 37-cvwibav; 1. 72-odbepi; 1. 94-poPovpeda) and displays
some freedom in word order by employing postpositive conjunctions (8¢
in 1. 9, 69, 80; y&® in 1. 91).

In 3:11-20 Th demonstrates an expected formal correspondence to
MT, but not to the point of mechanical literalness. Once again, Th
has occasional omissions against MT and even changes the syntax at the
beginning of vs. 11. Th also employs some variety in equivalents (1.
102, 116, 126, 131) that distinguish him from OG. Th’s expression of

the superlative in 1. 128-129 is also dynamic.

83.20, 21, 23, 24(91). 0G=0 in 3:24(91) but has an extra
appearance of cuvmodile in 3:22. OG has sedae in 4:30a.
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The investigation of 3:11-20 has also found further evidence to
confirm Albertz’ thesis. First, we have confirmed that OG’s use of
Bhnm for M™% in chs. 4-6 is distinct from the choice tufdiie
elsewhere. Second, OG employs tdte as a SE for ™W(3) in ch. 2-3:21,
which is distinct from 3:24(91)-7:19. Third, the idiomatic pév/8é only
occurs once outside of chs. 1-3, but this finding has been anticipated
by the results of our investigation of 2:1-10.

There is also a significant piece of evidence linking chs. 4-6
with the rest of 0OG, or, at least ch. 3. The emphasis on monotheism
in 3:17 is very similar to 4:34c. Albertz argues that one of the
reasons why the later translator of chs. 1-3, 7-12 adopted the earlier
"popular" edition of chs. 4-6 into his edition was because the earlier
translator of chs. 4-6 shared the same theological concerns. Albertz
offers the parallel between 3:17 and 4:34c as a prime example of this

im However, if that were the case, we might expect

shared theology.
to find additional emphasis on monotheism elsewhere in chs. 1-3 or 7-
12. So, although it can be maintained that OG chs. 4-6 stem from a
different translator when compared with chs. 1-3; 7-12, the
correspondence between 3:17 and 4:34c exemplifies the problem of

reconstructing OG and its compositional history.

IV.2. A Note on the Additions to Chapter Three

A further complication in reconstructing the compositional
history of OG is the inclusion of the Prayer of Azariah and the Song
of the Three Young Men in ch. 3. Whether the additions stem from a
semitic Vorlage is beyond the limits of this investigation, nor is it
strictly within our purview to decide whether the additions were part
of the OG text. However, what we have found suggests that the
additions have been inserted into the OG. There are differences in
content between MT, Th and OG in the verses immediately prior to and
following the insertion in 3:21-30(97), but the primary difference is
in 3:24(91). MT does not provide a reason why the king was alarmed
and rose to his feet, but presumably he can see the four from where he
sits. In OG and Th the king rises to his feet in amazement because he
hears them singing, and then he declares to his friends (nobles in Th)

179Albertz, p. 164.
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that there are four beings in the fire. Despite the differences in
content, the narrative sequence, apart from the inclusion of the
deutero-canonical material in the Greek texts, is basically the same
in MT and the Greek versions. Therefore, we can be reasonably certain
that the Vorlage for OG and Th was very similar to that preserved in
MT. Even though the Vorlagen for MT and OG were very similar, there
are several translation equivalents that OG employs that are unique to
3:20-30(97). These are summarized below:

1. OG has &EeAdfodoa 1 PAOE &x tfi¢ xapivov in 3:23 and tig xaivov Eu
Katopévng in 3:26(96) where MT has NP 8113 1RO (cf. 3:6, 11,
etc.).

2. OG has ovSepia éyevii@n in 3:25(92) for "TPRRY,

3. 0G employs o¥ta¢ odv only in 3:26(93) and 3:30(97) for 1IR3,

4. OG renders NI with é&8etée (HL in OG) in 3:28(95) instead of
the SE é&iowe (6/7).

5. A strong piecé of evidence that the deutero-canonical material
has been inserted into the text is the translation of —T2YM® "7 and
MR YD M3Y in 3:29(96)=2:5. For the latter OG has xai f| ovsia
avtod Snuevéfisetar "his belongings will be confiscated” in 3:29(96), which
seems to be a simplification of xai &veAngéfoetar dpdv ta vmapyovia eig 0
Baswikov in 2:5. Yet, the same translator. who depends on 2:5 for the
translation of one difficult text, ignores 2:5 for the translation of
177N 1°2T.  Instead of an equivalent similar to rapaderypatnodfoecte
in 2:5, the translator has Swaper(p)itw. The best way to explain the
differences between how the same Vorlage is rendered in 2:5 and
3:29(96) is to posit a later translator (redactor) of 3:29(96). The
later redactor simplified the translation given by the translator of
2:5 for MwE® *SN "I because he did not know the meaning either.

On the other hand, the redactor employed his own equivalent for
17T 1PN rather than follow the earlier translator’s lead because
in that case he knew the meaning of mr. 180

6. The translation toix mepi tov ’Afapiav for W TaYY WM TME in

3:23 (s. 3:20 of 967) prepares for the insertion of the Prayer of

Azariah.
7. It was also noted that the translation of =BRY MY (s. 2:1-

1805. the discussion of Lexicology, 1. 49-52, in 2:1-10.
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10) changes after 3:19, but, in this case, it is not possible to
distinguish 3:20-30(97) from chs. 4-6.

The differences in TT by OG in 3:20-30(97) are consistent with
the position that a later translator/redactor has freely edited this
section in order to accommodate the insertion of the Prayer of Azariah

and the Song of the Three Young Men.181

1V.3. The Relationship Between OG and Th

We can be fairly certain that the choice of lexical equivalents
in 1. 28 and 115 are distinctive agreements in which Th is dependent
upon OG. The readings in 1. 52, 87 and 95 are also distinctive, but
there are no means to determine the direction of dependence. The
conj. yép is a common reading in 1. 91, but it is not necessarily
distinctive because it may stem from an exegetical tradition.
Likewise, the omissions of ®1 in 1. 6 and 74 (also 3:6) are common
readings, but it is difficult to judge their value because Th does
translate RN 7x elsewhere while OG always omits it. The evidence for
Th’s independence from OG in this passage is more limited than in the
two previous sections. We noted above the lexical equivalents (1.-20,
102, 116, 126, 131) and syntactical features (1. 1-4, 128-129) that
distinguish Th from OG, and they do indicate independence in approach.
However, the extent of the verbal agreement accompanied by several
distinctive agreements indicates that there is a closer textual
relationship between OG and Th.

It is not possible, however, to conclude that Th has revised the
OG text. There are two reasons for this position. First, many of the
lexical equivalents are expected (@*P:imnm; M=xdp; TP=xaio; DYZ=cixov;
amM=ypvooc) and are, therefore, insignificant. For the equivalents
TO=npooxvviéo/MOB=Aatpedo, it is possible (but not necessary) that Th
followed 0G. Second, the consistent use of the attributive adj. €11]

eixovi 1 ypvofl) and phrases like eig tiv xapivov tod nvpdg tiv xawopeviy is

181OG’s choice of xpive in 3:10, 29(96) where MT has QP D'® are

unique equivalents that link the translator of 3:21-30(97) to the previous
chs. Presumably when the redactor spliced the deutero-canonical
additions into 3:21-30(97), he had a translation of 3:21-30 from the same
translator as ch. 3. On the other hand, the rendering of cale for ary

in 3:28(95)=6:21(20), 28(27) is one link between the editor of the
insertion and chs. 4-6.
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decidedly unlike the OG that we have witnessed previously. Where are
the prepositive genitives? Why is the part. in the attributive
position? And why is OG so monotonous? Unfortunately, the paucity of
textual witnesses for OG suggests that Th and OG are closer in this
passage than they may have been originally. Given the decidedly
formal--Theodotion like--correspondence between OG and MT and the
accumulating evidence that Th has infiltrated OG,182 it is a
reasonable hypothesis that some of these verbal agreements are the
result of secondary influence of Th on OG. For example, the formal
correspondence to MT in 1. 95-101, which includes the distinctive
agreement of dwatog in 1. 95, is likely the result of textual
corruption.

A closer examination of the statistics also reveals that OG
influence on Th is minimal. Although there are numerous ways by which
we could attempt to "count" the frequency with which Th retains OG in
3:11-20, if we count the number of individual lexemes in OG, including
some of the omissions (which Th followed), then we get 264. If we
count every lexeme in Th that reads with OG, no matter how
insignificant, we get 174 or 66%. However, articles, pers. pro.,
prep., conj., and negatives account for 75 agreements and proper names
number 27. That only leaves 72 agreements. As we have already noted,
most of the these remaining agreements are themselves insignificant.
The insignificance of common vocabulary for the determination of
whether Th is a revision of OG will be demonstrated in the following

section on 8:1-10.

IV.4. Textual Criticism

The omissions and additions against MT have been commented on
already during the course of the analysis of TT. In summary, it may
be that one or another minus or plus is based on a minus or plus in
the respective Vorlagen of OG or Th, but there are no convincing

grounds to emend MT. A few cases are noted below.

IMWE have uncovered only two places where Th influence on OG is
possible and neither is in 3:11-20. We can be reasonably certain that
tv avti ) &pg in 5:5 stems from Th. It is also possible that the
compound vb. &Eexatdn in 3:22 stems from Th.
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1. 6, 74-The omission of RN by Th (also 3:6) in these places is
difficult to explain except as OG influence (s. Lexicology).

1. 33-0G and Th both omit PR, but this is not so significant because
Th also omits it in 1. 17 where OG has it and Th has occasional

omissions.

1. 67-The addition of *fj xpvef} in OG could be based on an alternative
Vorlage reading R3ﬂ1,w3 but it also looks like harmonization with
previous uses (omitted in Th, Peshitta and Vulgate). There are no

grounds to emend MT.

1. 70, 92-93-These additions almost certainly reflect the ideology of
the translator. The former only involves a slight emphasis on the
consequences of not worshipping the image. The latter is a definite
example of theological Tendenz because the translator adds a

confession of monotheism where the meaning of MT is ambiguous.

1. 86, 105-1t is possible that OG’s Bacided in 1. 86 is based on 8O0
in his Vorlage, which was omitted in MT' (or added in OG’s Vorlage) due
to the preceding Ro%M. On the other hand, OG may have inserted
BuciAed as a means to introduce this important section of direct
address. In a similar fashion, OG omitted ®O5D in 1. 105 because he
had retained it in 1., 102 and it would have been redundant to
translate it again in 1. 105. There are no convincing grounds to

emend MT in either case.

1. 99-0G has a definite tendency to shorten and omit elements,
especially those that are frequently repeated. The omission of RO P°
in oG (cf. 1. 8, 76) falls into this category.184

1. 119-The substitution of &r’ avtov¢ for the list of names is more

likely another example of OG abbreviating the monotonous repetition of

81t is marked with the obelus in 88-Syh.
184Collins, Daniel, p. 177, emends based on OG (967).
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MT in ch. 3 and is not based on a Voriage with ]ﬂ"?ﬂ.lss

185For the dramatic irony conveyed by the repetition of the lists in
MI', see Meadowcroft, pp. 141-145., Collins, Daniel, p. 177 emends MT.
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V. Chapter 8:1-10

Sharon Pace Jeansonne made extensive notes on this portion of

text in her investigation of the OG of Danie

1,186

For that reason,

in this section our sole concern will be to evaluate her conclusion
that Th is a recension of the OG. As in the previous sections, we
will begin with an alignment of the texts and then follow that with a

discussion of Th’s relationship to the 0G.

In order to facilitate the

discussion the readings will be divided exactly as Jeansonne did. The
readings in Th that Jeansonne judged to retain OG will be underlined
while those she judged to be dependent upon OG will be double-

underlined.
8:1 Th
‘Ev_£te1_1tpitg
11, BacAeiag

3 BaAtasap
100 Pachéng

4 baoe

5 b30n mpog pe

6 (31

7 Aavind

8 petd

9 tiv (698eioav)

10 pot

11 v (&pyiv)
8:2

12 (

13

14

15 )

16 xai \

17 tv_cobooig

18 1 Baper

19 fi

20 touv_¢v 1dpg

B yeans., pp. 32-57.

8:1 MT

8:2
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8:1 OG
"Etovg tpitov
BaciAevovtog
Baltasap
Spaciv

fiv eldov
gyo

Aavini

peta

t0 ideiv

ue

v npdtnv
8:2

xai eibov

év 19 bpagiat

t00 évunviov Hov
¢pod dvrtog

¢v Govoo1g

) noker

LTS

éotiv év y0pQ




21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

47
48
49
50
31
52
53
54
55

8:3

xai fpa

toix 6¢Badpodg pov
xai efdov

xai 1800

Xpiog

xai 10 _&v
bynlétepov
T00 E£tépov
Xai 10 dyniov
aveBaivev

¢n’ éoyatov
8:4

£tbov
TOV_XpiLov
xepatilovia

xata Gahasoav

xai av

Kai votov
Kai savia

T Onpia

M 37)

13T TR

. )

e 9,-'| * 38
“
W
s'?gg
8:3
L
1Y
R
nand
R

8:4
mR7
2™
nan
e

rTY

m e
=21
rin
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‘EAopaidy
tn

dvtog jLov
RPOG

) nohy
Qhoy

8:3
avafieyag

efdov
Xpiov

tva peyav
éotdta
GnRévav
ROATG

xai elxe
xépata
VYnRAG
xai 16 &v

vynidtepov

xai 10 VYnAov
aveBaive
8:4 peta 5 tavta

eidov

OV Kp1OV
xepatilovta
PO Gvatorag
xai npog Poppav
xai xpo¢ Svopag
xai pesnufpiav
xai gavta

ta Onpia




56
57
58
59
60
61

62
63
64
65

66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86

87
88
89

o

gticovial

xai ovk_fjv

o (éEarpodpevog)
¢ ye1pog avtod

xai énoinoe
Kata

30 Oélnpa avtod
xai épeyadoven
8:5

xai ¢yd

fipnv

(coviav)

xat i8ov
piryog

alyodv

fipyeto

ano

(MBog)

¢xi

RPOCOROV
RGO

|

e L-r
18]
AL -2
M|
Y

2
1137
)
8:5
")
mn
1’3
aan)
e
MR
s

T

R

8:6
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oK

totpoav
événiov avrod
xai ovk fiv

6 podyevog
X 1OV gepodv
avtod

xai ¢égoiel
o¢

figedev

Kai dyodn
8:5

Kol €Yo

Sievoovpunv
xai i8ov
Ppayos
aryov
H#pxeto
ano
Svepov
éni
RPOCOROD
tiis YK
Kai ovy
finteto

tig YK
xai fiv tod tpayov
KEpag

gv

Gva péoov
10V Y8adpov
8:6

xai fiABev
ém

OV Kpiov



90

91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117

118

119
120

121

00 1T XEpata

byoviog
od

eldov

taritnog

tvamiov

tod Ovfar

xai édpaye

RPOG  AVTOV

tv (épuf)

tiig ioxvo¢ avtod
8:7

xai_efdov _avtov

(§8avovia)

tog

109 _Xp1ov

xai (¢Enypraven)
RPOG ADTOV

xai (énaice)

0V Xpiov

Kal GOVETPLYEY

(cpdérepa)
10 KEpATH ADTOD

xai ovk

fiv

loyix

tv_ 10 xp1d
10D _oTiival
tvamiov avtod

xai éppryev avrov

éni tiv_yfv
Xai (cvveratnoev)
avtov

Kol 09K

TRY

935‘?

TNTY

| gl

rr =

1

n

8:7
PRRT
»®n

P ]

1
T

263

0V T Xépata
£xovia

Sv

efdov

¢otdta

év

T oAy

xai Edpapev
RPO¢ @VTIOV
¢v Bopd
opyi¢

8:7

xai eldov avrov
spocAYOVIQ
pog

OV Xpiov

xai £0opdan
én’ avtov

xai énataev
xai cvovérpryev
ta

8v0

xépata avtod
xai ovxett

v

év 1) xp1d
loyvg

otijvai
KatEvavtl 10D
PaAyon

xai éonapakev
avtov

ént v YV
Kai COVETpIYeEV
aviov

Kat 09K




122
123
124
125
126

127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143

144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156

fiv

b éEaipovpevog
TOV_KPLOV

ex

2EPOS avTOD

8:8 8:8
Kol 0 tpayog
tov_alyov
(tpeyadoven)

tog

o¢oSpa

xai év

(=@ ioxboar avtov)
ovuvetpifn

10 KEPAS

16 _péya

xai &vefn

Xepata 1€ a0apa
tmoxato avtod

el¢ todg TEcCapAC
avepovg

100 _0VPaAVOD

8:9 8:9

xal €x

100

gvog

abtav
tEfidee
XEpag

v

ioyvpov
kai (épeyardvén)
(neprocix)
npog

IOV vOTOV

a%)
Yo
il 7]

n
12

yi> 3
o1
>am
W

23
gy
1¥1
mim
mrm

LR

nan

fiv

6 poopevog
0V KpLov
ano

T00 Tpayov
8:8

xai 0 tpayoes
v alydv

xatiogvoe

c$odpa

xai &te
xaticyvoe
covetpifn

aviod 10 xépag
T peya

xai &véfn

étepa

ecupa xépata
Katéniofev avrod
elg T09¢ tECOoapag
avepovg

t0D ovpavod

8:9

xai é§

&vog

avtov
dvepon
KEPOS

1oy vpov

év

Kal Katioyvoe
xai énaratev
éni
pecnufpiav
xai én’




157 - - alnifon) avatolog

158  «xai ) Kol
159 npdg - éni
160 (tv Sdvapiv) pnt oy Boppav
8:10 8:10 8:10
161  (tpeyadoven) : m Kai dyddn
162  teg i) éog
163 g (dvvipeag) R 10V AsTépav
164 109 ovpavod o'MRn 100 ovpavod
165 «xai éxecev P> b xai éppdiydn
166  tni v _yiv e eni TV YRV
167  ard 1 amo
168 i (Svvipeag) R OV Aatépov
100 ovpavod
169 «xai aro IR {sk Kol dno
170  tov &otpaev o200 avtdv
171  xai cvverainoev avta oot Koteratnon

V.1. The Relationship Between OG and Th

Jeansonne states that she has divided the text into 171 readings
("judgeable units"). According to her findings, in 69 readings (40%)
Th has retained OG, and in an additional 30 (18%), Th is dependent
upon OG. On this basis she concludes,

This sampling of readings confirms that 8’ [Th] is indeed

a recension of the OG since a total of 58% of the readings

show the OG influence on 8’. In 72, or 42%, the 8’

readings are distinct, revised in the interest of already

well-known principles, that is, grammatica&7fidelity to M

and standardization of word equivalencies.

There are two discrepancies between Jeansonne’s statistics and
the text above. First, it is not always clear from her notes and
discussion what Th readings she considers to be dependent upon 0OG.
Thus, there are only 28 readings that have been double underlined, and
many of these are my guesses of what Jeansonne intends to represent Th

dependence. Second, Jeansonne has omitted tod ovpavod from 1. 168 of Th. 18

187Jeans., p. 57.

188Another misprint is ARINT for NRY in 1. 30 (8:3).
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As to Jeansonne’s analysis of the relationship between Th and
0G, many points can be disputed. In the following we will look at
each verée individually and consider the following aspects of
relationship: 1) Cases where Jeansonne asserts Th retains OG; 2) Cases
where Jeansonne suggests that Th is dependent upon OG; 3) Evidence of
Th independence. We will find that in many cases OG and Th exhibit
verbal agreement, but the Greek translation equivalent is the SE for
i:he whole LXX. We assume that the reader is knowledgeable of the
really obvious agreements (eg. opaw=rR7, el¢="TR) in order to avoid

generating endless (and rather pointless) statistics.

Vs. 1

Th retains OG (4x)-The equivalents in 1. 6, 7, 8 are obvious
equivalents and are of no significance in determining whether Th is a
revision. Jeansonne, p. 49, suggests that Th’s retention of the
spelling Badtasap in 1. 3 is good evidence that Th is a recension,
because we would expect a more precise transliteration for “NTRY3,
Although Jeansonne’s argument has some merit, one cannot build a
case on the translation of proper names, especially when they would
be so prone to harmonization during the course of transmission.189

This can not be classified as a distinctive agreement.

Th dependent upon OG (5x)-In all 5 cases (1. 1, 2, 4, 5, 10) Jeansonne
marks these lines with a "b" to indicate that Th "alters the
grammatical forms and style of the OG to mirror more closely its
Vorlage."190 If Jeansonne does intend to suggest that Th is
dependent upon OG in these 5 cases, it is a surprising claim indeed.
Th does exhibit a formal equivalence to MT, but that hardly requires
that Th revised 0G. Why should Th be dependent upon OG for such
obvious equivalents as 3/év, NIW/éter, TOU/rpite, MOOAY/1i Bacideiag,
1R/ 8paoig, etc.?

Independent Th readings (2x)-None of Th’s translation in vs. 1, apart
from the possible exception of Baltasap, requires that Th had any

189'I‘he same spelling is found in 1:7, s. 1:1-10.
19O.Iezcms., p. 33.
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knowledge of OG. Th’s independence is suggested by the reading in 1.
9 where he renders the difficult Hebrew with a part.191 and by the
choice of é&pyfiv in 1. 11, but neither of these is particularly

distinctive.192

Vs. 2

Th retains OG (2x)-Th shares the OG reading in 1. 17 and 20. The
first is for the city, Susa, and is therefore expected and
insignificant. The second is more important because OG and Th not
only have a verbal agreement (¢otiv év ydpg), but also follow the same
word order against MT "which is in the province of
Elumaidi/Ailam."™
employs y@pa as a SE for Mm™m (9/9).194 It is possible that Th is
dependent upon OG’s word order, but, with the exception of 8:2, "™

However, as we saw in the last section, Th

always appears as a construct when designating an area (2:48, 49; 3:1,
12, 30[971). 1In those cases Th has ydpa-X and this is the natural
order of the Greek, so it would have been quite natural for Th to
employ the reading that we have. The immediate differences between OG
and Th in 1. 18, 19, 21 also militate against Th dependence.

Th dependent upon OG (3x)-The fact that Th has the same word order as
0G in 1. 20-21 was discussed above. It is difficult to be certain,
but Jeansonne appears to suggest that Th is dependent upon OG for 1.
16 and 24.”5 Once again, the conclusion is hardly warranted. Th,
like OG, translates the Vorlage, and in the first instance he had to

191For the use of the article to introduce a relative clause, see GKC
§138k.

‘”nbnn occurs elsewhere in 9:21, 23 where both OG and Th employ

apyit. Jeans., p. 49, states that Th "standardizes é&pxfi ‘first’ for
75mn,"” but she does not note that OG has the same reading in the other

two places.

193'I'he double underline under Awap is intended, albeit inadequately,
to indicate that Jeans. suggests that Th is dependent on the OG word
order.

%45.48, 49; 3:1, 2, 3, 12, 30(97);. 11:24.
195
Jeans., p. 50, #14.
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provide a tense appropriate to the context.

Independent Th readings (1x)-The transliterations in 1. 21 and 26, and
the correct translations in 1. 18, 19, 23, and 25 only demonstrate
that Th was more than capable of translating independently. However,
any minus in Th against OG, especially one as large as 1. 12-15, has
to be regarded as a distinctive disagreement. If Th were merely
revising 0G, then virtually every translation equivalent in OG that
can be positively linked to MT should be represented in some way in
Th.

Vs. 3

Th retains OG (8x)-There is definitely no significance for the SE
opGw="RT in 1. 30, xprog=""R (8/8) in L 32,!% and xépac=7%p in L 38.
The verbal agreement of bwnAé¢=M231 in 1. 40, 42, 44 is more
significant not only because these are the only places where M
appears in Daniel, but also because of the forms in 1. 42 and 44.
tynrdg does not appear elsewhere in Th, but OG has it in 4:7(10)
(nisreading of RM2?) and 9:15. This might suggest that since 0G
employs tynAé¢ elsewhere, then Th has borrowed from OG in 8:3.
However, as a survey of HR reveals, although the adj. M is
translated sporadically by various equivalents in the LXX, the main

18 Therefore, we should not be surprised that

equivalent is bynhoc.
Th employs tynAdg in 8:3.
Likewise, if we consider the specific forms employed by OG and

Th in 1. 42 and 44, there is nothing we would not expect to find if Th

1%7/8 occurrences of Y™ are in 8:1-10. 8:3, 4, 6, 7(4), 20.

IWTWD 23x, but 4x it refers to a musical instrument (3:5, 7, 10,

15). Otherwise xe¢pag is a SE in OG (18/19) and Th (17/19). OG and Th
share an omission in 1. 39 which is probably secondary in MT and Th
also omits once in 7:20. The remaining passages are 7:7, 8(4), 11,
20, 21, 24; 8:3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 20, 21.

198For example, the adj. MM is rendered by the singular

equivalents ¢Ei¢ in I Sam. 16:7; peteopog in Is. 5:15; onepipavo¢ in Ps.
101(100):5; tmepoxnt in I Sam. 2:3. Otherwise the adj. NI is rendered

27x by wynAég outside of Daniel from Genesis (eg. 7:17) to Ezek. (eg.
40:2).

268



were translating independently. The comparative form in 1. 42 is
expected for the comparative . The substantive in 1. 44 is linked
to the verbal agreement in the vbs. in 1. 45 as well as to the
agreement of the substantives in 1. 41. The vb. M?Y in 1. 45 only
occurs outside of 8:3 in 8:8 and 11:23. In all cases Th reads &vafaive
because it is the SE throughout the I..}'[X.w9
(xai t0 v for NNRM), like that in 1. 44, is a formal equivalent for
MT. All of the vocabulary agreements shared by OG and Th are the SE

The substantive in 1. 41

that are found throughout the LXX, and in every case the texts exhibit
formal equivalence to MT. It is unlikely that OG and Th could have
such extensive agreement in 1. 40-45 independently, but Th dependence

- s

on OG cannot be assumed either.

Th dependent upon OG (3x)-1f Jeansonne intended to identify 1. 33, 34,
37 as dependent upon OG, we must question the basis for such a

00

judgment . There is nothing about OG’s reading that is presupposed

by Th, unless one has already prejudged that Th is revising.

Independent Th readings (0x)-Throughout the verse Th merely exhibits
formal equivalence to MT, and there is no Th reading that is a
distinctive disagreement against OG. For example, Th employs various

but appropriate equivalents for n‘m.Z‘”

Vs. 4

Th retains OG (9x)-7 of the 9 agreements are well established formal
SE and do not require comment. The part. in 1. 49 from xepati{e (1-11)
is a common reading, but xepatio is the SE (9/11) for M in the

199In 11:23 OG has evidently read the prep. DY because it
translates with ési.

Mye should note that 4QDan® and 4QDan’ read 91T with 967, but

that is not evidence that Th is revising OG. It only demonstrates
that their Vorlagen were different.

Waiso 1:16; 2:35; 10:5; 11:12, 14. Only in 1:16 (évarpée) and
11:12 (Lappave) do OG and Th have verbal agreement.
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Lxx.202 Therefore, the lexical equivalence is of no consequence. It
may be significant that both OG and Th employ a part., but it does
correspond to MT. The other reading of possible significance is in 1.
59. However, as in 1. 80 below, Th always renders the particle of

negation with otk + a 3p. form of elui.m

Th is dependent upon OG (4x)-In all 4 cases Th provides the expected
formal equivalence to MT. For example, }1%% occurs 4x in MT and Th
employs 6eAnpa 4/4.204 Th even has a future for the imperfect vb. in
MT in 1. 57 where the aorist (s. OG) would have been appropriate.

Independent Th readings (1x)-Once again Th'’s translation exhibits
formal correspondence to MT in this verse. The equivalence peyaddvo=
SN (hi., also 1. 129, 152, 161) might be regarded as a distinctive
disagreement because Th employs it as a SE (7/8), whereas OG never
makes this equivalence. In fact, OG only employs peyaidve once in
2:48 for nan. 0

Vs. 5
Th retains OG (13x)-Each of these verbal agreements is the expected SE

Wimyy also appears in Ex. 21:28, 31(2), 32; Dt. 33:17; I Kings
22:11; Ps. 44(43):5; Ezek. 34:21; Dan. 11:40; II Chr. 18:10. NN is

not translated once in Ex. 21:31 where it is redundant, but OG and Th
both have ovwyxepatifle in 11:40 which is a distinctive agreement (HL in
LXX!).

2038. 1:4; 8:27; 9:26; 10:21; 11:15, 16, 45. Th usually has otx
tonwv. OG often renders similarly to Th, but omits in 1:4, has otk in
8:5, ovdeig fiv in 8:27 and oveéeig fiv in 10:21.

2MOG renders with a vb. again in 11:3, while it has 6éAnpa in
11:16, 36.

20506’5 main equivalent is wée (8:4, 10, 25; 11:36, 37). 1In 8:8,
9 OG employs xatoyb® as a dynamic equivalent. OG and Th share a
distinctive agreement in 8:11 where both have poopar. 8:11-14 is
similar to 9:24-27 in that the OG text is significantly different from
MT. The difference is that in 8:11-14 Th follows OG very closely.
For a detailed discussion and attempt to resolve the problem see,
David, pp.357-380. Bogaert ("Relecture," pp. 207-210), also argues
for an alternative Vorlage and, based on the TT elsewhere in OG and
Th, that conclusion is justified.
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employed throughout the I..XX.206

because O’Connell and Bodine suggest it is a kaige characteristic.
1’2 appears 4x in MT and in each case OG and Th employ é&va ué::rov.z07

P2=dva pésov requires some comment,

This "characteristic" is nothing more than an expected Greek

equivalent. 18

Th is dependent upon OG (3x)-The equivalents in 1. 79 and 82 were
discussed previously under vss. 3 and 4 respectively. The part. of
&nto is a formal equivalent for MT, and d&xte is the SE for ¥23
throughout the LXX. See the discussion of 1. 101 under Independent Th

readings in vs. 7.

Independent Th readings (2x)-In the discussion of wisdom vocabulary in
1:1-10 we saw that Th was following his own pattern of equivalents.
That conclusion is supported by the OG and Th renderings for the vb.
T3 (usually hi.) in 1. 68. Th employs ovvinu as a SE (16/22), while
OG prefers Siavotopal (11/22).209 In 1. 74 Th employs Aly (HL in
Daniel) for 23*¥® (HL in Daniel), whereas OG exhibits lexical levelling
by choosing the same equivalent (dvopt) that he did in vs. 4 for
e 20

Worhe only exception to this statement is tpiyo¢c="'"28 "he-goat,"
because tpéyo¢ is not employed for the only other occurrences of 'B3

in II Chr. 29:21; Ezra 8:5. However, tpiyog is the exact equivalent
and the choice is also determined by the fact that ""BX is collocated

with ¥ whose SE is «iE.

Wlg.s, 6, 21; 11:45.
208See also Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 301-302; Gentry, p. 407.

9.4, 17; 8:5, 16, 17, 23, 27; 9:2, 22, 23(2); 10:1, 11, 12, 14;
11:30, 33, 37(2); 12:8, 10(2). Th has ocvvet{e in 8:16; 9:22; 10:14,
tvvoeo once in 9:23 (s. OG in 11:33) as a stylistic variant and his use
of Swavotopar is in 1:4. In 10:1 Th omits by homoioarc. OG has ovvesi
in 1:17, nmpovotw 11:37(2), ¥nodeixve in 10:14, oovigpt in 11:14 (with
Th!), mpocéx@ in 12:10, and ocodog in 1:4. In three cases OG has
textual differences: omission in 8:16 and 9:23; npoofid8ev (reading R2IN)

in 9:22.
210OG also has 8voufy in 6:15(14) where MI=0.
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Vs. 6
Th retains OG (4x)-The readings in 1. 87, 92, 96, 97 are expected
equivalents. For example, P in 1. 96 is a HL in Daniel, but the SE

(57/64) throughout the LXX is péxe® (the common aor. forms are from

{opdpo) .

Th dependent upon OG (3x)-The equivalence in 1. 89 is obvious and has
been discussed above. Similarly, the lexical equivalence in 1. 93 and
the pf.part. is expectecl.“1

The reading in 1. 90 appears to be a distinctive agreement
because of the use of the part. from txo. Th employs ¥xo 8x and in 5
cases he shares a reading with oG, 1 There are two similar readings
to 1. 90 in 8:17, 20. In 8:17a there is exact verbal agreement
between OG and Th, but the use of t¢xe for D3R is a fairly common
practice in the Lxx.! MT also has 1P Y2 in 8:20, which 0G
renders with the same equivalent as 1. 90; whereas Th has b éyov ta
Kegpata., Mont., p. 332 notes that the syntagm 2'0151 Yy appears in
Ecc. 10:20 and Rahlf’s text reads & €xov tag mtépvyag as the
translation. The fact that Th'follows Ecc. 10:20 (s. also the
apparatus for 7:13[12]) in 8:20 is evidence that he has independent
knowledge of how to translate PR Spa. Therefore, Th’s agreement
with OG in 1. 90 is surprising. It méy be that Th has borrowed from
OG in 1. 90, but the independent translation in 8:20 suggests that the

agreement is due to textual corruption.

Independent Th readings (1x)-It was noted in the discussion of 3:11-20
that dpud (1-11) for AN in Th L 98 is distinctive. 1t is an

excellent idiomatic rendering "in mighty fury."

2”Th employs the pf.part. of {omut 7x in Daniel and only on one
occasion do OG and Th have a common form, 12:1. The other passages
are 2:31; 7:16; 8:3; 10:16; 11:16.

2”Th has &xe in 3:15, 16; 4:8; 8:6, 17, 20; 10:4, 16. Recall
from the previous section that these is no way to determine the
direction of dependence in 3:15, 16.

213See, for example, Neh. 2:6, 3:23; Mic. 1:11; Ezek. 1:15, 19.

2“5. also Ezek. 3:14 for the same equivalence.
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Vs. 7

Th retains OG (11x)-The equivalents in l. 100, 109, 111, 113-115, 119,
121, 122, and 124 exhibit formal correspondence to MT using the
standard equivalents employed in the LXX. The equivalence
cuvipife="30 is also the SE for the LXX. Th has it 8/8 whereas OG
employs it 5/8.215

Th dependent upon OG (2x)-Both 1. 103 and 116 are expected

equivalents.

Independent Th readings (5x)-The normal SE for 93 is drto, but Th has
$6ave in 1. 101. Th makes the same equivalence in 12:12, and these
must be regarded as distinctive because OG does not employ ¢8&vo at
all.216 In the discussion of vocabulary for wrath/anger in 3:11-20 we
noted that ¢gaypiaive in 1. 104 is a HL in the LXX, and this also must
be regarded as a distinctive disagreement. The reading in 1. 106
should also be considered a distinctive disagreement. This is the
only occurrence of M2 in MT and the equivalents chosen by OG
(matéooe) and Th (maio, HL) are both employed as SE in the LXX.
However, saio is found only 26x compared with natasce, which appears
about 400x. If Th were revising OG we would expect him to have
retained motésow. The fourth distinctive Th reading is in 1. 110 where
Th renders N® more dynamically with appotepa, as opposed to OG, which
has the formal equivalent 6%. The same difference in equivalents is
found in 11:27 (OG never has éugétepoc). Finally, Th’s choice of
svpnate@ (6-11, never in OG) for OM7 "trample" 2/2 in 1. 120 and 1.

171 should also be considered distinctive because Th has obviously

2158:7, 8, 22, 25; 11:4, 20, 22, 26. OG has the dynamic rendering
anodidopt in 8:25; a textual problem in 11:22; and anootpépe (reading
W3S 3s.impf. + 3m.s.pro.suf. from 2°) in 11:26.

Y913 appears in 8:5, 7, 18; 9:21; 10:10, 16, 18; 12:12. OG has
mposaye in 8:7; 9:21 and ouvamte (ouvvaye?) in 12:12. Other than the

mentioned differences both OG and Th have &nto.
Th also employs ¢8ave as a SE (8/8) for NROD. &. 4:8(11),

17(20), 19(22), 21(24), 25(28); 6:25(24); 7:13, 22.
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employed his own vocabulary.2”

Vs. 8

Th retains OG (9x)-All 9 equivalents correspond to MT and usual usage
in the LXX, and most have already been discussed previously. Two of
the equivalents that have not been mentioned are in I. 131 and 136.
“IRD appears only in I. 131 and 11:25, and in both cases OG and Th read
sddpa (s./HR).' PAR} appears 15x and Th renders with péyag

(13/15).2]8 In two instances he employs smolig (11:28, 44), which is
reserved primarily for R*¥ in chs. 2-7 (11/12)219 and 37 in the

Hebrew sections.

Th dependent upon OG (2x)-The reading in l. 135 is expected. Both 0G
and Th read a plus, xéepata in 1. 139. It is most likely that OG and
Th had @7 in their Vor]age.220

Independent Th readings (2x)-It is possible that we should consider
the reading in 1. 133 as distinctive. This is suggested not so much by
this particular reading, as Th merely gives a formal equivalent, but by
Th’s translation of O%Y in Daniel. In 8:24 Th has xpataids where OG
employs a dynamic equivalent, and in 11:23 Th employs

2”'I‘he equivalence copnatéo=DN" is made earlier in 2 Kings 7:17,
205 9:33; 14:9; Nah. 3:14. Th also has ovusateo in 7:7, 19 (o)
7:23 (@11); 8:13 (onM).

Wg:8, 215 9:4, 12; 10:1, 4, 7, 8; 11:2, 13, 25(2), 28, 44; 12:1.
OG has loxvpdg in 10:1, 7; 11:25, 44; mohi in 11:13, 25, 28; péyoag
elsewhere.

Wai6, 12, 48; 4:7(10), 9(12), 18(21); 5:9: 6:15(14), 24(23);
7:5, 28. Both OG and Th omit in 2:31.

220Cf. Jeans., p. 54, who states that either "horn" was in the
Vorlage or it "could represent an expansion in the OG retained '
inadvertently by 6'." This statement is typical of Jeansonne’s
analysis in that she has assumed that Th is a recension without
subjecting the agreements to careful examination.
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brepioyve where OG has loyupéc. The reading in 1. 129 is also a
possible distinctive disagreement (s. the discussion in 8:4). «xai év
in l. 132 is not mentioned as a distinctive reading because Th has
probably read 21 for 2. Therefore, Th was just producing a formal

equivalent for what he read in the Vorlage.

Vs. 9
Th retains OG (5x)-Th exhibits the expected formal correspondence to
MT in all 5 cases (1. 144, 146, 147, 149, 158).

Th dependent upon OG (2x)-The reading &v for NNR is expected.

However, as Jeansonne (p. 55) points out, OG and Th appear to be
translating a form of D¥Y "mighty" in 1. 151 for TS "strong."

This reading is probably a distinctive agreement, though it is
possible that OG and Th reflect a textual variant. The reading of the
Greek versions does make sense in the context. If it is a distinctive

agreement, there is no way to determine the direction of dependence.

Independent Th readings (3x)-OG provides a dynamic equivalent for =m°
in 1. 153. Th’s use of the adv. correctly interprets the adv. use of
MT. nepiosdg in Th should also be considered distinctive. Th has
REPLOaaK 4—7222 in the LXX, and it is not found in OG. The meaning of
MT in 1. 160 appears to be "beautiful land."¥ The text (*23)
presented problems for both OG and Th. OG reads Boppav as if MT had

Wplso 7:7(2), 19.

223S. Mont., p. 339 for discussion.
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MBX (s. 1. 51). The reading may have been unintentional, but OG was
probably puzzled by MT and assumed a scribal error had been committed.
For this reason, he seems to have guessed that another direction was
intended. Th reads N2%1 (s. 1. 163), but it should be considered a
distinctive reading because he has also omitted 1. 156—157.224 If Th
were following OG, there would not have been so great a divergence.
The reading in 1. 152 is possibly distinctive (s. 8:4).

Vs. 10
Th dependent upon OG (5x)-All five readings are expected equivalents
for MT (1. 162, 164, 166, 167, 169).

Independent Th readings (3x)-Th’s choice of gopnatée in 1. 171 has
already been discussed in vs. 7. OG identifies R33 with the "heavenly
host” in 1. 163, 168, whereas Th renders with 8twvapig, Although OG and
Th have a shared reading in 8:11 (é&pyictpatnyoc=R3¥N W), OG seems to
offer guesses also in 8:13 and 10:1 (¢pnuom, mAfidog confusion from
Aramaic R2¥). Except for 8:11 Th translates consistently with
Sinrautg.m The reading in 1. 161 is possibly distinctive as well (s.
8:4). The addition of to® ovpavod in 1. 168 is probably based on an
alternative Vorlage, so it would not count as a distinctive

disagreement.

V.2. Summary

An analysis of the texts of OG and Th in 8:1-10 reveals how
important it is to be precise in the choice of terminology. Jeansonne
asserts that there are 69 readings where Th retains OG and 30 readings
where Th is dependent upon OG. Neither of these statistics can be
considered accurate. The fact that OG and Th have 69 common readings
does not oblige us to conclude that Th has "retained” OG. Such an
. assessment requires that a significant number of distinctive
agreements exist between the two texts and that there is evidence to

224Tha.'c Th is translating independently is supported by the other
three occurrences of 2% in MI'. Th transliterates in 11:16, 41, 45

whereas OG omits in 11:41 and has 6eAnsig in 11:16, 45,

225OG and Th omit in 8:12.
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prove the direction of borrowing. Such evidence is wanting in 8:1-10.
There are only three probable distinctive agreements (loyvpég="1"px |.
1515 1. 39-44; to0% 1a xépatd gxovtog 1. 90) in the reconstructed texts
of 8:1-10, As to the 30 dependent readings, it is hard to know what
30 Jeansonne believes are dependent upon OG, because dependence
assumes that Th somehow had to rely upon OG for his choice of
equivalents. In order to hold such a view we would have to assume
that Th was incompetent to translate without reference to OG. As we
have seen throughout this passage, indeed in all the passages we have
examined, Th was more than competent as a translator. Th adopted a
method of formal equivalence in his translation and was quite
consistent in his choice of equivalents. Where available, Th normally
chose those equivalents that were employed as SE in the other books of
the LXX. Therefore, without strong distinctive agreements and proof
of the direction of borrowing, there is no statistical significance
when OG and Th agree in the translation of common vocabulary. Besides
the three agreements mentioned above, there are only three other
possible distinctive agreements in 8:1-10 (Baktacap 1. 3; éouv év yapg
1. 20; xai ovx fiv 1. 59). We have already seen that these three are
all exceedingiy weak as evidence that Th has borrowed from OG.

Let us examine the first three agreements again. The best
evidence for Th dependence on OG is loxvpog="9X in 1. 151. As
Jeansonne states, it is possible that OG and Th had DY in their
Vorlage, but her other suggestion that "it is possible that the concern
of 8 with word order in this case caused the translator not to notice
the sense" is gratuitous.226 Th does not follow OG when OG does not
know MT. This has been evident throughout our investigation and is
demonstrated by the omission of AMA in 1. 84, 138; the
transliterations in 1. 21, 95; and the attempt to translate 2% in 1.
160. If D8P was not in their Vorlagen, then it is more probable that
one text is corrupt. There also seems to be a relationship betweeen
OG and Th in 1. 40-45 and 1. 90, but in neither case is it certain.
Regarding 1. 90 we have seen that Th follows the form of Ecc. 10:20 in
8:20. Therefore, the fact that Th agrees with OG in 1. 90 could

indicate that Th has been corrected toward OG. Finally, there is

226Jeans., p. 55.
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extensive agreement in l. 40-45, but it is agreement that exhibits
formal correspondence to MT. In conclusion, there are three
distinctive agreements between OG and Th, but in no case is it certain
that Th actually borrows from OG.

On the other hand, the evidence that Th is translating
independently is strong. Not only does Th offer a literal translation
of MT, but we have found 11 cases of distinctive disagreements in Th
(1. 12-15, 68, 74, 98, 101, 104, 106, 110, 120/171, 153, 160, 163/168)
along with another 4 possible distinctive readings (1. 9, 11,
65/129/152/161, 133). These distinctive readings are not merely cases
where Th does not agree with 0G. They underscore instances where Th
employs translations that have no connection with OG. At the same
time, these distinctive readings are part of Th's well-established
pattern of formal correspondence to MT.

In conclusion, there is only one possible conclusion. There is
no sense in which we can refer to Th as a revision of OG in this
passage. In fact, there is virtually no evidence in 8:1-10 that Th
had knowledge of OG at the time of translation. Given the paucity of
textual witnesses to OG it is possible (probable?) that in some of the
cases where OG and Th have verbal agreement Th readings have actually
displaced the OG. However, we do not have evidence to prove this last

suggestion.
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VI.

Daniel 12:1-13

The OG text of ch. 12 is unlike the sections that we have
considered previously because it has more textual differences,

particularly additions, when compared to MT.
differences will be discussed initially under the rubric of Syntax.
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VI.1l. Analysis of 12:1-13

VI.1.i. Morphology

1. 11-0G has a 3.pl. vb., which could mean that he understood " (1.
12) as a reference to gentile nations, not Israel. Thus we would
translate, "that time of affliction unlike any other (lit. such has
not been) since they (i.e. the nations) came into existence.”
Alternatively, OG may have intended the pl. sub. as an implicit
comparison with previous periods of affliction in Israel’s past. In
this case we would translate "that time of affliction unlike any other
since they (i.e. our times of affliction) began.”" The latter option

is the plainest reading of the OG. It is also possible that the

translator was working along on the text and assumed that the
comparison was intended in MT; therefore, OG may have employed the pl.
form before he realized that the grammatical sub. was ’1:.227

In any case, OG’s change of subject required the omission of 1.

227We encountered a similar situation in 2:7.
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1. 18, 83, 84-0G omits translating the pro. suf. as unnecessary (cf.

1. 106.
1. 36-Th reads the D as the prep. (*p"3R) rather than a hi. part.

1. 37, 106-0G occasionally adds per. pro. against MT and Th.
1. 63-0G employs the first person "I said" from vs. 5 for "one said"

in MT. Th has a formal equivalent to MT,

1. 113, 114, 115, 117-Mont., p. 478, states that Th has retained the
subj. mood in these vbs. from OG. If this is the case, it would be
the only sign of dependence in this verse. Furthermore, the impv. in
1. 107 followed by the causal &u in 1. 108 (s. Syntax) makes a purpose
clause, hence the subj. mood, perfectly explicable.

1. 124-Th transforms the vb. into a noun. He may have read AR N ON
(gen.cons. from TO).

1. 127-Th employs a finite vb. rather than an infinitive. OG employs
the pass.inf. in order to accommodate the change he has made in the

syntax (s. Syntax, 1. 126).

Vi.l.ii. Syntax
1. 8-1It seems OG has read NYN RN for Y M'M. The demonstrative

adj. creates an asyndetic clause where MT has parataxis.

1. 10-11-0G and Th follow MT quite closely and translate the sense of
the syntax, but the common reading of the adj. oix "such as" makes it
appear that one is dependent on the other. However, OG and Th also
employ olog for WR in 9:12 to give a good idiomatic rendering, and

there is little reason to suspect dependence in that verse.

1. 18-19-0G trailsposes nog before Aadg "the whole people."” In order to
ensure that the statement "the whole people will be raised" is not
mistaken for universalism, OG clarifies with the rendering & é&v evpedf

"whomever is found" for RX2M.
1. 26-30-0G renders the repetition of PR in 1. 26, 28 idiomatically

with the art. + uév/d¢/8¢ while Th corresponds to MT. OG’s add. of the
second 8¢ makes three groups to be raised whereas MT has two. It is
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possible that M®MNY was an early explanatory gloss on I'Bﬁ'l‘?,m but
the versions support its inclusion. Th adds xai in 1. 30 to smooth

the syntax.

1. 36-37-According to Mont., p. 473, OG has translated o'aTm YIS as
if it were 2% P'M. This judgment is based on accepting the
reading of 88-Syh and 967 (xanioybovteq) as OG. Zieg. reads the part.
from xatioye instead, and the cj. does make sense. To read "those who
keep my words" is more in keeping with the context than "those who
overpower my words." The problem with the cj. is that there is no
equivalent that can be retroverted from xatioxovie¢ that is similar to
P3N, OG has to represent some type of dynamic equivalent or a
contextual guess for a text that gave OG problems. For example, OG
could be a dynamic equivalent for a text that he read as Q370 "X

"the righteous of the many."

1. 390G adds 1. 39 in harmonization with 1. 35, though it could be a

scribal add.

1. 57-0G and Th employ equivalent expressions for the idiom "one on
this side of the river and one on that side of the river." These are
the only occurrences of év@ev/évtevfev in Daniel. The fact that Th
employs a different adv. from OG suggests Th is an independent
translation because there would be no reason for Th to switch
equivalents deliberately. OG abbreviates the translation of 1. 57-62,
but the same sense is transmitted (s. Text-Critical).

1. 63, 75-In both cases OG has a more idiomatic rendering than Th who
employs a formal equivalent évlpt + part. OG omits W'RM as redundant
in 1. 75.

1. 66, 78-Th employs the same formal rendering for the relative clause
PN WR. The agreement between OG and Th in 1. 78 is either
insignificant or the OG has been corrupted by Th (s. Text-Critical, 1.
67-68).

Wieans., pp. 101-102.
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1. 67-68-0G may have omitted "N*71 *D'2 by parablepsis (. . . ¥
TR™WY), or omitted the information as unnecessary, because it was
sufficient to designate which of the two figures was being referred to

in 12:5 by simply stating that it was the one on the upper side.

1. 69-0G renders more to the sense of the compound interrogative
"When, therefore, is the end," and odv alters the word order. Th
employs a formal rendering. MM™W also appears in 8:13 where Th
employs the same equivalent and OG has “Eag tivog.

1. 70-0G and Th have a common add. &v elpnxag (OG + por), and this add.
makes it explicit that the "end" referred to is the one spoken of by
Michael, the great angel, in vs. 4 (s. Text-Critical). MT does not
explicitly identify either of the two figures in vs. 5, and this
identification is clearly wrong when compared to 10:5, 13 (Gabriel?,
S. 9:21). The add. is a distinctive agreement.

1. 72-73-0G’s add.” is based on 11:35 where OG twice reads the vb.
xabapile (for M1%, q.inf.cons.; 139, hi.inf.cons.).230 The
purification of the wise ones in 11:35 is connected with the time of
the end, and, in the following verse, there is a reference to the
boastings of Antiochus. OG interpreted the ¥5® "wondrous events" in
1. 70 as an allusion to the DWY®) "boasting of wonderful things" by
Antiochus in 11:36 (s. Lexicology, 1. 71). Therefore, OG added 1. 72-
73 in order to clarify that there will not only be an end to the
boastings of Antiochus, but also "the purification of these ones"

(i.e. "the wise ones" in 1. 32; 11:35).

1. 81-The add. in OG has the one clothed in linen on the upper side of

the river "until the time of the end.”

Wi 6 xafapiopée is marked with the obelus in 88-Syh.

230Both of the translations in 11:35 are unique in the LXX, and
though there is some change in meaning the OG equivalents do impart
the basic sense of the Vorlage. OG only has xagapile elsewhere in 8:14

where it is once more a singular equivalent for P8 (ni.pf.; a
distinctive agreement with Th!).
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1. 89-0G makes explicit who it is that lives forever by the add. of
@eov in apposition to the preceding substantive, though 8eov could have
originated as a marginal note that was later incorporated into the

text.

1. 92-0G and Th share a common add. of xaipod, which is implicit in MT,
though the agreement might be because 1YW was in their Vorlage (s.

Text-Critical).

1. 93-96-Both OG and Th had difficulties with this text. Evidently OG
transposed ‘T after M1Y231, which would explain 1. 93 (s. Text-
Critical). However, the translation of apecea¢ for PB? is unique.
McCrystall argues that OG engaged in deliberate theological Tendenz by
reading "B (which can express "deliverance") for ra:.m However, is
this an example of intentional theological Tendenz, or was it motivated
by a misunderstanding of the Vorlage? This is not to say that OG’s
theology did not play any role in this rendering, but the type of
programmatic theological manipulation of MT by OG envisaged by

22 In the first place, the translator may have

McCrystall is extreme.
been uncertain about the exact meaning of the phrase, and McCrystall
has shown a possible semantic path by which OG arrived at the
rendering. Second, the translation bears similar characteristics to the
add. in 1. 72-73. It has been suggested that the add. in 1. 72-73 was
motivated by the translator drawing a parallel in 12:6 with the
connection between the boastings of Antiochus and the purification of
the wise ones at the time of the end in 11:35-36. OG may have

understood the same referents in 12:7. The context is the time of the

231McCrystall, p. 84.

232McCrystall argues that the rendering in 12:7 is theologically
motivated based on the OG interest in following the chronological
system of the MI', which is based on the Jubilees’ calendar (p. 234).
To a great extent McCrystall’s view of 12:7 depends on his ability to
prove that MT used the Jubilees calendrical system and that OG knew
this and inserted slight modifications. This view rests on his
interpretation of three texts: 7:25, 9:24-27, and 12:7. It has not
been our concern to establish whether MT does in fact reveal that it
used the Jubilees’ calendrical system, but in the course of this
thesis we have given considerable reason to doubt McCrystall’s view
that the OG translator actually intentionally introduced significant
changes to MT for theological purposes.
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end, which brings the end of the powers (i.e. those who are boasting),
and the release of the holy people (i.e. the wise ones). Finally, the
resulting translation by OG is in keeping with the context, because
there is an emphasis on the time of the end bringing purification,
blessing, and reward in vss. 10(9)-12.

Ultimately, the explanation offered here for 12:7 has much in
common with McCrystall’s. The difference is that McCrystall presumes
that OG correctly understood MT and then deliberately introduced
changes, whereas the suggestion here is that the process is probably
more subliminal. It would be more appropriate to say that OG, in
company with every reader, interpreted a difficult text according to
his own understanding. If anything, there was more intentional
Tendenz in the add. of 1. 72-73 than in the translation of 1. 94.

Th had his own problems with 1. 94-96. He translates ™
correctly with bwaoxopmiopog, but yvésovtar in 1. 93 suggests that he
read BNYT(Y) (3.pl.pf.cons.[?] from ¥T) for BY™T and he or his
Vorlage omitted M*9an @p. The significant point for our purposes is
that OG is obviously closer to MT than Th, and Th’s translation is
clearly distinct from OG.

1. 100-0G adds this line to make explicit what is implicit in MT.

1. 104-105-Zieg. encloses these lines in square brackets to indicate
that their originality is doubtful. The preceding lines exhibit
traits of dynamic equivalence and correspondence to MT, which would
indicate that they are original and not later correction toward MT (s.
Lexicology). However, snapaforo¢ could be based on DTTMR "riddles" (s.
5:12), which would grant these lines a strong claim to originality.
So, we have a double reading in which there are no easy means to
determine which lines translate the Vorlage (s. Text-Critical).
Although 1. 164—105 could have been added later, they also could be an
additional comment of the original translator, similar to other pluses
in OG. In that case, OG makes explicit the uncertainty regarding the
time of the coming of the end. Such a comment would be appropriate
given the fact that Antiochus had come and gone between the pericd of
the final redaction of MT and the translation by OG.
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1. 108-0G and Th both use én when Yép would have been a more
appropriate rendering of ’D]n Other shared examples of this
Hebraism are 9:16, 19, 23; 11:4, 37, while OG employs yép properly
against Th’s én in 9:18; 10:11, 14; 11:27, 35,2

1. 111-112-The omission by OG results in a redivision of the sentence

and cuts across the verse division.

1. 123-0G renders NY in 1. 123 with the relative o and omits the
coordinate conj., which makes 1. 123-125 subordinate to the predicate
in 1. 122. The OG of 1. 121-125 might be translated, "But the wise
will pay attention from [the time] when the perpetual sacrifice is

taken away."

1. 126-The addition in OG retains the connection between the removal

of the daily sacrifice and the "abomination of desolation," but also

makes it explicit that there is a sequence involved: the sacrifice is
taken away, "and the abomination of desolation is prepared to be

given."

1. 128-129-The same terms are collocated in 9:27 and 11:31. 1In 9:27
the expression is pl., and OG and Th have the common reading BééAvypa
tav épnpadceov. In 11:31 OG again has B8édvypa tpnpudoenc, while Th has
BéeAvypa 1’|4mzvumévov.235 Th has the cognate n. d&paviepéc in 9:18, 26
(not in OG), so the agreement of épposg in 9:27 and 12:11 is

233S. Aejmelaeus, "OTI," pp. 118-126. Aejmelaeus notes that the
usage of éu for yép in such instances is particularly Septuagintal and

"frequently occur[s] in connection with commands or prohibitions," (p.
118, s. 1. 107).

234The complete listihg for the occurrences of " (24x) in Daniel

is 8:17, 19, 26; 9:9, 11, 14, 16, 18(2), 19, 23; 10:11, 12, 14, 19,
21; 11:4, 25, 27, 35, 36, 37; 12:7, 9.

235Cf. Jeans., p. 18, who states in error, "When 8’ revised o’ the
expression [Bdédvypa épnposen¢] was retained in all three occurrences
(Dan 9:27, 11:31, 12:11)."
JB occurs also in 4:16(19) 0G=0; 8:13, 27; 9:17, 18, 26, 27.
Béédvypa=PP® is a SE in the LXX, so it is only épnudceng that could be

used as evidence that Th has borrowed from 0G.
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distinctive. However, the verbal agreement is not surprising when we
consider the popular currency of the phrase (s. I Macc. 1:54),
particularly in the later Christian tradition (Matt. 15:14! Mk. 13:14). So
the agreement in 9:27 and 12:11 could be because Th employed a
known phrase. At the same time, the distinct reading in 11:31
suggests that the agreements in 9:27 and 12:11 are probably due to
later scribal corruption. Either way, the agreements cannot be
considered as evidence that Th is a revision of OG.

1. 138-142-The lines in OG are generally regarded as a large addition
to MT and this may well be the case.m On the other hand, we have
to consider the possibility that these lines are actually OG and 1. 143-
147 are a later correction toward MT. In favour of this possibility is
that the conclusion of the verse has a high degree of verbal
agreement with Th and it corresponds to MT. The main difference is
in 1. 145 where OG has dokav for kAfjpév, but this could based on a
corrector reading oMY for 19U or it may just be a dynamic
rendering.

The suggestion that 1. 138~142 is OG faces two objections. The
first is based on the preconception that Th is a revision of 0G;
therefore, the reason why 1. 143-147 are so close in Th and OG is that
Th has retained OG’s reading. By now it should be obvious that we
have every reason to dispense with that presupposition. On the one
hand, Th’s translation of 1. 143-147 provides the expected formal
equivalence to MT and does not require knowledge of OG. On the other
hand, the OG looks a great deal like a doublet and we have proved Th
influence on OG elsewhere.

The more significant objection against reading 1. 138-142 as OG
and 143-147 as a later doublet is that 1. 138-140 are not equivalent
in meaning to MT. In 1. 143-147 MT has "and rest and you will rise to

236Mont., p. 478; Collins, Daniel, p. 370; Lacoqlie, p. 247.
Ploger, p. 170, argues that 1. 138-142 are an equivalent for rp'?. The

add. is marked with the obelus in 88-Syh.
Yvont., p. 478.
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your lot at the end of the days." L. 138-142 in OG have, "Go

away,238 for there are yet days and hours until the fulfilment of the
end."” Some of the discrepancy in 0G’s reading might be accounted for
by textual differences. For example, OG may have read M for num
and possibly TP’ for "MYM, but it is unlikely that we could (or
should even attempt to) reconstruct a whole catalogue of textual
corrﬁptions to account for OG’s reading in 1. 138-142. One of the
main reasons for the creation of doublets in the LXX--and Th is in one
sense a rather large doublet--was that there was a perceived
inadequacy in the original translation. Therefore, it could be argued
that there would not have been a need to add the correction from Th,
if the OG had been closer to MT in the first place.

There is one final consideration that may support the position
that 1. 143-147 is a later addition to OG. It is generally agreed
that the epilogue in 12:5-13 consists of a later addition to MT.239
Therefore, it is possible that OG was translating a slightly different
Vorlage, which did not contain the specific promise of personal
resurrection for Daniel in 1. 138-140. However, this suggestion is
less plausible because the OG is generally close to MT in the previous
verses.

Although we can do no more than raise the possibility that 1.
.143-147 are a later add. to OG, it is necessary to do so because it
brings into focus two questions: 1) How faithfully has the OG text
been preserved? 2) How great was Th influence on the OG witnesses
that have survived? We will consider these questions in more detail
in the summary at the conclusion of this chapter. Suffice it for now
to say that the answer to these two questions makes it plausible that

1. 143-147 are a later addition to OG.

VI.1.iii. Lexicology

238967’s reading of &ndBov has been accepted in CH 2 as OG against
avanavov in 88-Syh, which has been influenced by Th and/or the reading
in 1. 143.

239Collins, Daniel, p. 371, and Mont., p. 474 regard the epilogue
as later but integrated with the remainder of the book, while Hartman
and Di Lella, p. 277, regard it as a gloss. Charles, p. 392 and
Lacoque, p. 249 regard vss. 11-13 as later glosses.
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1. 1, 9, 14, 16, 47, 111, 123-Th employs xawpos as a SE for W (15/16),
while OG displays more variety using ®pa 5x, xaipé¢ 4x, and fiuépa

31'(.240 The dynamic equivalent is #pépa, which appears 3x in 12:1. 1In
keeping with the eschatological outlook of the context OG equates NP
AW in 1. 9 with M8 OV, which is found 20x in the Hebrew Bible. DT
N*® is usually translated fpépa Odiyeag (eg. Gen. 35:3; II Ki. 19:3;
Is. 37:3; Obad. 1:12, 14; Nah. 1:7; Hab. 3:16). OG retains fiuépa to
render DY in 1. 14, 16, because the antecedent is still that day of

affliction.

1. 3-0G employs a dynamic equivalent, but given the problems OG had in
reading the text and the textual differences, he very well could have

read the 3.s.impf. of 9.

1. 4-The translation of "B might be regarded as a distinctive reading
in Th. Apart from its uses in compounds (6x) Th renders W with &pyov
9/11.241 Once again OG demonstrates variety by employing otpatnyog
(10:13, 20{2]1, 21), Svvéotng (9:6, 8; 11:5), and &yyehog (1. 4). OG
shares a reading with Th in 10:13 ei¢ tav dpyoviov tdv spatov, and we
have to suspect Th influence on 0G. OG employs &pxev only 4x
elsewhere, and only in 2:48 is there an equivalent in MT (3%, but even
there it may be a doublet translation with ﬂ'yoiuevov).m

1. 17-Zieg.’s text reads cebfisetar for OG (with Th) against the reading

Mg, 8:17; 9:21, 25; 11:6, 13, 14, 24, 35, 40; 12:1(4), 4, 9, 11.
Th follows OG with &pav @voia¢ eonepivik in 9:21 which is evidence for
borrowing or a corrupt text. OG=0 in 9:25; 12:9 and there are textual
difficulties in 11:24; 12:11 (s. Syntax, 1. 123). The fact that Th
employs xaipd¢ reveals that it is a perfectly legitimate rendering, but
it is possible that 0OG’s reading in 11:14 (also in 11:13; 35; 12:4) is
actually Th because xai gv toig xaipoic éxeivoig is a formal equivalent to
MT and we might have expected OG to employ his more favoured &pa.

Mig:25(2); 9:6, 8; 10:13(2), 20(2), 21; 11:5; 12:1. 0OG and Th
share a common difference in the reading of B*® “W@ in 8:25. OG has

anoleiag avbpov, Th anoreiag soAAdv. Mont., p. 354, is surely correct
when he states that they read D'27 /D723 “W. The difference in the

0G and Th readings suggests that there is no dependence, but the
similarities reflect an alternative Vorlage.

Uivr=0 in 3:38; 97(36)?; 4:15(18).
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U pbn only appears elsewhere in

of 88-Syh, which is accepted here.
11:41 where 0G=0 and Th has the expected odle. Th’s reading is an
obvious equivalent in 1. 17, but there is no reason to expect that Th
is witnessing to the OG. There are also no obvious inner Greek
grounds to explain 88-Syh as a corruption. The emphasis on
resurrection in this passage is unparalleled in the Hebrew Bible,244
and given the context byadnoetar "will be raised/exalted" renders the

sense rather well. Wyednoetar should be accepted as OG.

1. 19-Th omits R3D against OG as redundant.

1. 23-0G and Th share a HL xaeddo for the HL J@°. It is possible that
this is a distinctive agreement, but the euphemism of sleep for death
may have been arrived at independent ly.245
1. 24-0G employs =miéto¢ (also in 9:27, not in Th) "breadth" as a
dynamic equivalent for the construct MR, while Th’s rendering with

xopa (1-15) might be considered distinctive.

1. 25-Th employs the compound ¢Eeyepo elsewhere in 7:4 and 11:25.
Although either OG or Th’s rendering is appropriate for the HL PP
(hi.) and Th’s choice is not particularly distinctive, it does

demonstrate his independence from OG.

1. 29-dveidopog is the expected SE for MBM (4/4) in OG and Th,m
though it may have originated as a gloss to W71 (s. Syntax, Text-
Critical).

1. 30-31-0G renders ] WM™ (1-2, Is. 66:24) "abhorrence" with a

243967 has a lacuna for this portion of text. Mont., p. 473
simply refers to 88-Syh’s reading as an error.

244See Collins, Daniel, pp. 394-398.

245The euphemism was well known and used. See T. H. McAlpine,
Sleep, Divine and Human in the Old Testament, JSOTS, 38 (Sheffield:
Jsor, 1987).

24"’Tza,lmon suggests that "BY NN is a double reading of synonyms,

but there is good evidence to retain both. See "Double Readings in
the Massoretic Text," Textus 1 (1960): 167-68.

Wo.16; 11:18(2); 12:2.
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contextual guess Siwagnopi, while aioydvy is a later gloss from 'I"h.248

1. 32, 99, 119, 121, 122-0G and Th’s vocabulary for 13 was discussed
previously in 8:1-10 (though it should be noted that OG’s spooéye
"give attention to" in 1. 122 is a good dynamic rendering). Q*9'3Zn
was discussed in 1:1-10, and Th’s translation of y92% was treated in
CH 4.11I.1.iii. Neither OG or Th’s translation indicates that they
discerned any special significance in the D'9'2m.

The previous investigations of vocabulary éoncerned with the
domain of knowing indicated that Th was working to his own agenda.
Recall, for example, that Th employed ovoveid¢ in 11:33 and vofpoves (1-
10) in 12:10, because in both cases QD' is collocated with 12’:’.249
The fact that Th clearly favoured oovinpt for B'2'=2M and that his two
exceptions in 11:33 and 12:10 can be explained does raise questions,
however, about the verbal agreement with OG in 1. 32. OG has tmetipov
in 1:4; évvoto in 11:33; Swavogopar in 12:10; but ovvinut in 11:35

) !250 Given

(gen.pl.m.part.=Th) and 12:3 (nominative pl.m.part.=Th
OG’s other choices for B2 and the fact that evwvinm is clearly a
favoured Th equivalent, we are more than justified to question the
authenticity of OG’s participles in 11:35 and 12:3. oovingt is not
collocated with any other term for knowing in 12:3, so it is

particularly doubtful that we have OG in 1. 32.

1. 33-34, 117-118-Phonological motivation is evident in the choices of
OG and Th for the translation of W2 MWW in 1. 33-34. OG employs the
rare ¢ootip (1-6) with ¢aive, which retains at least some of the
consonance in MT. Th’s choices éxAduse and Aapxpotne are even closer
in sound (Aapn). éxAduno (1-8) and Aaurpotng (1-6) are also rare in the
LXX; therefore, they are excellent examples of Th’s distinctive

vocabulary.

24880 also Zieg., p. 17.

249The particular choice of vofgev in 12:10 may also be explained

by phonological motivation. In the preceding lines, Th employs
Jéavopog 3x (1. 117, 118, 120) to render /P¥9.

25°crovimu only appears one other time in OG (11:33) where OG again
agrees with Th (cvvigovowv),
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The same phonological processes were at work in 1. 117-118 where
OG and Th again employ different equivalents. In this instance, OG’s
choices were guided by the fact that duapredég is the main SE for win
in the LXX. Although Th’s &vopo¢ is also employed for P¥T, it is not
used as frequently or as consistently as &uaptodég.

1. 34-0G exhibits lexical levelling by employing obpavég for »'pn
(unique in LXX) and D'M% (1. 84). oteptopa is the expected equivalent.

1. 41-Th has read TP for . Such an error can also be regarded as a
distinctive disagreement, because, if Th were following OG, he would

not have made such an obvious mistake.

1. 44, 110-The translation of €29 offers further evidence of the
distinctive nature of Th’s translation. If we discount the 3
occurrences in ch. 1, OG employs spoctaypa as a SE 14/18.251 The only
exceptions are 10:6, 9 where AaAdwa "speaking” is a better idiomatic
rendering,252 and 10:12(2) where OG has pfijpa. Th’s SE for chs. 9-12

is Adyos (17/18; Th=0 in 10:1 by homoiot.).

1. 43, 45 and 108, 109-MT has the same verbs collocated (2nM ONO
pass. part.) in 12:9. The SE for IIN in the LXX is e¢payile so it is
not surprising to find agreement in OG and Th.253 However, there are
differences in the rendering of BN®. There are only two points worthy
of note. First, xataxadlosto by OG in 1. 107 is a HL in Daniel.

Second, OO0 also occurs in 8:26. In 8:26 Th employs e#payile as the
common term meaning "to seal,"” while OG has ¢péwsca (1-8). The

Bly.s, 14, 20; 9:2, 12, 23(2), 25; 10:1(3), 6, 9(2), 11, 12(2),
15; 12:4, 9. OG and Th both omit the second &9 in 10:9 which is
probably an addition. The vocabulary we have examined has not been
comprehensive enough to determine the nature of the link between the
translator of chs. 1-2(3) and 7-12 in OG. However, OG has tpéno¢ for
997 in 1:14 and Ao6yo¢ in 1:20, both of which are unique equivalents for

OG (1:5 is an idiom).

Blagpan® has a singular (T37) in 10:6 (lacuna for 10:9), but 0G’S
equivalent implies the pl. of MT.

253See also 6:18(17); 9:24(2). OG has onavile and covtehén in 9:24.
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differing vocabulary indicates independent translations.

1. 47, 69, 111, 141, 146-As in the previous two paragraphs, Tp NP is
found in both 12:4 and 12:9. The Th reading in 12:4 is most likely
OG. Tp I'® appears with a preceding prep. 5x and in every case except
12:4 Th renders Pp with sépac (s. 8:17; 11:35, 40). Th also employs
népa¢ to render Pp by itself in 8:17; 11:27 and 12:6, while 12:4 and
13 are the only instances where Th employs ovvtédeia, Besides 12:4, OG
renders PP with coviéheia 9/15.254 Since the shared reading in 12:4

is the only one, and Th demonstrates a significantly different pattern
of translation throughout Daniel; the agreement is more likely due to

textual corruption than to Th borrowing from OG.

1. 49-The readings of OG (é&nopaivopar "to rage violently" HL in LXX)
and Th (8iddoxe "to teach") for the HL BW "to rove about" (BDB, p.
1002) reveal that both had difficulties with the text.”® oG has

read a homonym BW "treat with contempt." Charles, p. 332, suggests
that Th’s reading is a corruption from diayédciv, but Sibayédowv is more
likely a contextual guess based on the following clause "until many
have been taught and knowledge is multiplied.” Th’s guess is clearly
independent from OG, but both versions alter the intention of MT

significantly.

1. 51-0G and Th employ different but appropriate equivalents. 2%
only appears elsewhere in the Hebrew portion of Daniel in 11:39 where
both OG and Th have mAnfove.

1. 52-Th provides an equivalent for MI'. OG is reading NP"M and has
added f y§| to produce, "the earth be filled with iniquity" (s. Text-

M5, 9:26; 11:6, 13, 27, 35, 40, 45; 12:6, 13. PP is also found
in 8:17, 19; 9:26; 12:9, 13. 0G=0 in 9:26; 12:9 (error), 13. Th=0 in
12:13; tehog in 9:26; 11:13; éxxoman? in 9:26; pépo¢ in 11:45; and peza
in 11:6 (reading N3p, s. 1:5, 15, 18; 4:26{29], 31[34]). OG also has
an add. in 12:13 (1. 141) which includes cvvtédera, or was the text that
corresponds to MT a later correction?

255Charles, p. 332, emends to M@ (based on Aramaic T#®" from
JM0) "till the many become apostates."”
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Critical).

1. 56-iotqy is the expected equivalent for MY, as in 1. 3, 5, 144 of
Th (s. OG in 1. 3, 140), but the common reading of the 3.pl.plupf.a.i.
is probably a distinctive agreement. However, there is no way to
determine the direction of agreement, though it may be noted that Th
employs iotqu and its compounds consistently for “MYP; whereas OG uses

variety (eg. 1. 3; 1:4, 19),

1. 64, 75, 76-0G uses a variety of equivalents for @29 (stoAifo 5:7,
16; evboo 5:29; 10:5; nepifddro 12:6, 7), while Th employs évdoe as a SE
(6/6).

1. 65, 77-The same equivalents are found in the other occurrence of 12

"linen" in 10:5. Th transliterates.

1. 71-0G and Th employ different and adequate renderings for ®”®. The
same root is employed as a ni.part. in 8:24 (OG-8avpactde, 1-4; Th-
6avpastog) and 11:36 (0G=0; Th-tmepdyxos, 1-7, s. OG 5:12) to refer to
the boastings of Antiochus. Therefore, the "end" being referred to in
12:6 is not solely the resurrection and judgment, but includes the
conclusion of the events in ch. 11.5

Th’s renderings are distinct.

1. 82-The vb. 817 appears 8x in Daniel and woéo is the expected
equivalent. OG has dyée 3/4 and Th 6/8.257

1. 87-Y230 is a HL in Daniel. OG and Th both employ épvepr, which is
the SE for Y2% in the LXX.

1. 102-0G employs Aboig (1-3) as a dynamic equivalent for ™R while Th
has the expected SE Eaxato;.m

256Also Charles, p. 334; Collins, Daniel, p. 399.

B15, also 4:34(37); 5:19, 20, 23; 8:11; 11:12, 36. 0G=0 in 5:19,
20, 23 and in 4:34(37) the texts are vastly different, though {wotog
does occur. In 8:11 OG and Th have the common reading ¢ppégén. Th
also has tmepoywd in 4:34(37).

M5, also 8:19, 23; 10:14; 11:4. OG has é\xqj in 11:4, which may
be an adjustment according to the sense of the context or based on an
alternative Vorlage (BHS, M22, Collins, Daniel, p. 363, 'mpmb).
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1. 103-0G adds Adoyog "matter,"” which is implicit in MT.

1. 107, 137-0G employs émotpéxo (HL in Daniel) in 1. 107 and a common
SE (Babile) for 1'7:‘! in 1. 137. Th’s renderings with 8ebpo are unique
in the prophetic corpus of the LXX and must be considered

distinct ive.259

1. 113-McCrysta11 argues that the omission of TN in 12:10(9) is
probably due to the translator’s desire to reserve ™2 in 11:35 for an
elite group within the mazskilim.?’ﬁo Though McCrystall admits that the
omission in 12:10(9) could be due to the fact that the verb is
translated by sepale (in which case 13YN™ was omitted) or that the
three verbs were rendered by two in the Greek, he clearly favours his
hypothesis. It is the use of the passive infinitive of ¢xiéyo for T
in 11:35 that constitutes his proof that 972 was reserved for the elite
group within the maskilim. He believes that there is a contrast in that
verse between the voluntary decision of some of the wise to purify
themselves and be elect according to OG, against the statement in MT
that their affliction has the purpose of purifying.261

To be fair, McCrystall does note with Mont., p. 460, that OG
apparently reads 1922 for ¥9%> in 11:35, but he does not consider
the ramifications of this reading on the translator’s approach to the
rest of the verse. Once the translator mistook the initial verb Y221
"to consider/have in mind" for Y?¥2* "to stumble" he still had to make
sense of the verse. It would have been a fairly easy step to translate
the following infinitives as passives, and the remainder of the OG
follows the Hebrew. This passage reflects what Tov refers to as a
"pseudo—variant."262 It does not reflect a variant Vorlage; neither

does it reflect Tendenz. Furthermore, we have already seen that OG

259On the use of detpo, s. Eynikel and Lust, pp. 59-62. Other
occurrences of "Pﬂ are 3:25(92); 4:26(29), 34(37)-0G=0; 9:10. OG and
Th share the reading sepwunatéo in the first two instances and OG has

xatakoiovfeo in 9:10. Th employs smopevopar in 4:34(37) and 9:10, where
the reference is to God’s goings.

Wyccrystall, pp. 85-86; 228-231.
®lipid., p. 229.
%)

TCU, pp- 236_240-
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and Th betray no special significance in the vocabulary employed for
translating @"?o¢M (s. Lexicology, 1. 32, 99, 119, 121, 122). The
variant in 11:35 resulted from a simple metathesis in the verb D@,
McCrystall’s argument for an elite group within the maskilim is
based on the intended restriction of the term M2 to 11:35 and an
intentional change in the meaning of the verse in OG, but there is no
basis to McCrystall’s premise. As for the omission of T2 from 12:10(9)
McCrystall fails to consider still another possibility: one of the first
two verbs may have been omitted due to homoioarc. (WA%NM T2aMY),

and the omission is part of a larger one beginning in 1. 111.

1. 114-0G’s choice renders the sense of MI', while Th’s is a closer
formal equivalent. However, ékAevkaive is also a HL in the LXX! Th’s
distinctiveness is also demonstrated by the translation of 137 in its
other occurrence in 11:35. OG has xadapile, while Th might have
danorevxaive (HL in L)()().263

1. 115-The only other occurrence of M8 in Daniel is in 11:35 where OG
has xaBapile and Th again has svpoe.

1. 120-Th’s omission of 99 appears to be an example of one of his
occasional omissions, because it is rendered by 0G.

1. 124-0G employs adistyuy as a SE 4/4 for MO. In this case Th shows
variety and complete independence from OG. Th employs txxAive (not in
OG) in 9:5, 11; pefiotyut in 11:31; sapddrafy (1-2, s. Morphology) in
12:11.

1. 125-MT has ""BN collocated with ® in 11:31. OG and Th employ the
same equivalents there.’® Th’s use of tvdedeyiopog "daily sacrifice”
(2-11) in 1. 125 indicates his independence. Zieg., p. 17, regards

263Zieg. reads aroxaivdybiivat in 11:35, but Mont., p. 460 suggests
that Th’s text is a corruption from émoAevkacnvat. G&roxaAdxt® cannot

easily be explained as a variant reading of the Vorlage, yet it does
make sense in the context. Therefore, a later scribe might have
written the graphically similar asoxaiv$@iivar for the rare
anoAevkas@nvar. Th’s reading is still distinct from OG.

264Otherwise TR0 appears in 8:11, 12, 13, and both OG and Th

employ 8voia. As previously mentioned, 8:11-13 has similar textual
difficulties to 9:24-27,.
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dwa mavtog in OG as a doublet and elsewhere OG does employ 8vsia alone.
However, as Jeans., p. 92, points out, the meaning of OG is the same
with the add. "the eternal sacrifice" and Lev. 6:13(20) does employ
fvoiav Sia maviog for “THON.

1. 132-0G and Th employ appropriate equivalents for Mon (HL in
Daniel), though Th’s tmopeve is more common.

1. 133-The SE for 931 in the LXX is &rte so both OG and Th employ
unique renderings.26S

1. 143-évanade is a common equivalent for MM (HL in Daniel) in the
1LXX.

1. 145-0G has the dynamic rendering 806kax for 73, though it could be
based on reading 711 (s. Syntax, 1. 138-142). Th has xAfipoc (HL), a SE

in the LXX.

VIi.1l.iv. Summary

As in the other sections that we have examined, OG offers a
faithful rendering of MT where it is present. For the most part, OG
follows the word order of MT. Other than textual differences, OG only
interrupts the word order of MT with the postpositive conj. 8 in 1.
28 (in 1. 30 8¢ is an add.) and obv in 1. 69. On two occasions OG
altered the syntax (1. 10-11, 122-124), which did not affect the
meaning of the text significantly; whereas in one one case it did (1.
30, three groups at the resurrection). As elsewhere OG omits pro.suf.
in some cases (1. 18, 83, 84), but has added a per.pro. 2x (1. 37,
106). As usual, OG offers several dynamic translations (1. 17 against
Zieg.’s cj.; 1. 107, 102, 122, 138-142?, 145), though several others
were occasioned by OG’s difficulty in understanding MT or a textual
problem (1. 30, 36, 49, 94, 105?, 145?). Several translations were
also influenced to varying degrees by phonological considerations (1.
33-34, 117-118, 119).

There were a number of textual differences between OG and MT
that are significant for our understanding of OG. The minuses were
mainly due to the omission of redundant elements (1. 58, 61-62, 67-68)

2GSS. the discussion of vs. 7 in 8:1-10 above. Th’s use of ¢8&ve
is distinctive not only because of the equivalence he makes, but also
because OG does not use the vb. at all.
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or textual problems (1. 111-113, 137). These omissions are
characterisitc of what we have found throughout this investigation and
are not greatly important. Some of the additions are not that
important either. For example, 1. 39, 81 are probably due to
harmonization and 1. 89 was probably a scribal addition. However, the
pluses in 1. 70, 100, 126, though similar in nature to other places
where OG makes an addition in order to make MT explicit, are
significant. The significance of these pluses lies in their length and
that there are three of them in close proximity. In particular, 1. 70
and 100 read as explanatory additions. Of course, these additions
would not be all that remarkable without the pluses in 1. 72-73, 104-
105, 138-142. (There is good reason to question whether we should
regard 1. 138-142 as an addition, but that is besides the point.) The
presence of additions/translations like these should make us pause to
consider how likely it is that other such additions/translations have
not survived the transmission of OG.

In 12:1-13 Th provides a formally equivalent translation to MT.
He is generally consistent in his choice of equivalents, but, at the
same time, Th is sensitive to context and does not violate Greek
grammar. There are two omissions against MT and OG (1. 19, 120),
which is not unusual for Th, and one omission due to a textual problem
(1. 95-96). Phonological considerations played a role in some of Th's
translations (1. 33-34, 117-118, 120, 121), and he had some good
dynamic renderings as well (1. 107, 124, 137).

VI.2. The Relationship Between OG and Th

OG and Th share one distinctive agreement in 12:1-13, which is
the add. in 1. 70. We can also be fairly certain that Th has the OG
reading in 1. 47-48 and 129, but both readings are probably due to
textual corruption. There are four other possible distinctive
agreements where it might be argued that Th has borrowed from OG. The
best candidate is 1. 10-11, which would be cited as a classic example
of Th’s revision of OG toward MT. The difficulty is that Th does in
fact correspond to MT, and the argument that Th is revising OG only
has weight if accompanied by significant supporting evidence. The
reading of the pluperfect in 1. 56 could be due to borrowing, but such
an agreement could easily have occurred through corruption/
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harmonization to a familiar form. The agreement in 1. 23 may be
coincidental and the add. in 1. 92 is probably based on an alternative
Vorlage.

There are, then, 7 instances in ch. 12 where Th may show
evidence of direct borrowing from OG and a number of other expected
verbal agreements in common vocabulary. On the other hand, there is
substantial evidence to indicate Th’s independence from OG as well as
some evidence that Th readings have infiltrated OG. For example, the
verbal agreement in 1. 32 (also 11:35), and the add. of aisydvqv in 1.
31 are almost certainly due to OG corruption by Th. It is less
certain whether OG has been corrupted in 1. 78, but the reading is
definitely Th. Finally, it has also been suggested that 1. 143-147
could be a later correction of OG in the light of Th. Besides the 4
agreements that indicate Th readings in OG, there are a number of
distinctive readings in Th. There are 9 instances where Th employs
distinct vocabulary from OG, some of which is rare in the LXX (1. 24,
33-34, 107, 114, 121, 124, 125, 133, 137). In two cases Th had
trouble understanding MT and clearly employed his own renderings of MT
(1. 49, 95-96). In addition there are 5x that Th transliterated MT,
or exhibited minor textual differences against MT and OG (1. 19, 41,
65, 77, 120), which indicate he was not following OG. Finally, there
are 5 less impressive cases where Th’s vocabulary is distinct from OG
(1. 4, 57, 60, 71, 117-118).

The evidence of Th’s independence from OG is overwhelming, and
vindicates the original evaluation of the 7 readings that might have
indicated Th borrowing from OG. The agreements in 1. 47-48, 56, 129
are probably due to textual corruption. The same explanation or
alternative Vorlagen accounts for 1. 70 and 92. L. 10-11 and 23 are

inconsequential.

VI.3. Text-Critical
1. 12-0G omits, s. Morphology, 1. 12.
lo 39-S' Smtax, 1. 390

1. 52-0G is reading NPT and has added # yi to produce, "the earth be
filled with iniquity," (s. I Macc. 1:9 for a possible allusion). The

difference is the interchange of “I/M. As Charles, p. 333, writes,
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"the only certainty is the uncertainty of the text," but it seems more
likely in the context of the book that wickedness rather than
knowledge will multiply before the time of the end. MT should be
emended . 6

1. 58, 61-62-Both OG and Peshitta omit these lines, but the fact that
the Peshitta also omits 1. 58 suggests dependence of Peshitta on OG
rather than an independent witness to an omission. Although 1. 61-62
could be a later harmonization in MT, such repetition is certainly
characteristic of Daniel and Hebrew narrative in general.“’ The

fact that OG also omits 1. 58 suggests that he has omitted for the
purposes of Greek style, just as we have witnessed elsewhere.

1. 67-68-Collins, Daniel, p. 369, reconstructs OG without t ésxave in
1. 66 from 88~Syh and regards 1. 66-68 as a later add. in MT to
harmonize with 1. 78-80. Collins’ reconstruction is possible, but
would we not expect a complete description of the one to whom Daniel
was speaking in the first instance? Once the figure is clearly
identified, then the figure might be referred-to in an abbreviated
form. Furthermore, it could well be argued that the verbal agreement
of OG with Th in 1. 78-80 is due to corruption of the OG by Th (s.
Syntax, 1. 66, 78), and we do not know what OG read! Perhaps OG
omitted 1. 78-80. It is also possible that the omission of 1. 67-68
was simply a scribal error due to parablepsis (s. Syntax, 1. 67-68).
For these reasons, the text of 88-Syh is accepted as OG in 1. 66, and

MT is not to be emended.

1. 70-The attestation by both OG and Th is strong evidence that they
read W27 WR in their Vorlagen, but the resulting Hebrew syntax would
be awkward and the Greek looks like an addition by one of the
translators (probably OG). In any case, the identification of the one
clothed in linen with Michael is wrong when compared with 10:5, 13 (s.

266So also Charles, p. 333; Collins, p. 369; Bevan, p. 203;
Hartman and Dilella, p. 274.

267Coll:'ms, p. 369, wants to omit 1. 61-62 and merely states that
MT and Th "repeat ‘on the bank of the river.’" Surprisingly, Charles
does not even comment on the omission.
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Syntax). The common reading in OG and Th is probably due to textual

corruption.

1. 72-73-The add. of xai 6 xaSapioué¢ tovtov in OG is to clarify that
the end will also bring the purification of the wise. The link is
based on the two appearances of the vb. xaBapile in 11:35 (s. Syntax,
1. 72-73 above); therefore, it is unlikely that it represents an

alternative Vorlage.

1. 81-The add. in 1. 81 would be retroverted into Fp NPT, but it

probably resulted from harmonization.

1. 92-We would not expect both OG and Th to have the add. of xawpod if
it were not based on their Vorlagen, but the shorter reading of MT is

to be preferred.

I. 100-This is a large add. in OG against MT, but it is similar to other
add. in that it makes explicit what is implicit in MT. So OG can omit
elements which are redundant or unnecessary (eg. 1. 58, 61-62, 67-68),
but also adds elements to make MT explicit.

l. 104-105-These lines originated as an additional comment by the
translator or by a later hand (s. Syntax.) It is highly unlikely that
such a plus existed in an alternative Vorlage, but even if it did, MT is

to be preferred.

1. 126-The add. in OG is not based on a semitic Vorlage (s. Syntax).

l. 137-Only OG and Th omit PP, but commentators are agreed in

reading this as a doublet .88

268Mont., p. 478; Collins, Daniel, p. 370; cf. Pldger, p. 170 who
regards the add. in OG as an expansion of 'rpﬁ.
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VII. Summary

The investigation of OG and Th in the book of Daniel was
concentrated on five sections: 1:1-10, 2:1-10, 3:11-20, 8:1-10, and
12:1-13, though significant portions of the remainder of the book were
also examined. As a summary we will review the three main areas of
our investigation: TT, textual criticism of MT, and the relationship
between OG and Th.

For the most part, OG provided a faithful rendition of a
Vorlage, which was very similar to, and, in most cases, basically
identical with MT. We also found that OG’s translation was not only
faithful to the semantic content of his parent text, but also
exhibited a relatively high degree of formal equivalence to MT.
However, OG is generally regarded as a "free" translation, and there
were particular features about his TT that were identified as
characteristic of his dynamic approach. The most consistent
characteristic of OG’s dynamic approach was variety in the choice of
lexical equivalents. OG also employed various methods to avoid
excessive parataxis. The main way he did so was to employ
postpositive conjunctions, but the majority of these are confined to

249 Occasionally OG employed hypotactic

chs. 1-3, particularly ch. 2.
constructions with a subordinate participle, and in a few instances
the genitive absolute. Another fairly consistent feature was that OG
would omit repeated elements in his Vorlage. On the other hand, OG
often made small additions or introduced slight changes in the syntax
in order to make something explicit that was implicit. Most of these
changes should be regarded as attempts to remain faithful to the
content and intention of the Vorlage. However, there were occasions,
sometimes due to misunderstanding the parent text, that OG’s theology
was more evident in his translation (eg. 3:17).

The evidence from our research also supports two conclusions
regarding the TT in the OG. First, it strengthens Albertz’ conclusion
that chs. 4-6 originate from a separate and distinct translator.

Therefore, it cannot be assumed that a semitic equivalent of OG with

269’I‘here is not enough shared vocabulary in chs. 1-2 and 7-12 to
determine whether chs. 1-2, like 4-6, originate from a separate
translator. However, the dearth of the postpositive conjunctions 5¢

and obv in the later chs. requires some explanation.
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an alternative structure in chs. 4-6 ever existed as a complete
book . 0 Second, the TT in 3:20-30(97) is different in character
from both the preceding and following chs., which suggests that a
later editor inserted the deutero-canonical material into ch. 3 of OG.
Generally speaking, Th prefers to follow a consistent pattern of
formal equivalence, but he deviates from that pattern when required.
Th’s formal equivalence is subordinated to his concern for clarity and
the demands of the target language. For example, Th usually does not
represent the Y of the infinitive construct with an article and Th
often omits a preposition that would be redundant in Greek (eg.
partitive 3). Th tends to employ SE, but not when the semantic range
of the SE does not overlap with the use of a word in a particular

context. Th’s sensitivity to the meaning of the parent text is also

o A rather

exemplified by his occasional dynamic equivalents.
curious feature of Th’'s translation, to which A. Schmitt has already
drawn attention, is the occasional omissions of words. Some of these
omissions are due to textual problems, but not all.272 For these
reasons, it would be completely inaccurate to assume that Th intended
to provide a translation by which we could retranslate back to the
semitic Vorlage. Th’s reverence for his text is evident in his basic
technique of formal equivalence, but it was in an attempt to translate
faithfully the meaning of the parent text.273

In each section we looked at specific text-critical problems,
but the results of the analysis provide us with additional guidelines

for the use of the OG and Th for textual criticism of MT. The fact

270Contrast Ulrich’s conclusion ("Canonical Process,” p. 285) that
the Greek of chs. 1-12 "is of one piece.”

271For additional examples, see Schmitt, "Stammt,” pp. 29-33.

272See Zieg., pp. 60-61 where he discusses the important minuses
of the B group in Th against MI. In 8:2, 3, 5; 9:19; 11:36 of 88-Syh
there are asterisked additions to bring OG in line with MT, but in
these cases the B group also has the minus. This is a clear
indication that Th had also undergone revision toward MT. We
encountered possible hints of later revision of Th in the translation
of “12¥=naic/Sodho¢ (p.214), NM=pAipa/iéyos (p. 215), and

nYB=Aatpevo/Soviede (p. 239).

273See the discussion in CH 3.III.1.
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that both OG and Th exhibit a tendency to omit means that we have to
be very careful in the evaluation of shorter readings in the Greek
texts. This is particularly true of omissions of repeated elements in
MT and those which are redundant when transmitted into Greek.

However, an omission by both OG and Th is a weighty combination. At
the same time, OG exhibits a definite tendency to introduce slight
syntactical changes or small additions in order to clarify the meaning
of MT. Therefore, many additions are not based on a semitic

i OG also had more difficulty reading and understanding

Vorlage.
his Vorlage than Th. Therefore, we ought to be slow to accept
retroverted readings from OG as preferable to MT when OG'’s retroverted
reading can be explained as an error. OG may be an older witness to
Daniel than MT, but it certainly contains a number of mistakes.
Finally, OG also employs dynamic equivalents more frequently than Th
as well as more variety in his lexical choices. However, there are
other occasions when OG levels out distinctions in his Vorlage due to
the literary context. For example, ¢oPoipeda in 3:17 is a dynamic
equivalent motivated by a previous use of the verb in 3:12. Yet, in
3:15 OG employs ietnui for T3P because throughout ch. 3 @y is usually
collocated with D?S; and in 3:15 OG ignores that distinction (or
perhaps he did not notice). Like OG’s inclination both to omit and to
add, these tendencies are working at cross-purposes and complicate the
use of OG for the evaluation of lexical variants against MT.

The examination of the relationship between the texts of OG and
Th has proved to be one of the most interesting aspects of the
investigation. It also has provided the most fruitful results. Two
questions have dominated the discussion: 1) How faithfully has the OG
text been preserved? 2) How great was Th influence on the 0G
witnesses that have survived? Unfortunately, we cannot give an
accurate answer to either of these two questions. However, it i1s no
doubt due to the fact that previous scholars have not examined the
texts of OG and Th in detail with these questions in mind that many

have surmised that Th is a revision of OG. There is certainly a

274Therefore, it is inappropriate for McCarter, p. 93, to refer to
MT as "expansionistic" in Daniel. In all other respects McCarter’s
introduction to textual criticism is excellent, but the general
descriptions of the textual witnesses in the appendix, pp. 88-94 are
misleading.
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relatively large percentage of verbal agreement shared by OG and Th,
as high as 50% through most of chs. 1-3 and 7-12. Common readings do
not necessarily prove anything though, unless one is already
predisposed to view Th as a revision, because the majority of them
exhibit the expected formal equivalence to MI. The common readings
would only indicate Theodotionic revision of OG if they were
accompanied by a significant number of distinctive agreements, which
of course is where our two questions come in.

Although we cannot answer accurately how great the influence of
Th readings has been upon 0G, we do know that Th influence has been
significant. This was evident in Zieg.’s critical text prior to the
publication of the remainder of 967 by Geissen, Hamm, and Roca-Puig.
The evaluation of 967 in CH 2 revealed further evidence of Th
influence on OG. Yet, it was obvious that 967 itself had undergone
correction toward both Th and MT. During the analysis of TT in this
chapter we discovered further certain examples of Th influence in the
OG textual witnesses along with other instances where it seems only

3 These findings are entirely

probable or merely possible.
predictable. Given the fact that these two versions co-existed in the
same time and geographical area we should expect corruptions and
"cross-pollinization." However, if the Th version supplanted OG
because OG was perceived to be inadequate as a translation, then we
should be especially vigilant to discover corrections in OG from Th.
After all, our knowledge of OG is limited from the outset because we
only have three major witnesses to OG! How much of the OG has been
irretrievably lost through successive revisions toward MT and Th? It
is impossible to know, but the loss is no doubt substantial.

When it comes to the evaluation of verbal agreements, then,
besides the presence of common agreements because of equivalence to MT
we should expect some distinctive agreements between OG and Th. These
distinctive agreements are present because either the OG or the Th
reading has been erased from the textual evidence, or because we have
failed to recognize original readings. Such agreements would be
entirely consistent with the view that the two texts are independent

translations. 1Is this not an accurate depiction of the relationship

275'I'he number of common readings is generally greater in chs. 7-
12, but that may be due to greater corruption of OG.
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that exists between the OG and Th in Daniel?

On the one hand, we have expected common verbal agreement and
little evidence of distinctive agreements in which Th has borrowed
from OG. In fact, there are very few distinctive agreements period.
On the other hand, there is ample evidence that Th was translating
independently from OG, and we have seen certain evidence of Th’s
infiltration and corruption of 0OG. For the most part, Th employs the
common SE for MT that are found throughout the LXX. At the same time,
we have seen how Th has his own pattern of translation equivalents for
vocabulary sharing the same domain (eg. knowing, wisdom) and his own
way of resolving conflicts when two words are collocated that he
normally renders by the same lexeme. That Th’s translation pattern is
substantially his own is verified by the numerous HL and translation
equivalents employed by Th that are not shared with OG. We have seen
how Th consistently makes his own contextual guess, rather than follow
OG, when he does not understand MI'. Finally, we have seen numerous
omissions against MT and OG that would not be there if Th were
revising OG toward MI. For these reasons, we can affirm that in the
book of Daniel, Th is basically a new translation of MT and not merely
a revision of 0G.

To claim that Th is an independent translation does not
necessarily deny that Th had any knowledge of OG or that he may have
occasionally borrowed from OG. However, the evidence of such
borrowing is scarce, and does not support a position that Th
systematically revised OG toward MI'. It also means that we have a
different view of agreements where the direction of borrowing cannot
be demonstrated, and of possible doublets where a reading in OG
corresponds closely to MT and Th (eg. 12:13). Nor can we assume that

Th is a witness to OG in an attempt to reconstruct a critical text of

276For those interested in statistics, according to a search with
LBASE there are 8859 words in Daniel MT. This figure includes all
proper nouns, conjunctions, and prepositions. For example, the total
includes 1150x where % appears as the simple conjunction or with verbs

in "converted" forms. In the course of this thesis we have examined
the translation equivalents of almost 2000 of these words in OG and
Th L ]
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OG.277 On the contrary, where OG exhibits a marked agreement with Th
and formal equivalence to MI' (eg. 3:11-20), we have every reason to
suspect that Th readings have corrupted the OG. Based on the extant
manuscript evidence we can never know how much of OG has been
obliterated by Th.

Finally, the assertion that Th is a translation in Daniel means
that it is an independent witness to MT for textual criticism. There
are also implications when Th is compared with other texts that are
associated with the allusive figure of Theodotion and the so-called

a8

kaige recension. It is to an evaluation of Th’s relationship with

kaige that we now must turn.

277Cf. Jeans., pp. 8-10, who speaks more confidently of
reconstructing OG readings from Th.

2"i;Gentry, pp. 381-382, also concludes that the Theodotion text in
Job is an independent translation.
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Chapter 6
Th and Kaige

In the years since the publication of DA a number of doctoral
dissertations and studies have been published that have sought to
delineate further characteristics of kaige. The list of possible
characteristics has now grown to 97,I but this number gives a false
impression of the homogeneity of kaige. This judgment will be
vindicated as we examine Th’s relationship to kaige.

Armin Schmitt had already argued in 1966 that Th did not belong
to the kaige tradition,2 but there are three reasons to look at this
question again. First, it is clear that Schmitt’s results have not

3 Second, the enumeration of more

been accepted as conclusive.
characteristics since DA provides a larger base for comparison. The
third reason to examine Th’s relationship to kaige is that we are
approaching the question from a different perspective.

The perspective of this evaluation is different, because it has
been argued that Th is basically an independent translation; and not a
revision of OG. At the same time, it has also been affirmed, though
not argued in detail, that a kaige recension did not exist. The
grounds for this conclusion are both negative and positive.
Negatively, it has been pointed out that the kaige research since DA
has not always been methodologically sound. For example, O’Connell
attributes a number of characteristics to kaige that are technical
terms rendering lexemes related to the cult and tabernacle. Or Bodine

lA list is provided by Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 270-273; Gentry,
pp. 400-405. See also the comments in CH 1.1I.

2He has restated his position in "Danieltexte," pp. 1-15.
However, Scmitt, pp. 8-9, only examines one of the kaige
characteristics, Ri/O=xaiye.

e have already noted that Barthélemy, "Notes," pp. 289-303
disputes Schmitt’s findings and Jellicoe, "Reflections," p. 22
questions the reliability of Schmitt’s data. Jeans., p. 22, also
remains agnostic concerning this question. Cf. Tov,
"Transliterations,” p. 79, who accepts Schmitt’s arguments as
"convincing."




delineates characteristics of kaige that are probably oc.} Bodine’s
research was hindered because there is still no critical edition of
the Greek text of Judges; however, there are other occasions when so-

5 The failure

called kaige characteristics are nothing more than OG.
to distinguish kaige readings from OG has also been replicated in the
failure to contrast the kaige texts with one another. For example,
numbers 83-93 in Greenspoon’s list are named "Characteristics Peculiar
to the Vaticanus Family of Judges" by Bodine, but Greenspoon includes
them as representative of kaige. Greenspoon includes all the
suggested characteristics of kaige in his list in order to be
comprehensive, but this actually distorts some of the recognized

6 Kaige research has concentrated on

distinctions between the texts.
shared characteristics; consequently, the fact that none of the
characteristics are found in all members of kaige, and that there are
disagreements among the kaige texts, has largely been ignored. Even
some of the agreements are not evidence of a relationship between the
texts. For example, in many cases it is argued that kaige has simply
employed a common or even the most frequent OG equivalent more
consistently. However, unless that proposed characteristic is
employed in significant numbers in any given text there are no
statistical grounds to distinguish a kaige characteristic from OG.
For example, JWD=tv péce, W(q.)=tmotpée, and TAV=8ovk- are common
and expected equivalents in the LXX. There would have to be
significant consistency (eg. 10/12) in several texts to indicate that any
of these equivalents might be evidence of a single recension. Far too
many of the kaige characteristics only indicate that a revisor (or
translator) of a text employed a SE.

The positive basis to deny the existence of a uniform kaige
recension is the recent comparison of vocabulary in the Greek Minor
Prophets Scroll, Theodotion Job, Aquila, and the Greek Psalter by

tsee Pietersma, "Plea," pp. 305-306.

5See, for example, the discussion of a=é&va pésov below and CH
l.II'

6Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 270-273.
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Peter Gentry] Gentry compares all attested nouns and verbs in the
aforementioned texts and finds agreements and disagreements among all
of them. He concludes that Theodotion Job does exhibit some
dependence on the Greek Psaherﬁ and shares some equivalences with
the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll; but the disagreements with the Minor
Prophets’ Scroll are so weighty that the similarities only indicate that
these translators (revisor for the Minor Prophets’ Scroll) shared a
similar attitude to translation. He states:

In fact, we must cease all together speaking of a Kaige

Recension as if there were a monolithic revision behind the

members of this group. There is no Kaige Recension as

such. Instead, there is a continuum from the Greek

Pentateuch to Aquila in which approaches and attitudes to

tr?.nslation are on the whole tending toward g closer

alignment between the Greek and the Hebrew.

Ideally, we would want to compare and contrast Th’s vocabulary
with the material provided by Gentry, but that is beyond the
immediate objectives of this research. However, a comparison of Th’s
vocabulary with the "characteristics" proposed by previous
researchers will serve an important purpose. If kaige represents an
approach to translation that is characterized by formal equivalence to
MT, then-we might expect to find some agreement between Th and
kaige. On the other hand, given the thesis that kaige is not a
uniform recension, we should also expect disagreements. These
findings would be in line with those of previous researchers.
However, the degree of agreements and disagreements with kaige
characteristics will provide an indication of how closely Th is related

to the kaige tradition.

7See Gentry, pp. 410-484. Gentry first examines (pp. 386-410)
Theodotion Job to determine how many of the kaige characteristics are
present. Of those that could be assessed he finds that a total of 19
agree with kaige and 14 do not, though many of the agreements are
actually of little significance. Of the 14 agreements with the
characteristics proposed since Barthélemy, Gentry concludes that only
four (36, 58, 67, 94) are of any value as kaige characteristics.

8Munnich argues that kaige employed the Psalter as a glossary or
lexicon for the work of translation in "Contribution," pp. 190-220.

9Gent ry, p. 488.
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I. List of Kaige Characteristics

Following is the list of 97 kaige characteristics that have been
produced by Thackeray (1907, 1921)," Barthélemy (1963), Smith
(1967),!! shenkel (1968), Grindel (1969)," 0’Connell (1972), Tov (1973),
Bodine (1980),13 and Greenspoon (1983). Asterisks (60x) indicate that
the Hebrew equivalent does not appear in Daniel, which leaves 37
equivalents for discussion in the following section. Each equivalent is
also marked in the right hand column to indicate the scholars who
have discussed that particular equivalent. The names of the scholars
are abbreviated as follows:
Thackeray=T
Barthélemy=B
Smith=Sm
Shenkel=Sh
Grindel=G
O’Connell=0
Tov=To
.Ulrich=U
Bodine=Bod
Greenspoon=Gr

Gentry=Gen

1. Q)/DM=xaiye T B O Bod Gr Gen
*¥2, Pl=nAqv orit

10Barthelemy’s monumental work was actually preceded by research
carried out by Thackeray in "The Greek Translators of the Four Books
of Kings," JTS 8 (1907): 262-78; Jewish Worship, pp. 114-115.

ly, Smith, "Another Criterion for the xaiye Recension," Bib 48
(1967): 443-45.

12J. A. Grindel, "Another Characteristic of the Kaige Recension:
RY¥Y/vikog," CBQ 31 (1969): 499-513.

13Bodine adds what is the 97th characteristic in the list in his
article, "Kaige and Other Recensional Developments in the Greek Text
of Judges," BIOSCS 13 (1980): 52.

14Greenspoon, Joshua, p. 277, actually only suggests that "in some

tradition, perhaps the xatye recension, sAfiv was the preferred
translation,” of PY. Given the vagueness of the evidence, it is
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3. O'R=davip B O Bod Gr Gen
4. MM=trivelev (anavobev) + gen. T B O Bod Gr
X5, 23'/3%I=0tnAéw B 0 Bod"” Gr Gen
*6. MIS3N=cdmyE/DW=xepativy T B O Bod Gr
*7. Elimination of Historical Present T B O Bod Gr Gen!®
8. PNR=ovx éoniv (in a series of aor. vbs.) B O Bod Gr Gen
X9, DIN=tye el T B 0 Bod!! Gr Gen
*10. NRPY=eig oovavinaiv/elc draviny B O Bod Gr
*11. MM=povélavog T B Gen
*¥12. NINIX MN=xvpiog tdv Svvapecov B O Gr
13. DR=ioyvpoc B Gr Gen
14. M= forms of Evavu B Bod Gr Gen
15. 2BY=¢vomov B Bod Gr Gen
¥16. 19 9p/NNT 9Y=514 todto B Bod® Gr Gen
17. B99%=¢i¢ tov aibva B Bod Gr
*¥18, "M=odai B
19. ADOR=gvvayo B Bod Gr Gen
*¥20. MO=yopapeiy B
*21. NYBR=ckotia/YDIP=yvéoc B Gr Gen
*¥22. Yin=£Eobog B Gr Gen

surprising that he includes it in his list of kaige characteristics.
P does not appear in MT in Daniel, but Th has sAfiv 4x independently:
2:6 for 1M2; 4:12(15) for O73, 4:20(23) for O; 11:18 for *MY2 15.

OG never has mifv.

15The Aramaic 3X" is employed in 7:19 (0G=¢EaxpiBéo; Th=axpifd¢) and
}he n. M¥) appears in 2:41 (OG and Th have a distinctive agreement
pila).

16Although the historical present is frequent in the OG of Samuel-
Kings it has been noted by O’Connell (p. 208), Bodine (p. 14), and
Greenspoon (Joshua, p. 285) that it is non-existent (Exodus and
Joshua) or rare (Judges once) in the OG of their books. Theodotion
Job has two aor.ind. where OG has the historical present (Gentry, p.
389). The historical present is not found in either OG or Th. In the
one case in Judges, it is the B text that has the historical present.

17Th has &yd fpnv in 8:5 ("3N) and 10:4 (N7 MY =0G). In 8:5 Th
employs a periphrastic part. where OG has an impf.

Brn 11:20, 21, 38 MT has 92729, which OG and Th recognize and

translate correctly.
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23. T/ TN=etnpéneia B Gen

*¥24. “TM=taxivo B Sh Bod Gr
*25, MMN=¢erilo Sm Bod Gen
¥26. "PY3=tv S48ahpoic sh 0 Bod” Gr
*¥27., NB=etwopa Gr20 Gen

*28. Nar=gvo16Lo sh 0 Bod Gr
*29. fM=béxe Sh Bod Gr
30. R2¥(N) W=dpyov (tig) Svvapeac Sh Bod Gr
31, DON=co¢- Sh Bod Gen
*32. U MN=xopete/NUN=c10ndco Sh Bod Gr Gen
33. W=avopia Sh Gr

*34, MN=¢v yaotpi éxo or Aapfave Sh Bod

*35. RIAR RY=(¢)8ého Sh Bod Gr
*¥36. N¥=vikog Grin Gen
*37. DIR(pu. part. )=nenvp(p)opévog 0

38. DMR=oxexn/1DUN=0oxnvi O Gr Gen
*¥39, D' WM=potniopoi 0

*40, M"9R=xépxiov 0

41. OY9R=ponrarév o

*42, TOR=nvp(p)ov 0 Gr

43, PA=bva pécov 0 Bod Gr Gen
*44, J7PA=év péce O Bod Gr
*¥45. TN2=¢v pécy Gr Gen
*46. DDPI=dpbdpata 0

19There are no occurrences of this semi-preposition in MT. 0G
(8/9) and Th both employ o$8aipdég for Y. See 4:31(34) 0G=0; 7:8(2),
20; 8:3 (OG omits), 5, 21; 9:18; 10:5, 6. See the discussion of the
semi-preposition by Sollamo, Renderings, pp. 123-146.

20Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 293-294 suggests that etopa might have
been chosen as a more literal translation of ™ in expressions like
M B, It should be noted that Greenspoon does not produce any

supporting evidence from Joshua that this is a characteristic of
kaige, though he does cite Margolis as an authority that the
substitution happens in Theodotion elsewhere. However, this is not
sufficient evidence to prove a characteristic.

M8 occurs twice in MT (10:3, 16) but both times it is in the

literal sense of "mouth." Both OG and Th employ otépa.

21Both OG and Th employ the expected @voia for the n. N3t in 9:27.
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*47. DMD=01xa 0

*48, Q™M=xoopoi 0

49. PN(pi. )=¢vicxbve O Bod Gr

50. 3"MN=popdaic O Bod Gr

*51. 3N(n. )=payavigatos, pnravipatog 0

%52, T@N=Aéyiov 0

*53. N=yapPpoc/MN=vopsioc O Bod

54. DM '=raidipra, naidic O Gr

*55, M*=tofedopar O Gr

*56. DM Y=nepittov 0

*¥57. QYBD=¢Eidaopog o)

*58. D'Oh=imevbotng, émdong O Gen

*59, D(Y)32WD=cvveshiypévol, cvvesdpayiopevor O

60. NIMI=evapestnoig 0

61. "T2Y=bovA- O Bod Gr Gen

*¥62. NAY and NNAY=&vodata and/or aivoeig (o)

*¥63. MW (vb. )=votoxonén O Gr

*64, Y IB=haoxeddlo, Siacdlo o

*¥65. DOTP=repovar (o}

*¥66., UMp=cavig o)

*67, DMW=bvo O Gen

*68, OY7)W=npoc roddv o)

*69. OY8(pi.)=érotivvie O Gen

*70. 7 W =tEépno 0

*¥71. DRW/DUW=yalaoti 0

*72., DMN=tederotnteg 0 Gen

*73. MTN=tmapyn 0

*74, R 12=4ve’ dv Sca T Bod Gr

75. Various=fyvixa T Bod Gr

*76. IMR=xpatén Bod Gr Gen

*77. M93=dmowile Bod™

78. JIW=ayabog (cognates) Bod Gr Gen

79. “WPr=eddo¢ Bod Gr

*80. TV=adrile Bod Gr Ul Gen
Uminy appears 8X in the Aramaic section, but never in the sense of

exile. S. 2:19, 22, 28, 29, 30, 47(2); 10:1. Th employs &moxoAonto

8/8, whereas OG employs various equivalents, but never é&moxalvzto.
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81. Y3=Hoopa

82. AW (q.)=tmotpipe
83. "M=bhapavoxoe

84. RMJN=ptpw, elodepo
85. pYX/pPor=Rodw

*86. MM TMN=opyilopor Svpg
87. Ori=gapatdocopoi
88. MINYB=naparakig
*89. FT=xadumipé®

*¥90. TMO=tpyov

*91, VID=covaviao/anaviao
92. 3p=dornyos

93. MY =novypin

94, Transliteration of Unknown Words

95. (RPR) D T11=dbpig
96. DaN=xai péra
97. MA=bvvarog

11. Evaluation of Readings

Bod Gr Ul
Bod Gr Gen
Bod

Bod Gr Gen
Bod Gr Gen
Bod Gr Gen
Bod Gr
Bod Gr

Bod

Bod Gr

Bod Gr Gen
Bod Gr

Bod Gr Gen
To Gr Gen
T Gr

T Gr

Bod

The 37 characteristics of the kaige group which are found in
Daniel will now be examined to determine Th’s relationship to kaige.

Disagreements are assumed to show independence from kaige, while

agreements will be investigated as to whether they can be considered

as bona fide kaige characteristics.

1. D/MM=xaiye

There are only two cases of BY: 11:8, 22. Th has xaiye in 11:8,
but only xat in 11:22. The evidence is mixed.

3. DR=avip

Th employs évip as a SE 8/8 while OG prefers @vépogog 5/8.23
However, Barthélemy argues that the main trait of kaige for this
characteristic is that it even employs dvip for the distributive sense

of B'R, but there are no cases of @R as a distributive in Daniel.

Bs. 9:7, 21; 10:5, 7, 11, 19; 12:6, 7. OG has &vip in 9:21, évi in

12:6; omits in 12:7.




The use of éviip may indicate a kaige characteristic, or it may just be
the SE chosen by Th.24

4. MD=tnivoBev (amévolev) + gen.
Th employs éméwe in 12:6, 7 (s. CH 5.VI.1.iii.).

8. r’ﬁ:ﬁ:x g¢gouv (in a series of aor. vbs.)

MT has PR 9x and in each case Th employs an equivalent which is
contextually za.ppropriate.25 Th has ot%x gouv in 1:4; 9:26; 10:21;
11:16; 45; otx v in 8:4, 5, 27; otx Eotaw in 11:15. In three instances
Th renders 'R where the context has a series of aorist verbs (1:4;
8:4, 5),26 but odx éotv is appropriate in 1:4 to describe the type of
youths the king desired for training, "youths in whom there is no

blemish."

13. DR=ioyvpog
R appears 4x in MT: 9:4; 11:36(3). OG and Th both employ 8edg
as SE, though Th omits 2x in 11:36 by parablepsis.

14, M= forms of Evavu

Barthélemy suggests that this equivalence was developed in order
to avoid confusion with the established equivalence "8%=tvomiov (see
below).27 The LXX translators employed a variety of equivalents for
T and that is what we find in OG and Th. Both have xatévavti in
6:11(10, Hebraism); évamwov in 8.15; while in 10:13 OG=évavtiov,
Th=¢vavtiag and in 10:16 OG=émévavti, Th=évavtiov. At best this

24Barthélemy (p. 54) argues that kaige also replaced &veporoc with
aviyp as a SE, but that is difficult to prove in Daniel when there is
no other supporting evidence.

25OG and Th have common readings in 8:4; 11:15, 16, 45. OG has a
dynamic equivalent in 1:4.

26Bodine, p. 15 offers 10:21 as evidence that Th exhibits the
characteristic. However, though aor. vbs. occur in the previous vss.
and OG employs an aor. for 'R, 10:21 begins with the fut. and the

present tense is applicable in the context.

27In DA, p. 84, Barthélemy discusses these under the one precursor
pattern: "= forms of &vavti.
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characteristic exhibits mixed findings, but there is no real

distinction from common Old Greek renderings.

15. 2BY=tvémov

Th does prefer to restrict évamwov to YI® (9/15), while OG only
has it 3x and employs a greater variety of equivalents.28 However, as
Sollamo notes, ¢vamiov is the most common equivalent for *I®Y in the
LXX.29 Therefore, Th’s tendency to employ évémiov may be evidence of
a kaige trait, but it is not definite. When we consider 14 and 15
together, it is perhaps best to consider tham as offering mixed

evidence for kaige.

17. O599=¢i¢ 1ov aldva

oPY> does appear in 12:3, but it is OG who has the kaige
equivalent while Th has eig toi ain‘wag.” MT also has BYY 18x in the
Aramaic section, but Th almost always follows the number of MT and is
not dependent upon OG (s. CH 5.III.1.i.).

19. FPN=cvvaye

Barthélemy, p. 86, argues that ®ON=cvvadye is a precursor to
Aquila who employs ovAAéyw. POR does occur in 11:10 and both OG and
Th employ cvwvaye. Both also read ™OR in error and employ ovvdye at
8:25 (see the discussion in CH 4.11.2). Furthermore, owvéye is the
most common equivalent for the vb. "OR in the LXX (121/200; 24x in the

Pent.), so it is questionable whether there is any significance to

Th’s readings.

23. /M M=cinpéineia

The nominal form appears 4x and Th has 868a in 4:27(30)=0G; 5:18
0G=0; 11:20=0G. In 4:33(36) Th has ﬁleov?“ The verbal form appears
3x in the Aramaic and each time Th employs 8oEieo 4:31(34), 34(37);

28See CH 5.II.1.iii. for a breakdown of the equivalents.
29Sollamo, Renderings, p. 18.

Va9 is rendered by aidviov in 9:24; 12:2(2); aibva in 12:7.

31Collins, Daniel, p. 212, inexplicably states that Th omits.
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5:23,%

30. RAX(N) W=hpyov (ti) Svvapenc
This title only appears in 8:11 where both OG and Th have
GpyI16TpaTNYoS. 3

31. DOn=cod- _
Th employs co¢ia as a SE for "MIDN 8/9, while OG has it 5/7.34
As Gentry notes, the equivalence is already found 139/171 in the
% Th's SE is copég
(14/14), while OG’s SE is ocodwstig (7/10). OG has mavta¢ in 2:13; ocobdg

in 2:21; and spells out who the wisemen are in 5:8.

LXX.35 DON appears 14x in the Aramaic section.

It is obvious that forms of BON=co$— is stereotyped throughout

the LXX; therefore, it should be discarded as a kaige characteristic.

33. TY=avopia
In all 3x Th has &bwia (9:13, 16, 24).7

38. DMR=oxenn/PWUN=cxnvi
W appears in 11:45 and OG and Th employ oxnvi.

41. OYR=poyiraiév(dumb)
O is only in 10:15 and Th has xataviese where OG renders with

32OG=O in 4:31(34), 34(37); evhoyen? in 5.23.

33Th does employ diwapic as a SE for R33 and &pyeov for W when
they appear separately. S. CH 5.1V, for renderings of R3X and CH
5.VI.l.iii. for renderings of <.

34S. 1:4, 17, 20; 2:20, 21, 23, 30; 5:11(2), 14. 0G=0 in 5:11(2),
14, Th has ocweow in 5:11 while OG has it in 1:20., OG has a free
rendering in 1:17. Th shares the second OG minus in 5:11 which looks
like a late add. to MT.

3SGen'cry, p. 406.

%3:12, 13, 14, 18, 21, 24(2), 27, 48; 4:3(6), 15(18); 5:7, 8, 15.
0G=0 in 4:3(6), 15(18); 5:7, 15.

37O'G has apaptia in 9:13, 16; &bwia in 9.24.
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ownao. The characteristic is without foundation in the first

place .38

43. A=ava péoov
Both OG and Th employ ava pécsov in all 4 cases (8:5, 16, 21;
11:45). This is also the most common equivalent in the LXX and cannot

be used as a criterion for kaz'ge.39

49, Pmi(pi.)=¢vicyde

Forms of the vb. PN occur 13x in Daniel and compounds of isybo
are the most common equivalents in OG and Th." The pi. is only in
10:18 and once in 10:19. In both places Th employs ¢viexv®. OG has
¢vioyve in 10:19, but xatisyve in 10:18. However, OG does have évicyve
in 11:1 where Th employs xpaté and in 11:5 Th employs évioyve twice for
the q.

The pi. of PIN appears a total of 64x in MT, and 10x ocutside of
Daniel it is translated by e¢éviexvm. O’Connell proposed this
characteristic on the basis of one example and Bodine offers possible
support from another example in the B family of Judges (9:24).41
However, in two other cases of Judges all witnesses agree in reading
evicyvo (3:12; 16:28). O’Connell suggested that évicyde=pIn "may be
part of a concerted effort at reinterpretation”" since Reider-Turner
lists 12 instances in which Aquila has évioxde for some form of pin.
Though Aquila might have made the equation between évieyd®e and forms of
PN, it is anachronistic to read it back into kaige on the basis of
the scanty textual evidence. Th does not make the equation in any

case.

50. :ﬁﬁ:ﬁompaia
Both OG and Th employ 6ou¢aia in 11.33, and it is the most
common equivalent in the LXX. Therefore, the agreement between Th and

380’Conne11, p. 287, proposes this characteristic on the basis of
one reference in Ex. 4:11.(?)

39Similarly Gentry, p. 407.
4010:18; 19(4), 21; 1i:1, 5(2), 6, 7, 21, 32.
41O’Connell, p. 28; Bodine, pp. 26, 42.
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kaige cannot be considered as evidence that Th belongs to kaige.

54. QM'=znbipia, moidia

Th employs nawdépia 4/6 against OG which prefers veavioxog 5/5.42
The pl. of 1" only occurs 47x in MT and O’Connell suggests this
characteristic on the basis of one passage in Ex. 1:18. The
equivalence also occurs in Lam. 4:10. D™™* does not occur or the pl.
is not rendered in Theodotion Joshua, Judges, or Job ¥ Furthermore,
the equivalence R*T?’=patdépia is made 3x in the YY’ section of reigns
(I Ki. 12:8, 10, 14 + 15x in the sing.) and Zech. 8:5, while y§’
employs mei¢ (II Ki. 2:24) and vié¢ (II Ki. 4:1; also Ruth 1:5). Gen.
has 2™12'=rasdiov 8/10 and all forms of T?=aembiov 13x (s. HR).
Clearly, there is no basis here to establish any kaige characteristic.

60. NMMM=edapeatnoig
The only reading is 2:46 where OG has onovéf and Th employs
ebodia.¥

61. "TAV=bovA-

Th employs =mai¢ 6x and SobAo¢ 6x for the n. T3P, while OG prefers
zaic (11/12).% 1In 7:14, 27 Th employs SovAeve for MoB.* The
criterion is a weak one in any case since “TAY=8ovA- is common
throughout the Lxx.V

428. CH 5.11.1.iii. for references.

43!:’1'7’ occurs 4x in Job, but it is not rendered by Theodotion.

44This is another reading proposed by O’Connell, p. 289 based on
scanty evidence, Ex. 29:18 and Lev. 1:9.

4SS. CH 5.III.1.iii. The Aramaic vb. “13» occurs 12x, but is not
counted because it is most naturally rendered by noite.

trh normally employs Aatpevo for nV® (7/9). S. CH 5.IV.1.iii.

47Though T=bovA- is consistent in Exodus, O’Connell notes that
the equivalence is "a common pattern in the OG." While there is
evidence of an increased use of this pattern among various witnesses
in both Judges (Bodine, pp. 27-28) and Joshua (Greenspoon, pp. 309-
312), it is not consistent.
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75. Various=fjvixa
fivika appears in 6:11(10) for "D, but Bodine (p. 19) has

already rejected it’s use as a kaige characteristic.

78. AW=ayabog/cognates

Bodine argues that it is the consistency with which this
equivalence appears in kaige that makes it a characteristic, and there
may be some validity to this argument.“8 However, Th employs éaya8og
only in 1:15 but xého¢ in 1:4. Therefore, Th cannot be judged to

exhibit this kaige characteristic.

79. “WN=gb80¢

Once again, Bodine argues that it is the consistency of the
usage that marks this equivalence, but the evidence is hardly
compelling.49 In any case, Th only has one reading in 11:17 (eb8dg),

which is not enough to prove a relationship to kaige.

81. DR=poopar
Th has tEmpée 3/5 and poopar 2/5, so he ‘does not support the

equivalence. 50

82. AW (q.)=tmotpepo

Forms of 3W appear 16x in Daniel of which 12/13 are q.51 Th
shares the common LXX equivalent with OG in 10:20; 11:13, 19, 28(2),
30(2). 3x Th reads it independently (9:25-0G=0; 11:18, 29). However,
OG has ¢motpepo independently 2x as well (11:9, 10), plus once for the
hi. in 11:18. The equivalence ¢motpepeo=3W is common in the LXX,
particularly in the q. form. For example, Bodine notes that the
equivalence is made 11/19 in the By section of Reigns and 29/44 in ¥5.

48Bodine, pp. 48-51; cf. Gentry, p. 410.
49Bodine, p. 52.
50S. CH 5.IV.1.iii. for a discussion.

519:13, 16, 25(hi.), 25; 10:20; 11:9, 10, 13, 18, 18(hi.),
19(hi.), 28(2), 29, 30(2). In the first case in 11:18 OG reads with
the Q while Th reads the K. Bodine, pp. 55-56, admits that Th does
not support the characteristic, and for some reason he does not
include the occurrence in 11:10.
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However, he does not note that it occurs 22/33 in yy’. Therefore, the

value of this criterion is highly suspect.

Numbers 83-93 in Greenspoon’s list come from Bodine’s chapter
entitled "Characteristics Peculiar to the Vaticanus Family of Judges"
so we would not expect there to be a marked equivalence in Th. Most
of these examples involve common OG equivalences that are employed

more consistently in Judges.

83. MNR=bapavoxe
In 9:17 OG=tmBAénw; Th=émbaive.

84. NMIN=¢epo, eicdépo

¥*21 is found 10x in Daniel. 0G and Th share a common reading
only in 9:12, 14 (¢méye). Th has good renditions with forms of ¢épo or
elopepo only in 1:2(2); 11:6, 8, so it does not support Bodine’s
proposed characteristic.

85. PYS/pot=Botw

PPt only appears in 6:21(20) and Th does employ Boaw
(OG=xAavépog). However, the equivalence is common throughout the
LXX,53 and Boaw is employed by Th also in 3:4 and 5:7 for RPp.
87. ONYi=napataccopa

anb3 appears in 10:20; 11:11 and in both cases Th employs
gmoAepéw. OG=Th in 11:11 and has Swapéyopar in 10:20.

88. MIPD=napdatatic
Both OG and Th employ noAepog as a SE (3/3) in 9:26; 11:20, 25.

92. PSp=Gpynyog
Th has é&pyov in 11:18 (0G=épyi).

93. MY =movypia

s, oH 5.11.1.iii.
53Bodine, p. 71, notes this as well.
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OG has the common LXX equivalent xaxé& 3/3 (9:12, 13, 14), while
Th has xax& 2/3 and a more dynamic rendering with the per.pro. avta
in 9:14,

94. Transliteration of Unknown Words

Tov offers an important contribution to the study of
trarisliterations in the LXX. He groups transliterations into four
categories: 1. proper nouns; 2. technical terms; 3. words unknown to
the translator; 4. transliterations of common nouns erroneously

¥ Group 3 form

transliterated as proper nouns because of the context.
the largest number of transliterations and it is to these that he
devotes his attention. He concludes:

The practice of leaving unknown words untranslated has
been shown to be characteristic of kaige in Reigns y8 and
of Th. (i.e. the notes referring to the contents of
Origen’s sixth column). . . Or, to phrase our conclusion,
with due caution, in a different way: we were able to
point out a new characteristic common to two members of
the kaige-Th. group. When used critically, this critersison
may also be applied to other members of the same group.

"Critically" is the key word in the last sentence, because Tov is
quick to point out that the practice was in use prior to kaige—Th;'
therefore, the presence or absence of transliterations is not
determinative for inclusion within kaige. Nor does the presence of
transliterations guarantee that a text is a revision.

As for the unknown words transliterated by Th, Tov provides a
separate listing, because he accepts Schmitt’s conclusion that Th is
unrelated to kaige. They are D'ROTB=¢opBoppiv 1:3; (1°)'P=1p 4:10(13),
14(17), 20(23); Y2W=0vBad 8:2, 3, 6; NMOB=¢eApoov 8:13; DY 1=Paddiv
10:5; 12:6, 7; QMPNR=paoliv 11:38; VIBR=cpadave 11:45.56 However, Tov
omits the transliteration of 'QX(M)-cafip(arv) 11:16, 41, 45 (Sdvapv,
reading 83¥ in 8:9) from his list.

In his list of words from the LXX in group 3, Tov puts in a

separate subsection transliterations of unknown words which were

5‘1Tov, "Transliterations," p. 82.
B1bid., p. 85.
¥1bid., p. 92.
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5 If we apply the same

probably understood as proper nouns.
distinction to the transliterations in Th, all but 1BN=ejabave could
be classed in this category. For example, in 1:3 the king commands
the chief eunuch to bring some of the captives of Israel "from the
royal line and from the DYANTR." Th could easily have understood the
Hebrew as some type of royal title or technical term (Tov’s category
2). 0’12 may not have been understood exactly as a proper noun, but,
given the context, Th might have understood that there was something
intrinsically special about @713, since it adorned heavenly beings.
Similarly, B"T¥ was probably understood as a title, though Schmitt
notes that 1M is also transliterated in Jud. 6:26 (A paof B Maovex).
The remaining transliteration (WIBR) is a Persian loan word.58

The reason why the possible motivation for the majority of these
transliterations is noted is in order to contrast them with other
occasions where Th did not employ transliterations of unknown words.
For example, in 2:5 and 3:29 Th does not transliterate PO and in
2:22 Th employs a contextual guess for &‘ﬁ.sg It seems that an
important factor in Th deciding to transliterate was the fact that a
word could be understood as a proper noun.

In Schmitt’s investigation of the transliterations he argues
that only 1 and Baddiv could have derived from previous
transliterations in kaige elsewhere.60 Schmitt believes that the
presence of these two transliterations is due to later revision of Th
by "Theodot ion."t! However, 1p does not actually appear anywhere else

in kaige, so there is only one proven agreement between Th and kaige.

5"See also the discussion by Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 334-336.
58Schmitt, "Stammt," pp. 58-59.

59Th seems to have known RW in the sense "to loose" (3:25[921;

5:6, 12), but did not know the figurative sense "to dwell" (s. BDB, p.
1117).

t”‘)Sc:hmit'c, "Stammt," pp. 57-59. Schmitt does not note that the
use of dtvapov for *2X¥ in 8:9 could be equated with translations

attributed to Theodotion in Is. 28:1; Ez. 20:6, 15 (8wapig). However,
the connection is unlikely given the use of transliteration in ch. 11
and the fact that R3¥ appears in 8:10.

6l1bid., p. 59.
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In conclusion, Tov’s criterion is certainly viable as a kaige
trait, but as he states, "The subject deserves to be treated in a
detailed monograph."62 Th does employ transliterations, particularly
for terms which he understood as proper nouns, but it was also a

common practice among the Greek translators.

95. (@'R) YY13=dbpoc _
Th employs peyag as a SE (13/15) and soA9¢ in 11:28, 44,5

96. YaAR=xai paia
In both instances of this reading Th employs é&AAé, whereas OG
has xat in 10:7 and xai pddla in 10:21.

97. TMRA=dvvardg

Both OG and Th employ 8vvatég in 11:3. Although the equivalence
is fairly common in the LXX there is a marked increase in Judges,
Reigns, and Psalms, so it may mark a kaige characteristic. The n.
N72) appears twice in the Aramaic section (2:20, 23) and Th employs
dtvapig for both.

1I1. Does Th belong to kaige?

In Th there are 12 agreements with the proposed kaige
characteristics (3, 19, 31, 43, 49, 50, 54, 75, 79, 85, 94, 97), 22
disagreements (4, 8, 13, 17, 23, 30, 33, 38, 41, 60, 61, 78, 81, 82, 83, 84,
87, 88, 92, 93, 95, 96), and 3 with mixed findings (1, 14, 15). There
are only 2 (3, 19) agreements and 3 with mixed findings (1, 14, 15)
that agree with Barthélemy’s 9 core patterns and 12 precursor
patterns, while there are five clear disagreements (4, 8, 13, 17, 23).
Among the 12 agreements 6 are based on one reading (19, 50, 75, 79,
85, 97). The first 5 of these are common OG equivalents and at least 3
(75, 79, 85) should be discarded as kaige characteristics. The
evidence for 5 of the 7 remaining agreements is tenuous, and it is
extremely doubtful that 4 of these (31, 43, 49, 54) should even be

considered kaige characteristics.

62Tov, "Transliterations," p. 80.
63S. CH 5.V. in vs. 8 for references.
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This examination of the kaige characteristics in Th vindicates the
conclusion of A. Schmitt. The most that we can say that Th has in
common with kaige-Theodotion is that they share a similar approach to
translation, i.e. formal equivalence. If we were to depict their
relationship in kinship terms, they might be described as distant
cousins. In Gentry’s terms, Th belongs within the contigum between
the translation of the Pentateuch (c. 281 BCE)64 and Aquﬁila in which
translations were tending to employ greater formal equivalence to the
semitic Vor]age.ﬁs However, it is impossible to identify the translator
or to date his work with any certainty. On the basis of Th’s TT
(frequent omissions, occasional dynamic renderings), and the inclusion
of the deutero-canonical additions, it is possible that Th originated
some time prior to the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll; therefore, before

the common era.

64N. Collins, "281 BCE: the Year of the Translation of the
Pentateuch into Greek under Ptolemy II," in Septuagint, Scrolls and
Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992), pp. 403-503.

65The developing trend toward literalism was discussed previously
in CH 3.III.1.

329




Conclusion

The primary concern of this study was to devlop a model for the
analysis of TT and apply it to the OG and Th versions of Daniel. This
aim was accomplished in four stages.

First, all of the variant readings from papyrus 967 to which
Ziegler did not have access were collated against his critical edition
and numerous corrections to his text were proposed. The analysis
confirms that the pre~hexaplaric 967 is the nearest extant witness to
the OG and underscores the need for a revised critical edition of OG.
The original readings of 967 reveal that 88-Syh has suffered
corruption from Th and correction toward MT; yet, it is obvious that
967 has suffered similarly. For this reason, emendation of Ziegler’s
text was proposed in a few cases where he did have access to 967.

Second, the methodology for the analysis of TT that focuses on
the features of literalism in a text was critiqued. Three criticisms of
the methodology were given: it assumes that the translators intended
for a reader to be able to retranslate from the target text to the
source text; literalism offers an incomplete description of TT; and the
focus on literalism is inadequate for the application of its results to
textual criticism of MT. Although the recent studies that have focused
on literalism can provide a general overview of the TT of the LXX
translators, they have not paid sufficient attention to details.

Third, in order to offer a positive alternative to the focus on
literalism, a model based on linguistic principles and the
presuppostions underpinning it was presented. Particular attention
was given to clarifying some of the presuppositions for the
methodology because this has not been done. In order for future
researchers to evaluate, improve, and/or employ this model it had to
be clearly defined.

In the presentation of the model for TT it was argued that the
foundation for an analysis of TT is the comparison of the
morphological, syntactical, and lexical elements of the source text with
the target text. On the basis of a detailed analysis of these elements

of translation the analyst has an informed persective on the types of




adjustments that the translator has introduced into the translation, the
motivation for these adjustments, and the effect of these adjustments
on the meaning of the text.

In the fourth stage, the effectiveness of the proposed model was
demonstrated by applying it to five lengthy passages in OG and Th
Daniel. Each of these passages was examined in detail, along with
numerous related passages throughout the remainder of the book. By
this means we were able to define more clearly the features of OG that
make it more of a dynamic translation in contrast to the formal
equivalence exhibited in Th. Besides some of the more outstanding
results of the investigation, which are detailed below, there were many
insights into the TT of both translators and how they understood the
Vorlage they were translating. Though there were differences between
the two translations, they were both concerned to provide a faithful
rendering of the parent text. The results of the analysis for each
passage were also employed for textual criticism of MT. In several
instances it was suggested that MT should be emended, but, generally
speaking, it was found that OG and Th were translating a text
virtually identical to MT.

There were four additional conclusions that emerged from the
analysis of TT.

1. The analysis of OG supported the thesis of Albertz that chs. 4-6
originate from a translator different from the person(s) who translated
1-3; 7-12.

2. Based on the unique equivalents in 3:20-30(97) it is probable that a
later translator/redactor inserted the deutero-canonical material into
the text of OG. The Prayer of Azariah and The Song of the Three
Young Men are additions to the OG text.

3. The analysis uncovered more evidence that Th readings have
displaced and replaced the OG text. It is impossible to know the
extent of the corruption of OG, but in many cases the original reading
is beyond recovery.

4. On the basis of the analysis of TT in Th, and in conjunction with
the previous conclusion, it was demonstrated that Th is an
independent translation of Daniel. This conclusion has significant
implications for the recovery .of the text of OG as well as the

understanding of the transmission history of the LXX.

331




The results of the analysis are based on detailed study of the
OG and Th texts and, if they stand the test of future research, are by
no means insignificant for LXX research. Both the linguistic principles
upon which the model for TT is based, and the results that have been
achieved through its application should encourage the use of the model
in future research on the LXX. '

In the final chapter Th’s text was compared with the
characteristics that have been ascribed to kaige. Th exhibits
significant disagreements and only superficial agreement with kaige.
On this basis it can be concluded that Th and kaige have little, if
anything at all, to do with one another. It is impossible at this stage
to be more specific, because the relationship between the kaige texts
as well as their relationship to OG has not been adequately defined.
However, we can say that the kaige recension never existed except as
a scholarly construct. Kaige research has focussed primarily on
comparing agreements, and, in the process, has failed to contrast the
significant disagreements that exist between the same texts.
Consequently, the means do not yet exist to determine which texts are
most closely related. Many of the proposed characteristics of kaige
are useless for this purpose.

As one line of research draws to a close, several more avenues
of research have been opened. The analysis of TT in the LXX has
barely scratched the surface of the research that remains to be done.
Continued analysis in this area will be of enormous benefit to the
editors of critical texts for both the LXX and MT.

In the book of Daniel, Th has often been neglected in the
research like a younger sibling following in the footsteps of the
successful older brother. If we take his independence seriously, then
fresh approaches to his text are possible. Particularly significant in
this regard are chs. 4-6. Perhaps our eyes (and minds) will be open
to the possibility that other texts as well are translations rather than

revisions of 0OG.

Finally, an exhaustive comparison of lexical and syntactical
translation equivalents of each of the kaige texts would be an excellent
foundation for the task of clarifiying the relationship of the kaige

texts to one another and their relationship to OG.
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