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THE GREEK TRANSLATORS OF THE FOUR
BOOKS OF KINGS:*

Tae study of the Septuagint from a linguistic point of view has
a4 fascination of its own, and now and again rewards the investigator
with some surprising results. It has been my task for some years to try
to disentangle the various strata in the Greek Bible and to discover the
joints in single books or in groups of books where the work of one
translator is taken up by another. Having begun with little prospect of
success in such an undertaking, considering the corrupt state in which
the text has come down to us, I have become more and more convinced
that, if the investigation is conducted on broad lines, we do possess the
materials for the work of disintegration and for assigning to the original
translators the portions for which they are severally responsible. In one
of the lines of demarcation to which I propose to call attention in this
article, the linguistic evidence is corroborated by very ancient MS evi-
dence. This very welcome confirmation gives me greater confidence
in believing that in other cases, where MS evidence is lacking, the results
arrived at are not purely chimerical

The subjects with which I propose to deal are as follows :—

(1) I shall endeavour to shew that the earliest line of division between
the books of Samuel and the books of Kings was not where the M. T,
places it at the end of the second book of Samuel, but at the end of
verse 11 of the second chapter of 1 Kings (or 3 Kingdoms, to use the
title by which the book is known in the Greek Bible). In other words
the break comes at the death of David and the accession of Solomon.

(2) 1 shall attempt to prove that this second Book of Kingdoms,
which has now been slightly extended by the addition of sixty-four
verses commonly attached to the third Book, must be divided into
two parts, the break occurring after 11}, i.e. just before the story of
David and Bathsheba.

(3) It will be shewn that the translator of the second portion or
2 Kingdoms is identical with the translator of 4 Kingdoms.

(4) A few observations will be offered on some peculiarities in the
language of this last-named translator.

(5) The characteristics of the other portions will be briefly discussed.

(6) Some tentative suggestions will be made as to place and date of
the translator referred to in (3).

* The greater part of this paper was read before the Cambridge Theological

Society on Nov. 28, 1906. Since reading it I have modified the concluding pana-
graphs as to place and dates.



NOTES AND STUDIES 263

THE FIVE DIVISIONS AND THE FOUR TRANSLATORS.

For convenience I shall refer to the five divisions into which the
Books of Kingdoms fall as follows :—
a = 1 Kingdoms.
BB = 2 Kin. 1'-11',
By = 2 Kin. 11*-3 Kin. 2",
vy = 3 Kin. 2%-21%,
¥5 = 3 Kin. 22 and 4 Kin. -
The portions By and y3 will be feferred to collectively as 3.
Attention will mainly be concentrated on the translator of the two
portions By and 3, the other three portions (a, 88, and yy) being treated
more cursorily.

The contents of these five portions are as follows (the two, which
1 shall endeavour to shew are the latest, being relegated to the end) :—

a. The Reign® of Saul, with the events that led up to it.

BB. The Reign of David in his prime ; his early victories.

yy- The Reign of Solomon and the early history of the divided
Monarchy.

Two later additions by a single hand, which might be entitled ¢ The
Decline and Fall of the Monarchy’, viz. :—

By. The story of David's sin and the subsequent disasters of his
Reign.
¥3. The later Monarchy and the Captivity.

‘The work of this last translator, who is responsible for about two-fifths
of the Greek namative of the Reigns or Kingdoms, bears unmistakeable
marks of a late date. He set himself to fill up the gaps which his
predecessors had left by rendering into Greek the story of David’s
transgression and its outcome, which appears to have been previously
passed over as unedifying, together with the story of growing degeneracy
under the later Monarchy culminating in the captivity. It is not difficult
to see the reason for the unwillingness of the earlier translators to bring
such a story of disasters before the notice of heathen readers.

The three remaining portions, so far as my investigations have gone,
appear to be homogeneous wholes, that is to say, they are the work of
three distinct translators. Possibly an exception should be made in the
case of yy, where two hands may have been at work. The portion a is
undoubtedly the work of a single hand: BB has considerable affinity
with it, but there is enough, 1 think, to shew that a fresh hand has pro-
duced it. As to yy, it is impossible to speak very definitely. The text
has been so much interpolated that it is difficult to tell what the original
version was like. It was probably considerably shorter than our First

* ® This, rather than ‘ kingdom !, was the meaning of BaciAda in Hellenistic times.
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Book of Kings, while, on the other hand, the translator was not unwilling
to paraphrase and to amplify the narrative (especially when dealing with
the story of Solomon in all his glory) by information derived from other
sources. Such liberties seem to indicate that the translation was made
at a time when the Book had not yet been universally recognized as
canonical : the freedom of treatment offers a marked contrast to the
literalism of the portions Sy and y3.

One word of precaution seems necessary.. It must of course be
understood that in no existing. MS or version of the Books of Kingdoms
have we the earliest form of the Greek text intact. In our oldest uncials,
B as well as A, the original version has suffered considerably owing to the
intrusion of phrases, or even sections of some length, from the three
later versions which stood beside it in the Hexapla, and upon which
Origen drew to supplement the LXX text of his day and to bring it into
conformity with the ‘Hebraica veritas’. These Hexaplaric accretions,
however, usually betray themselves. Doublets, of which there are so
many in these books, are patent instances of interpolation, and it is
sometimes possible to determine which of the two words or phrases
is the intruder. Again, the peculiar style of Aquila, whose version. is
constantly utilized by the * A text’ (in 3 Kin. especially) to supplement the
shorter ‘B text’, is quite unmistakeable. It is thus possible, especially
with the help of the Old Latin version, where available, to trace in
general outlines the original version lying behind the interpolated text
of the uncials ; and if it is found, as is the case in the books under con-
sideration, that certain large portions of the translation are characterized
by peculiarities of rendering or grammatical usage which are absent from
other portions, it is, I submit, a legitimate inference that different trans-
lators have been at work.

THE DIVIDING LINE AT DAVID'S DEATH.

Before proceeding to state the linguistic evidence, I propose to con-
sider the two points in the narrative which mark the beginning and
ending of the portion here designated By. What evidence have we to
shew that the story was ever broken at these points? and what reasons
are there why it should be so broken?

As a matter of fact the group of MSS (19, 82, 93, 108, 245) from
which de Lagarde reconstructed the *Lucianic text’ brings the second
Book of Kingdoms down to the death of David, i e. includes in that
book the first chapter and the first eleven verses of the second chapter
of what is commonly called 3 Kingdoms. A Scholiast’s note in Cod.
243, transcribed in Field’s Hexapla, adds two more authorities for this
arrangement, viz. Diodorus and Theodoret, the Scholiast warning the
teader as to the other division, which is to be found (he says) in the
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Hexapla and in ‘the more accurate copies’. 'Ey 7§ &arAd xai rols
dxpeBeaTépois Tiw dvmypdpov ) pév Sevrépa Tiv Bacady wAnpotras &v 7
xatd v Bpadow rob Aaod Supyjoe, xai 1§ Tis A Tob "Oprd Swampdoe 1)
8¢ rpirn vov Bacaiy dpyerar & Te Tis xard Ty "APway Ty Sovpavirw
ioroplas, xal & tiv xard Tov "ASwvia xal Ty abrod TupawvBa, Awdwpos
3% 1 Sevrépg Tiv Bacreiv qwvdmrra xal ratra ws Tijs ot Aavid relevris,
opoivs Beodupiry.

It is this latter division which the internal evidence comes in to
support, shewing that ‘the more accurate copies’ of the scholiast
in reality contain a later arrangement of books. It is not easy to con-
jecture the reason for the division of books in the M. T.; why, that is to
say, the closing scenes of David’s reign should be placed at the opening
rather than at the close of a book. The Lucianic text which opens
3 Kingdoms with xai Sodopiy éxdfioev émi Tod Opdvov Aavid Tob warpds
atrov, as 2 Kin.opens with xal éyévero perd 76 dmofavely Zaov), is far the
more natural arrangement, assigning as it does one book apiece to
the reigns of Saul, David, and Solomon (with his immediate successors).
Moreover, Hebrew scholars are agreed that the first two chapters of
3 Kin. are closely connected with chaps. g—20 of the preceding book
and probably come from the same hand. It will be sufficient to quote
Driver's words®: ‘1 Ki. 1-11. Solomon.—Here c. 1-2 are the con-
tinuation of 2z Sa. 920 .. . forming at once the close of the history
of David and the introduction to that of Solomon.” He adds that, with
the exception of a few verses, the narrative in chaps. 1 and 2 is ¢ entirely
in the style of 2z Sa. g-20, and appears to be the work of the same
author’.

Not only does the Lucianic arrangement give us a more natural
division of subject-matter, but it also exhibits the first two Books of
Kingdoms in the form of two volumes of exactly equal bulk (for this
purpose S8 and By are treated as a single volume : the separation of 88
was due to subjective considerations on the part of the translator and
does not seem to go back to the original Hebrew). With the Lucianic
amangement, a occupies in Cod. Vaticanus 44 pages, 1 column, 1}
lines, 88 and By together occupy 44 pages, 1 column, 3 lines. Itis
tertainly a remarkable fact that there is a difference of only 14 lines, or
barely half a dozen words, between the two books. The difference in
bulk in the M.T., if the Lucianic arrangement is adopted, is greater,
amounting to some four pages in an ordinary printed Hebrew Bible :

this is chiefly due to the interpolation in the M.T. of sections concerning
te early history of David which are absent from Cod. B.b

* Introd. to the Lit. of the O. T. p. 179.

* It may be added that Josephus brings the seventh book of his Jewish Anlttha
down to the death of David.
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One other interesting fact must be mentiooed with regard to the
Lucianic text Luocian has removed from the text of 3 Kin. r—2%,
presumably as monstrosities, practically all the characteristic marks of
the transhator of By, which in the text of the two oldest uncials serve
to link that chapter and a half to the preceding namative in 2 Kin. If
Lucian has preserved the oldest tradition as to the division of books, it
is the text of B and A that enables us to check him and to pronounce
that that division is correct. Needless to say, this fact enhances very
greatly the value of the uncials, particularly of the text as furnished by
a consensus of Codd. B and A.

It will probably not fall within the scope of the larger Cambridge
Septuagint to depart from the arrangement of books in the Codex
Vaticanus, but I venture to think that in the Septuagint of the future
the second of the four Kingdom Books should and will end with the
death of David.

THE BIPARTITION OF DAVID'S REIGN.

I turn to the other main line of demarcation, that which must be
placed after 2 Kin. 11’. As has been said, the reason is not far to seek
which induced the translator of the earlier portion of 2 Kin. to lay down
his pen on reaching the following passage: ‘ And it came to pass at
eventide, that David arose from off his bed, and walked upon the roof
of the king’s house : and from the roof he saw a woman bathing ; and
the woman was very beautiful to look upon,’ with the subsequent narra-
tive. And as he read on to the story of Amnon and Tamar, of the
rebellion of Absalom and Sheba and the various calamities that crowded
round his hero at the close of his life, it is not surprising that he
decided to limit his work to the earlier and happier years of David’s reign.

Although we have, to my knowledge, no MS evidence to indicate
a break at this point (nor was any indication likely to survive when the
translation of the book was subsequently completed), yet we have an
exact parallel in the O.T. for the reserve, call it scrupulousness or
patriotism if you will, of this translator. He had a precedent to support
him. The Chronicler, writing perhaps a century and a half before our
translator,® had acted in a precisely similar way. After the genealogies
which occupy the first nine chapters of 1 Chron., the narrative at 10
begins with the death of Saul on Gilboa, repeating the story that had
been told in the last chapter of 1 Kin. (31); the first four chapters
of 2 Kin. find no equivalent in Chron., but from 1 Kin. §' to 11* the
two narratives run parallel with each other, except that the short

* About 300 B.c. is the date of Chronicles adopted by Driver with most critics.
The two narratives are conveniently placed side by side in The Paralld History of
the Jewish Monarchy (Camb. Univ. Press, 1897).
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story of Mephibosheth is omitted. 1 Chron. 20' corresponds to the
concluding verse of the translator 88: ‘And it came to pass at the
time of the retumn of the year, at the time when kings go out /o Jattle,
that Joab led forth the power of the army, and wasted the country of
the children of Ammon, and came and besieged Rabbah. But David
tarried at Jerusalem.! Then the namative is condensed. The story of
Bathsheba and the birth of Solomon is omitted, together with the whole
history of the rebellions of Absalom and Sheba. After stating the bare
fact that ‘ Joab smote Rabbah and took it’, and narrating how David
took the king’s crown and punished the Ammonites, the Chronicler pro-
ceeds (in 20%) ¢ And it came to pass after this that there arose war at Gezer
with the Philistines’, a passage which correspondsto z Sam. 21, in other
words he passes over nearly eleven chapters of the earlier narrative.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TWO LATEST PORTIONS.

I now proceed to give a list of ten instances including the chief
characteristics of the translator of the portions By and y3. The
instances selected are those that shew most clearly the beginning and
ending of the portion By (2 Kin. 11%, 3 Kin. 2"). They also serve to
shew the striking agreement between By and y$ and the almost com-
plete absence of the phrases distinctive of this translator from the other
sections a, 88, and yy. The instances of similarity of style in the latter
half of 2 Kin. and in 4 Kin. might easily be multiplied : the instances
proving that this style extends to the first sixty-four verses of 3 Kin. are
of course fewer. 1 think, however, that these ten examples are sufficient
by themselves to fix the bounds of the portion S8y. Three of them, at
any rate (Nos. 3, 9, and 10) concern the use or disuse of phrases and
modes of speech which offer ample opportunities for testing the practice
of the Kingdom Books as a whole. (See table on p. 268.)

Several of the words in this list will repay study.

(1) The use of of d8pol for ‘the great men’ (Heb. 5, %, &c.) is
limited elsewhere in LXX to two passages in Job(not in the @ portions),
one in Isa., and one in Jer. a. It is not attested in the other versions
known to Origen and is foreign to classical Greek.

(2) The use of the adj. xeparivy (sc. cdAmiy¢) as the rendering of
shophar occurs also in Jd. (ten times, B and A text), 2 Es. 14" (2, ®
®), and in interpolations (? Hexaplaric) in Jos. 6* ff and 2 Chron. 15"
!A)- It occurs also in four of the later (Hexaplaric) versions. A passage
In ¥ (97*) explains the rendering, where the odmiyf xeparivy (= BW)

s distinguished from the odAmy¢ arj (= nwn). The shophar was
Synonymous with the feren and consisted in primitive times of a ram’s
Yom: the Aagoserak was the straight trumpet of beaten metal. Most
of the LXX books use odAmy¢ to render both Hebrew words: the
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B8 By rr i
a L  J 13
(1K) (aﬁ.l)l (; ll(i.- :,l‘) @ aK-x“z) (3 K. 23,4K)
Adjectives.
(1) d3pés —_ - {:K. 1B — 4 K 1oh8
=y, v 3K.1I*B
xeparivy —_ — 2 K, 15", 184, - 4K. o8
(3) {=¥w a0
@A ’ 61 3R aBBE
= gdAmt 13 3 - - -

— — ] _— t] X
pové{owos s K. 22 4 Ks."'g" ?:n
=" ’
also rendered guater

(3 by yeddovp 30% 18 Mg, 13 — —_— — —
dfodia —_ 32 — — —
a¥oTpeppa —_— 4 - s -—

Prepositions and particles,
dwdraber — - {zllg. I‘!.""‘ —_ 4 K. 2?B**A
cf. 3K. 1
(4) { trdrader — —_ aK. n:, 130 b | o ’:o “e 1o ti:l:e;i L
i v
3K ’:‘ 5 i(x’xnz':l‘) b
(5) salye=m —* a" BA® {29 exx. in B - 17 exx.in B
4 n { 13, A
from 2 K. 11" to 3 K 227, and
:.l",lnd 3Kahs, 4 K.2* onwards
6) wal udra - - 1K. 14 - K. ¢

6) o L 3 4K 4
&o’ Iy Ini — —_ 3 K. 1a% — 4K.18¥B, 21"

6] { of
&6’ &r Soa -—_ -— — - 4K 100

(8) dvixa — — |3 K. 1%, 13%, - ¢K. 4"

s . 161., 17’7. ”l]
yniax.

(9) v el as - —* |{aK.ubratre®) — +K. 4,10,
subject of 18'%,204", 24101 21"
finite vb. 1 3K. 2 (contrast

e.g. dyd el e.g. éyd
» yaorpl alrovpa
g e
2 )
{(10) Historic 145 exx, | 28 exx. Once ! 47 exx. | Twice®
present (3%—9%) | (11" wapayivera) | (3%-21%) | (7= lovw)

& Occurs in three Hexaplaric interpolations in A : 1 Kin. 18%, 1g™ %,

¥ Also in the preceding verse in A, where the text of B has been cut away, and
in an interpolation of A in 3%,

¢ In a Hexaplaric interpolation of A after 17 ®),

¢ A has it in 13* (B omits clause).

® But cf, 3 Kin. 7® oV o, sUpi pov Kipe, éAdAnaas. .

t The clause is omitted in Codd. 71, 2¢45. The passage 14™°, not in M.T, is
shewn by the two presents to be a gloss. ;

¢ These exx. dissppear in the Lucianic text, which reads §». Howotaw in 22" is
due to the Heb. participle : the Lucianic text, with some VSS., reads ¢xoioww. The
pansage 1'%, where B has BaaiAedus, is not in M. T., and the hist. pres. indicates
that it was not part of the original version,




iNOTES AND STUDIES 269

translator now under consideration, in common with two late books of
the Greek Bible and the later versions, indicates the distinction in the
original by using the adj. meaning ‘horn’ of the shopkar, and restricting
the use of odAxiyé to the sasoseraks
(3) Mowd{wros is an interesting and puzzling word. The Hebrew
"3, which it renders, is from a root signifying ‘to cut’ or ‘ penetrate’:
the noun is used of ‘a band’ or ‘troop’, (1) usually a marauding band,
(2) in later Hebrew ‘a division’ or *troop’ in a regular army, (3) once
(2 Sam. 3*) ‘a raid’ or ‘foray’. The Oxford Hebrew Lexicon offers
two alternative methods of connecting the meaning of the noun with
the root-meaning : either the troop got its name ‘as making inroads’,
or as ‘a division, detackment (as severed)’, a meaning, however, which
is restricted to later Hebrew,
The word is rendered in a variety of ways in the LXX, its meaning
being generally well understood (except that it is used of a single
marauder as well as a troop), while one translator (Kin. 88) correctly dis-
criminates between two differing senses. Transliteration b only takes
place in Kin. a, as quoted above, and in 1 Chron. 12*, Elsewhere we
have wreparipor (Gen. 49", Job 19", ¥ 17%), meparis (Job 25°, Hos.
6", Agoripwov (2 Chron. 22'), Aporjs (Hos. 7%, Jer. 18%), Sdvaus
(x Chron. 12, 2 Chron. 25™ !% '), loyupds (r Chron. 7%), ¢uppayuss
{apparently meaning * blockade’, if the text is right, Mic. §' (4%)). In
2 Chron. 26" the word is omitted in the Greek.
Turning to the later versions, the usual rendering of Symmachus
(attested in five passages) is Adyos, which is well chosen as practically
coextensive in meaning with the Hebrew word. Aquila’s rendering
(attested eight times) is ebfwvos, a word specially used of light-armed troops.
Aquila’s rendering brings us back to the similar pové{wvos now under
consideration. In 4 Kin. the word is used in the plural (once only in the
singular, 13™ ov rov ) of predatory bands from Syria, Moab, Ammon,
and Chaldaea: possibly, as in the case of xepariiy, a substantive (e.g.
ovpariiras Or Adyot) should be supplied. In 2 Kin. 22® & ool Spapotpas
povd{wvos (M PIW, R. V. ‘run upon a troop’) it is used adjectivally and
appears to be equivalent to el{wvos, ‘under Thy protection no heavy
armour need impede my steps’: the parallel passage in ¥ 17 (18)* runs &
ool furticopar émd wepatypiov. Apart from these passagesin 2 and 4 Kin.
the word is confined 4 in ¢ Biblical Greek’ to two instances in Theodo-
* YdAmqf in 4 Kin. 1714%¢, 131 ; Jacogerah does not occur in the By portion.
* Incorrect, the final 1 being read as .
¢ The verb used in ¥ is probably chosen on account of its similarity to the Heb,
{y~)—a common phenomenon in the LXX.

! The version of Quinfa in ¥ 67" should be read as poro{bovs. In 3 Kin, 38
Aquila is cited in favour of both eb(éwov and povo{dwov ; the former is, no doubt,
what ke wrote,
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tion’s version of Job, viz. 19* (of the troops of God that beset him =
Ta maparipua abrod of LXX) and 29, where the patriarch describes
his former prosperity when he ‘dwelt as a king in the army’, xare
oxpowv Ooel Bachess &v povoldvos. This last passage is one of many
interpolations from ® which now form a part of our Septuagint text.
What is the origin of the word? Does it mean ‘a man with only
a belt’, or (like similarly formed words) ‘a man with only one belt’ or
‘a lonely man with a belt’'? The last is the meaning given to what is
practically the same word, oid{wwos, in the only classical parallel of which
I am aware. In Soph. O. 7. 842 ff Oedipus, who has just heard from
Jocasta the rumour that Laius was killed by robbers, and is anxiously
awaiting confirmation from the sole survivor, finds some consolation in
the fact that the informant spoke of robbers (Aporal) in the plural,

‘ but’ he adds,

« & dvdp' & oléluvor addjoa, cadis

Tovr’ doriv 8y Tolpyov eis dud péror.
This is translated in the standard edition, ‘ But if he names one lonely
wayfarer, then beyond doubt this guilt leans to me’: and the eminent
editor® quotes parallels from the poets for instances where the second
part of the compound is equivalent to a second epithet for the noun.
It would be hazardous in the extreme to question this translation, but
the juxtaposition of old{wvos and Ayoral, in the light of the later use of
povélwvos, makes it hard to resist the suspicion that the former word
or its prosaic equivalent already in the fifth century B.C. denoted in
common parlance a highwayman or bandit.

Later writers, as quoted in the Lexicons, give various definitions, but
the exact meaning of the word still remains uncertain, and some of the
definitions may be mere guesses of commentators who knew how the
word was used in the LXX. There is included in the works of Ephrem
Syrusb a sort of catechism on difficulties in the Old and New Testaments.
The last of the questions and answers runs: (éparors) rives Aéyovra
povélwvor ; (dmdxpuris) ol povels xal Aporal xai wds xaxolpyos xai wopros
povéfwvos Aéyerar. This rather vague definition is repeated by others.
Suidas quotes several definitions, the first two being taken from the
commentary on Job written by Olympiodorus of Alexandria in the sixth
century: (1) ol 7iuor Tov oTparwrdv, of uf Tadrév rois dA\ois {woripa
dopotvres (this looks less like guessing, but the date is late), (2) dovr-
raxrot (undisciplined) xai doavel Agoral, (3) ol épodor BdpBapor § dwerdras
pdxiypor (cattle-stealers). Hesychius gives ol rév wolepiwy xardoxowo ¥

* The late Sir Richard Jebb.

® Roman edition (1733-1746), tom. III (graece et latine) p. 478 B. Of course

Ephrem, who did not write in Greek, is not the author: but the inclusion of the
catechism in his works suggests that it may be Syrian in origin.
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pdxipor obs fueis povopdyovs. Theophanes, the ninth-century Byzantine
historian who continued the Chronicon of Syncellus, uses povéfwvos
(sometimes with orpariérar) apparently for light-armed soldiers.® Lastly,
the explanation given in a modern Greek Lexicon b is & ¢opiv pdvov mijv
Ly (xwpis Tob omabl), ise. without a broad-sword.

Whatever the original meaning, the points to note in connexion with
the LXX are that the word is confined to one of the translators of Kin,
and to Theodotion ; that it is unknown (so far as I am aware) to the
Egyptian papyri, whereas it seems to be more familiar in Syria ¢; and
that the latest translator of the Kingdom books, in selecting this
word, perhaps had regard to the Heb. root meaning ¢ to cut’ or *sever’,
and intended by it a detachment of light-armed men who carried on
guerilla warfare on their own account under no regular leader.

(4)—(8) Of the prepositions and particles in the above list not much
need be said. ‘Awdvwber (unexampled outside LXX and Hexapla) ig
confined elsewhere in the LXX to Jd. 16® B, and to vl in Am. 2° (A),
Job © 31? (} e-8): Symmachus has it in Prov. 24", “Ewxdvwfer is more
common : it may be noted that in the Hexateuch it is limited to the
latter half of Exodus (25", 26", 38°). Compound prepositional forms
are characteristic of the later books: such are ¢fdmofev, xardmiofey,
rdpef, wepuaindy (distinctive of Ez. B8), dmokdrwfev. Under the same
category come compound conjunctions such as &v@ v dri, &v v Soa :
apart from the examples quoted from 88 in the list, the former is confined
in LXX to Dt, 28% and Ez. 36* (in a section recalling the style of @),
the latter to Jd. 2 BA: &8 of Soov in the A text of 3 Kin. 147 is

from Aquila: elsewhere the translators use &8 v alone.

Kal ye as the rendering of D3 is one of numerous instances of a Greek
word being selected from its resemblance to the Hebrew : it is common
to a'a’#, but seems to have come into use before their time.

Kai pdAe, which is good classical Greek for *indeed’, ‘certainly , in
the LXX recurs only in Dan. O 10” (= 53x) and twice in the N text
of Tobit. It is true that Sax which it renders is absent from Kingdoms
o, 88, and yy: the word, which in older Hebrew is asseverative and in
later Hebrew adversative, is elsewhere rendered by val (Gen.), dA\Ad
(2 Chron., 1 and 2 Es.), &\’ 4 (2 Chron., Dan. ®), and #A#v (2 Chron.),

‘Hyixa, which is limited in Kingdoms to B8, is not uncommon
elsewhere in LXX : it is a distinguishing mark of Ez. 8.

* e. g. in Migne P. G. tom. 108, col. 817 fin. of Saracenic bands in Asia Minor:

xl xard rijs Biburdr Nixalas wapardrrera: @y Iapaxnvady Vo 'Aunpalaw crigos, “Apep
A xihidot povo{dwar Bexdmerte x.T.A,

b Aefixdy . . . Um0 Zxaphdrov A. Tob Bu(avriov (Affmaw, 1839).

* Stephanus has the following : ¢ Bud. citat ex nescio quo Ol3a xal (dvny orpa-
nomisy sal dvdpaty, xad’ Ay dlovo (1lege ei{omol) Zvplas xal M{ma xalotrrast
ane failed to find the passage in Budaeus,



272 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

(9) The strange use of &y e followed by a finite verb, apart from

the eleven instances in 88 (which are common to the B and A texts),
occurs five times in the B text of Jd., once in the A text of that book,
6" &yd edps xabrjoopas, and once in Ruth (which forms an appendix
to Jd.) 4* B A &yd el dyxrorelow : there is also a very doubtful example
in Ez. 36™ A.
. Turning to the later versions, we find that Aquila has the same con-
struction : but the only examples from his version collected by Field are
confined to the latter part of Jeremiah. These are Jer. 36 (29)", where he
appears to have read (with @) r¢ &y olda Tov Aoywrudv bv &ye elpus Aoyi-
fopas, 38 (31)%, 40 (33)° &y e woujow twice (the text is uncertain
in the first passage), and possibly 45 (38)", where he is cited both for
Bd\Ao &y Ty Sénoly pov and for pirre &yt eju Tov EAéioudy pov, Field
attributing the latter reading to Aquila’s second edition. The solecism
puzzled the scribes, who have twice altered el to e wij, once to us,
while in the last passage quoted el 7év becomes éuavror.

Theodotion, in addition to the first passage in Jeremiah already men-
tioned, had this construction in Job 33" xopevoow xai éym el Aaksjow,
and probably in Is. 54" (dyd e ¢uBaldv being doubtless a correction
made to improve the grammar).

With these examples must be placed the solitary instance of an analo-
gous use of ov «l: 2 Kin. 7™ oV ¢, xipié pov Kipie, idAnous.

This otiose use of eluf, not as an auxiliary with a participle (which
is common enough in the Hellenistic language), but apparently in appo-
sition with a finite verb, is probably unparalleled outside ‘Biblical
Greek’. The suggestion quoted in Schleusner (s. v. eiul), that it is due to
an ellipse of the relative s, might derive some colour from the B text
of 2 Kin. 127, where é&yd el 6 xpicas balances éyw el dpvaduyy ; but the
true text in the first clause is no doubt that witnessed to by the O. L.
and a group of cursives, éyd e Ixpioa. Moreover, this explanation
would not account for the phrase in passages where no emphasis is laid
on the agent, or where, as in Jd. 117, &yd el follows the other verb.
Again, the fact that the phrase is used as often of men and women as of
God puts out of the question any reference to the Divine Name of
Ex 3™

I have nowhere seen stated what I have no doubt is the true explana-
tion. It is to be found in the usual ellipse in Hebrew of the verb ‘to be’ and
in the varying forms of the Hebrew pronoun. The pronoun ® of the first
person took the two forms’dnoki and 'dni. Later writers shew a growing
preference for 'dni, and the longer form practically disappeared : Aramaic
had no equivalent for it. At the time when the later translators did
their work ’anoki was a strange word and would excite attention.

s | take the Oxford Hebrew Lexicon as my authority.
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The use of the one form or the other in the earlier Hebrew books
is often indiscriminate : the longer form is, however, regularly employed
with a predicate. ‘1 am’ is expressed by 'énoki, not by ’dni, except
in the phrase ‘I am the Lord’, where 'dni is usual. This distinction
between the two forms was observed by the translators, and the practice
seems to have grown up of rendering the longer form by éyo elps, the
shorter by é&yd* When the demand arose for rigid exactness of trans.
lation, and every jot and tittle in the original required to be indicated in
the version, the equation &y el = 'dnoki became an invariable rule,
even where ’andki obviously did not mean ‘I am’. The Greek phrase
was merely a mechanical device for indicating to the Hebrew-speaking
reader the form which the pronoun took in the original. In all the
passages quoted above, where &yd elu: appears with another verb, *anoki
stands in the M.T., with the exception ot the two last in 4 Kin. (10°,
22*) and Jer. 45 (38)*, the passage where two readings are attributed
to Aquila.b As regards the two passages in 4 Kin. the translators
probably found ’d#54i in their text: but by Origen’s time it had been
replaced by ’dai in 22%, as the elul was obelized in the Hexapls.

The rule governing the use of &y elu: strongly reminds one of Aquila's
peculiarities, and it might be thought that he was its originator. Against
this, however, is the fact of its attestation throughout 88 by both the
Band the A textso: its antiquity is moreover vouched for by the O\d
Latin, while the obelus of Origen proves that it was present in the
mor) &oais of his time. It appears that Aquila was not the first to
found a school of literal translation. Fixere fortes ante Agamemnona.

Aword as to b el... dAdA\qoas. The phrase is unique : it occurs in
& portion where the seemingly analogous éyd el is absent: it cannot
yell be explained on the same principle. The ¢ has probably come
into the text from the preceding verse, where it is in place (xal viv, xipué
rov Kipee, ob el 6 Beds), or else ov «f must be taken as a distinct clause
and a stop placed before édAnoas.

(10) As to the historic present I must be brief. The contrast which 83
Presents in this respect to the other Kingdom Books recalls a similar
contrast in the N. T., where Matthew and Luke between them have
climinated from the Gospel narrative nearly all the historic presents
which are such a striking feature in Mark.d In the LXX the historic

* Contrast Ex. 20" {yé el Kipios = *23n writh dyd Kdpios ib, 6% &% = o : but the
fule does not seem to have been universally observed.

* The reading of A in Ez. 36" may be neglected, the insertion of el being due
lo the influence of the common refrain ¢ They shall know that I am the Lord”.

* Whereas in Jd. it is, with one exception, confined to the B text, and in 5° iy
du i expressly marked with the asterisk.

¢ See the statistics in Horae Synopticae pp. 114 f. Sir J. Hawkins is not quite
ccurate in his statement that ‘it appears from the LXX that the historic present
W23 by no means common in Hellenistic Greek?,

VOL. vI1II, T
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present is not frequent with verbs of saying: in the Pentateuch it is
found chiefly with verbs of seeing, in the Kingdom Books mainly with
verbs of motion (coming and sending). In 1 Kin. it is specially
common in introductory clauses, where a fresh departure is made in the
narrative : when the various actors have been brought on to the scene
and their preliminary movements presented to the mind’s eye by the
historic present, the subsequent main actions are described by past
tenses (e.g. 17'1f, 28¢ff; 30 3 Kin. 11"*). In 3 Kin. the commonest
instance is Bacileley, ¢ came to the throne’, All three translators, a, 88,
and yy, use the picturesque tense of funerals, for what reason is not
obvious : contrast the formula describing the decease of one monarch and
the accession of the next as rendered in yy, éxopuijfy . . . fdxreras. ..
dBacidevoer (ot Bacihede) with the invariable phrase in y8, ¢xoyby . . .
drddn . . . {Bacllevoe.

Some other characteristic usages of 88, which will repay study, are
&nip for PN in the sense of * each ’ (where the other translators of K. use
#xaoros), dvayyélde (the others usually drayyé\iw)s, dwraynj and cvvorry
(for the usual substantives in -ypous), two words for ‘to save’—éfedéothas

and piecbas.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE THREE EARLIER PORTIONS.

Characteristics of a. This translator has a certain independence or per-
haps one should rather say a want of familiarity with renderings employed
in the Pentateuch and elsewhere of some common Hebrew words.
His version reads like a first attempt at rendering the phraseology of the
Kingdom Books. He is on ground that has not been traversed before
him. He is often in doubt as to the meaning, and occasionally omits
difficult words. Examples of renderings peculiar to him are: () ms
Bacdvoy = DY, *guilt-offering’, 6% 4% (elsewhere wrept duaprias K.
78 12", Lev., Isa, mis sAnppereias Lev., Num., {xép (repi) dyvolas Ez):
—dudfew = BBY and Swaomis where other translators use xpirew
xpunfs :—*xevordua 19™ !¢ = D'BWM : in 15 feparelay B is an example
of imitation of the Hebrew word (elsewhere the Hebrew is transliterated
Ocpadpeiv, &c., Jd, 4 Kin., 2 Chron.) :—owds (adj.) 1'%, 2%, 10%, 25"%,
30" = 153 (= wapdvopos in Dt, Jd., Kin. By and yy, and 2 Chron.);
— pyBapis = MDD seven times in 1 Kin., once in Gen. (elsewhere p
yévoro 3 Kin. yy, Gen,, Jos.: ilews 2 Kin. By 20", 23", 1 Chron.):—
wapijxay vy 2* apparently = ‘gave ground’, ¢yielded’:— wd\ss dore
pewpdrn 6' = 3320 (rendered in By and 8 by x. dxvpd, as in most
books, or by $xipwpa) :—oxiprreor = BIY, with the meaning *tribe ’ eight
times; so three times in yy (elsewhere ¢pulsj in By, vy, 8, &c.):—copilerba

* Contrast the phrase dmypéAn Adyorres in By (2 Kin. 15%, 19'; 3 Kin. 14) with
dmyyyéry Adyowres in a (147, 15Y) 19", 23'; cf. 34%); BB (3%, 6"), and yy (a™ ™).
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= "2 only in 1 Kin. 3’ (yy renders by owview). He transliterates where
others translate in the case of xipios (feds) caBadf with Isaiah (is (6s)
Tov Suvdpewy in By, 5, Psalms, &c. : &§ wavroxpdrep in BB six times, Jer.,
Minor Proph., &c.): also in the case of ipodd Bdp 2'* (= orokyy éfaroy
of 2 Kin. 6%, or. Bvociiy of 1 Chron. 15%), and so épovd ten times in
this book (épbd Jd.: in Pent., Sir, Ez. érwuis). The divergence
between « and 88 in these last two instances will be noted. Two other
marks of his style are the use of the subject without a definite article when
a genitive follows, due to imitation of the Hebrew (e.g. 5! ff) and the
opening of a sentence with a genitive absolute with asyndeton (e.g. ¢*%).

The transiators of a and B8 coincide in some place-names. The form
'Iov3aia (as opposed to 'Tovdd) is confined in the B text of the Kingdom
Books to these two portions®: they have also in common the adjectival
form T'aAaadiris? (elsewhere in Kin. T'alad8). These two translators also
stand alone in rendering =1y by dore AMav (1 Kin. 11%%; 2 Kin, 2"):
the Greek versions elsewhere adopted are &ws o¢pddpa (3 Kin. 14
2 Chron., ¥, Lam., Dan. @), c¢é8pa (Gen., Isa.,, Dan. O 8, ® 11*), and
once (Dan. O 11%*) o¢odpa Alav.

Characteristics of BB. A distinctive feature of the 88 portion consists
in peculiarities in verdal terminations. Of course these may be due to
later scribes and not to the translator. But it is remarkable that the
following forms are restricted in 2 Kin. to the first few chapters:
(i) the termination of the 2nd sg. of the fut. mid. in -e, Sfee 31 B,
e 5 B*, mapéve §% B*, docddboe 5° B*, dvafice §® B, xaraBrce
5™ B* (the forms in -p begin at 11" &y and continue throughout
By, e.g &y 13", 14%, 15%, 18% 19"; 3 Kin. 2%); (ii) the termination
< in the impf, 8«éBavav 2*®* B, &pepar 3 B, fyav 6° B (contrast
wapiyov 15", dvéBawov 15%)¢; (iii) the termination -ocav, common
in the other historical books (thirty exx. in the B text of Joshua),
is conspicuous by its absence in 1—4 Kin.: of the three solitary exx.
two occur in this B8 portion, viz. éjAfocar 2 Kin. 2'* A, éAdSocav
s" B: the third ex. is fudprocav 3 Kin. 8® A (-rov B); to these
should be added the rather different impf. termination &oobcay
2 Kin. 20%.

The mythological allusion in 2 Kin. §'»* ‘the valley of the
Titans '==D'REY PLY (with which contrast & rois éxydvois Tob ‘Padd, &c.,

* 1 Kin. [17' A] 33% 27% %, 30'; 2 Kin. 2*: in Cod. A it twice replaces vi} (rod)
o6%a of B in ¢ Kin. “T3ovpala, however (3 Kin. 8% bis), is also attested in 3 Kin.
and once (14™) in 4 Kin.

® 1 Kin. 31™; 2 Kin, a%5. Cf. 'IopanAiris = a Jezreelitess: 1 Kin. 27°B, 30°B;
2 Kin. 3*B.

¢ Similar forms of the aorist («lwav, &c.) occur throughout 3 Kin,, being very
frequent in the Sy portion,

T 2
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2 Kin. 21 %1%%)s reminds the reader of the allusions to the Amazons in
the Alexandrine version of Chronicles (z Chron. 14%, (?) 22'). The use
of ¢o3la (a word previously used in 3) in 11' suggests that that verse
should be included in the 88 portion.

Of the styl of vy it is difficult to speak. The B and A texts diverge
so widely, the order of events has so often been transposed in the
two texts, while sometimes we get a duplicate record in the same text
(e. g the double narrative of Solomon’s prosperity in the B text of 24¢a ff
and 4"*f), that it is extremely doubtful what the original version was like.
Probably it consisted of extracts only, and it may be that two separate
versions have been run together. That the last chapter of 3 Kin.should
be ascribed to the translator of 4 Kin. is suggested by the use of énjp for
éxaoros (22") and of xal ye (*), and by the absence of the historic
present : contrast 2180 ¢cloéi\fys Tapciov Tob Tapeiov ® with 21® oAby
als rov olxov Toll xotrivos els 0 rapsiov (same Hebrew). Further oty otres
(Hebrew 12D)7, &c., 8ére DA’ §, povibraroy™ are in the manner of 3.

The three years’ armistice between Syria and Israel (22') was the
point selected for a break in the Greek narrative of the later Monarchy,

PLACE AND DATE OF TRANSLATION.

Before closing this paper, I will add some purely tentative remarks as
to the place of writing and the date of the portions of the Greek Bible
which we have been considering. As to the place of writing, I would
suggest that there seems some ground for thinking that zke fransiator
of B8 was a Palestinian. In support of this I would call attention to
two points, (1) The demand for a somewhat pedantically literal version,
such as that contained in 88, is more likely to have arisen in Palestine
thanat Alexandria. Such a version, the main purpose of which was to
render every word of the original and to find an equivalent for each
shade of diflerence in the Hebrew orthography, was a protest against
the licence of the later Alexandrine translators, who did not scruple to
abbreviate or add to the sacred page. The literalism has, of course, not
advanced so far as in Aquila’s version : we here see the tendency in an
earlier stage of development. (2) There is a marked absence in the
portion B3 (as also to a great extent in the other portions of the
Kingdom Books) of the Alexandrine phraseology of the papyri. Here
the translation of Chronicles offers a strong contrast. The Egyptian
colouring is there unmistakeable. The translator of Chronicles identifies
the Sukiim and the Meunim with the Troglodytes b and the Minaeans®

* In 31® dwéyoroe 16» yrydrraw is an interpolation (not in M, T.). In verse ¥,
however, Lucian’s text reads sal olvos dsdyores Tirdros (BA wal ye abrds lrixhy
79 Pagd).

® 2 Chron. 12%
° 1 Chron. 4" ; 2 Chron. 367 : cf. 20!, 26",
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respectively, two tribes living by the Red Sea: he uses the titles of
the Alexandrine court, 8ud8oxos * (or Sadexdpevosb), of wpiror 8udBoyor® Tol
Boaohéws, & wpiros dpidosd: the word he uses for a chamber attached to
the Temple is the name for a cell in the Serapeum (waoroddpiov)®: the
phrase rijs dxiyorvijs (2 Chron. 31 cf.’®) is very frequent in the papyri,
apparently referring to a second generation of Macedonian Greeks who
had settled in Egypt.f
As to dafes, I may on a future occasion discuss the bearing of some
evidence from the papyri on the dates of these and other portions of the
Greek Bible. Here I will merely state my opinion that, while q, 85, and
vy go back as far as the second century B.c., the portion 88 is probably
not earlier than 100 B.c. How much later than that date could 88 be
placed? The similarity of some of the language to that of Theodotion
has already been noted. The suggestion that might be made that
Theodotion is himself the translator is rendered impossible & by the fact
that Josephus was acquainted with these portions of the Greek King-
doms.k  In the N.T. the only clear use of 88 is in Ap. 20® (=4 Kin. 1).
Philo uses a and yy, but does not quote from the B8 portion: his
reference to ‘the first Book of Kingdoms ' ineed not imply the existence
of more than three Books in his day. The conclusion arrived at is
that the final portions of the Greek Books of Kingdoms were probably
appended some time in the first century B.C., and that the translator’s
style has much in common with that afterwards adopted by Theodotion
Criticism has come to a similar result in the case of the Greek Daniel,
namely that there must have been in addition to the loose Alexandrine

* 2 Chron. 26", 287, ® 1 Chron. 26"; 2 Chron. 31,

¢ 1 Chron. 184,

4 1 Chron. 279 : *Hushai the Archite, the king’s friend’ (Ty2r »1 wn) has
become Xovoel 8 wpdros ¢pihos Tob Baa. ; cf. & dpxiéraspos Aaveid 2 Kin. 168,

* 1 Chron. 9™, &c. ; cf. Deissmann Bible Studies 149 f.

! See Mahafly Empire of the Plolemies p. a11. Sir Henry Howorth has claimed
in this Journal (April 1906, p. 343) and elsewhere ‘to have definitely proved that
the text of the Canonical Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah contained in the extant Greek
Bibles is not a Septuagint text at all’, but is a second-century production, probably
Theodotion’s. Whatever probability there may be in this contention as regards
Esdras B, the Egyptian colouring of the ¢ Septuagint * Chronicles makes it impossible
to hold that Theodotion is the translator, I have not seen any proofs adduced by
Sir Henry Howorth from style.

¥ An exception might perhaps be admitted in the case of the Song and the Last
Words of David (2 Kin. 22%-237), where the similarity to the language of @ is
Specially marked and where quotations from © are absent from Field's Hexapla,

* A clear instance occurs in Ant. Jud. ix 122 (Niese) dznbérero tis ey xal xare-
Bisey feery wpds abrdw Ixérevoe, following 4 Kin. ¢*? Tis «f o0; xardfndi per’ duoi
(M.T. o vt p).

Quod deus smmut. 3 (6 Wendland) év 7 wpdrrp 1dw Baidedv.,
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paraphrase of that book a translation resembling that of Theodotion,
but made before his time and known to the writers of the N.T.

The following are some of the questions arising out of the foregoing
discussion. When did the division of the Books dealing with the
Monarchy originate? Did the translators find a two-fold or a four-fold
division already in existence?® What is the explanation of the ordinary
four-fold division? What is the relation of 83 to the Greek version of
Judges in the Codex Vaticanus?

H. St J. THACKERA Y,

*SPANISH SYMPTOMS.

THis title is borrowed ; but its appropriation may find some excuse
in that the details to be given will perhaps fit into the work of the writer
from whom it is here adopted. In the Book of Cerne (Cambridge, 1902)
it was said there appear to be ‘real indications that the rising Church of
the English was influenced in the very centre of its life by the then
flourishing Visigothic Church of Spain’ (p. 277); and it was suggested
(p. 280) that this influence was felt through the medium of Ireland rather
than of Gaul.

In the present paper I propose (I) to bring together the scattered
notices on the subject in the ‘Liturgical Note’ of that volume, and add
a few more details; (II) to consider at what period it is most likely
Spanish documents can have made their way into England; (III) start-
ing from the three prayers to the Blessed Virgin in the Book of Cerne
(nos. 56, 57, 58) to illustrate the Marian cult evidenced in some of our
earliest Western liturgy books. The subject of ‘Spanish Symptoms’ is
if not new at least somewhat unfamiliar and at present obscure ; it must
therefore in any case be dealt with tentatively. What I should wish,
however, now to do is to raise this question of the influence of the
Visigothic Church on our insular Churches, of England and of Ireland,
as a matter to be considered in and for itself; but I shall act as if little
more than a finger-post, pointing to the lines of enquiry to be pursued
and stopping short at the beginning of them.

It will be well, however, to make clear at once what is the ultimate
object, what in a word is the ‘use’, of such enquiries. At the ‘Congrds
de I'Histoire des Religions’, held at Paris in 1900, one or two voices

* 1 am aware that the Hebrew MSS have a two-fold division only : but the fact
that the Book of Saul (the Greek a) and the Book of David (the Greek 88 with 8y)
form two volumes of exactly equal length in Codex B suggests that they may have
been arranged as separate books before the translators did their work.




