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Within the field of LXX studies, much research is conducted topically (studies
of rhetoric, verbs, etc. in a certain book) or broadly (translation techniques for a large
corpus). This thesis includes a broad examination of the Solomon narrative (2 Chr 1-9)
and a narrow focus on three specific passages found in 2 Par 4-6 which, when taken
together, exhibit contrasting translation styles.

It is predominantly true and established that within any given passage the
translator of 2 Chronicles takes varying approaches to words and phrases. When
passages like the temple furnishings in ch. 4 and the prayer of dedication in ch. 6 are
juxtaposed and analyzed, discrepancies in semantic, syntactic, and stylistic choices are
visibly prominent. The temple furnishings section displays that the translator was
unfamiliar with several technical terms as he opts for translations of some terms that
stray significantly from standard translation options, and he transcribes several words
rather than translating them. In contrast, while the prayer of dedication does exhibit
some inconsistent translation decisions, it is more carefully handled overall. Nestled
between these passages, the translator deals with a more standard narrative section, the
ritual text of 2 Par 5:1-6:13, as expected—with straightforward, standard translations.

The OG version of Chronicles has seen little attention, especially in recent
years. The goal of this thesis is to begin to fill this gap in scholarship by using an
eclectic methodology to give special attention to a smaller unit of text within the larger

corpus of OG Chronicles and the Solomonic Narrative in 2 Par 1-9.
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Chapter 1:

Introduction

In the Canadian comedy television series Kim s Convenience, the family patriarch
Sang-il Kim attempts to distract house guest Pastor Nina by asking her whether
dinosaurs can be found in the Bible. Pastor Nina responds, ‘Oh. Uh, well, believe it or
not there are a few possible references to dinosaurs in the Bible. Yes. It depends on the
translation. Because translators, if you think about it, are only products of their time and
culture. For example, a major shortcoming of the Septuagint, the Greek translation of
the Hebrew Bible, was their complete lack of attention to synonyms. So, words like
“mercy” and “compassion” and “love” were often confused’.! Though she speaks rather
generally about the LXX,? Pastor Nina’s claims are important and insightful, especially
with regard to the role of place and time for the context of any translation. For now, the
accuracy of the claims is less important than the fact that study of the LXX is exhibiting
increased research interest.

The field of LXX studies is burgeoning with many areas yet to be explored.
Interest in studying the LXX is not surprising for a number of reasons, such as (1) the
translation of the LXX was, at least in present estimation, the earliest major translation
project in human history, (2) the completed LXX provided access to sacred scripture for
diaspora Jews in the second temple period,* and (3) the Greek version of the Old
Testament was considered authoritative for the early church.® In fact, Marguerite Harl is
correct in her evaluation: ‘The Septuagint is the soil which has nurtured the Christian
tradition’.® While scholars have not overworked any book in the LXX, Par has been

given little attention.’

' Kim’s Convenience, season 2, episode 3, ‘House Guest’, directed by P. Wellington, aired
October 10, 2017, on CBC Television.

2 In this study, I will use ‘LXX’ to refer to the Greek version of the Hebrew Bible and the Greek
texts associated with the ‘Septuagint’. From time to time, OG will be used instead. This is reserved for
quotes and references to specific books.

3 See L. Greenspoon, ‘The Septuagint and/in Popular Culture’, BIOSCS 36 (2003) 61-74.

4 For Philo, the LXX served as an apologetic document. In Mos. 2.27, Philo asserts that it is only
right that Greek speakers also have access to God’s Torah.

5 According to M. R. Eaton, ‘The Intractable Servant of the Septuagint: Translating ‘ebed’, BT
48.1 (1997) 114-122, citing 122, ‘The Septuagint, to which the Church has a/ways had access, is an
extremely fertile and insightful source for’ Bible translators (emphasis in original).

¢ M. Harl, ‘La Bible d’Alexandrie I. The Translation Principles’, in B. A. Taylor (ed.), X
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Oslo, 1998, SCS 51
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001) 181-197, citing 195.

7 Paraleipomena is a transliteration of the Greek participle ‘mapadeimopeva’, or ‘things left out’.
In quotes, this will sometimes be spelled ‘Paralipomena’. See also R. Hanhart (ed.), Paralipomenon liber
11, Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum vol. VII, 2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014)



The Study of Translation Technique

Of particular interest to many LXX scholars is the study of translation technique.
According to Anneli Aejmelaeus, ‘Bei jeder Art von forschungsarbeit an der
Septuaginta sind die folgenden drei Grossen zu beriicksichtigen: (1) der Text der
Ubersetzung, (2) der Text der hebrdischen Vorlage und (3) die Ubersetzungstechnik’.®
Emanuel Tov echoes this, claiming that the translators’ intentions, as evinced by their
translation techniques, alone ‘determine the real meaning of words in the LXX’.° The
goal of such studies is to attempt to understand the relationship between a given
translated text and its Hebrew source text with special attention given to how the
translator chose to render the Hebrew text. While in the past, a concise, universal
definition for ‘translation technique’ has been a point of disagreement for scholars,*°
there is more consensus in recent studies. According to Timothy McLay, ‘The purpose
of the study of TT [translation technique] of the LXX is to describe the way in which
individual translators engaged in the process of translating a unit of Scripture for a
community’.*! Raija Sollamo offers this: ‘The study of translation technique seeks to
describe how translators customarily work when they translate Hebrew into Greek’.2
John Beck claims that translation technique is ‘the pattern of conscious and
subconscious decisions made by the translator when transferring a text from the parent

language to the target language’.'® From these considerations, the study of translation

125. In the first critical note, Hanhart shows that the spelling ‘mapaiimopevoy’ is also attested (along with
other minor changes). To complicate things further, Hanhart opts for ITapadeimopevwy when using the
Greek spelling. Otherwise, he uses ‘Paralipomenon’, as in the title of the volume.

On this and other names for Chronicles, see G. N. Knoppers and P. B. Harvey Jr., ‘Omitted and
Remaining Matters: On the Names Given to the Book of Chronicles in Antiquity’, JBL 121/2 (2002) 227-
243; E. Correia, ‘La place et le sens des livres des Chroniques dans les canons bibliques’, FoiVie 109.4
(2010) 49-59.

§ A. Aejmelacus, ‘Ubersetzungstechnik und theologische Interpretation: Zur Methodik der
Septuaginta-Forschung’, in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, Rev. and exp.
ed. (Leuven: Peeters, 2007) 223-239, citing 225. (‘Any type of research of the Septuagint should take into
account the following three dimensions: [1] the text of the translation, [2] the text of the Hebrew Vorlage,
and [3] the translation technique’.)

% E. Tov, ‘Three Dimensions of Words in the Septuagint’, in The Greek and Hebrew Bible:
Collected Essays on the Septuagint, VI Sup 72 (Leiden: Brill, 1999) 85-94, citing 87.

10 See A. Aejmelaeus, ‘What We Talk About When We Talk About Translation Technique’, in
On the Trail, 205-222, citing 205, ‘It would be helpful if we could finally agree on a definition of the
term “translation technique™”’.

' R. T. McLay, The Use of the Septuagint in New Testament Research (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003) 45.

12 R. Sollamo, ‘The Study of Translation Technique’, in E. Bons and J. Joosten (eds.), Die
Sprache der Septuaginta/The Language of the Septuagint, LXX.H Band 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher
Verlagshaus, 2016) 161-171, citing 162.

131. A. Beck, Translators as Storytellers: A Study in Septuagint Translation Technique, StBibLit
25 (New York: Peter Lang, 2000) 2. Beck picks up on an important issue here: translation decisions are
both conscious and subconscious. See also E. H. P. Backfish, Hebrew Wordplay and Septuagint
Translation Technique in the Fourth Book of the Psalter, LHBOTS 682 (London: T&T Clark, 2019) 10,



technique is the examination of the perceived process of translating from one language
to another as evinced by the product of the translation process—the translation itself.

A major complication in the study of translation technique is the fact that no two
languages are exactly alike. This makes the act of transporting meaning from one
language to another quite complicated. According to Jan Joosten, there are not only
problems that arise from a linguistic angle; there are also pragmatic issues. A translated
text is removed from the historical and cultural setting in which the source text was
composed, a step that ‘is bound to affect the text profoundly’.!* In light of this, Marieke
Dhont claims that ‘a translator’s decisions during the translation process are governed
by a multidimensional interplay of various factors that are determined by the
translator’s context’, a context about which we know ‘relatively little’.'® Benjamin
Johnson reminds those who work with the LXX that it is both a translation and ‘a
literary product of ancient Judaism’.® Thus, we must remember that interpretation of
the LXX is a difficult task, but one worth taking up.*’

A proper understanding of the general field of translation studies is paramount to
a study of translation technique. Gideon Toury has done significant work in the
discipline of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS).* In the DTS system, function
plays a part in translation that is interdependent with process and product. To clarify,
‘functions’ as used by Toury refer to ‘the (prospective) systemic position ... of a
translation’.*® This does not mean that process and product are not important, but

functions ‘should be regarded as always having at least logical priority over their

who suggests that ‘translation technique’ for the LXX translators ‘was likely not a self-conscious
practice’.

14]. Joosten, ‘Translating the Untranslatable: Septuagint Renderings of Hebrew Idioms’, in R. J.
V. Hiebert (ed.), “Translation Is Required”: The Septuagint in Retrospect and Prospect, SCS 56
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010) 59-70, citing 59.

15 M. Dhont, ‘Septuagint Translation Technique and Jewish Hellenistic Exegesis’, in W. A. Ross
and W. E. Glenny (eds.), The T&T Clark Handbook of Septuagint Research (London: T&T Clark, 2021)
21-33, citing 24. See also J. K. Aitken, ‘The Origins of KAI TE’, in J. K. Aitken and T. V. Evans (eds.),
Biblical Greek in Context: Essays in Honour of John A. L. Lee, BTS 22 (Leuven: Peeters, 2015) 21-40,
esp. 37-39.

16 B. J. M. Johnson, ‘Reading the Septuagint: The Hermeneutical Problem of a Translated Text’,
in D. Batovici and K. De Troyer (eds.), Authoritative Texts and Reception History: Aspects and
Approaches, Biblnt 151 (Leiden: Brill, 2017) 20-40, citing 39. It is necessary, though, to remember that
the LXX is a translated text. As such, we should expect it to more closely reflect the work of translation
than composition. See B. G. Wright, ‘The Septuagint as a Hellenistic Greek Text’, JSJ 50 (2019) 497-
523, esp. 501.

17 Johnson, ‘Reading the Septuagint’, 39: ‘Interpreting a text is a difficult task, even more so a
translated text, even more so a translation of a sacred text, even more so a translation of a sacred text that
became a sacred text in its own right’ (emphasis in original).

18 See G. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies — and beyond, rev. ed., Benjamins Translation
Library 100 (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing, 2012). Toury’s DTS is a development
of Translation Studies, which Toury traces back to a paper given by James S. Holmes.

Y Toury, Descriptive Translation, 7.



surface realizations’.?° Toury urges that any translation must be understood and studied
within the context of its original target culture.?! He states: ‘The intended target society
practices its authority and exerts its power on individual translators through sets of
norms that would-be translators are expected to internalize, whether they are acquired
through trial and error, imitation, apprenticeship, or formal schooling’.?? Central to this
approach is the desire to understand any differences between the role a translation was
intended to have and the role it actually had in the target culture.?® The goal, according
to Cameron Boyd-Taylor, is ‘to reconstruct and contextualize these’ norms of the
individual translators.?

Given the nature of Toury’s work, it comes as no surprise that LXX scholars
have seen value in his approach. Albert Pietersma summarizes Toury’s system: ‘DTS
provides a framework within which translation technique (“process’) and textual
linguistic makeup (“product”), together with the prospective slot (“function”) of the text
within its recipient culture can be described with reference to the translational paradigm
that informs the text’.?> A so-called translational paradigm is necessary because in any
translation, there is no product without a strategy for translating.?® Drawing directly
from Toury, Pietersma suggests that the study of the LXX needs ‘a more fully
articulated paradigm or model as an explanatory framework for the nature of the text,
and by extension its likely origin’.?” The model, called the ‘interlinear paradigm’, put

forth by Pietersma, is more concerned with the intended role (function) of the text than

20 Toury, Descriptive Translation, 8.

2 Toury, Descriptive Translation, 22.

22 G. Toury, ‘A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of
the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?’, BIOSCS 39 (2006) 13-25, citing 15. T. Rajak, Translation
and Survival: The Greek Bible of the Ancient Jewish Diaspora (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009)
7, speaks of the Septuagint as a ‘bridge for Jews to the Greek cultural mainland, even if it was a bridge
which most often carried one-way traffic’.

2 Toury, Descriptive Translation, 8. In fact, in ‘Methodological Issues’, 13, Toury uses
‘contexts, or sociocultural circumstances’ in place of ‘functions’. See also Harl, ‘La Bible d’Alexandrie’,
195-196, ‘Orphaned by its author, the text remains on its own, open to anyone—person or community—
that would accept it, read it and identify with the addressee of its message’.

24 C. Boyd-Taylor, ‘Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot’, BIOSCS 39
(2006) 27-46, citing 29. Boyd-Taylor does attempt to differentiate translation technique from the study of
such norms. In his view, translation technique is the starting point for a larger study of DTS. Thus, these
two fields are actually interdependent.

25 A. Pietersma, ‘LXX and DTS: A New Archimedean Point for Septuagint Studies?’, BIOSCS
39 (2006) 1-11, citing 11.

26 Toury, ‘Methodological Issues’, 21.

27 A. Pietersma, ‘A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of the
Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint’, in J. Cook (ed.), Bible and Computer: The
Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference (Leiden: Brill, 2002) 337-364, citing 339. In Toury’s language, the
‘nature’ and ‘origin’ of the text are tantamount to the ‘function’ of the text.



the way the text was received.?® If, as is stated in DTS, the target audience has a level of
authority over the translation, then Pietersma sees the literalness of the LXX as resulting
from the audience’s desire for an interlinear-type version of the Hebrew scriptures. So,
for Pietersma and others, the ‘function’ of the LXX is to provide a literal translation of
the Hebrew scriptures for pedagogical purposes in a school setting.

Pietersma draws on the Hellenistic educational practice of producing bilingual,
interlinear texts in schools as the origin of the LXX even though no physical bilingual
or interlinear manuscript of the LXX is extant.?® Pietersma qualifies this by saying that
this is not what he means when using the term ‘interlinear’. However, he also states that
a diglot could have existed, so its existence cannot be ruled out. The term ‘interlinear’
for Pietersma signals ‘a relationship of subservience and dependence of the Greek
translation vis-a-vis the Hebrew parent text’.%° This explanation is meant to account for
the ‘dimension of unintelligibility’ found in the Greek text.3! Pietersma states, ‘the
independence of the Septuagint vis-a-vis the Hebrew, is not a statement about its origins
but about its subsequent history’.%? In this way, he admits that the LXX is independent,
but not originally.

A simple example offered by proponents of the Interlinear Paradigm is found in
the translation of ¥a (1 Kgs 3:17) with éuof (3 Kgdms 3:17).3® The translator seems to
have taken the particle *2, ‘please’, as a preposition 2 with a 1st person singular suffix,
‘by me’. Joosten explains that this particle was no longer used in Late Biblical Hebrew,
so the translator decided to translate "2 as best he could. Joosten adds, ‘If the Septuagint
had been created in order to explain the Hebrew text, one would have expected the
translation to make more sense’.3* This brings to light an interesting point regarding the
Interlinear Paradigm more generally, not only regarding the example above. Proponents

contend that the Interlinear Paradigm attempts to account for the level of

28 ‘It should, therefore, be clear from the outset that, when I speak of the interlinear paradigm, I
am speaking of the birth of the Septuagint, i.e. its original Sitz im Leben, not about subsequent history and
subsequent Sitze im Leben assigned to this body of literature’ (Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 340).

29 Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 346-350. C. Ziegert, ‘Kultur und Identitit. Wortliches Ubersetzen
in der Septuaginta’, V'T 67.4 (2017) 648-665, citing 655, claims that Pietersma’s idea fits more
appropriately in the 2nd century CE than the 3rd century BCE (‘Das von Pietersma vorausgesetzte soziale
Umfeld passt besser ins 2. nachchristliche als ins 3. vorchristliche Jahrhundert’).

30 Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 350.

3! Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 350.

32 Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 340.

33 See Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 350-351; C. Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines: The
Interlinear Paradigm for Septuagint Studies, BTS 8 (Leuven: Peeters, 2011) 94.

3 J. Joosten, ‘Reflections on the “Interlinear Paradigm” in Septuagintal Studies’, in A. Voitila
and J. Jokiranta (eds.), Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea
Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo, JSISup 126 (Leiden: Brill, 2008) 163-178, citing 174.



‘unintelligibility’ of the LXX, while still giving credit to its intelligibility.3® However,
given the above example, the Interlinear Paradigm actually explains the translation only
in areas where the translator produces a literal rendering of his source text that is also
intelligible. If what he has produced is not intelligible, then it would have failed in its
intended role as a companion to the Hebrew text. That is, ‘unintelligible’ renderings
would not have survived the early transmission processes if the readers of the LXX
were bilingual. Such renderings would have likely been corrected to accommodate the
pedagogical setting and role of the translation. Additionally, this raises questions about
whether Greek renderings that are ‘unintelligible’ to modern scholars were regarded as
such by the first readers.

Harl and the French scholars working on La Bible d’ Alexandrie are careful to
articulate that the Greek of the LXX should not be considered ‘bad’ Greek. In fact,
statements about the quality of the LXX might be avoided altogether. According to
Harl, ‘With all the craft, intelligence and refinement the translators used to make the
Greek maximally correspond to the Hebrew, the language of their translation remains a
fragment in the history of Greek language from Homer down to the Roman historians. It
relates to other Greek writings, literary or documentary, Jewish or Gentile’.% Further,
words in the LXX do not obtain meaning from their Hebrew counterparts. Instead, the
meaning of these Greek words comes from their meaning within Koine usage and from
the context of the sentences in the LXX in which they appear. Once these words took on
meaning, perhaps even new or nuanced meaning, their repeated usage ‘makes them
more comprehensible’ in their translated context.3

Pietersma claims that the scholars who view the LXX as free-standing ‘time and
again feel forced by the evidence to have recourse to the parent text for essential
linguistic information, in order to account for the Greek’.® He is not incorrect in this
assessment. However, the need for recourse to the parent text does not necessitate
interlinearity. Even as a free-standing replacement for the parent text, the LXX is still a
translation. Therefore, it is necessary to understand it in light of its parent text. If
knowledge of and access to the Hebrew Bible are necessary for understanding the
LXX, then the translators should be understood as having failed to produce a Greek

version of the Hebrew Bible for a Greek speaking audience if indeed their task was to

35 Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 350-351.

36 Harl, ‘La Bible d’Alexandrie’, 185.

37 Harl, ‘La Bible d’Alexandrie’, 186.

38 Pietersma, ‘New Paradigm’, 355 (emphasis in original).



produce a free-standing version.®® Aejmelaeus suggests that the LXX was meant to be a
free-standing replacement. She uses the evidence of so-called ‘false renderings’ to show
that there are a number of examples in the LXX that cannot be understood by recourse
to the Hebrew text. Further, she sees the study of translation technique as only
pertaining to the Greek text as it is. The intention of the translator cannot be recovered.
Any intentions of the translator can only be observed through the Greek text that
exists.*® Further, Aejmelaeus argues that the ‘process of translation could be looked at
from the viewpoint of “meaning™.*! Sometimes this comes through with the meaning
of individual words. More often, though, the meaning of units of texts is prioritized over
formulaic renderings of specific lexemes or constituents.*? This statement, though, is
too general, as the evidence in 2 Par will show.

In light of this, it should be established that the study of translation technique
necessitates looking at both the Greek and Hebrew texts to attempt to understand the
choices made by the translator. So in a certain sense, the study of techniques must
include recourse to the source text(s).*® This, however, is to the benefit of the one
studying.*

Pietersma’s Interlinear Paradigm, built from DTS, and Aejemlaeus’s free-
standing LXX represent two contrasting views on the original function of the LXX. The
evidence above suggests that the arguments for the Interlinear Paradigm are insufficient
to describe the function of the LXX. Concerning this paradigm, Elizabeth Backfish
offers this helpful caveat with which I agree: ‘It is not my intention to critique the
interlinear model of the LXX, but I wish to guard against a simplistic view of the LXX

that sees it as a “crutch” for Hellenistic Hebrew students with little value on its own’.*

39 Some Interlinear Paradigm proponents, like B. G. Wright, suggest that the LXX was originally
meant to function in subservience to the Hebrew text, but eventually came to stand on its own, as evinced
by the high regard the LXX receives in Second Temple Jewish literature; B. G. Wright, ‘Translation as
Scripture: The Septuagint in Aristeas and Philo’, in W. Kraus and R. G. Wooden (eds.), Septuagint
Research: Issues and Challenges in the Study of the Jewish Scriptures, SCS 53 (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2006) 47-61, esp. 53-54.

40 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator, in On the Trail, 59-
69, esp. 66-69. See also J. A. E. Mulroney, The Translation Style of Old Greek Habakkuk, FAT 2.86
(Ttbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016) 19.

41 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 61.

42 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 61.

43 According to R. Sollamo, ‘Translation Technique as a Method’, in H. Ausloos, et al. (eds.),
Translating a Translation: The LXX and its Modern Translations in the Context of Early Judaism
(Leuven: Peeters, 2008) 35-41, citing 35, ‘the research of a translation technique mus¢ begin with the
Hebrew source text’ (emphasis added).

“ Mulroney, Translation Style, 77, suggests that this is even done by ancient readers: ‘By
reading the Septuagint alongside of the Hebrew the reader has in textual form the interpretation of his
language community’ (emphasis added).

4 Backfish, Hebrew Wordplay, 12.



While we cannot ask the LXX translators about the system that they used for
translating, the texts that they produced together with the source texts from which they
translated can be used to reconstruct the situation and intended role of the LXX in a
Greek-speaking Jewish society. Further, the ‘product’ (the translation) and the Vorlage
can help us begin to understand the ‘process’ of translation. This is translation

technique.

The History of the Texts of Chr and Par

Discussions of the translation ‘product’ and the Vorlage necessitate a discussion of the
textual history of both Chr and Par. The textual histories of 2 Chr and 2 Par are quite
complicated.*® This is due in part to the relative lack of data available from extant
sources.*” While the Dead Sea Scrolls discoveries at Qumran impacted scholarly
understanding of the relationship between the LXX and the Hebrew text in a way that is
‘difficult to overestimate’,* only a single tiny fragment of Chr was discovered among
the manuscripts.*® Schenker highlights the lack of textual evidence for the text of Par:
‘The best textual witnesses for the Paralipomena are uncials Vaticanus (B) and
Sinaiticus (S) and minuscule 127 (Moscow, Synodalbibliothek, Gr. 31, 10™ cent.),
which come closest to the original text’.> Codex Vaticanus in particular is seen as an
important textual witness to the LXX. As such, even in the critical editions like Rahlfs
and the Gottingen series ‘Codex Vaticanus takes pride of place and dominates the
editions’, though other manuscripts are considered in the reconstructions.>! Schenker
goes on to claim that these manuscripts ‘are not free from errors, revisions, or

changes’.>?

4 See L. C. Allen, The Greek Chronicles: The Relation of the Septuagint of I and II Chronicles
to the Massoretic Text. Part II: Textual Criticism, VTSup 27 (Leiden: Brill, 1974) esp. 166-168.

47 See Hanhart, Paralipomenon, 3-10. Indeed, the textual evidence for 2 Par is only marginally
better than that of 1 Par, which is why 2 Par has been done first in the Go6ttingen series. It may be possible
that the lack of evidence is, at least in part, due to a declining trend in the use of Chronicles within
Second Temple Judaism. See E. Ben Zvi, ‘The Authority of 1-2 Chronicles in the Late Second Temple
Period’, JSP 3 (1988) 59-88, though his argument is refuted in M. S. Pajunen, ‘The Saga of Judah’s
Kings Continues: The Reception of Chronicles in the Late Second Temple Period’, JBL 136.3 (2017),
565-584.

* N. Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek Version of the
Bible, tr. W. G. E. Watson (Leiden: Brill, 2000) 70.

1. Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles in Jewish Tradition and Literature: A Historical
Journey (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2009) 111.

39 A. Schenker, ‘Paraleipomenon I and I/ 1-2 Chronica / 1-2 Chronicles’, in S. Kreuzer (ed.),
Introduction to the LXX (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2019) 213-221, citing 216.

S1'S. Kreuzer, ‘B or not B? The Place of Codex Vaticanus in Textual History and in Septuagint
Research’, in J. Cook and H.-J. Stipp (eds.), Text-Critical and Hermeneutical Studies in the Septuagint,
VTSup 157 (Leiden: Brill, 2012) 69-96, citing 69.

52 Schenker, ‘Paraleipomenon I and 1I°, 216.



Recently, Albrecht has published photographs and transcription of fragments
from P.Sinai Gr. 1, which includes parts of 1-2 Par.> Worth noting is that the fragments
Albrecht presents include parts of 2 Par 4-6, the focus texts for this thesis. P.Sinai Gr. 1
is dated between the 4™ century CE and the 7% century CE. It serves, then, as an
important early witness to the text of Par. While Albrecht’s publication of the
photographs happened after the publication of the Goéttingen edition of 2 Par, the
manuscript was available to Hanhart and is referenced in relevant passages in the
Gottingen volume.

Following Barthélemy, some scholars consider Par to have been affected by the
kaige revision, particularly the translation of o, ‘and also’, with xal ye, ‘and indeed’,
or xal ydp, ‘and for’.>* This kaige revision was an attempt within early Judaism to adapt
the translation of the LXX back towards the Proto-Masoretic Hebrew text.>> According
to Kreuzer, ‘the kaige recension not only translates the meaning of the Hebrew text but
seeks to show the form of the Hebrew text in its Greek rendering’.>® Kreuzer describes
the LXX/OG as a ‘one-way’ street which brought the Hebrew text into Greek. Kaige,
though, creates a ‘two-way street’ in which ‘the reader should get the meaning of the

Hebrew Scriptures and at the same time should be pointed back to the Hebrew text’.>’

53 F. Albrecht, ‘Ein griechesicher Papyrus-Codex der Chronikbiicher (Ra 880, P.Sinai Gr. 1,
ineditum)’, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete 64.2 (2018) 279-293.

3% See D. Barthélemy, Les Devanciers d’Aquila: Premiére publication intégrale du text des
fragments du Dodécaprophéton trouvés dans le Désert de Juda, VTSup 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1963) 41-43; S.
Kreuzer, ‘Kaige and “Theodotion”’, in A. G. Salvesen and T. M. Law (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the
Septuagint (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2021) 449-458. L. Viang¢s, ‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, in
A. G. Salvesen and T. M. Law (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the Septuagint (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021) 235-243, citing 236, claims (with no substantive explanation) that ‘the whole
manuscript tradition of Paralipomena was left untouched by the Kaige revision’. Viangs,
‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, 236, cites S. P. Brock, ‘Lucian Redivivus: Some Reflections on Barthélemy’s
Les devanciers d’Aquila’, in F. L. Cross (ed.), Studia Evangelica V. TU 103 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag,
1968) 176-181, who attempts to refute Barthélemy’s significant work on the kaige revision. This article
by Brock has been dealt with and disproven by Kreuzer on several occasions, but notably in S. Kreuzer,
““Lukian redivivus” or Barthélemy and Beyond?’, in M. K. H. Peters (ed.), XIV Congress of the IOSCS,
Helsinki, 2010 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013) 243-261. It is worth noting that in 2 Par, xal
ye only occurs once for 03(7) (there is at least one other disputed instance), while xal yap occurs six times
for 0a(1). More often in 2 Par, 03(Y) is simply translated with xai. According to Aitken, ‘The Origins of
KAITE’, 39, xai ye is a development of the ‘standard (Greek) conjunction’ xai yap. By the generally
accepted time of the kaige tradition, though, xai ye is used more frequently within Greek translations. As
such, ‘the translation choice xai ye' is ‘evidence of literary Greek knowledge in the cultural circle of
translators who could appreciate such techniques’ (Aitken, ‘Origins’, 40).

35 See A. Aejmelacus, ‘The Origins of the Kaige Revision’, in R. Hakola, J. Orpana, and P.
Huotari (eds.), Scriptures in the Making: Texts and their Transmission in Late Second Temple Judaism,
CBET 109 (Leuven: Peeters, 2022) 285-311, esp. 291.

36 S. Kreuzer, ‘Toward the Old Greek: New Criteria for the Analysis of the Recensions of the
Septuagint (Especially the Antiochene/Lucianic Text and the Kaige Recension)’, in The Bible in Greek:
Translation, Transmission, and Theology in the Septuagint, SCS 63 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015) 113-128,
citing 122.

37 Kreuzer, ‘Toward the Old Greek’, 122.



According to Marcos, kaige represents ‘a slight Hebraising revision in favour of the
proto-Masoretic text’.>® Kaige readings can be found in Codex Vaticanus,’ which often
serves as the basis for even the modern eclectic editions of the LXX text.® The extent
of kaige’s influence on Par is disputed, as only traces of typical kaige characteristics can
be found in Par.%! In fact, Allen goes so far as to suggest ‘it is blatantly obvious that the
translator had nothing in common with a systematic reviser producing KR (kaige
recension) material on consistent and dogmatic lines’ since nearly every instance in
which Par exhibits features that are associated with kaige can be traced instead to the
Greek Pentateuch.®? According to Aitken, kaige should be seen as ‘a trend in translation
rather than a uniform revision’.%® This would help explain ‘the emergence and
development of individual translation features’.* However, the inconsistent and
infrequent use of xal ye as a translation of 03(1) in Par increases the probability that the
occurrences should ‘be seen as later revisions that have found their way into the
Septuagint text such that xai ye was not an original translation feature’.%

Vianés concludes that ‘the group formed by’ B, S, and 127 reflects a ‘textual
form considered the closest to the Old Greek’.® Concerning the relationship between

Par and Chr, Good claims that Par follows closely its ‘Vorlage, which was quite close to

the MT’.%7 For the present thesis, I will consider the Gottingen edition of 2 Par as a

38 Fernandez Marcos, Septuagint in Context, 148.

9'V. Mikipelto, ‘The Septuagint and the Major Recensions’, in W. A. Ross and W. E. Glenny
(eds.), The T&T Clark Handbook of Septuagint Research (London: T&T Clark, 2021) 161-174, citing
163. See also S. Kreuzer, ‘Kaige and “Theodotion™’, 456: ‘Both traditions, Kaige and semi-Kaige,
dominate the great codices, especially Codex Vaticanus and Sinaiticus’.

% Kreuzer, ‘B or not B?, 69.

%' R. Good, ‘1-2 Chronicles (Paraleipomena)’, in J. K. Aitken (ed.), The T&T Clark Companion
to the Septuagint (London: T&T Clark, 2015) 167-177, citing 173.

62 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 141.

63 Aitken, ‘Origins’, 27.

% Aitken, ‘Origins’, 27; See also 24, ‘In recent research it has become clear that the multiplicity
of traits is indicative of an inconsistent method in which individual translators made choices as to which
equivalents to use, favouring at times those that are apparently not the most characteristic of the group’.

%5 Aitken, ‘Origins’, 27.

% Vianés, ‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, 236.

7 Good, ‘1-2 Chronicles’, 170. See also W. E. Glenny, ‘Translation Technique in the Minor
Prophets’, in W. Kraus, M. N. van der Meer, and M. Meiser (eds.), XV Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Munich, 2013, SCS 64 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2016) 379-
392. Concerning the Minor Prophets, Glenny, ‘Translation Technique’, 381, states, ‘Because the Vorlage
of LXX-MP [LXX Minor Prophets] is generally regarded as similar to the MT, the study of translation
technique in the Greek Minor Prophets usually uses the MT as a representative Vorlage’. According to 1.
Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite History in Chronicles (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005) 13
n. 46, ‘The LXX version most relevant to Chronicles’ is Codex Vaticanus, which ‘strongly resembles the
MT, to such an extent that the possibility of the MT’s having been before the translator(s) has been
seriously considered’.
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viable reconstruction of OG 2 Par unless the manuscript evidence and text-critical data

point to an alternative earlier reading.®®

Previous Scholarship on Par
This section will provide a survey of significant works on Par.®® A notable feature of
this section is its brevity, a feature that reflects the scarcity of major research projects on

Par.

Gillis Gerleman
Gillis Gerleman’s contribution to the study of Par dates the translation to the mid-
second century BCE in Egypt. This conclusion is drawn from the use of specific
vocabulary that is associated with ‘Egyptian cult terminology’ of this time period.”® In
two different articles, Laurence Vianes suggests Judean, rather than Egyptian,
provenance for Par. However, in neither instance is Judean provenance proven. For
example, she states, ‘Au total, ces noms de peoples ne fournissent pas d’argument pour
I’origine égyptienne du ou des traducteurs’.”* In many ways, though, her’s is an
argument from silence. She cites the lack of papyri from Judea that, if found, would
help her case.”?> An argument from nonextant papyri evidence is unconvincing. In a later
work, Vianes cites her 2018 article, suggesting ‘some probability to a Palestinian
origin’.”® Again, this conclusion of ‘probability’ is overstated. Until better evidence to
the contrary is presented, Egyptian provenance should be maintained.

Gerleman then discusses the connections between Par and the Greek Pentateuch.
Here, he suggests that there is an ‘unmistakable dependence’ on the Pentateuch evident

in Par.” In order to establish this claim, he provides examples of Greek words in the

% According to Vianés, ‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, 235, ‘the effort to retrieve the Old Greek has
now resulted in a critical edition of 2 Paralipomena in the Gottingen series’.

% Since this is a survey of ‘significant works’, it will not include discussion of articles or
dictionary/handbook entries on the topic. These will be dealt with elsewhere.

0 G. Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint II. Chronicles, Lunds Universitets Arsskrift 43/3
(Lund: Gleerup, 1946) 15.

I L. Viangs, ‘Peuples exotiques et routes de 1’encens dans les livres des Paralipoménes’, Sem
Clas 11 (2018) 195-200, citing 200. (‘In total, these names of peoples do not provide any argument for
the Egyptian origin of the translators’.) See also, S. Pearce, ‘Contextualising Greek Chronicles’, Zutot 1.1
(2001) 22-27.

72 Viangs, ‘Peuples’, 200

3 Vianes, ‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, 240 (emphasis added).

74 Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 22. See J. Barr, ‘Did the Greek Pentateuch Really Serve
as a Dictionary for the Translation of the Later Books?’, in M. F. J. Baasten and W. Th. Van Peursen
(eds.), Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion
of his Sixty-Fifth Birthday, OLA 118 (Leuven: Peeters, 2003) 523-543. Barr (540) argues that the Greek
Pentateuch did not serve as a ‘dictionary’ like one might expect. It did not provide standard equivalents
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Pentateuch, Par, and Kgdms, the Hebrew words they are translating, and the number of
occurrences of each translation. For example, the Hebrew word 72y is translated as mais
102 times in the Pentateuch, 58 times in Par, and 100 times in Kgdms. The same word
is translated as dolidog three times in the Pentateuch, eight times in Par, and 190 times in
Kgdms. For Gerleman, this is exemplary of the translator’s dependence on the
Pentateuch.” Lastly, Gerleman provides examples from synoptic passages in Kgdms
and Par in order to show that while the linguistic features of the two are at times similar,
they are not the same. Further, there are instances when a ‘marked difference’ between
the style of the two translations can be observed.’® This claim of dependence will be

further assessed in the present study.

Leslie C. Allen

Leslie C. Allen’s two-volume work on Par is the most comprehensive study of the topic
published. Allen examines Par broadly, focusing on manuscripts and groupings, but his
two sections on ‘Translation Techniques’ offer some valuable insights. Concerning the
characteristics of Par, Allen summarizes Gerleman, agreeing with him ‘that Par is a pre-
Christian Egyptian creation, probably of second century origin’’’ and that ‘a liturgical
connection’ exists between Exodus 35-40 and 2 Par 4, which affected the translation of
Par.”® He further agrees with Gerleman that the translator ‘turns to the Gk Pentateuch
virtually as to a dictionary’, a claim that is contested above.” He provides a number of
specific examples of translation technical issues from the entirety of Par, though he
admits that more examples are given from 2 Par due to the ‘preponderance of names in I

Par’ .80

for words that were difficult to translate. Instead it functioned ‘more like a great bag of diverse resources’
when translation options were available. The fact that some words found both in the Pentateuch and in
other books (Stzbxn, for example) became standard equivalents could simply be a result of their use
within Jewish communities. M. Vahrenhorst, ““Mehr al sein Worterbuck™: Beobachtungen zum
Verhiltnis des 2. Chronikbuches zum Pentateuch’, in W. Kraus and O. Munnich (eds.), La Septante en
Allemagne et en France: Textes de la Septante a traduction double ou a traduction treés littérale, OBO
238 (Fribourg: Academic Press; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009) 52-63, suggests the phrase
‘sprachliches System’ (linguistic system) rather than ‘dictionary’ for the translator’s use of the Pentateuch
(60). B. Meynadier, ‘Eléments de lexicographie comparée des Régnes et des Paralipoménes’, in La
Septante, 37-51, adds (51) ‘il semble plus judicieux souvent de parler d’«empreinte>» que d'««emprunty»,
de «trace»> que de «copie»’ (It often seems more judicious to speak of ‘imprint’ than of ‘borrowing’, of
‘trace’ than of ‘copy’). This is an important distinction to consider in the present study.

75 Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 22-23.

76 Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 30-44.

"L. C. Allen, The Greek Chronicles: The Relation of the Septuagint of I and 1l Chronicles to
the Massoretic Text. Part I: The Translator’s Craft, VTSup 25 (Leiden: Brill, 1974) 23. For a critical
response to Allen’s work, see M. Zipor, ‘The Greek Chronicles’, Bib 61.4 (1980) 561-571.

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 25-26.

" Allen, Translator’s Craft, 183.

80 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 38-39 n. 2.
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Allen focuses on providing a broad range of examples to establish the text rather
than in-depth analysis of those examples. Therefore, the examples include little
explanation beyond simple notes and groupings. It is worth mentioning that he does
draw specific conclusions concerning the way Par was translated. For example, Allen
suggests that the translator’s use of paraphrase serves ‘as a warning against
overstressing Par’s literalism and drawing wrong conclusions as to the Vorlage’.8! In
other words, the way that certain words are translated—due to paraphrasing, not
knowing certain words, etc.—does not immediately or necessarily point to the
translator’s insistence on literalism or to a different Vorlage.?? On the contrary, Allen
sees ‘paraphrase and stylistic variation’ as being ‘an integral part of the translation’.83
Such variation might lead one to assume that multiple translators worked on Par, but
Allen suggests ‘there is an overall consistency which embraces within it a rich variety
of expressions’, indicating the likelihood of a single translator.84 Further, ‘the reader is
invited to note how literal and loose renderings overlap and reappear at every stage of
the work’.8 For Allen, then, it would not suffice to categorize Par as literal or free,
since elements of both are found throughout.

Virgil Rogers, in his unpublished dissertation on theology in Par, deals with
several examples of ‘departures in translation which reflect the interpreter’s theological
and sociological point of view’.# Allen readily accepts that theologically motivated

renderings exist not only in Par, but in the LXX as a whole.®” However, he dismisses

81 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 51.

82 Of course, establishing the Vorlage can be difficult. The issue becomes even more
complicated when the text of Par/Chr is compared to parallel texts in Kgs/Rgs. For instance, Allen notes:
‘not only Par but also the translator’s Heb text have absorbed varying amounts of contamination from
parallel texts’ (Allen, Translator’s Craft, 217).

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 124.

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 38. See also, Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 60, ‘Their work
is characterized by intuition and spontaneity more than conscious deliberation and technique. This is seen
in how they employ excellent free renderings and helplessly literal, Hebraistic renderings of one and the
same Hebrew expression almost side by side’.

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 38.J. A. L. Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2018) 269, claims that this feature ‘is a matter of s#yle, not language’ (emphasis in
original).

8 V. M. Rogers, ‘The Old Greek Version of Chronicles: A Comparative Study of the LXX with
the Hebrew Text from a Theological Approach’ (PhD diss., Princeton University, 1954) 4.

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 30, 120-124. See also, Mulroney, Translation Style, 1, ‘It is widely
agreed that all translation involves interpretation’; J. Cook, ‘Interpreting the Septuagint — Exegesis,
Theology and/or Religionsgeschichte?’, in W. Kraus and M. Karrer (eds), Die Septuaginta — Texte,
Theologien, Einfliisse, WUNT 252 (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010) 590-606, citing 590, ‘all translation
is in fact interpretation and thus a hermeneutical activity’; E. Tov, ‘Theologically Motivated Exegesis
Embedded in the Septuagint’, in Greek and Hebrew Bible, 257-269, citing 257, ‘It is, in fact, difficult to
imagine a biblical translation without theological exegesis’; A. Aejmelaeus, ‘What We Talk About’, 218,
‘Theological interest and motivation were no doubt present’; C. Kugelmeier, ‘Bibel, Papyri und
Philosophen: Beobachtungen zur Geschichte hellenistischer Abstraktbegriffe’, in J. Joosten and E. Bons
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Rogers’s attempt to attribute so many translation decisions to theology because the
approach is too narrow and speculative. Further, it lacks the text-critical work that
would explain many of the proposed theologically motivated renderings.®

In the second volume, Allen is concerned primarily with textual criticism. Since
he includes examination of certain features, such as substitution, addition, and omission,
in this volume, it is indeed still valuable for understanding the translator’s techniques.
Again, because of the breadth of his analysis, Allen does not often offer a detailed
explanation concerning why such changes were made. His conclusion concerning
textual criticism of Par is as follows: ‘Used with care, Par provides as it were in
refrigerated form a Heb text which is a valuable witness to the state of the text of Chron

in second century B.C. Egypt’.%°

Roger Good
Roger Good has provided a rather thorough analysis of the translation of verbs in Par.%
While translation technique certainly involves how verbs were translated, it also goes
much further than that.”! Good’s study does comprise a major component in
characterizing the translation technique of Par. The majority of Good’s book involves
the reproduction and explanation of data. However, he does provide some insight into
issues related to translation technique. For instance, Good works with the categories of
dynamic and formal equivalence for verbs, asserting that such categories are indicative
of certain levels of literalness.% Further, he claims, ‘While the translators were probably
not conscious of following a particular technique in their translation work (such as
formal equivalence vs. dynamic equivalence), their view of the source ... influenced the
way they went about the task of translation’.%

Good goes on to indicate that the LXX translators in general ‘set about their task
to produce a literal translation that was as faithful to the original as they could’.®* This

claim of literalism is rather general, but nonetheless serves as the starting point for

(eds.), Septuagint Vocabulary. Pre-history, Usage, Reception, SCS 58 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2011) 25-44, citing 27, ‘Ubersetzung ist eben immer auch “Interpretation™ (Translation is
always ‘interpretation’).

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 31.

8 Allen, Textual Criticism, 168.

9 R. Good, The Septuagint’s Translation of the Hebrew Verbal System in Chronicles, VTSup
136 (Leiden: Brill, 2010).

! Beck, Translators, 200, ‘Of all the components of our linguistic analysis, we note that the
analysis of the verbal system paid the greatest dividends in terms of revealing literary artistry’.

2 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 7. According to Good, the translator might default ‘to the
common equivalent ... which perhaps reflects a literalizing tendency’.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 33.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 33 (emphasis added).
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Good. In his view, the departure from literalism indicates ‘a fairly sophisticated
understanding’ of the source.® Good observes that the translator of Chr was influenced
not only by his understanding of archaic, classical Hebrew, but also his familiarity with
post-classical Hebrew spoken during the Hellenistic period.%

According to Good, the reader of Par would know that it was ‘translation Greek’
(as opposed to literary Greek).” However, the translator did take liberties to ‘help the
Greek text read better (i.e., improve it)’.% Good concludes concerning Par,

[The translator] wanted his translation to make sense.... However, when his
translation is compared with antecedent translations, particularly the Pentateuch
and Samuel-Kings, we can see an increasing literalizing tendency.... This trend
was motivated by the desire to bring the reader to the source text and an
increasing reverence for the holy writings.%
Good’s contribution is mostly in his collection of data and explanations on the
translation of verbs. He has also offered some helpful observations on the potential of a

‘literalizing tendency’. However, as will be established below, this description lacks the

accuracy necessary in a discussion of translation technique.

Previous Scholarship on Translation Technique outside of Par
Because of the lack of recent scholarship on translation technique in Par, an overview of
recent and/or seminal works on translation technique outside of Par is necessary for
understanding the context of this study. Not only will such an overview provide context,
but the methodology for the present study will draw significantly from the works
mentioned below. So then, while many monographs could have been chosen for
discussion here, the survey that follows is made up of works that are foundational to the
method(s) used in the following chapters.

Percy S. F. van Keulen’s 2005 monograph Two Versions of the Solomon
Narrative deals with the relationship between the MT and the LXX versions of the
Solomon Narrative in Kgs/Kgdms. His study is focused on textual differences,

structural changes, and reconstructing the revision process because ‘sizable sequence

9 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 36. See below for a full discussion of ‘literal’ and ‘free’ and
whether these categories are helpful.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 243-244.

97 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 242.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 203.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 248-249. Barr, ‘Greek Pentateuch’, 542, agrees that the
vocabulary in Chronicles is closer to that of the Pentateuch than that of Samuel/Kings. However, this
cannot necessarily be extended to show that the later translators all used the Pentateuch as a dictionary.
This can be seen clearly since some books are more closely aligned to the Pentateuch than others.
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differences as a rule are deliberate’.??® According to van Keulen, smaller (i.e., word-
level) ‘differences may or may not be intentional’.*%* While there is certainly merit to
his claim, intentionality need not be proven in order to discuss changes in the text. In
fact, whether changes are intentional or not, readers were left with a ‘changed’ text. If
we assume that readers used this ‘changed’ text exclusively (contra Interlinear
Paradigm), then those small changes can be considered as well. Greek-speaking Jewish
communities used the text in the form that they had it, changes included.

Although van Keulen deals with a topic similar to that of the present study, the
fact that his work is focused outside of Chr/Par means that there is little overlap
between the two. He does include a small chapter, which is titled ‘Agreements between
3 Regum and Chronicles vis-a-vis 1 Kings’, which occasionally deals with Par, and
relevant discussions from that chapter will be dealt with in turn.

Any discussion of LXX translation technique ought to include a brief survey of
the contributions of Emanuel Tov and James Barr, who write widely on a variety of
topics within the LXX but evince a consistent interest in translation technique. For Tov,
exegetical, theological, and text-critical issues in the LXX can only be evaluated after
translation technique has been considered.?? Translation technique, then, should be a
preliminary step in any study of the LXX. Tov applies five categories of criteria for
understanding the literalness of the LXX: (1) internal consistency, (2) the representation
of the constituents of Hebrew words by separate Greek equivalents, (3) word-order, (4)
quantitative representation, and (5) linguistic adequacy of lexical choices.'%®

Tov argues for using the first four criteria above to provide statistical data
concerning the literalness of a given book in the LXX. He admits that most of the LXX
books cannot accurately be described as ‘literal’ or ‘free’, but rather ‘fall somewhere
between’ the two.1% Further, for Tov translation technique is more than just evaluating
literalness; it also has to do with ‘the conditions under which the translation was

written” and ‘which information is included in the translation itself’.1% Tov suggests

multiple areas of study that fall under the broader field of translation technique, such as

100p S F. van Keulen, Two Versions of the Solomon Narrative: An Inquiry into the Relationship
between MT 1 Kgs. 2-11 and LXX 3 Reg. 2-11, VTSup 104 (Leiden: Brill, 2005) 24-25.

101 van Keulen, Two Versions, 24.

12 E. Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, rev. and exp. 3rd ed.
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015) 18. See H. Ausloos and B. Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related Criteria
in Characterising the LXX Translation Technique’ in Die Septuaginta — Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse,
357-376, esp. 357.

103 Tov, Text-Critical, 22-25.

194 Tov, Text-Critical, 26-28.

105 F Tov, ‘The Nature and Study of the Translation Technique of the Septuagint’, in Greek and
Hebrew Bible, 239-246, citing 240.
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‘the verb, prepositions, word-order, pronouns, syntax, word choices and the degree of
literalness’. 106

James Barr considers the categories of ‘literal’ and ‘free’ to be ‘very rough and
impressionistic’.1% He continues: ‘there are different ways of being literal and of being
free, so that a translation can be literal and free at the same time but in different modes
or on different levels’.1% In addition, Barr argues that the idea of ‘freedom’ in
translation is a foreign concept to the world of the LXX translators. As such, what is
measurable is the degree of literalism that exists in these translated texts.% Barr
proposes six criteria for measuring the degree of literalism: (1) division into elements or
segments, (2) quantitative addition or subtraction of elements, (3) consistency or non-
consistency in the rendering, (4) accuracy and level of semantic information, (5) coded
etymological indication of formal/semantic relationships obtaining in the vocabulary of
the original language, and (6) level of text and level of analysis.!1°

Others have built on the works of Tov and Barr, moving the conversation
forward in helpful ways. Edward Glenny offers some important insight into recent
methods for understanding translation technique and how such techniques are reflective
of certain theological tendencies. Glenny describes his basic approach as ‘a comparison
of the text of the LXX with the text of its Vorlage, with special consideration of the
differences between the two’, such as ‘additions (pluses), subtractions (minuses), or
substitutions in the LXX.111

In order to examine the level of literalness in Greek Amos, Glenny synthesizes
the categories offered by Barr and Tov.'*2 While this is certainly important to lay the
groundwork for Glenny’s method, the more insightful section of his book is his
discussion of specific examples of ‘difficult and unknown words’ throughout Greek
Amos.'3 Again, Glenny relies on Tov’s categories for ‘conjectural renderings’ in the

LXX. These categories include untranslated words, contextual guesses, contextual

106 Toy, ‘Nature and Study of Translation Technique’, 245.

107 J. Barr, ‘The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations’, Nachrichten der
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Géttingen 1. Philologisch-Historische Klasse. Mitteilungen des
Septuaginta-Unternahmens 15 (1979) 279-325, citing 280.

108 Barr, ‘Typology’, 280.

19 Barr, ‘Typology’, 281.

10 Barr, ‘Typology’, 294.

"YW, E. Glenny, Finding Meaning in the Text: Translation Technique and Theology in the
Septuagint of Amos, VTSup 126 (Leiden: Brill, 2009) 1. Glenny borrows these categories from McLay,
The Use of the Septuagint, 77-99.

12 Glenny, Finding Meaning, 32-69. The specific criteria that he uses are ‘word order,
quantitative representation, representation of constituent elements, and stereotyping’ (Glenny, Finding
Meaning, 44).

13 Glenny, Finding Meaning, 71 (for the full discussion, see 71-108).
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manipulation, reliance on parallelism, employment of general words, and etymological
renderings.!** Glenny concludes that examples of conjectural renderings in Greek Amos
are evidence of the translator’s willingness to interpret his text in light of his
‘worldview and cultural context’.*!> This synthesis of approaches contributes to the
methodological foundation of the present study.

More recently, Jennifer Brown Jones has contributed greatly to this discussion,
focusing on the translation of the OG Psalter.!® Jones offers a chart comparing the
criteria of Tov and Barr that clearly exhibits the overlap between the two methods.!’ In
addition to the contributions of Tov and Barr, she adds discussion of Interlinear
Paradigm, DTS, the qualitative approach, etc. She does this to lead into a discussion of
Polysystem Theory. This theory ‘offers a formal theoretical framework for highlighting
the variety of influences on Septuagintal translation within a multicultural
environment’.*!8 In applying this theory to the Greek Psalter, Jones is drawing on
previous works by Itamar Even-Zohar, who coined polysystem theory, and Marieke
Dhont’s recent monograph on OG Job.!® For Jones, the value of Polysystem Theory for
her study of OG Psalms is that it offers ‘a framework to identify factors that may have
informed both [the translator’s] preferred translation technique and potentially stylistic
renderings’.*?°

James A. E. Mulroney contributes to the ongoing conversation of translation
technique with his monograph on OG Habakkuk. Instead of analyzing the text through
the categories of Barr and Tov, Mulroney refers to ‘linguistic transformations’, such as
‘linguistic inventiveness (including neologisms), his [the translator’s] probable Aramaic
background, improvisation, exegetical disambiguation (changes due to ideology) and
toponymic problems’.*?! He argues that the translator made conscious decisions to use
Greek rhetoric in the translation of Habakkuk. This is proven by the ‘rejection of ...

literal [translation] choices’ in favor of a more ‘creatively literary’ translation.'??

14 E. Tov, ‘Did the Septuagint Translators Always Understand Their Hebrew Text?’, in Greek
and Hebrew Bible, 203-218.

115 Glenny, Finding Meaning, 107-108.

116 7 B. Jones, Translation and Style in the Old Greek Psalter: What Pleases Israel’s God,
Septuagint Monograph Series 1 (Leiden: Brill, 2022).

17 Jones, Translation and Style, 8.

18 Jones, Translation and Style, 17 (emphasis in original).

19 1. Even-Zohar, ‘Polysystem Theory’ in Poetics Today 11.1 (1990) 9-26; M. Dhont, Style and
Context of Old Greek Job, JSISup 183 (Leiden: Brill, 2018).

120 Jones, Translation and Style, 28.

121 Mulroney, Translation Style, 105. See also T. A. W. van der Louw, Transformations in the
Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint and Translation Studies, CBET 47 (Leuven: Peeters,
2007) esp. 57-92.

122 Mulroney, Translation Style, 105.
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However, he does not allow this to simplify the discussion of whether the translation is
‘literal’ or ‘free’. On the contrary, he argues that ‘literalism is ... an insufficient term to
explain the translation style of Ambakoum [OG Habakkuk]’.1% Likewise, instead of
‘free’, Mulroney argues that the ‘exegesis’ on the part of the translator is a result of the
influence of the ‘linguistic environment ... upon the mind of the translator when
handling his text(s)’.1%*

Mulroney has therefore contributed to the rejection of the categories of ‘literal’
and ‘free’, which lack the clarity necessary for describing the technique or style of the
LXX translators. Like Glenny, Mulroney examines the theological tendencies of the
translator of OG Habakkuk. He concludes: ‘The theological or ideological Tendenz of
the translator is more-or-less emphasized through’ textual changes, ‘but only as they
exist within the context in which they are found as part of the complete textual set’.1?°
Here, Mulroney provides helpful guardrails for determining theologically motivated
renderings. That a translation might convey theology does not necessarily mean that it
did or was intended to.?

What these works have in common is an acceptance of the criteria for
assessment that feature prominently with Tov and Barr, but a rejection of the terms
‘literal’ and ‘free’ as ends in themselves. Instead, each emphasizes certain features
(rhetoric, theology, etc.) while working through the LXX text to determine factors that
led to translation decisions. These factors typically go beyond a simple commitment to
literalness or freedom, instead indicating a certain fluidity to the translation. That the

terms ‘literal’ and ‘free’ only tell part of the story is fundamental to the works discussed

above.

Translation Technique: Literal or Free?

Before determining whether the categories of ‘literal” and ‘free’ can accurately describe
the technique of the LXX translators, one must decide how to approach the theory of
translation technique. There are two options concerning this: translation technique can

be seen as (1) ‘the object of study’ or (2) ‘a question of method in research into the

123 Mulroney, Translation Style, 77.

124 Mulroney, Translation Style, 201.

125 Mulroney, Translation Style, 201-202.

126 For helpful criteria for seeing theology in the LXX, see W. E. Glenny, ‘The Septuagint and
Theology’, in T&T Clark Handbook of Septuagint Research, 313-327; M. Rosel, ‘Towards a “Theology
of the Septuagint™’, in Septuagint Research: Issues and Challenges, 239-252; R. T. McLay, ‘Why Not a
Theology of the Septuagint?’, in Die Septuaginta — Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse, 607-620.
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linguistic phenomena in a translation’.*?” The former, referred to as the quantitative
approach (Barr and Tov), assumes that each translator decided on a specific method
before translating. The latter, known as the qualitative approach (the Finnish school),
‘takes into account the different elements that can have influenced the translation
process, and ... can offer more reliable results concerning certain linguistic features of
the Greek text’.1?8 In other words, with the quantitative approach one sees certain
translation choices as premeditated by the translator. The qualitative approach builds
upon the quantitative, emphasizing ‘that it should be exercised in close interaction with
the detailed linguistic and grammatical research into literal and free renderings of
specific linguistic phenomena’.*?°

According to Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation technique cannot be anything more than
a collective name for all the different renderings used by a translator. Study of
translation technique aims at describing the end-product of a translator’s work. It cannot
be a question of discovering the system used by the translator, because there was
none’. %0 This, though, is a bit misleading. To study translation technique is indeed to
study the ‘end-product’, but the goal is to describe the process or system that the
translator used. Toury, who, as established above, sees translation as function oriented
rather than product oriented, claims, ‘It is very clear that, in translation reality, the
application of a strategy always precedes the emergence of a product’.*®! It is evident,
then, that scholars do not agree on the use of a strategy or system in translation.
Aejmelaeus’s position is partially correct. It would be a challenging, and perhaps
impossible, task to determine the strategy or system used by a given translator.
However, it would be inaccurate to conclude that this means the translator had no
system or strategy, and thus, Toury’s conclusion seems more appropriate. [t may be the
case that Aejmelaeus is simply suggesting that the translators did not think in terms of a

system like modern translators use.'3? For example, current Bible translators tend to

127 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367. See also Sollamo, ‘Translation Technique’,
37.

128 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367.

129 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367.

130 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 63. See also Joosten, ‘Translating the Untranslatable’,
68-69, ‘The translators of the Pentateuch did not come to their task with ready-made recipes’. Instead,
they used different strategies to translate, sometimes leading to a single short passage with both ‘literal’
and ‘free’ elements. According to Sollamo, ‘Translation Technique’, 36, ‘Translation technique does not
mean technique in the sense that the translators had worked mechanically like robots according to a
certain programme. ... but they worked with all their competence and wisdom to translate their source text
as well as they could’.

3! Toury, ‘Methodological Issues’, 21.

132 See Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 63: ‘But in every case, the description of
translation technique can only be description of the results of translation, not of the aims and intentions of
the translator’.
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work on a spectrum of formal equivalence to dynamic equivalence, choosing to
approach the translation process as word-for-word, thought-for-thought, or somewhere
in between. Even if subconscious, the translator must employ some methodological
approach when translating a text.'*® Leonard Greenspoon offers a helpful reminder:

It is very easy for us, at many lengths removed from the realities of early

Alexandria, to construct highly polished accounts of what happened, in which

this or that motivated the translators, who consistently followed a given policy

for an audience that was clearly identifiable ... we must admit that such

reconstructions are simplistic.***
Mulroney adds, ‘the work of the Septuagint was accomplished by translators of
differing linguistic abilities and stylistic proclivities, which spanned centuries and
probably regions’.'® Aejmelacus does conclude that even if no conscious system
existed for the translators, scholars working on LXX translation technique must be
systematic. The task of being systematic includes linguistic and statistical analyses of
renderings. 30

While Aejmelaeus is fully convinced that the translators did not have a system
for translation, there are still ideas for scholars to discuss regarding the translators and
the translation. Aejmelaeus warns against assuming too much intentionality on the part
of the translator, claiming, ‘The intended meaning is the meaning that can be read from
the translation. As a matter of fact, it is only through the translated text that we know
anything about the intentions of the translator’.*3” So, for Aejmelacus, ‘the description
of translation technique can only be description of the results of translation, not of the
aims and intentions of the translator’.1® The translators surely had some system or
method. Aejmelaeus reminds us that this method cannot be recovered, but perhaps it can
be observed through the translated text.

Ausloos and Lemmelijn argue that both the quantitative approach and the
qualitative approach are insufficient on their own for characterizing translation
technique in the LXX.!*° The quantitative approach is certainly necessary for gathering

data and providing a statistical analysis of a given translation. However, conclusions

133 See Mulroney, Translation Style, 66: ‘The translators had a certain method that they used in
their translations’. Mulroney admits (n. 208) that this is ‘contra Aejmelaeus’. He claims elsewhere (19)
that the translators’ ‘system might be irretrievable from the data at hand’ (emphasis in original).

134 L. Greenspoon, ‘At the Beginning: The Septuagint as a Jewish Bible Translation’, in
“Translation Is Required”, 159-169, citing 168.

135 Mulroney, Translation Style, 19.

136 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 63.

137 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 65.

138 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 63.

139 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367-368.
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cannot be drawn only from statistics. Instead, these statistics should be interpreted
through the qualitative lens of linguistics and grammar.'*® They contend, ‘referring to
the literalness of a translation is not a workable concept’.'#! Instead, ‘one should
examine the different kinds of literalness and check the degree to which each is present
in a certain translation’!*? by researching ‘as many different elements as possible’.143
While such research in collecting this kind of data on different elements of the
translation is important, a supplementary study of the cultural circumstances of the
translation is necessary to tie together the generalizations that can be gathered by the
data.'* In addition to studying the target culture, John A. Beck argues that a thorough
study of translation technique must assess the ‘literary sensitivity’ of the translators as
storytellers, specifically with regard to how they translate narrative.'*® Aejmelaeus
suggests that when statistical data is gathered and analyzed, it is important to also
include detailed analysis of the renderings provided in the translation. She adds,
‘Changing the structure of a clause or a phrase, and by so doing replacing an un-Greek
expression by a genuine Greek one closely corresponding to the meaning of the
original, is quite a different thing from being recklessly free and paying less attention to
the correspondence with the original’.'#6 In other words, statistical information alone
does not always tell the whole story.

Historically, the categories of ‘literal’ and ‘free’ have been used to describe the
technique of the LXX translators. As seen above, Tov makes use of these categories
while admitting that most translations fall between the two. To clarify what is meant by
‘literal’, Tov offers alternatives such as ‘wooden, stereotyped, faithful, careful’.'4’ He
goes on to clarify that ‘literal” and ‘free’ specifically ‘refer to renderings of individual
words, syntagmata, and clauses’.* Analyzing whether the translator was faithful’ to

the source text is the next step, building from the preliminary discussion of literalness.

149 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367. See also Sollamo, ‘Translation Technique’,
36-37 on the inability of statistics alone to explain translation decisions.

141 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 359.

142 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 359.

143 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 372. See Tov, ‘Nature and Study of Translation
Technique’, 245; S. Olofsson, Translation Technique and Theological Exegesis: Collected Essays on the
Septuagint Version, ConBOT 57 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009) 64-66; R. Sollamo, Renderings
of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, Annales Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae Dissertationes
Humanarum Litterarum 19 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979) 4, ‘This kind of general
characterization [of translation technique] would require fuller discussion than is provided by an account
of the renderings of the semiprepositions’, but such a study is part of characterizing translation technique.

144 Toury, ‘Methodological Issues’, 25.

145 Beck, Translators, 2.

146 A, Aejmelaeus, ‘The Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical and Translation-
Technical Study of the Septuagint’, in On the Trail, 43-57, citing 56.

147 Tov, Text-Critical, 20.

148 Tov, Text-Critical, 20-21.
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Therefore, it seems unhelpful to consider ‘faithful’ or ‘careful’ as synonyms for ‘literal’
in the context of discussing translation technique, since faithfulness and literalness
actually deal with two different aspects of translation. In addition, Gregory Rabassa
notes, ‘Translation can never be reproduction; it is not a copy’.1#® Translation, even in
its most literal renderings, cannot reproduce exactly its source text.>

In a study of the ‘Plague Narrative’ in LXX Exodus, Bénédicte Lemmelijn has
made the case that translation technique can be both ‘free’ and ‘faithful’.*>* According
to Lemmelijn, ‘The translator of Exodus translates very meticulously, and he is, even in
his free renderings, faithful to the original. However, he is free insofar as he has tried to
render the Hebrew Vorlage in idiomatic and grammatically correct Greek’.%? In other
words, a ‘free’ translation can also be a ‘faithful’ translation because the two terms do
not describe the same aspect of the translation. In fact, Joosten claims, ‘Faithfulness to
the original is the overriding concern’ of the translator, but in the details, ‘one observes
a sensitivity to the genius of the Greek language’.*® Joosten’s claim seems more
accurate than Good’s, mentioned above, that the translators intended ‘to produce a
literal translation’.1®* If the intention was a literal translation, then did some of the
translators fail at their task? Harl considers the LXX translators to be ‘competent and
conscientious’ and ‘creative’, ‘conscious of the context’, producing ‘comprehensible
and coherent’ Greek.?>® According to Rajak, the ‘literalness’ of the LXX translation
technique indicates that the Septuagint is not reliant on Hebrew for survival, but instead
‘promoted continuing and close contact with the Hebrew language’.1% In Rajak’s view,
the Septuagint provides the Greek-speaking Jews in the diaspora with an identity,
giving them independence in their social and cultural world.*®

The discussion around using the terms ‘literal’ and ‘free’ to strictly describe
translation technique centers on how the translator dealt with his source text. Therefore,

Tov may be justified in his use of statistical analysis to determine literalness as long as

149 G. Rabassa, ‘If This Be Treason: Translation and Its Possibilities’, The American Scholar
44.1 (1974) 29-39, citing 31. See also Joosten, ‘Translating the Untranslatable’, 69, It is universally
agreed that translating is impossible’.

130 According to E. A. Nida, ‘Principles of Translation as Exemplified by Bible Translating’, BT
10.4 (1959) 148-164, citing 150, “all types of translation involve (1) loss of information, (2) addition of
information, and/or (3) skewing of information’.

151 B. Lemmelijn, ‘Free and Yet Faithful. On the Translation Technique of LXX Exod 7:14-
11:10°, JNSL 33/1 (2007) 1-32.

152 Lemmelijn, ‘Free and Yet Faithful’, 2. Emphasis added.

153 Joosten, ‘Reflections on the “Interlinear Paradigm™, 175.

154 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 33.

155 Harl, ‘La Bible d’Alexandrie’, 187.

156 Rajak, Translation and Survival, 7.

157 In this context, the Septuagint, then, allows them to ‘survive’ in ‘the Greek and Roman
imperialisms under which they fell’ (Rajak, Translation and Survival, 7).
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faithfulness is determined using different criteria. Faithfulness to the source text, then,
has more to do with accurately translating content (what the source text says) than
structure (how the source text says it).!%® Aejmelaeus claims that in general, the
translators were primarily concerned with the meaning of the source text (including the
meanings of words and phrases).'% If this is correct, Lemmelijn’s conclusion that the
free renderings in Exodus ‘are a testimony to the aspiration to render natural Greek
expressions, accurate in their meaning and fitting within their literal context, although
diverging formally from the Vorlage’ can be trusted.'®® Thus, in offering what some
would categorize as a free translation, the translator is actually being more faithful to
the intended meaning of his Vorlage. In this case, Good was partially correct in his
statement that the task of the translators was ‘to produce a literal translation that was as
faithful to the original as they could’.'®! Perhaps the task was simply to produce a
faithful translation of the meaning of the source text, and as a result, some renderings
are ‘literal’ while others are ‘free’. In fact, Nida gives this basic definition of
‘translating’: ‘Translating consists in producing in the receptor language the closest
natural equivalent to the message of the source language, first in meaning and secondly
in style’ 162

While the words ‘literal’ and ‘free’ are not the most accurate when describing
translation technique, they can still be useful. Tov’s criteria above do consider,
primarily, the literalness of the translation. Literalness, though, is just a single part of
translation technique. Further, assessing literalness is one of the most preliminary steps
in diagnosing translation technique; literalness as a statistical analysis of the
employment of standard equivalents in a given translation unit only serves as the
foundation upon which advanced study of translation technique can occur. If we follow
Aejmelaeus, translation technique is a method by which linguistic features of the text

are observed. These observations are then applied to other fields of study.'®® Concerning

158 Aejmelacus, ‘Significance of Clause Connectors’, 56, ‘A distinction should be made between
literalness and faithfulness. A good free rendering is a faithful rendering. If a translator uses free
renderings that are faithful to the meaning of the original, this is no justification for attributing to this
translator all kinds of additions and omissions that occur in his book’. See also, Lemmelijn, ‘Free and Yet
Faithful’, 4.

159 Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 61. She contrasts this with an intention ‘directed
towards the formal representation of items in the original’. Aejmelaeus (63) does qualify this by adding
that there are different levels of ‘intentionality’ not only between translated books, but also within a given
work of a translator.

160 T emmelijn, ‘Free and Yet Faithful’, 26. Again, contrast this with Good, Septuagint’s
Translation, 33 on literalism as the intention of the translator.

161 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 33.

162 Nida, ‘Principles’, 154-155 (emphasis added).

163 Aejmelaeus, On the Trail, xiii-xvi. See also, Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367.
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the LXX Pentateuch, Lee states: ‘The Pentateuch translation presents an amalgam of
natural Greek and Greek affected by Hebrew interference’.1%* He then claims that ‘it
cannot be said that one predominates’.1%®> Of course, each book of the LXX must be
evaluated on its own terms. However, much of Lee’s work would likely shed new light
on old conclusions.'% Ultimately, when dealing with the LXX both the source language
(Hebrew) and the target language (Greek) are involved, and the idiosyncrasies of both
must be taken into account before drawing conclusions about the translation.

As established above, the dichotomy of ‘literal’ and ‘free’ is an
oversimplification.68 These terms are not adequate as conclusive terms because the data
are too complicated than ‘literal’ and ‘free’ can convey. As such, the use of the terms to
categorize translation technique is not helpful and often leads to misguided conclusions
concerning the LXX and its translators. Traditionally, LXX books or sections are
examined on a scale that might have ‘literal’ on one end and ‘free’ on the other. In a
system like this, scholars might place LXX books somewhere between the two poles.
The problem arises that it is hard to determine what a single point on that line means. If
it is more literal than free, then a book would be placed left of center, but how far?
Thus, any attempt to graph the ‘literal’ or ‘free’ elements is overly reliant on statistical

analysis, which, along with its various shortcomings, is a means, not an end in itself.1%°

Research Methodology

In the next chapter, we will first examine traditional approaches to describing the
translation technique of Par. An analysis of several verses from the Solomonic narrative
follows, setting the stage for the detailed analysis of a smaller textual unit, 2 Par 4-6.
After providing a general description of some trends in the translator’s strategies, this
analysis will establish the necessity of chapters 3-5, which will examine the text of 2

Par 4-6 against the text of MT.

164 Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 257.

165 1 ee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 257.

166 Regarding whether the LXX is ‘literal’ or ‘free’, he states, ‘Even after a century of work on
the language and translation methods of the LXX there is no consensus or established view on this
question’ (Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 211).

167 Ausloos and Lemmelijn, ‘Content-Related’, 367. ‘It would be methodologically irresponsible
to draw conclusions on the word order in translation without taking into account the fact that two
different linguistic systems . . . idiomatically speaking simply need a different word order in most of the
cases’. See also, Olofsson, Translation Technique, 63, . . . no languages have the same distribution of
semantic elements and consequently words never match each other completely between the languages’.

168 In fact, Ziegert, ‘Kultur und Identitét’, 650, claims this dichotomy is ‘slowly but surely being
broken’ (langsam, aber sicher durchbrochen wird).

169 See Glenny, Finding Meaning, 29: ‘Literalism is not meant to be a gauge of how well the
LXX translator renders his Vorlage, but it is a standard of comparison between translation units in the
LXX.
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These chapters from the Solomonic narrative were chosen for two important
reasons. First, in line with the discussion above, studies that attempt to cover too much
text (all of 2 Par, for example) lack the necessary depth of analysis. It is not enough to
only pay attention to the text when there are glaring differences between the MT and the
LXX.10 As such, we prioritize in this study depth over breadth. Second, within 2 Par,
there are not many stories of a given character that span for more than a chapter or two.
The Solomonic narrative was originally chosen because it is the focus of a longer unit, 2
Par 1-9. In the process of determining method, the length of Solomon’s story was
deemed too long to allow for adequate analysis. Therefore, we will examine three
chapters, 2 Par 4-6, which contain three subgenres of narrative, so that this study
includes more than just the analysis of reported speech or main narrative. The diversity
under the main genre of narrative will allow for more nuanced results. Rather than
dividing these chapters according to the chapter divisions in the MT or the LXX, the
following sections will be used: (1) 2 Par 4:1-22a, Report of Construction and
Inventory,'’* (2) 2 Par 4:22b-6:13, Ritual of Dedication,'’? and (3) 2 Par 6:14-42,
Solomon’s Prayer of Dedication.”®

Chapters 3-5 of this thesis follow a similar format. Each chapter begins with a
parallel of the text from the MT, an English translation of the MT, the text from the
LXX, and an English translation of the LXX. For the MT, Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia is used. For the LXX, all quotations from 2 Par come from Hanhart’s
volume in the Gottingen series. All quotations outside of 2 Par come from Rahlfs’s
Septuaginta. English translations are my own. Following the translation parallels are
discussions of translation decisions that either (1) occur over several verses in the
section or (2) warrant larger discussion due to the significance of the phenomena. Issues
discussed at this stage of each chapter are, at a minimum, represented within that given
section of 2 Par. From there, the discussion moves to pluses, minuses, and other various
changes (semantic, syntactic, etc.) from the MT to the LXX. More than with any other
feature of the translation, the discussion of pluses and minuses has real potential to be a
result of text critical issues. This section of each chapter will move verse-by-verse for a

discussion of such changes that are present in the text of Par. Verses that do not contain

10 Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 257. Lee claims that ‘the prominent Hebraic features attract our
attention; the many features of natural Greek idiom untouched by Hebrew are less noticeable but no less
present’. Similarly, R. X. Gauthier, ‘Toward an LXX Hermeneutic’, JNSL 35/1 (2009) 45-74, claims (66)
that ‘all of the LXX translated text becomes grist for interpretation, not just instances where the translator
deviates from equivalency of set defaults’ (emphasis in original).

171'S. J. De Vries, I and 2 Chronicles, FOTL 11 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989) 250-251.

172 De Vries, 1 and 2 Chronicles, 254-256.

173 De Vries, 1 and 2 Chronicles, 257-258.
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these types of changes will not be discussed. Each chapter will end with brief
conclusions gleaned from the preceding discussion. Major conclusions are reserved for
the final chapter.

The present study has a few clear goals. A focused study on a smaller unit of
text rather than all of 1-2 Par (or even just 2 Par) will allow for nuanced analyses of the
text of 2 Par and the techniques of the translator. As mentioned above, the approach
used here draws from methods previously used in studies of LXX translation technique.
The present study, though, will use these methods on a unit of text to which they have
not previously been applied. Building from the foundation of translation analysis
established by Tov and Barr, carried through by the works of scholars like Glenny,
Jones, and Mulroney, this study will analyze 2 Par, with an eye beyond the literal/free
dichotomy to help establish the translation techniques represented in 2 Par.

What follows is an assessment of the translation technique, as characterized by
the end-product, of the Solomonic narrative in 2 Par, focused specifically on the
narrative units found in 2 Par 4-6. According to Aejmelaeus, ‘Eine ganze Reihe von
verschiedenen methodologischen Ansétzen ist in der Septuaginta-Forschung
moglich’.17# The reality is that any given text will exhibit multiple translational features.
In addition, multiple explanations are often available for any given translation

decision.'”™ To do justice to the text, an eclectic approach is necessary.'’® By eclectic

174 Aejmelacus, ‘Ubersetzungstechnik’, 228. (‘A whole range of different methodological
approaches are possible in Septuagint research’.)

175 See Aitken, ‘The Origins of KAITE’, 37-39, on ‘multiple-causality’. See also M. Dhont,
‘Multicausality in Septuagint Studies’, JSCS 54 (2021) 43-53, citing 50, ‘insofar as multicausation is an
approach that allows us to consider various aspects of the translation process, it offers a methodology to
describing Septuagint translations beyond the literal-to-free continuum’.

176 See J. K. Aitken, ‘The language of the Septuagint and Jewish—Greek identity’, in J. K. Aitken
and J. C. Paget (eds.), The Jewish—Greek Tradition in Antiquity and the Byzantine Empire (New Y ork:
Cambridge University Press) 120-134, citing 132, who claims that the language of the LXX is ‘in no case
... consistent, and just as the rhetoric is sporadic so too educated words are mixed with day-to-day
vernacular’. He goes on to call the language of the LXX ‘eclectic, a fitting description for much of Koine
literature’.

This is similar to the approaches taken by Mulroney and van Keulen. See Mulroney, Translation
Style, 77: “The categories of literalism offered by Barr and Tov most certainly explain some of the aspects
of the overall style. Yet there are other, numerous textual changes that are best explained through a
number of different causes’. He goes on to claim that when taken together, the stylistic ‘elements reflect
the eclectic style used by the translator(s)’ (83); van Keulen, Two Versions, 21. Of course, van Keulen’s
study is focused on larger structural differences between the two versions, so he uses different strategies
than those used below.

See also R. Sollamo, ‘Some “Improper” Prepositions, Such as ENQITION, ENANTION,
ENANTI, etc., in the Septuagint and Early Koine Greek’, V'T 25.4 (1975) 775: ©...the study of some few
details is not enough. Only when many different questions of vocabulary, morphology and syntax have
been studied ... is it possible to tell what kinds of translations the books of the Septuagint are’. S.
Kreuzer, ““Bringing forth from the Treasure New and Old”: Septuagint Studies and Exegetical Methods’,
in L. P. Da Silva Pinto and D. Scialabba (eds.), New Avenues in Biblical Exegesis in Light of the
Septuagint, The Septuagint in its Ancient Context 1 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2022) 9-26, citing 22, claims,
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approach, I mean the analysis of multiple translational features in distinct units of the
text. For example, the features of some verses will require a detailed analysis of verb
tense or semantic equivalents chosen by the translator. In other verses it might be
helpful to look at Greek literature, papyri, and inscriptions in order to situate the
translator’s produced text within its linguistic setting. Proper understanding of some
verses might benefit from analyzing parallel passages in other books.'’” Of course, any
combination of the above might be required by a given verse or passage.t’® Although
this method will necessitate using small sections of LXX text (i.e. smaller than most
LXX books), it will allow for more thorough results, providing a broader understanding
of the whole of a given translator’s techniques.

As a result, this study will build upon the previous work that has been done on
Par, especially that of Leslie Allen, to test the previous conclusions against the text of
Par. By focusing on smaller units, verses can be analyzed in such a way that more
careful conclusions can be drawn. Through such analysis, we will discover a translator
whowas not always consistent in his rendering of various words and phrases. He was
not overly reliant on parallel passages. Even in light of these things, Par stood the test of
time, seemingly accomplishing the translator’s ultimate goal of providing a usable

Greek version of Chr.17®

‘Translation technique may be investigated under many different aspects, from the choice of words to the
rendering of specific grammatical forms of the Hebrew in Greek and to the rendering of specific
expressions’.

177 For study of Par, parallel passages in 1-4 Kgdms would be used. See van Keulen, Two
Versions; Allen, Translator’s Craft, 175-218, on ‘Assimilation to parallel texts’.

178 For examples of the various approaches, see Good, Septuagint’s Translation; E. Bons (ed.),
Historical and Theological Lexicon of the Septuagint, vol. 1 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020), vols. 2-4
forthcoming; C. J. Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers in the Septuagint and Early Koine Greek with Special
Reference to the Twelve’ (PhD diss., University of Cambridge, 2015); Backfish, Hebrew Wordplay; A. P.
Dell’Acqua, ‘Le vocabulaire de la Septante a la lumiére des papyrus’, in E. Bons, P. Pouchelle, and D.
Scialabba (eds.), The Vocabulary of the Septuagint and its Hellenistic Background (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2019) 1-13; J. K. Aitken, No Stone Unturned: Greek Inscriptions and Septuagint Vocabulary,
Critical Studies in the Hebrew Bible 5 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2014); Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch;
A. Jones, ‘Was King Saul Choked by an Evil Spirit?: A Study of mviyw’, BN 190 (2021) 59-68.

See also Sollamo, ‘Some “Improper” Prepositions’, 773: ‘The scholar who seeks to know what
kinds of translations the books of the Septuagint are ... has therefore to examine contemporary Koine
Greek, in all known documents and literary genres. He must go through the extant contemporary papyrus
material, inscriptions, historical, philosophical, and scientific works, poems, and so on’.

179 J. R. Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and the Problem of Septuagint
Hermeneutics (Waco: Baylor University Press; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013) 8-9, discusses the
concept of cultural acceptability. He states, ‘Within a given culture or community, the standards of
“acceptability” for a translation may not be the same as those for a literary work composed in the target
language’.
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Chapter 2:

Translation Technique of 2 Par

Having discussed important introductory matters, we move here to a general discussion

of translation technique and a specific discussion of translation technique in 2 Par.

Translation Technique of 2 Par

The standard stance regarding the translation technique of Par is that it is fairly ‘literal’.?
Often, such a designation is overly simplistic and not clearly defined, as established
above. There are a few of exceptions to these generalized statements. For example,
Adrian Schenker provides a helpful distinction in discussing the translation technique of
Par. According to Schenker, the translation technique ‘must be judged in both semantic
and syntactical respects’.? Thus, on these two separate levels, Par functions more
literally regarding syntax and ‘reveals special features’ in terms of semantics.®
According to Schenker, 1-2 Par belong to a group of LXX translations ‘which
reproduce the Hebrew word order precisely in Greek’.* Laurence Vianés is more
optimistic about the translation of Par, claiming, ‘the Greek of Paralipomena is
generally good and not especially marked by Hebraisms’.> While this claim is certainly

provocative, the evidence that follows in the present study will show this position to be

!'See Good, ‘1-2 Chronicles (Paraleipomena)’, 170; S. P. Cowe, ‘To the Reader of 1 and 2
Supplements’, in A. Pietersma and B. G. Wright (eds.), A New English Translation of the Septuagint
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007) 342-348, esp. 342-343; H. St. J. Thackeray, A Grammar of the
Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909) 13,
claims that 1-2 Par contain neither ‘Good [koine] Greek’ nor ‘Literal or unintelligent’ Greek, but
‘Indifferent Greek’. Allen, Translator’s Craft, 124, claims, ‘on the surface [Par] does give the misleading
impression of extreme literalness’. Regarding the translation of semiprepositions, Sollamo, Hebrew
Semiprepositions, 286, has 4 categories, with category 1 being the most free and category 4 being the
most literal. She classifies 1-2 Par in category 3, but claims that these books are ‘more freely translated
than the other books’ in their category. M. Rosel, ‘Nomothesis: The Understanding of the Law in the
Septuagint’, in Tradition and Innovation: English and German Studies on the Septuagint, SCS 70
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2018) 343-363, citing 356, claims that Par is among a group of books in the LXX
that ‘cling to their Vorlage and show only a little willingness for free renderings or expositions in
comparison to other translations’.

For an alternative approach that finds little agreement in the examples cited above, see Ziegert,
‘Kultur und Identitét’, 649, who claims that Par is ‘sehr frei’ (‘very free’).

2 Schenker, ‘Paraleipomenon I and II°, 218.

3 Schenker, ‘Paraleipomenon I and II’, 218. See also Allen, Translator’s Craft, 39, ‘The
translator generally ties himself rigorously to the Heb order’.

4 Schenker, ‘Paraleipomenon I and II’, 218, emphasis added.

5 Vianés, ‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, 238.
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untenable. Similar to Schenker, Vianés does go on to communicate that Par is
syntactically ‘literal’.® Martin Rehm offers this:

Die griechischen Ubersetzungen der Biicher 2 Sm bis 2 Par lassen deutlich das
Streben nach moglichster Wortlichkeit erkennen. Das dieses Ziel nicht {iberall
voll erreicht werden konnte, liegt zunéchst in der Verschiedenheit der
griechischen und der hebriischen Sprache, die ganz verschiedenen
Sprachgruppen angehoren und von denen jede ihre eigenen Regeln und Gesetze

hat.’

Rehm, like Schenker, is still too general, but does make an important distinction. Even
if the translator was attempting a literal translation, this is not always possible because
of the differences between Greek and Hebrew .

Allen comes the closest to carefully and accurately discussing the text of Par.
Unlike the others mentioned above, Allen’s work is contained in two volumes focused
solely on issues related to Par.® As such, his work provides a clearer picture of the
‘translation techniques’ in Par, backed with specific evidence. While his work, then,
provides the fullest examination of the text of Par to date, there are a few aspects of
these two volumes that are deficient.

First, Allen has a clear concern for textual criticism and the reconstruction of the
text. This can be seen clearly in his second volume, Textual Criticism. In addition to
that focus in the second volume, the first volume is dominated by discussions of
manuscripts and manuscript groupings. Since the production of Allen’s research on Par,
there have been several developments in the study of the LXX. One such development

has been a ‘move away from text-critical research to hermeneutics’.1° To be clear, this

¢ Vianés, ‘Chronicles/Paralipomena’, 238. This is to be expected, though. J. Lust, ‘Syntax and
Translation Greek’, ETL 77.4 (2001) 395-401, citing 397, suggests that ‘the main characteristic of
Septuagint syntax is its retention of Hebrew word order, even when this militates against typical Greek
word order’.

7 M. Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu den Parallelstellen der Samuel-Kénigsbiicher und
der Chronik, Altestamentliche Abhandlungen 13/3 (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1937) 14. (‘The Greek
translations of the books of 2 Sam to 2 Par clearly show the pursuit of the greatest possible literality. That
this goal could not be fully achieved everywhere lies initially in the distinctness of the Greek and Hebrew
languages, which belong to quite different language groups and each of which has its own rules and
laws’.)

8 It is important for interpreters to constantly remember that no two languages are exactly the
same, so translation always involves ‘compromise’. This does not mean the translator is a traitor
(Traduttore, traditore), as the Italian proverb popular within translation studies states. Instead, it means
that the conversation around translation must leave room for the diversity that exists between any two
languages. See E. A. Nida, ‘Formal Correspondence in Translation’, B721.3 (1970) 105-113, citing 105,
‘there are different degrees of cultural and linguistic diversity which separate distinct sets of source and
receptor languages’.

° Most of the others mentioned above are single chapters in overview volumes on the LXX.

10J. Cook, ‘Towards understanding the Septuagint’, HTS Teologiese Studies/Theological
Studies 76(4) (2020) https://doi.org/10.4102/hts.v76i4.6280. See also E. Bons, ‘Septuagint Studies
between Past and Future: State of the Art and New Perspectives’, in E. Bons, et al. (eds.), Die
Septuaginta — Themen, Manuskripte, Wirkungen, WUNT 444 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020) 3-17,
esp. 6-7.
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does not negate the value of Allen’s work. Rather, study of the LXX has experienced a
simple shift of focus. In addition, since Allen’s work, the Gottingen critical edition of 2
Par has been completed, which has much to offer the one studying Par with respect to
issues of textual criticism.

A second concern is the breadth of Allen’s research. The two volumes combined
add up to 422 pages, including indexes and bibliographies. With so much text to cover
in less than 422 pages, depth is sacrificed. Again, this is not an attempt to devalue
Allen’s work. His purpose is not strictly to study translation technique but Greek
Chronicles more generally. As such, the breadth of the study is acceptable. However, it
is not adequate for attempting to understand translation technique. Many of Allen’s
conclusions need to be substantiated by more narrow, detailed study. Such study is
necessary because at times, a better explanation than that offered by Allen is warranted.
Zipor alludes to this in his critique of Allen’s work, claiming that ‘we frequently gain
the impression that the author relies on generalisations and follows certain of these
blindly’.!! According to Zipor, when Allen mentions ‘a given phenomenon he wastes no
time in providing a lengthy list of illustrations’ which could ‘be otherwise accounted
for’.12 A necessary ‘next step’, then, is the examination of smaller units within Par
alongside the consideration of explanations for translation decisions beyond what Allen
has provided.

Third, in the sections where he discusses issues of translation technique, Allen
addresses these issues topically. For example, readers of his first volume, The
Translator’s Craft, will find sections for prepositions, nouns, suffixes, etc. Under each
section, Allen typically (though not always) provides a brief description of the issue at
hand followed by examples pulled from throughout the text of 1 and 2 Par that serve as
evidence of the translator’s techniques. While this does provide a good starting point, it
fails to analyze a given unit of text in detail. In other words, it is difficult to gain an
understanding of characteristics of a translation or a translator’s techniques with this
approach, as it cannot sufficiently tell the whole story. Grouping together similarly
shaped puzzle pieces does not reveal the picture. Likewise, dealing with broad topics
rather than a whole unit of text does not allow for a detailed study of a translation.

These shortcomings concerning using Allen’s work for the study of translation
techniques will be taken into account in the study that follows. Before moving onto an

analysis of smaller textual units, it is worth highlighting some valuable takeaways from

11 Zipor, ‘Greek Chronicles’, 569.
12 Zipor, ‘Greek Chronicles’, 569.
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what Allen has offered. Some of Allen’s conclusions resonate with features found in the
Solomonic narrative. Towards the end of his first section on translation techniques,
Allen offers this:

[Some changes] show how differently [the translator’s] mind worked at different
times, now lighting upon the literal, now preferring paraphrase. These opposing
traits are here worked out within narrow bounds over and over again. This
phenomenon confirms that, as strange as it appears at first sight, one and the
same person is responsible for stilted literal renderings and for more
sophisticated paraphrase.... The translator can be either flexible or stereotyped
in his approach to individual words and to words of similar meaning.3
Generally speaking, much of what Allen offers here is true. It is also necessary to
mention Good’s conclusions concerning ‘the translation philosophy’, for he too offers
important insight.** According to Good, ‘occasional anomalies in the translation of
verbs’ are rare, which shows ‘that the translator was mostly concerned with representing
the Hebrew text as closely as possible in Greek’.'® He notes, though, that the presence
of the anomalies at all ‘indicates that the translator was flexible and even had occasional
“literary flourishes™.1® Study of smaller translation units will bring more clarity and
some nuance to the conclusions of Allen and Good.

The rest of this chapter will include some examples from the Solomonic
narrative that will provide translational context for the detailed analyses of 2 Par 4-6
that will follow. These examples will exhibit the method established in the previous
chapter and used throughout the three chapters that follow. Also, giving some attention
to examples throughout the Solomonic narrative will assist in seeing the forest before
looking at the trees. Both the overview and the detailed analyses are necessary, so we
begin here with the former. In addition, the analysis of these verses will exemplify the
main drawback to studies that do not focus on a smaller, more confined textual unit, as
we will see in the three chapters that follow. The examination of a few verses from a

large narrative section can only provide anecdotal evidence that must be substantiated

by fuller study of smaller, cohesive textual units.

13 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 57.

4 Good’s conclusions are only briefly mentioned because his work is focused solely on the
translation of the verbal system. Though his conclusions are important, they are simply one part of the
bigger picture.

15 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 248.

16 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 248.
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2 Par 1:4

Table 2.1
2 Chr/Par 1:4 and English Translations

™75 pana oy
5AR 501
Holpiiamin]

Kiriath-Jearim in
the place David
prepared for it, for

Aauid éx moAewe
Kapiabapip, 6Tt
nrolpacey adTi

2 Chr 1:4 2 Chr 1:4 2 Par 1:4 2 Parl:4
(Translation) (Translation)
onoRn 1R Sar | But the ark of God | éAM& aifwtdv Tof | But the ark of God
-npn 7 npn | David took up from | eof duiveyxey David brought up

from the city of
Kariathiarim, for he
prepared for it a
tent in Jerusalem

he pitched for it a

N M A \ 5
tent in Jerusalem. | 2T avld eig

‘TepouaaAnu,

This verse begins with a rare Hebrew word, 9ax, ‘but’, occurring only 11 times in the
OT; three occurrences are in 2 Chr. This word is usually either ‘adversative’,
‘emphatic’, or used as an ‘interjection’.!’ It is translated with ¢AAd, ‘but’, three times
total, twice in 2 Chr. In these cases, the translator likely took 9ax as adversative,'® or
perhaps as ‘corrective’.!® Fresch carefully argues that the primary function of &GA\d is
not adversative, the stance of most lexicons and grammars. Instead, he shows ‘that ¢GAAa

has one core pragmatic function: It instructs the recipient to process its host utterance as

a corrective to information within his or her mental representation of the discourse’.?°

His conclusion regarding how the use of dAAa influences understanding LXX
translation technique is worth considering:

In the end, it is enough to say that describing the motivation behind ¢AAd is not a
simple matter of whether or not it was lexically motivated. Almost always, its
use required both an awareness of the flow of the discourse and a decision by the
translator as to how he would relate the information. Often, this results in a
faithful rendering of the Hebrew, even if not exhibiting pure lexical equivalence.
Sometimes, it results in guiding the reader down a different mental pathway than
the Hebrew. In either case, the translators could not have used aAAa without
contextual motivation, as the underlying Hebrew lexeme or collocation alone
would rarely require it as a rendering.?

Given Fresch’s focus on the Book of the Twelve and, when more examples are needed,

the Pentateuch, he does not deal with d4A\Ad as a translation of 5aRr.?2 Fresch’s comments

"DCH, s.v. ‘92R’.

18 This can be contrasted with the two occurrences in Genesis, translated with vai, ‘yes’, and the
three occurrences in Kingdoms, translated with puaAa, ‘very’. The translators of these books understood
Dax in their contexts as emphatic.

19 See Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 116-160.

20 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 159.

21 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 153.

22 The three times @AAd translates 9ax are EsdB 10:13, 2 Par 1:4, and 2 Par 19:3.
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raise two important questions: 1) Is 2 Par 1:4 one of the rare examples of a lexically
motivated use of ¢AAa? and 2) Does ¢AAd function in this verse as a marker of
correction?

As mentioned above, 9ar has three major uses: ‘adversative’, ‘emphatic’, or as
an ‘interjection’.?® The examples of ‘adversative’ ar in DCH might actually be more
accurately categorized as ‘corrective’, as Fresch recommends for éAAa. For example, 2
Chr 19:2-3 says:

ANRN M ORIV YY YwDR AW THRATHR ARM NN INTA RIT PIDTOR KRYN
MM PIRATA MWK DIPa~ TAY IRYAI D210 0™MaT HaR M 1abn qep 75y R
098D WATH 7235

Jehu the son of Hanani the seer went out to him and he said to King
Jehoshaphat, ‘Should you help the wicked and love the ones who hate YHWH?
Because of this wrath is against you from the face of YHWH. 5ar good things
are found with you, for you removed the Asheroth from the land and set your
heart to seek God.

The instinct here is to translate 9a& with ‘but’ or however’. While that would make
sense in the context, what is more important is that on a discourse level, what comes
after 9ar corrects the assumption the hearer or reader would have made based on what
precedes 9aRr. This is translated with ¢A)’ %, which Fresch also concludes marks ‘an
exclusive corrective relation’.?*
Another example of what Clines designates as ‘adversative’ 92 is found in 2

Chr 33:17. This is the text of 2 Chr 33:16-17.

SR TOR MAR 7YY AT R ATIM DAY Rar vhY nam M namTnR 1M

:0PAYR MDY P71 MINaa oAt oyn Y Har

And he established the altar of YHWH and he sacrificed on it sacrifices of peace
offerings and thanksgiving. He told Judah to serve YHWH, the God of Israel.
5ax still the people sacrificed at the high places, only to the YHWH their God.

Again, following Fresch’s work with éAAd, 5aR seems primarily to be functioning as a
corrective, perhaps with a rhetorical ‘shock’ effect. The reader is processing positive
information, namely that Manasseh was leading the people to serve YHWH instead of
other gods and idols. The reader then encounters 5ax followed by information which, at

least initially, would have countered or corrected the information they had just

B DCH, s.v. ‘9ax8’. 1:109-110. It is likely that 52 is actually best categorized as ‘emphatic’, as
Clines mentions that even within the ‘adversative’ category, ‘distinction from the emphatic usage [is] not
[always] clear’, and within the ‘interjection’ category, it is also ‘[perhaps] emphatic’. It would follow that
5ax would take on an emphatic ‘adversative’, ‘disjunctive’, or, more likely, ‘corrective’ nuance when the
context demands it.

24 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 169, 180-181.
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processed: the people continued to sacrifice at the high places typically associated with
the worship of other gods. This information is then nuanced as the Chronicler clarifies
that even at the high places, the people were actually sacrificing to YHWH. Here it is
plausible to see that 9ax is functioning not primarily as adversative, but as corrective.

Regarding the question of whether aA)a is lexically motivated, the above
examples present a clear answer. Both ¢AA& and 9ax function, at least in the above
contexts, as correctives. Therefore, GAAa is not lexically motivated, but contextually
motivated. The contexts suggest that what precedes ¢AA&/9aR is corrected by what
follows. In 2 Chr 1:3, the Chronicler is identifying the place where Solomon and the
assembly went to worship. It seems, then, that a8 in 2 Chr 1:4 is a corrective of the
possible question from the reader, ‘“Where is the ark located at this point?’. The
translator mirrors this with the use of @¢AAa. If this subtle corrective of the expected
response to 2 Chr 1:3 is correct, and if Fresch’s conclusions about ¢AAa are correct, then
it was used in 2 Par 1:4 exactly according to its discourse function.

The translator inserts méAews, ‘of a city’, before Kapiabiapiy, ‘Kiriathiarim’, a
decision not forced by the Hebrew text. The inclusion of méAewg might be to clarify that
the city is being referred to, since Kaptabiapip is listed in 1 Par 2:50 as part of a
genealogy (ZwfBal matnp Kapabiapiy, ‘Sobal, father of Kiriathiarim®).?> Given the time
and location of the translation, the clarification here might have been welcome.
However, given that Kiriath-Jearim shows up multiple times in the OT narrative, one
might expect readers to have already been aware of the city.?® Another possibility, noted
by Allen, must be considered.?” There is some inconsistency with the rendering of
o™ NP, ‘Kiriath-Jearim’, in the LXX. The examples in 1-2 Chr exhibit this
inconsistency well. In 1 Par 2:50, 52, o n™p is rendered simply with Kapiabiapiy. In
1 Par 2:53, the translator has opted for méAws Iaetp, “city of Taeir’. Finally, in 1 Par 13:5,
o™p* NP becomes morews lapety, “of the city of lareim’ and méAw Aauid, “city of

David’, in 1 Par 13:6. Allen suggests that ‘an attempt has been made to replace Kapiaf

25 See J. Blenkinsopp, ‘Kiriath-Jearim and the Ark’, JBL 88(2) (1969) 143-156, especially 153-
154. Blenkinsopp claims the ‘ethnic-topographical “genealogies” of the chronicler’ show that ‘various
clans and ethnic groups’ in Chronicles are associated with ‘different localities’.

26 Mulroney, Translation Style, 128, deals with a ‘toponym’ situation in Habakkuk, stating, ‘It
may be that the translator, writing from Alexandria, was unsure of the locale. But as a biblical toponym
one might have expected him to follow the wording from Deuteronomy’. Mulroney is dealing with a
quite different situation than the one in 2 Par 1:4. In Habakkuk, the translator was obviously unfamiliar
with the toponym he encountered. In 2 Par, the translator knows precisely that his source text refers to a
city, so he clarifies that in his translation.

27 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 165.
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with méAig’ in Par.?8 If Allen is correct that an attempt was made, the attempt must be
judged as inconsistent, at least with respect to the translation in question, ToAgwg
Kapiabiapip, which shows amalgamation, not replacement.

The phrase R 19101 *2 7117 15 1213, ‘in the place David prepared for it for he
pitched for it a tent’, is shortened in Par. The verb nrolpacey, ‘he prepared’, is a fairly
accurate rendering of 137, especially given that étoiwdfw is a common rendering of 112
and is never the translation of V3. But is the translator choosing étt, ‘for, because’, for
3, ‘in’, or for "3, ‘for, because’? The latter would certainly make more sense as a typical
rendering, but less sense based on syntax if #toipacey is translating "211. The form as
preserved in BHS is 1"273. This is made up of the preposition, the article, and the perfect
(3rd person masculine singular) verb. The article attached to a finite form is rare, and a
preposition even more so. Gesenius mentions a few examples of the article, functioning
as a relative pronoun, on finite verb forms, mostly ‘undoubted’ perfects, noting that
‘almost all the examples ... belong to the latest Books (Ezra and Chronicles)’.?° The
word in question, "33, is the only one he includes with a preposition, the article, and a
perfect verb. He suggests, ‘12772 [is] equivalent to 27 W2 fo the place, that he had
prepared’.*® That GKC only has this example for the combination in question is telling;
this is a rare form. Therefore, it should not be surprising that the translator dealt with
this in an unexpected way. There is precedent for translating 2 with étt, although this is
rare. This happens two other times in the LXX. In Exodus 21:8 and Numbers 18:32, 2 is
attached to an infinitive construct. In both instances, the 2 is functioning not in a
temporal manner, but a causal one.3! It is possible, then, that the translator, reading

1’212 as either a perfect or an infinitive construct,® understood it as causal. This might

28 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 165.

2 GKC, §138 i-k. He clarifies that the instances from the older texts are cases in which ‘no
doubt the authors ... intended participles’ rather than perfects.

30 GKC, §138 i. Emphasis in original. This suggestion is taken by many English Bible
translations. See ESV: ‘to the place that David had prepared’; NIV: ‘to the place he had prepared for it’;
NET: ‘to the place he had prepared for it’; CSB: ‘to the place he had set up for it’; NLT: ‘to the tent he
had prepared for it’; RSV: ‘to the place that David had prepared for it’.

3L IBHS, §36.2.2b.

32 The difference between the two is simply the vowel under the 7. In his consonantal Vorlage,
the difference would not be explicit.
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have led to translating 2 with §t1.%3 Thus, it seems clear that a translation for the phrase

15-1701 "2 is not represented in Par, which is consistent with the BHS apparatus.3*

2 Par 2:6 (2 Chr 2:5)

Table 2.2

2 Chr 2:5/2 Par 2:6 and English Translations

K5 OAWN NN
UK IR N1 INHa5
-OR "2 M2 7HnIaR
1785 opnd

house, for heaven
and the heaven of
heavens cannot
contain him? And
who am I who is
building for him a
house except to

olxov; 8Tt 6 oUpavods
xal 6 00pavog Tol
ovpavol ov
dépovay adTol THY
dé&av. xal i Eyo
oixodopu&v adTé
olxov; 8Tt GAN 7

2 Chr 2:5 2 Chr 2:5 2 Par 2:6 2 Par 2:6
(Translation) (Translation)
-maa% no-wy 'm1 | And who is able to | xal Tis ioydoet And who is able to
o'nwn v iy | build for him a oixodouficar adTé build for him a

house? For heaven
and the heaven of
heaven cannot bear
his glory. And who
am I, building for
him a house? For
unless to burn
incense before him.

make offerings « t
before him? 7ol Qupidiv

xaTévavTt adTod.

While the verb 7%y means ‘to retain, stop’, the verbal phrase na-¢p followed by 5
means ‘to be able to’.% The translator uses just one word for both of these constituents
(ioxbaer). The infinitive, M1aY, ‘to build’, is translated with a bare infinitive,
oixodopfjoat, ‘to build’. This translation decision represents one of several ways that the
translator renders Hebrew infinitives.

The plural forms o'nwn "Y1 oY, ‘the heavens and the heavens of the
heavens’, are used but are translated with the singular 6 odpavés xal 6 odpavos Tol
ovpavol, ‘heaven and the heaven of heaven’. According to Jonathan Pennington, the use
of the singular form of the Greek o0pavos reflects the trend in ancient Greek literature.
For the Hebrew term for ‘heaven’, the plural form is used exclusively. As such, the
translator strays from direct correspondence, instead aligning his text ‘closely with the

Greek of antiquity’.3® Some of the later LXX translations use the plural Greek form, a

33 This is, of course, somewhat speculative. Causal 2 is translated with other Greek words as
well. For example, Deuteronomy 1:27 has dia T0 puaeiv x0ptov, ‘because the Lord hates’, for mn» nxiva,
‘because of the Lord’s hate’.

3% Another option is represented by the NLT translation where ‘to the tent he had prepared for it’
seems to be a translation of 51K 151101 ¥ 717 19 pana. While it is less likely than the option given above,
it might be that, like the NLT, 87t ¥irolpacey adtfj oxnwjv translates the phrase Hng 151101 73 1715 pana.

35 DCH, s.v. “y’.

36 J. T. Pennington, ‘““Heaven” and “Heavens” in the LXX: Exploring the Relationship Between
W and ovpavds’, BIOSCS 36 (2003) 39-59, citing 45.
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rendering that Pennington suggests is evidence of ‘Semitic enhancement’.3” That the
translator that produced Par avoided this shows his willingness to stray from the literal
in favor of more natural Greek.

The phrase 115353 89, ‘cannot contain him’, is translated 0% dépovatv adTod Ty
0d&av, ‘cannot bear his glory’. Since a similar change occurs in 2 Par 6:18, the
implications of the change in 2 Par 2:6 will be discussed in fuller detail later.3®
Unsurprisingly, Rogers claims this change is made due to the translator’s leaning
towards anti-anthropomorphism.® However, we will see below that the translator does
not have a ‘policy’ against translating anthropomorphic language. For example, in 2 Par
6:4, Solomon speaks of God, 0¢ élaAngev év atopatt adtol, ‘who spoke with his
mouth’. It is worth considering that the translator may have had more of an issue with
considering that something could contain God than with God being described as having
a mouth. In other words, there is no anti-anthropomorphism here. Instead, there may be
a theologically motivated hesitation with suggesting that anyone or anything could
contain God.*® This has nothing to do with God’s abilities or the perceived ‘humanness’
of God.

The next clause, "2 1H-13aR WK 1R M1, ‘and who am I, who would build for
him a house’, sees a few deviations in the LXX (xal Tig éyd oixodoudv adTé oixov, ‘and
who am I, building for him a house’). The relative pronoun is not translated here. Also,
the Qal imperfect verb niaxr, ‘I will build’, becomes a present participle oixodopév,
‘building’. While he does not specify which verse he is discussing, concerning this
‘yigtol form in a relative clause’, Good claims it is ‘translated by an attributive
participle’.*! Good’s claim that this is an attributive participle is not clearly
substantiated. As Muraoka suggests, this phrase is ‘syntactically ambiguous’, and the
participle could be ‘an anarthrous, substantivized one or circumstantially used’.*? This is
the only time in 1-2 Chr where a Hebrew imperfect verb is translated with a Greek

present participle.*®

37 Pennington, ‘““Heaven” and “Heavens™’, 49.

38 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 122.

39 Rogers, ‘Old Greek’, 20

40 See M. D. Matlock, Discovering the Traditions of Prose Prayers in Early Jewish Literature,
LSTS 81 (London: Bloomsbury, 2012) 68: ‘The very thought of discussing God’s containment moves the
OG translator to change focus from a physical, concrete notion to an abstract notion’ (emphasis added).

1 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 233. Both LES and NETS translate the participle as an
infinitive; tig éyw oixodoudv adTE oixov becomes in both ‘who am I to build him a house’.

42 885G, §31ba.

3 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 229.
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Fresch offers helpful analysis of the use of @AM’ %, “unless’, in Greek versions of
the Book of the Twelve and the Pentateuch. He concludes that ¢AA’ 7 marks ‘an
exclusive corrective relation’.** However, in none of his examples does the translator
provide &1t for *3 as the translator does in 2 Par 2:6. On several occasions in 1-2 Par,
@AA’ 7 is used as a translation of OR 2. Only here, though, is o7t also included,
seemingly as a translation of *2. This translation decision is found elsewhere in the LXX
on a few occasions in 1-4 Kgdms. Muraoka mentions the inclusion of 47t in these
instances as a mechanical translation equivalent for *2. He also, though, traces the
correction of the phrase and/or omission of 61t in later versions of the LXX, which
contributes to the recognition of the awkwardness of the inclusion of 67t in these
contexts.* In fact, étt obscures the discourse function of @A)’ #. The fact that only here
in Par does the translator provide the difficult rendering dtt ¢AA’ %, “for unless’, for
DR "2, ‘unless’, serves as both evidence and reminder that the translator is not always
consistent with his renderings of given words or phrases.

The prepositional phrase 17189, ‘before him’, is translated with xatévavti adtod,
‘before him’. Here we see the translator varying his approach to a prepositional phrase.
In 2 Chr 2:3, the same prepositional phrase, 1385, occurs. For this occurrence, the
translator instead provides dmévavtt adtod, ‘before him’. Both xatévavtt and dmévavtt
carry nearly identical meanings. However, the variation in form represents an approach,

conscious or not, from the translator.

2 Par 3:1
Table 2.3
2 Chr/Par 3:1 and English Translations
2 Chr 3:1 2 Chr 3:1 2 Par 3:1 2 Par 3:1
(Translation) (Translation)
a5 nbw 5 | Solomon began to | Kal #ipéato Solomon began to
A9-ma-nR | build the house of Salwuav Tol build the house of
2 phwra | the Lord in oixodouelv Tov olxov | the Lord in
=873 YR TN Jerusalem on xcuplou &v Jerusalem on
Mount Moriah, Mount Hamoria,

TWR AR T
™7 OIpRA 1IN
201 IR A

where he appeared
to David, his father,
where David
established in the

‘Tepovaadnu. év Spet
Tol Apopid, )
@adbn xOplog TG

\ 1 b ~
Aavid matpl adTod,
&v 10 Témw, &

where the Lord
appeared to David,
his father, in the
place, which David

# Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 180-181.
4 GELS, s.v. ‘@M.
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place, on the nroluacey Aauld év | prepared in the
threshing floor of &Aw 'Opvi Tol threshing floor of
Ornan the Jebusite. | [¢Boygaiov. Orna the Jebusite.

This verse begins as expected for a translator that typically follows Hebrew syntax. The
preterite is translated with xal + verb. This is followed in both the MT and the LXX by
the subject, MnNW/Salwpwy, ‘Solomon’. The preposition 5 + infinitive M1, ‘to build’,
is translated with To oixodopely, ‘to build’. The use of this construction, Tod + infinitive,
to render 5 + infinitive is not abnormal for the translator. This Hebrew construction
usually indicates purpose or result, but that is not the case here. Instead, this should be
understood as a complementary infinitive, ‘he began to build’, in which case the
expected translation would be a simple, anarthrous infinitive.*® Muraoka argues that in
the LXX, a distinction cannot always be drawn between tol + infinitive and a bare
infinitive.*” Toward the end of the verse, the articular 71"137, ‘Moriah’, is transcribed,
article and all, as Apopia, ‘Hamoria’. Further, the genitive article, Tol, precedes Apopta,
clarifying the case of this indeclinable name. The addition of the article Tod means that
the Hebrew article has been double rendered—once with tol, and again in the
transcription.

The relative pronoun W, ‘which’, is translated with the genitive relative
pronoun o0, which, due to its regular use, has become an adverb meaning ‘where’.*®
This is followed by the Niphal &3, ‘he appeared’. nR"1 is translated as @0y xOpiog,
‘the Lord appeared’. The addition of x0ptog is perhaps used to clarify exactly ‘who’ it
was that appeared to David. Targum Chronicles (TgChr) reads ™7 82851 *9anR, ‘the
angel of YHWH appeared’, which is consistent with the verse that is referred to here (1
Chr 21:16).%° By including xUptog, Par might be reconciling that while an angel of the
Lord appeared to David in 1 Chr 21:16, the Lord himself answered David in 1 Chr
21:26. Par’s x0ptog is similar, though obviously not the same as ™7 RaRH5n. While it is

possible that an earlier form of the text reflected one of these readings, the motivation

% CGCG, 51; see also 52.27: ‘The phase verbs &pyopat and madw may be construed either with a
dynamic infinitive or with a (present) participle’. See also Smyth, §2032a, ‘The genitive of the articular
infinitive is used to limit the meaning of substantives, adjectives, and verbs’.

47 SSG, §30baa. He does mention that 42% of the To + infinitives in the LXX are ‘final-
consecutive’.

4 BDAG, s.v. ‘00,

4 David lifted his eyes and he saw the angel of YHWH standing between earth and heaven, his
sword drawn in his hand, stretched out over Jerusalem. David and the elders, clothed with sackcloth, fell
on their faces.
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for Masoretic scribes to omit “YHWH’ or ‘the angel of YHWH here is unclear.* It
would seem, then, that MT reflects the oldest reading, while TgChr and Par sought to
clarify the reading of their Vorlage by adding an agent.>* Given that TgChr and Par both
have additions, it is also possible that the reading in Par actually reflects the translator’s
source text, which, if this is the case, differed from the MT tradition. As such, it would
be difficult to call xUptog a ‘plus’ here. In relation to the MT it is certainly a plus.
However, it might not reflect a plus in relation to the source text. Driver offers a
solution to this issue that is dependent on supposed abbreviations in the translator’s
Vorlage. He proposes that the MT conceals two abbreviations, ‘namely the omission of
the final radical letter of a defective verb and the use of 11 for the divine name’.52 More
clearly, the 1 on the end of nX71 in the MT, according to Driver, is actually the
abbreviated divine name M.

An additional text-critical issue arises in this same verse, just a few words later.
The BHS apparatus criticus suggests that the phrase Dpna 121 WK, ‘which he
established in the place’, should be read as the variant reading, 271 W& D1pn3, ‘in the
place that he established’, which would reflect the LXX: év 6 témew, & Hroluacey, ‘in
the place which he prepared’.® If the MT reading is original, the translator rearranged
this clause to be clearer, especially regarding the subject of Pan/Mroipacey.5*

Finally, the name 139X is quite disputed. Variations in spelling include MK (2
Sam 24:16), n2178 (2 Sam 24:16 Qere), MR (2 Sam 24:18), N1 (2 Sam 24:20-24),
and 1398 (1 Chr 21:15, 18, 20-25, 28; 2 Chr 3:1). It is translated in all cases except one

as ’Opva. The one exception is in 1 Par 21:21. In the midst of multiple examples of

0 G. R. Driver, ‘Once Again Abbreviations’, Text 4.1 (1964) 76-94, citing 90. See also Allen,
Textual Criticism, 83.

51 This is supported by even the most basic guidelines for textual criticism. See P. D. Wenger, A4
Student’s Guide to Textual Criticism of the Bible: Its History, Methods & Results (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2006); E. R. Brotzman and E. J. Tully, Old Testament Textual Criticism: A Practical
Introduction, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2016); K. H. Jobes and M. Silva, Invitation to the
Septuagint, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2015) 128-147, esp. 139, ‘the most fundamental
canon of transcriptional probability—indeed, of textual criticism as a whole—is this: choose the variant
that best explains the competing variant(s)’.

52 See also R. W. Klein, 2 Chronicles: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
2012) 45-46.

33 R. B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, WBC 15 (Dallas: Word, 1987) 27-28, provides an explanation of
the difficulties of the MT reading, which give weight to the LXX reading. Allen, Textual Criticism, 65,
also provides substantial evidence for the LXX reading.

34 According to Allen, Textual Criticism, 64, ‘There are many cases where it is impossible to
determine at what stage the order of words was changed, whether already in the Vorlage or in the process
of translation or in the course of Gk transmission’.
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‘Opva, here the translator chooses ‘Opvay. Perhaps the translator added the v at the end to

signify that this is accusative, as necessitated by the preposition mpog, ‘to, towards’.

2 Par 7:21
Table 2.4
2 Chr/Par 7:21 and English Translations
2 Chr 7:21 2 Chr 7:21 2 Par 7:21 2 Par 7:21
(Translation) (Translation)
n"n WK 7 nram | (As for) this house, | xat § oixoc obtoc 6 | And this house is
oY 9ap-5a5 rhy | which was lofty, UmAs, méis 6 lofty, everyone
AWy Nna anKy oy | CVETyone passing OLLTTOPEVOIEVOS passing by it w111'
pIRY 123 mne | B it will be adtdv éxomioetar | 0€ amazed and will
.1 by narn | astonished and say, | 20el Xd ; say, ‘Why hag the
‘Why has the Lord ;i; ff:glv }:;P l:; T:}S : Lord done (this) to
done such to this N 1 , P‘ GN 1 this land and to this
land and to this VN TRUTY AL TO) house?’
house?” 0iXw TOUTW;

Rather than rendering the relative pronoun and verb n*n 9WR, ‘which was’, with a
Greek relative clause, the translator puts the adjective 6 tymAds, ‘the high’, (for "oy,
‘high’) in an attributive relationship with the subject ¢ oixog o0tog, ‘this house’.
According to Rehm, this reflects a tendency by the translator(s) to avoid certain
‘Hebrew phrases’ that include the relative pronoun “w.%°

The translator does not render the preposition on 93%, ‘to all/every’, providing
instead simply mdsg, ‘all/every’. BHS recommends following 1 Kgs, which also lacks the
preposition. The participle 72p, ‘the one passing over/through’, is followed by the
prepositional phrase 159, ‘over/by it’. The translator takes the participle and the
prepositional phrase together, rendering 5 92y with 6 diamopeudpevos adtdy, ‘the one
passing through it’.

The prepositional phrase 13, ‘why’, is translated with yapw tivos, ‘why, for
what’. This is a special use of the noun xaptg, ‘grace’, functioning exactly how the
Hebrew nna is working here.%® In fact, lexicons consider the accusative ydpw in
situations like this to function as a preposition. It is striking, though, that this is the only

occurrence in the LXX of xdpwv Tivog for nna. The inverse, Tivog xaptv, ‘why’, occurs in

55 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 14-15. 1t is worth noting that some manuscript
traditions have ‘nv umrog’, which more closely reflects MT (See Hanhart, Paralipomenon, 177).
S0 1LSJ, s.v. ‘xdpis’; BrillDAG, s.v. ‘xdpts’.
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Menander’s Perikeiromené.®” With or without tivog, xdptv, shows up in this
prepositional function several times across ancient Greek literature. Within the LXX,
the standard rendering of 112 is év Tivi, ‘in what’ or ‘why’, which is a direct translation
of each constituent; the preposition év translates the preposition 2, and Tivt translates .
This is even the rendering in the other occurrence of 112 in 2 Chr. In 2 Par 7:21, then,
the translator strays from the normal LXX rendering of 1131 in favor a more natural
Greek phrase. This could be seen as an elevated stylistic choice on the part of the
translator, perhaps because here 113 occurs in a context where the Lord is speaking. In
other words, it might be that the translator used the more stylistic xaptv Tivog rather than
the more literal év Tivt to elevate the language used by the Lord.

Par lacks a translation for the adverb 1122, ‘thus’. LES attempts to smooth this
out by translating the second part of the verse, ‘For what did the Lord make happen to
this land and this house’. Allen notes the omission of a translation for 7122 in a similar
context in 1 Kgs 1:6.58 In both contexts, a similar question occurs: ‘Why did you do
(this)’. Although the questions are structured differently, both include motéw, ‘I do,
make’. While oUtws, ‘thus’, which regularly translates 122 in the LXX, is expected after

the verb, the translators (for 2 Par and 3 Kgdms) saw fit to omit the term, perhaps

considering context sufficient to communicate the meaning of the verse.>

2 Par 8:5
Table 2.5
2 Chr/Par 8:5 and English Translations
2 Chr 8:5 2 Chr 8:5 2 Par 8:5 2 Par 8:5
(Translation) (Translation)
PN na-nR jan | He built upper xal @xodounoev Ty | He built upper

“MPaTNRI POV
MY NONNN PN
D' NoT MAIN I8N
Rakmm)

Beth-Horon and
lower Beth-Horon,
siege cities of
walls, gates, and
bars.

Bawpawv ™y dvew
xal T)v BatBwphy
THV XATW, TOAELS
dxvpds, Tk,

A \ 4
moAaL xal poxAol,

Beth-Horon and
lower Beth-Horon,
fortified cities,
walls, gates, and
bars.

37 Menander, Perik., line 801. See also UPZ 1.5, line 41; UPZ 1.6, line 29. Both are Egyptian
papyri from around 163 BCE.

3 Allen, Textual Criticism, 159.

3 See CGCG, §50.37-38.
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The translator twice inserts the accusative article v before the transcribed Batfwpawv,
‘Beth-Horon’, for j7n n*a, ‘Beth-Horon’. This indicates some level of variation from
the MT. Perhaps the reason for this change was the indeclinable nature of Batbwpawv.
Using the article makes clear that the word is accusative.°

It is worth noting that the translator uses adverbs for the adjectives 1"y, ‘high’,
and innn, ‘lower’. In the LXX, 119y is often translated with an adjective like OYmALS,
‘high’, or 01otog, ‘highest’. However, 0totos in the LXX has become a standard way
to translate 11"5Y when it is used to speak of the ‘Most High (God)’. In fact, every time
19 refers to the ‘Most High (God)’ (31 of the 52 total occurrences of 1"9), (oo is
used. Also, UytaTog does not translate 15 in other contexts, though it is used to
translate other words. Those 31 occurrences of U{totog are accounted for. That leaves
21 occurrences of 119y that are not translated with $ioTog because the context does not
suggest the title ‘Most High (God)’. Of those 21, 11 (52%) are translated with adverbs.
All of the adverbs used are &vw, ‘above’, or compound forms of &vw. A similar use is
found in BGU.6.1226 (260 BCE?):

... ap’ AToAAwvidou Tol vopdpyou éx Tiis dvw ToTapyiag. . .
... from Apollonides, the official from the upper district. . .

As seen here, the adverb dvw is being used adjectivally.

Of the 10 occurrences of 1NN in the MT, eight are translated with an adverb,
specifically with either xdtw, ‘below’, or a compound form.®* The other two
occurrences are translated with adjectives, but neither of those are clear.®?> An example
like the one above comes from BGU.6.1242 (193 BCE):

... Taxova Tijs xdTw ToMOpYIAS. . .
... Takona of the lower district. . .

Like the examples above, in 2 Par 8:5 these adverbs, found in the attributive position,
are functioning like adjectives.®® The point is simple: the Greek resulting from this
translation decision (choosing an adverb when an adjective was available) has precedent

in Ancient Greek literature. Further, a direct rendering would be one in which

%0 The use of the accusative article where the Hebrew direct object marker occurs in the MT will
be discussed in chapter 5 below.

61 Only the two occurrences in Par use xdtm as opposed to a compound form.

62 In Isaiah 22:9, pnnn is translated with dpyaiog, ‘ancient’. Ultimately, this verse strays from the
MT in a few places, and the choice of dpyalos seems to be motivated by the context, as the ‘old pools’
will be mentioned in the MT just a few verses later. Ezekiel 40:19 has &dtepos, ‘outside’. Again, there is
a bit of complexity with this verse in that it varies in a few places from the MT. Ultimately, neither of
these verses include a translation of the sense of pnnn.

3 According to Smyth, §1096, if an adverb is in an attributive position, it ‘may serve as an
adjective’. See also CGCG, §6.10.
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grammatical and semantic equivalence is achieved. Here, though, neither truly happen,
yet the result is good Greek with precedent outside of translated material.

At the end of the verse, the singular n"™23, ‘and a bar’, is translated as a plural,
xal poyAol, ‘and bars’. 2 Par 8:5 is evidence that, even the most ‘straightforward’

translations exhibit some elements that stray from exact literalism.

2 Par 9:13
Table 2.6
2 Chr/Par 9:13 and English Translations
2 Chr9:13 2 Chr 9:13 2 Par 9:13 2 Par 9:13
(Translation) (Translation)
antn Spwn ' | The weight of the | xal %v 6 oTabuds The weight of the
An5wh ®awr | gold which came to | 1of xpuaiov Tof gold brought to
WY nAR a3wa | Solomon in one evexBévrog T6 Solomon in one
W owwy minn | year was ?ix _ Salwuay v year was ?ix _
.11 193 hundred sixty-six T &t hundred sixty-six
talents of gold. Y, talents of gold.
égaxdoia E&nxovta
€€ tdlavta xpuciov

The Hebrew *n", ‘and it was/happened’, is used regularly in narrative to carry forward
the action of the story or to resume the main story. In such cases, the LXX translators
chose xal €yéveto, ‘and it happened’, as the standard rendering for *n". The translator
understood that '™ was not functioning in this way here. He correctly read 5pwn,
‘weight’, as the subject of *1", and rendered them with xai %v ¢ etabuds, ‘and the weight
was’. This is evidence of the translator’s sensitivity to the source text.

For the relative clause 82-9WR, ‘which came’, the translator has provided a
passive participle: Tod éveyBévtog, ‘brought’. This is a careful rendering of the relative
clause using a normal feature of Greek literature (a participle) that is usually ‘greatly
reduced in’ Par.®* According to Good, this is irregular in Par, and ‘the equivalent more
closely reflecting the Hebrew, a relative pronoun and an indicative, was the translator’s
preference’.®® We find here, then, a straying from translational norms in favor of a more
natural Greek rendering.

While it seems redundant at first glance, the inclusion of évi, ‘one’, for NnK,

‘one’, after év éviautd, ‘in a year’, has precedent in the papyri. See, for example,

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 227.
% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 228.
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gviauTov €va, ‘one year’, in line 18 of a fragment from Takona dating to around 190
BCE.% Another example from Takona dates to roughly 220 BCE and has éviautév «,
‘one year’, in line 11.57 Again, this serves as evidence that even translations that seem to
be word-for-word should be analyzed. The result is affirmation of the translation
decision from non-translated material.

The translator omits a couple of instances of the conjunction 3, ‘and’, in the
number WY1 DWW MKRN W, ‘six hundred sixty-six’. Normal Hebrew standards
necessitate the inclusion of 1to separate each ‘place’ in the number. The translator
provides ééaxdaia é€nxovta €, ‘six hundred sixty-six’.

In this verse, then, it can be concluded that the translator shows sensitivity to the
nuance of his Vorlage. He omits things that need to be omitted. A translation choice that
at first seems unnecessarily repetitive can be substantiated by evidence from papyri. The
translation of this verse is not exactly ‘literal’, but the result is a careful, faithful

rendering of the Vorlage.

Preliminary Conclusions on Translation Techniques in 2 Par

In the examples above, we have focused on one verse from each of the chapters that will
not be discussed below. We move now to some preliminary remarks and conclusions
that can be drawn from this section.

First, the above analyses show the value of an eclectic approach. The approach
used above does not look only for one feature or only compare the text of Par to certain
other texts (i.e., a certain subset of papyri, ancient Greek writings, etc.). The text is
analyzed from different angles. An eclectic approach allows for broader and more
careful conclusions.

Second, the examples provided above also exhibit the need for study of a
specific unit of text. Working through a cohesive unit of text brings more clarity to the
observations and subsequent conclusions. The observations made above are helpful to
set the stage for the work that will follow. Studies that aim to understand translation
techniques but only deal with ‘random’ verses spread throughout a corpus, though, are
only able to tell part of the story. This was identified above as a clear shortcoming of

Allen’s The Greek Chronicles.

% BGU 6.1270.
¢ BGU 6.1273.
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Third, study of translation techniques involves both the exciting and the
mundane. Some verses in the LXX have several discussion-worthy translation
decisions. Other verses seem straightforward. As seen above, even the most
straightforward verses usually still contain features that are worth investigating if we are
to produce a study of translation techniques.

The examples from this chapter begin to show the complexity of the translator
that produced Par. While he occasionally introduces ambiguity into the text, he usually
appears to be concerned with representing the meaning of his Vorlage. Sometimes he
follows the Hebrew text and reproduces it almost exactly in Greek, often following
standard conventions for rendering certain words and phrases. Other times, he strays
from the norms and produces quality Greek. Often, these two overlap.

From here, we focus our attention on 2 Par 4-6, making observations from the
text and discussing translation decisions, significant and (seemingly) insignificant alike.
In doing so, we will be in a better position to provide nuance to the preliminary
conclusions here and the conclusions drawn by others in previous studies. So the study

moves now to an analysis of the temple furnishings in 2 Par 4.
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Chapter 3:

Translation Technique in the Temple Furnishings

Section

Translation of the Temple Furnishings Section in the MT and the LXX

2 Chr 4:1-22

2 Chr 4:1-22
(Translation)

2 Par 4:1-22a

2 Par 4:1-22a
(Translation)

nwnnampyn 1

129X AR DMWY
12107 ARR DM
aDMIP AR WM

1 And he made an
altar of bronze,
twenty cubits was
its length and
twenty cubits its
width and ten
cubits its height.

1 Kal émoinaeyv 0
BuclaoThplov
xeAxolv, mayEwy
elxoat uijxog xal To
eVpOg TAYEWY Elx0TL,
¢/ 4 4
Uog mrAxewy Oéxa.

1 And he made the
bronze altar,
twenty cubits long
and the breadth of
twenty cubits, a
height of ten
cubits.

PRIN 01 DR Wy 2
1NN NNk Yy
230 Hup INa HR

2 He made the cast
sea, ten cubits from
brim to brim,

rounded all around,

2 xal émolnoey ™)V
baracoav yuTny,
TYEWY 0xa THV

2 He made the cast
sea, ten cubits the
measurement, a
circle around, and

m:;z: f;i;:;;ﬁ;: apd five cubits if}g;’rp&:l:, five (?ubits high and
+2'10 AR 10 high, ar}d a P N ')6/ . th@ mrcumference
measuring line of xv’x 0 EV”XO“ . thirty cubits.
thirty cubits TNXEWY TEVTE TO
surrounded it o xal To
around. KORAWUOL THXEWY
TPLAXOVTA.

nnn 0™Pa NN 3
230 220 1B

SwY IR 0210
NR D'2pN RR3
0"IY 2'30 DN
o'PIY’ AN OMNY
AnNpENa

3 The likeness of
cattle was under it
on all sides, all
around,
surrounding it, ten
cubits, surrounding
the sea all around.
The cattle were in

3 xal opolwpa
uéoxwy vmoxaTwley
a0Tg" ®UxAw
xuxAolo adTny,
TYXELS O€xa
TEPLEYOVUTLY TOV
AouTiipa xuxAchev:

3 The image of
calves was under it,
they circled around
it, ten cubits, they
surrounded the tub
all around, they
cast calves, two
types, in their

two rows, cast in 000 yévy éywvevaay casting,
its casting. TOUG UOTYOUS €V T
YWVEVTEL AUTEY,
oW SY Ty 4 | 4 It was standing 4 ) émotnoav adrovs, | 4 for which they

AwHY Tpa Ty
WY NaR 078
nwhHYY Y ova
WOWI 1331 oua
DM AN DN
531 A5ynSn oy
SN2 DAMINR

upon twelve oxen:
three facing north
and three facing
west and three
facing south and
three facing east.
The sea was upon
them on the top
and all their
hindquarters were
inward.

dwdexa oaYoUs, ol
Tpeis PAémovTeg
Boppéiv xai of Tpelg
BAémovTes duopag
xal ol Tpels
BAémovTes véTov xal
ol Tpels PAEmovTES
QvaToAas, xal 7
bdracoa ém’ adTdv

made them, twelve
calves: three facing
north and three
facing west and
three facing south
and three facing
east, and the sea
was upon them on
top, their
hindquarters were
inside.
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&vw, Noav T
dmichia adT@Y Eow.

1Na1 Nav ray 5
D12 Na nwyno
IR NI 119
o'abR nWHY o'na
Sy

5 Its thickness was
a handbreadth, and
its edge was made
as the edge of cup
like a lily blossom,
holding it held
three thousand
baths.

5 xal TO Tayos
adTijg TaAaleTHS,
xal TO XElA0g alTHS
wg xelAog moTyplov,
dlayeyAvppéva
BAacTods xpivov,
xwpoloa ueTpyTag
TploytAloug: xal
éfeTéeoey.

5 Its thickness was
a palm-breadth,
and its edge was as
the edge of a cup,
engraved with the
bud of a lily,
holding three
thousand measures
and he completed

(it).

Y o WY 6
PR YRR MM
SIRnN nwnm
N\ ona nrnny

T AN nyn
nennh o o2
21 oanab

6 He made ten
wash basins and he
put five on the
right and five on
the left to wash in
them. The items of
the burnt offering
they rinsed in
them. Now the sea
was for the priests
to wash in it.

6 xal émolnaey
AoutHipag déxa xal
gbnxev Tolg méVTE Ex
debiBv xal Tolg
mévTe €€ dploTepQdV
ToU TAOVEW év
adTols Ta Epya TGV
OAOXQUTWUATWY Xatl
amoxAUlew év
adTols" xat v
faracoa elc T
vinteabal Tolg iepels
gv auTH.

6 He made ten
wash tubs and he
put five on the
right and five on
the left to wash in
them the works of
the whole burnt
offering and to
rinse in them. Now
the sea was for the
priests to wash in
it.

mnan nx wyn 7
DLAYAD WY 2N
wnn 5203 10
wnm PR
HRnvn

7 He made ten gold
lampstands
according to their
specification. He
placed them in the
temple, five on the
right and five on
the left.

7 xal émolnaey Tag
Auyviag Tag xpuads
déxa xata T xpiya
adT@Y xal EBnxey év
TG val, TEVTE Ex
debidv xal mévte €€
aploTepGiv.

7 He made ten gold
lampstands
according to their
judgment and he
put them in the
temple, five on the
right and five on
the left.

manow wyn 8
522 N oy
AWM PR nwnn
N Pyn MIRnn
e fetai

8 He made ten
tables and he set
them in the temple,
five on the right
and five on the left.
He made one
hundred gold
bowls.

8 xal émolnaey

4 4 1
Tpamélas Oéxa xal
Ebnxev &v T vad,
mEVTE €x 0eELY xal
mévte €€ edwvipwy.
xal émolnoey dLarag
XPUTES EXATOV.

8 He made ten
tables and put them
in the temple, five
on the right and
five on the left. He
made one hundred
gold bowls.
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D'3700 RN WM 9
A9TIN NNV
oYy mndm

naY o mInoTm

9 He made the
courtyard of the
priests and the
large border and
the doors. Their

9 xal émolnaey THY
aOA)Y TGV lepéwy

xal TV aOANY THY
ueyainv xal 8opag

9 He made the
courtyard of the
priests and the
great court and
doors for the court.

W 7 a0\ %ol .
doors he overlayed | ™/ a’u)\n el o Their doors he
with bronze. Bupdpara avTiv bronzed with
RATAXEXAARWUEVE | bronze.
XOAXG.
1n3 o' Ny 10 | 10 The sea he put 10 xal Ty OdAaooay | 10 The sea he put

ANTR N"RTA NN
1231 Dnn

to the southeast
side, towards the
south.

bnxev amd ywviag
7ol olxov €x OefiGv
WS TTPOS AVATOAAS
XATEVQVTL.

from the corner of
the house on the
right as to face
east.

nR oMn yn 11
o' NRY MO
52 PN NN
mys [o1n] ovn
TWR "aRHAN DR
now THnS nvy
;0798 "33

11 Huram made
pots and shovels
and bowls. Huram
finished doing the
work which he did
for King Solomon
in the house of
God:

11 xal émoincey
Xetpap Tag
XPEAYPAS XAl TQ
mupeia xal T
gayapay ToU
buaiaoTyplov xal
TAVTA T TXEVY]
adTol. xal
cuveTéAeTeY XElpap
Totfjoal Tiaay THY
epyaaiav, §v
émoinaey 6 Pactiels
Zalwpwy év olxw
7ol feod,

11 Hiram made
meat hooks and
firewood and the
fireplace for the
altar and all its
utensils. Hiram
finished doing all
the work which
King Solomon put
in the house of
God:

DY DTy 12

59 mAnam mbam
D'NY DMTINYN WK
D'nY MDA
o3 nY R mMoad
5V WK MAnan
OMTINPN WRD

12 two pillars and
basins and capitals
on the top of the
two pillars and two
nets to cover the
two basins of the
capitals which
were on the top of
the pillars

12 oTUAoug 0o xal
¢ alTEY Yl T
xwlapeh émi Tév
xedbaAidyv @Y
oTUAWY 000 xal
dixTua 000
cuyxaiial Tag
xedbarag TRV
xwlapeh, & éotv éml
TEY xePaAGY TGY
oTUAWY,

12 two pillars and
on them golath for
the chothareth on
the tops of the two
pillars and two nets
to cover the tops of
the chothareth,
which are on the
tops of the pillars
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D3NN DRI 13
nYH MK PIIR
D0 DUYW MDawn
n0awh o

nR noab nnrn
nnan Mo Y
119 HY WK
OTINYN

13 and the four
hundred
pomegranates for
the two nets, two
rows of
pomegranates for
each net to cover
the two basins of
the capitals which
were on the face of
the pillars.

13 xal xwdwvag
xpvools
TETpaxoaiovg eig Ta
dvo Oixtua xat 0vo
Yévn poioxwy &v T@
OeTlw TG évi Tol
cuyxeAipat Tag 000
yowad Tév xwbeped,
& 0T EMavew TEY
TTOAWY.

13 and four
hundred golden
bells for the two
nets and the two
kinds of
pomegranates in
one net to cover the
two golath of the
chothareth, which
are before the
pillars.

nIonn NRY 14
NN NRY Ay
NN Sy Ny

14 He made the
stands and he made
the basins on the
stands

14 xal Tag pexwvnd
gmolnoev 0éxa xal
ToUg AouTjpag
gmolnoey Eml TGY
uexwvw,

14 He made ten
mechonoth and he
made the basins on
the mechonoth

DRYTINKR 00 NKXR 15
WY 0 pan
nnn

15 and the one sea
and the twelve
oxen beneath it.

15 xal ™y Baracoay
ulav xal Toug
1oaxoug Tolg
dwodexa UTOXAT®W
a0THs

15 and the one sea
and the twelve
calves beneath it.

NRY M0 DRI 16
SN nRY 0N
vy omha 5o N
THnY rar 0N
M nab anbw
PN NYm

16 The pots and the
shovels and the
forks and all their
utensils Huram Abi
made from
polished bronze for
King Solomon for

16 xat Tolg
TodLoTHpag xal Tovg
QvaAnumTipag xal
ToUg AéPnTag xal
TS XpEAYPAS XA
TAVTA TQ TXEVY]

16 The long robes
and the ladles and
the kettles and the
meat hooks and all
their utensils which
Hiram made of
pure bronze and

the house of the a0T&Y, & émoinoey brought up to King
Lord. Xepap xal Solomon in the
QVYVEYXEY TG house of the Lord.
Bagirel Zadwpwy év
olxw xvplov yaAxol
xafapod.
opY’ 177°1 9222 17 | 17 In the vicinity 17 &v 76 meptywpw 17 In the area
ARTRA *Apa Tonn 1c()f the Jord}a;m thg 700 Topddvou aﬁoir}d the Jor}clian
v v ing cast them in s > 1 ¢ the king cast them
P e e the%hickness of the EXWVEDTEY avTa 0 in the tlglickness of

N7k

ground between
Succoth and
Zeredah.

BaagiAeds v T@
Tayel Tis Y év
olww Zoxyxwb xal
qva uéoov
Zapnodada.

the earth in the
house of Soccoth
and in the middle
of Saredatha.
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18 Solomon made
all these utensils in
very large
quantities for the
weight of the
bronze was not
ascertainable.

18 xal émoinaey
Zalwuwy TavTa T
oxevn Tadta ig
mAfiBog cdddpa, 6Tt
olx g&éhmey 6wy
Tol yaAxol.

18 Solomon made
all these utensils in
very large
quantities, for the
weight of the
bronze did not go
away.

N8 nnbw wym 19
A wR oHon Ha
nam nRY 0ToRN
nMIrbwn R a0
;071977 onb 0o

19 Solomon made
all the utensils
which (were in) the
house of God and
the golden altar
and the tables and
on them the bread

19 xal émoinaey
Zalwuwy TavTa T
oxely) oixou xuplov
xal T0 BuaiaaTiplov
TO xpuoolv xal Tag
tpamelas, xal ém’

19 Solomon made
all the utensils for
the house of the
Lord and the
golden altar and the
tables (and on them
the loaves for

of the presence TGV Gprol presentation)
mpobécew,
mnann R 20 | 20 and the 20 xal T&g )\UXVI’CI.Q 20 and the
opab oA nn lampstands and xatl Tovg Abyvoug Tob 1ampstand§ and the
9'371 185 vowns | their lamps for lamps of light

0 am

their burning as
prescribed before
the inner sanctuary,
of pure gold

dwTOS xQTA TO
xplpa xal xata
TpocwMoY ToU
daPelp xpuoiov
xabapol

according to the
judgment and
according to the
face of the dabetir,
of pure gold

mAIm mam 21
R 2 onphnm
;a2 mYan

21 the blossom and
the lights and the
tongs of gold, the
purest gold

21 xal Aafideg
adT@Y xal ol AUyvot
aOT@Y %ol TG

A \ \
draras xal Tag
Bulonac xal T
mupeia ypuaiov
xabapol-

21 and their
snuffers and their
lamps and the
bowls and the
censers and the
firewood, of pure
gold

mantm 22
masm mpat
pibiclutai Baliaiatatal
PIINST 'an nno
wIpY nrnvian
an o owTpn
:am b

22 and the snuffers
and the basins and
the saucers and the
fire pans of pure
gold and the
openings of the
house for its inner
doors to the Most
Holy Place and the
doors of the house
of the temple were
gold.

22a xal 7 00pa Tol
oixov ) éowTEpat €lg
Ta ayle Tév aylwy,
elg Tag Bupag Tol
otxou Tol vaol
XPuoas.

22a and the inner
door of the house
to the holy of
holies, to golden
doors of the house
of the temple.
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The Translation and Transcription! of Technical Terms

Perhaps the most striking feature of the translation of this chapter is the way that the
translator dealt with the terms for the items that were part of the temple furnishings.
Starting in 2 Chr 4:11, certain items that were made for the temple by Hiram are
described. In this verse and those that follow, the translator seems to have run into
several issues with understanding the terms in the Vorlage. Katrin Hauspie mentions the
tendency of LXX translators, especially those who worked on Kgdms, Par, and Ezra, to
transcribe ‘architectural terms related to the temple’.? The words assessed below go

beyond those mentioned by Hauspie.®

Terms in 2 Chr/Par 4:3

The translator renders ™0 DMWY, ‘two rows’, with 0o yévy, ‘two kinds’. The Hebrew
term TV is not common in the MT. The contexts in which it does occur—
construction/ornamentation passages in Exodus, 1 Kgs, Ezekiel, and 2 Chr—suggest
that it should be considered a technical term. The standard equivalent in the LXX for
710, including in the parallel passage in Kgdms, is atixos, ‘line, row’. In the other
occurrences where 70 is translated, atiyos is used. The reverse is true as well; aTiyog
only occurs in the LXX as a translation of 710. The translator of 2 Par, then, dealt with
v differently than other translators. In this instance and the same issue in 2 Par 4:13
(below), the translator has not consulted LXX Exodus or 3 Kgdms, if he even had
access to them. This decision in these two verses may have resulted from the translator
guessing based on context. In both instances, ‘two kinds’ makes sense, as he recounts
the creation of two kinds of ToUg poayoug, ‘cattle’, and two kinds of poioxcwv,
‘pomegranates’. In neither instance, though, does the translator communicate the precise

meaning of the MT.

! On the difference between transcription and transliteration, see K. Hauspie, ‘Transcriptions of
Hebrew Words’, in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, 172-181; F. W. Knobloch, ““Transcription Technique”
and the Text of Greek Genesis’, BIOSCS 35 (2002) 97-109, esp. 98; P. Myers, ‘Septuagint Transcriptions
and Phonology’, in T&T Clark Handbook of Septuagint Research, 37-62. Since the LXX translators were
working from a consonantal text, ‘transcription’, as it refers to ‘the mapping of sounds of one language
into the best matching phonetic equivalents of another language’ (Hauspie, ‘“Transcriptions’, 172) will be
used. The rare use of ‘transliteration’ in what follows refers to situations where ‘all letters’ are present,
i.e. ‘Sabbath’ for naw.

2 Hauspie, ‘Transcriptions’, 177.

3 Worth considering is Nida’s claims about the technical ability of the intended audience of the
translation. E. A. Nida, ‘Translating Means Communicating: A Sociolinguistic Theory of Translation II,
BT30.3 (1979) 318-325, citing 319: ‘the choice of a lexical register depends on the receptors for who a
translation is being made.... A receptor may, for example, be capable of understanding a more or less
technical discourse, but he may simply not be willing to expend the energy required to do so’.

53



Terms in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:11

In 2 Chr 4:11, Hiram is credited with making pots (m7'0), shovels (2'p*), and bowls
(mpn). Each of these three terms should be considered rare, especially in the MT. The
first term, 70, is regularly translated with AéfB»g, ‘cauldron’. Only here in 2 Par 4:11 is
it translated with tag xpedypag, ‘meat hooks’. This word is found again in 2 Par 4:16
where it is translated Todg modtoTHipag, ‘long robes’, a word that occurs only there in the
LXX.* The next term, 3", is translated with mupelov, ‘firewood’. The Hebrew term
occurs only eight times in the MT, and here alone is it translated with mupelov. As with
"0, the translator offers a different translation for the same Hebrew word in 2 Par 4:16.
There, though, he provides the more accurate ToUs avainumtijpag, ‘the ladles’. Next, the
translator renders P with éoyapa, ‘fireplace’. Not only is there a semantic difference
here, but he offers the singular v éoyapav for the plural mparn. Again, this is the only
place in the LXX where pamn is rendered éoydpa.® Later, in 2 Par 4:21, the translator
offers the more appropriate and more regularly attested by, ‘bowl’.

The terms that the translator of 2 Par uses (xpeaypa, Tupeiov, and éoydpa) do
occur in contexts together in the Pentateuch.® All three terms can be found in proximity
in Exodus 27:3-5. The first two terms can be found together in Exodus 38:22-24 and
Numbers 4:14. Of course, all three of these passages have to do with either the
construction of or proper use of the tabernacle. As such, there is precedent—Iittle as it
may be—for seeing these terms used together. While it is possible that the translator
conflated the Pentateuchal uses of these terms with his context in 2 Par 4, this seems
rather unlikely, especially since the translator then more accurately translates two of the
three terms later in this same passage.’ Further, there is no clear influence from the

parallel verse in 3 Kgdms 7:26 (1 Kgs 7:40). The translator of 3 Kgdms uses different

* Allen, Translator’s Craft, 170, suggests that the first is a transposition of terms (in 4:11) (see
also Allen, Textual Criticism, 65) and the latter is a misreading of N1 (in 4:16). Given their proximity,
it seems that the careful translator would have made the connection and rendered the two terms similarly.

3 According to Allen, Textual Criticism, 115, this is actually an instance where the translator has
misread the Hebrew definite direct object marker for a Hebrew abbreviation that would trigger the use of
™V Eaxapav.

¢ See Allen, Translator’s Craft, 24.

7 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 24, discusses the Pentateuchal influence in this verse as suggested by
Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 22, who maintains that there are liturgical motivations for the
renderings.
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glosses than the translator of 2 Par for each of the terms discussed above.® The
translations of these items are noteworthy, especially given some of the other translation
decisions in this section that will be discussed below. Perhaps he felt that he need not
perfectly translate the terms, so long as he included the types of items that belonged in
the Tabernacle/Temple. Further, rather than having access to the Pentateuch, he may
have simply used familiar terms from his memory of the Tabernacle account.

Immediately following the terms discussed above, Par contains a plus with
respect to MT: ol Buaiaotyplov xal mavta ta oxedy adtol, ‘for the altar and all its
utensils’. This addition in some ways mirrors 4:16, xal Tavta Ta oxeby adTéy, ‘and all
their utensils’, but not exactly. As noted above, 4:16 contains some of the same terms as
found in the first part of 4:11. However, given the translator’s inconsistency in
rendering the terms in each verse, the addition of Tol BuciaoTypiov xal mdvta Ta oxedy
avtol is likely not a conflation with 4:16. Additionally, this does not reflect either 1 Kgs
7:40 or 3 Kgdms 7:26. According to Allen, the addition of xal mavta Ta oxevy adT@v ‘is
a case of assimilation to the wrong verse in Ki’ as the translator has carried over a
translation for 1 Kgs 7:45 instead of 7:40.° However, on a different occasion, Allen
attributes the addition of Tol fuaiaatnpiov to ‘the translator’s ... desire to link this
whole section with Exodus’.1? Direct assimilation to either is unlikely, unless his
Vorlage contained the plus.

Par contains the plus médoav, ‘all’, after the infinitive motfjoat, ‘to do’, which does
not reflect the MT. 1 Kgs 7:40 has nax5na-53-nR, “all the work’, here. As such, BHS
suggests reading 92 in 2 Chr 4:11, as it matches both 2 Par 4:11 and 1 Kgs 7:40. 3
Kgdms 7:26 translates the singular 7ax85nn with the plural noun & Zpya, ‘the works’,
while 2 Par 4:11 uses the singular ™y épyaciav, ‘the work’. It seems that the translator
did not refer to 3 Kgdms here, but rather, his Vorlage had 53, in agreement with 1 Kgs
7:40. Also possible is Allen’s claim that 3 is a word that is regularly added or omitted
in the transmission process.'! Given the presence of 53 in the parallel passage (in both 1
Kgs and 3 Kgdms) and the inclusion of an equivalent in 2 Par, it is likely that the
Vorlage of 2 Par included 93 here.

8 It is worth noting the text critical note on m~"27 in 1 Kgs 7:40 in BHS. The translator of 3
Kgdms seems to use the more expected, appropriate glosses for the words discussed, especially if m="an
is actually to be read mon.

° Allen, Translator’s Craft, 199.

19 Allen, Textual Criticism, 82.

' Allen, Textual Criticism, 152.
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One additional difference from the MT in this verse is worth noting. For the
prepositional phrase nnbw 751, ‘for King Solomon’, some manuscripts have the
inverted Zadwpwv ¢ Bagtiel, ‘to Solomon, the king’. According to Allen, changes like
this should be attributed to the translator, rather than a misreading or different Vorlage
‘either because a more natural Gk order is followed or because otherwise one would
have to assume unlikely upheaval in the Vorlage’.*? This claim, though, is difficult,
since there are several occasions in 2 Par where the word order ¢ PaciAel Zadwpwy is
followed, reflecting nnw 75n%.12 Attributing the decision to ‘more natural Gk order’,
then, cannot be consistently applied. If this was a decision on the part of the translator, it
was one that he did not make regularly.

The Gottingen text retains the word order but reflects a minus with respect to the
preposition : 6 Bacilebs atwpwv, ‘King Solomon’. With this translation, Solomon is
not the indirect object of the verb, but the subject. This reading is more problematic than
an inversion of word order, since it introduces ambiguity with Solomon as the subject of
émolnoev, ‘he made’. However, given the prepositional phrase that follows (év oixw Tol
Beol, “in the house of God’), motéw here would communicate placement.** The
manuscript evidence supports the former, Zadwpawv 6 Bactel, over 6 Bactiels
Sarwpav. Perhaps the difficulty of ¢ facideds Zalwuwy contributes to its inclusion in
the Gottingen main text, but Zadwudy t@ BaciAel is also difficult since the more
commonly attested rendering of similar phrases is to follow the word order represented
in MT.

It is difficult to suggest that the above changes in this verse are the result of
interference from either 1 Kgs/3 Kgdms or the Pentateuch. The differences are clear
between 2 Par and 1 Kgs/3 Kgdms. Attempts to connect this verse to a reading in
Exodus also require a level of interpretative ingenuity that seems disingenuous. It is
possible that the translator’s memory of Tabernacle furnishings from Exodus influenced

his decisions regarding the words he encountered in this verse.

Terms in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:12
Where 2 Par 4:11 began to reveal the translator’s trends in dealing with certain technical

terms, 2 Par 4:12 magnifies those trends. After translating the first items, two pillars,

12 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 133.
13 See 2 Par 4:16; 5:6; 8:10, 18; 9:9, 12, 15, 20.
14 See BrillDAG, s.v. ‘motéw’.

56



accurately, the translator inserts the prepositional phrase én’ adtéyv, ‘upon them’.*® From
this point, the translator makes several interesting decisions.

The terms MAN2mM MY, ‘and the basins and the capitals’, are transcribed
without the conjunction before the second term, and the second term is in the dative
case: ywad i xwbapéh.t® While neither Hebrew term is ‘common’ in the MT, each
shows up several times. That the translator was unfamiliar with the terms is certainly
possible. Later in the verse, the translator provides Tag xebatag Tév ywlapéh, ‘the
heads/tops of the Chothareth’, where manan mba, ‘the basins of the capitals’, occurs in
the MT. According to Rehm and Allen, the translation of tég xedadds for mH1 here
suggests a misreading, where the translator is instead rendering n%%3, ‘skull’.” This
certainly makes better sense of the translator’s decision to translate a word (m53) with
which he may have been unfamiliar or unsure. It is worth noting that the translation also
lacks a rendering of *nW-nx, ‘the two’, before MAnan mYa. Perhaps more striking is
that the same phrase, MAN27 MY *"NW-NK, occurs in the next verse where the translator
offers this: tag dVo ywAad tév xwlapéh. Allen is correct, then, concerning Tag xedaidg
for mba: this ‘translation sticks out like a sore thumb’.*8 Allen and Rehm are likely
correct that there was either a misreading on the part of the translator or a misspelling in
his Vorlage. Another possibility is that the translator inserted tag xedarag given that émi
T6v xedaddv occurred two other times in this verse (for WR5Y, ‘on the tops’), but this
is unlikely, especially since xedaAn renders WX in those other instances.

The relative clauses at the end of 2 Par 4:12, 13 contain the copulative verb
gaTw, ‘is’. This is not the decision made in 3 Kgdms 7:27, 28, even though the relative
clauses in 1 Kgs 7:41, 42 are very similar to those found in 2 Chr 4:12, 13. The
translator of 3 Kgdms deals with the first using the participle ta évta, ‘the things that
are’, and the second by omitting the relative pronoun altogether. As such, the translators
of 2 Par and 3 Kgdms have taken different approaches to dealing with the relative
clauses in their respective Vorlagen, but neither has opted for a like-for-like translation.

Twice in 4:12, the translator renders the singular W&3, ‘top, head’, with the

plural tév xedardv. This is not unique to 2 Par, as the same shows up in the parallel in

15 Allen, Textual Criticism, 36, suggests that this is a case of importation from a verse that would
have appeared in the next column over.

16 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 70, attributes this to a Vorlage that matches 1 Kgs.

17 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 59; Allen, Translator’s Craft, 167.

18 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 167.
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3 Kgdms. It is likely that the translator of each felt that the plural was the more natural

rendering since the tops of multiple pillars are in view.

Terms in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:13
There is evidence of possible interference from the Tabernacle furnishings section of
Exodus, as the translator renders 01077, ‘pomegranates’, in 2 Chr 4:13 with xwdwvag
xpvools, ‘golden bells’. That the translator later in this same verse renders this Hebrew
term more accurately with poioxwv, ‘pomegranates’, suggests that he was familiar with
the meaning of the word. According to Allen, it is possible that due to the translator’s
knowledge of Exodus 39:25 and surrounding passages which use the Hebrew 0117 and
"o, ‘bells’ in proximity, he assumed that the two words were ‘loose equivalents’, and
so alternated xwdwvag xpucolc and potoxwy for stylistic purposes.!® It is also possible
that the translator was recalling the Exodus passages, which put the two Hebrew terms
close to one another. He might have unconsciously provided the translation that he did
because of his knowledge of the similar verses in Exodus. With this option, it would be
that the translator was allowing interference from his memory of Exodus 39:25ff. rather
than correcting toward Exodus.?°

Later in the verse, the translator uses yévy, ‘types’, to translate the Hebrew term
o™, ‘rows’. The translator made the same decision regarding the translation of this
word in 2 Par 4:3. Only in these two verses is W translated with yévos. The standard
equivalent for the Hebrew term is atiyos, ‘row, line’. We see again in this verse mHa
nnan transcribed as ywAad Tév ywbapéh, this time with ywbapéh marked by the article

as a genitive plural rather than a dative singular.

Terms in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:14
The translator again transcribes at the beginning of this verse, as he renders n112n,
‘base’, with pexwvwb. He does this twice in this verse. There are a few other interesting

features of this verse, but those will be discussed below.

Terms in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:16
As mentioned above, many of the technical terms that appeared in 2 Chr 4:11 can be

found again in 2 Chr 4:16, where they are dealt with differently by the translator. The

¥ Allen, Translator’s Craft, 25.
20 We might call these ‘imprints’. See Meynadier, ‘Eléments de lexicographie’, 51.
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term MA'01, ‘pots’, is translated ToUs modiaTiipag, ‘long robes’. In 2 Par 4:11, this was
rendered Tag xpeaypag, ‘meat hooks’. Next, the term ©p°7, ‘shovels’, in 2 Chr 4:16 is
translated Tobg Gvainumtijpag, ‘ladles’. In 2 Par 4:11, it was translated instead with a
mupela, ‘firewood’. While the first two Hebrew terms in 2 Chr 4:16 are direct parallels
to 2 Chr 4:11, the MT preserves nuaonn, ‘meat forks’, in 2 Chr 4:16 where readers
would expect mpIA, ‘bowls’, based on 2 Chr 4:11 and the parallel in 1 Kgs. Where
one would expect a single translation for ma51n, Par has two terms: Tobg AéByrag,
‘kettles’, and Tag xpedypas, ‘meat hooks’. The translator has either synthesized 2 Chr
4:11 and 2 Chr 4:16 or his Vorlage had the double reading (both ma5mn and maSmnn).
The Hebrew and Greek terms employed in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:16 do not display exact
equivalence. Allen offers the following explanation:
The second pair [Tobs AéPnTag xal Tas xpeaypag] is original. Aef3 stands for
Ao, a standard rendering in the LXX generally. (It is translated mupela in v.11,
where the translator is borrowing from Exodus, as so often in this chapter.)
wpeaypas is used for o' in v. 11: there o ... MO are transposed in
translation. In I 28.17 Mm% is translated xpeaypdv. 09 and "1 are accordingly
regarded as synonymous by the translator, and he renders them with a single
term. GvaA. was probably intended to represent the missing term. mod. is based
on a misreading, mT10°.2
A few things are worth mentioning concerning Allen’s conclusions here. First, to say
that this chapter ‘borrows’ from Exodus often is inaccurate. As seen above, it would be
fairer to claim that knowledge of Exodus may have influenced the translator here, but he
likely did not ‘borrow’ translations from Exodus. Second, Allen claims that both
AéPntag and modioTipag can be linked to Mo, the former by way of standard rendering
and the latter by way of misreading. However, it is unlikely that the translator would
have represented N7 twice (unless he was completely unsure of the meaning), as it is
also unlikely that the translator simply uses xpedypag for both @p* and mis5m. Third, the
assumption that GvaAnuntijpas was inserted for a missing word is difficult to prove.
Ultimately, the LXX has four terms where the MT has three. The answer may be
found by returning to the final two terms in the list in the LXX and the possible missing
term in the MT. Where 2 Chr 4:16 has ma5mn, 1 Kgs 7:45 and 2 Chr 4:11 have
mpnn. As discussed above, it is quite possible that the Vorlage of 2 Par had both

terms, since 2 Par 4:16 has Tobg AéBntag and tag xpedypas. There is certainly semantic

overlap between mpatan and Todg AéBytags on the one hand and M5 and Tég

21 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 170.
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xpeaypags on the other. This accounts better for a ‘missing term’ than Allen’s suggestion,
especially since avainuntijpag actually serves well as a translation of 0'. That leaves
only modtotiipag as the term that is difficult to explain. For this term, Allen’s suggestion

of a misreading is likely correct.

Terms in 2 Chr/2 Par 4:21-22
The LXX rendering of these two verses is shorter than their MT counterparts. Each of
the technical terms found in these verses will be analyzed below.

There are seven Hebrew terms that occur in 2 Chr 4:21-22 concerning additional
temple furnishings. Here, we begin with n12a. This term usually means ‘blossom’ or, in
a context like this, ‘decorative floral work’. The next term that occurs is 23, which
means ‘light” or ‘lamp’. The term o'npbn refers to ‘tongs’, especially in the context of
wick trimming for a lamp. 2 Chr 4:22 begins with the term manm, ‘snuffer’, or
something like ‘scissors’ to trim a wick, similar to 0'np5n. Next, P, ‘basin, bowl’,
appears. The similar term, 23, ‘bowl, saucer’, follows. The final technical term in the
list is ANNN, which means ‘fire pan’ or ‘censer’.

The translator provides five Greek terms for furnishings in the temple in 2 Par
4:21-22, roughly corresponding to those found in the MT. The first word is Aafis,
‘clasp, candle snuffer’. The next term is AUyvos, ‘lamp’. This is followed by diady,
‘bow!’, and Buioxy, ‘censer’. The final term is mupeiov, ‘firewood’. In 2 Par, all of these
terms are found in 4:21.

Concerning the omission of a translation for m7a, Allen suggests that the
translator had ‘a poor understanding of the context’ and ‘considered [the term] ill
fitting’.?2 Of course, the translator was familiar with 119, as he translated it with
BAactds, ‘shoot, blossom’, just a few verses earlier in 2 Par 4:5. According to Allen, in
2 Par 4:21 ‘floral ornamentation was perhaps thought out of place in a list of cultic
utensils’.?

A simple transposition has taken place in the translation of ©'np5nMY MM with
xal Aafides adTév xal of Ayvor attév.?* This is clear given the regularity with which

o'npHn is rendered with Aafis and 73 with Adyvos. It is worth noting the addition of the

2 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 117.
2 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 117.
2 Allen, Textual Criticism, 65.
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genitive pronoun adtév after each term here.?® The phrase 2t mYan 817 2, ‘gold, the
purest gold’, at the end of 2 Chr 4:21 is omitted in 2 Par. Allen speculates that the
translator omits the phrase because he was not sure what to do with m%an, which only
occurs here in the MT.?6 BHS marks 2t mban 8 as a plus with respect to the parallel
in 1 Kgs and the LXX. If this phrase was not in Par’s Vorlage, this explains why it is
not represented in Par. What would be left, then, is 211, which the translator may have
missed or thought to be misplaced, since it occurs again at the end of the list of items.

As was the case with 118 in 2 Chr 4:21, in 4:22 nant occurs with no
translation in the LXX. Allen suggests that this omission is due to parablepsis, where
the translator skipped over N1 because of the similarities between N33 and PN,
especially in its plural form as it occurs directly following nanni. Given the rare nature
of NN, it is also possible that the translator was unfamiliar with the term, or he may
have considered it accounted for as he had already provided Aafis for the similar
o'npHn above.

Whereas the translator rendered P11 in 2 Par 4:11 with éoyapa, ‘fireplace’, he
translates it in line with its standard equivalent, ¢y, here, as in 4:8. There is plenty of
precedent, especially in the Pentateuch for the translation of 3 with fuioxy, as the
translator has provided here. Thus, with the translation of these two terms, the translator
has rendered each according to standard expectation. The final technical term in 2 Chr
4:22, nnnn, is translated with mupelov in 2 Par 4:21. Again, there is precedent in the
Pentateuch for this translation decision, so the translator should be seen as following
general norms of translation, even if the two words do not have the exact same
meanings.?’ As mentioned above, the translator offers ypuaiov xabapol, ‘of pure gold’,
in 2 Par 4:21 for 30 271, ‘pure gold’, found in 2 Chr 4:22.28

The translator considered the phrase n1n*an PMNST N'an nno, ‘and the
openings of the house, its inner doors’, to contain some synonymous terms, particularly

nna and n57, as both terms are regularly rendered with forms of 80pa. Allen offers this

25 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 48, contends that it is rather normal for the translator to omit
suffixes or add genitive pronouns after certain nouns.

26 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 61-62. The phrase 2t mban K171 is not found in the parallel in 1
Kgs 7.

27 Words in different languages rarely, if ever, have the exact same meaning,.

28 According to Allen, Translator’s Craft, 53, this is an example of the translator’s regular
technique by which he renders multiple Hebrew terms with the same Greek term, as xaBapo stood for
P11 in 4:16, but in 4:20 and here, it stands for T30.
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as an example for the ‘omission of synonyms’.?° The chosen word order of the
translation (xat % 60pa ToU oixov 1) écwTépa, ‘and the outer door of the house’) implies
that the missing term is n%7.%° The translator has also brought the plural M35 into
agreement with the singular nna and his translation, 7 60pa.

Concerning the translation of the final phrase ant $3'n% nvan *n%, ‘the doors of
the house to the temple (were) gold’, Allen claims ‘criss-cross assimilation ... in the
Heb texts of both Rg and Par’ since the reading in 1 Kgdms matches 2 Chr and the
reading in 2 Par matches 1 Kgs.®! Allen’s suggestion here directly relates to the
translation of *n%T1 with the prepositional phrase &is tas 80pag, ‘to(ward) the doors’.
Beyond Allen’s comments, though, the translator has rendered the prepositional phrase
53'15 without a preposition (Tol vaol, ‘of the temple’), bringing it into a genitive chain
with ToU ofxov, ‘of the house’; the head noun is tag 69pag. Although the translator has
consistently translated the noun 271 with the noun ypuciov, ‘gold’, here he translates 21

with the adjective xpuadis, ‘golden’, which is attributive to Tag 60pas.

Conclusions for Technical Terms

As seen above, the technical terms in the section on the temple furnishings in 2 Chr/Par
4 contain several difficulties for translation. In some cases, the translator has opted for
transcribing instead of translating. At times, his translation does not communicate the
same items as the MT at all. Yet other times he opts for the standard equivalents of
terms. Surely some of these decisions should be attributed to a different Vorlage, but
that solution alone cannot explain the fact that these issues occur within the context of
several notable translation decisions. For example, that the LXX is missing some of the
terms found in 2 Chr 4:21-22 could be the result of a different Vorlage than what is
represented by the MT. If the omission of a couple of terms in these verses occurred in
isolation, this explanation would be more satisfying. However, within the larger context
of transcriptions and mistranslations, these omissions require more thought. Perhaps the
issues here are text-critical. But it is worth considering that the difficult readings
surrounding these technical terms are spread out over several verses and are not isolated

occurrences.

2 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 113.
30 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 17.
31 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 200.
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Transcriptions in the Solomonic Narrative and Other Technical Terms

in Nearby Passages

Given the importance of the transcriptions in the Temple Furnishings of 2 Par 4 for
understanding the translation techniques used by the translator, it is worth looking at
additional transcriptions in the Solomonic narrative. Several transcriptions occur
throughout 2 Par 1-9, most often when the translator encounters place or people names.
For example, 2 Chr 3:1 ends with "012°7 139K, ‘Ornan the Jebusite’, which is translated
‘Opva tol Tefouvaaiov, ‘Orna the Jebusite’. The translation of each of these terms falls in
line with their typical translations (transcriptions) in the LXX. Another example is
found in 2 Par 4:17. Here, the translator deals with m120, ‘Succoth’, and nnTIY,
‘Zeredah’, by transcribing them: Zoxywf, ‘Soccoth’, and Zapynddba, ‘Saredatha’. The
former is typical for the LXX. The latter is found only here and in 1 Kgs 11:26. There it
is also a transcribed, though it is different from what is found in 2 Par 4:17. 2 Par 5:10
has XwpyB, ‘Choreb’, for 29m, ‘Horeb’, which follows typical conventions for dealing
with 29nm.

The terms yepoufiv for 0°2172 and yepovf for 2112 (‘cherubim’ and ‘cherub’,
respectively) occur throughout the first nine chapters of 2 Par.®? These transcriptions are
fairly standard in the LXX.3 In the Greek Pentateuch, there is preference towards
xepoufip over xepouPiv. Another term, 727 (‘small room’ or ‘holy of holies’), occurs
only sixteen times in the MT.?* Fifteen of those occurrences are transcribed as dafelp or
d0aPip.>® So again, it seems that the translator tends to follow set conventions for dealing
with certain terms.

In 2 Par 5:12, the translator provides a transcription: év vafAaig xat &v xivipalg
for M1 05212 (‘with harps and lyres’).% Concerning the first term, 921 is transcribed
in all 14 of its occurrences in Kgdms and Par. In its 13 other occurrences, it is rendered
Yaitnplov (‘stringed instrument’, 8x), YaAuds (‘psalm’, 1x), xibapa (‘lyre, harp’, 1x),
eddpoavvy (‘joy’, 1x), and dpyavov (‘tool’, 2x). Similar statistics are found for the
translation of 112. Ofits 42 OT occurrences, 17 are transcribed. This includes all

examples from Kgdms, the sole occurrence in Nehemiah, and all but one of the

322 Par 3:7, 10, 11 (2x), 12 (2x), 13, 14; 5:7, 8 (2x).

33 We are still simply transliterating this word today!

3 1Kgs 6:5, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 31; 7:49; 8:6, 8; Psalm 28:2; 2 Chr 3:16; 4:20; 5:7, 9.

35 Only the lone occurrence in the Psalter is translated.

36 The translator added the preposition év before the second term to make it match the two
prepositional phrases preceding it.
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occurrences in Par.3” Translations for 733 outside of these passages include x10dpa
(‘lyre, harp’, 20x), Yartyptov (‘stringed instrument’, 4x), and pyavov (‘tool’, 1x).
Given that the translator of 2 Par consistently transcribes 521 and 113, especially in the
context of other technical terms that he translates, and the fact that transcribing these
terms is consistent in Kgdms, one might assume that the translator considered these
transcriptions as sufficient to communicate their Hebrew counterparts.3® Otherwise, the
translator might have been unaware of difficulties that these transcriptions might cause,
but felt that he had no other choice to deal with them. It is worth noting that when the
terms are translated, the same few words are used to translate both. In other words, there
is not clear consensus on the part of the translators for how to deal with these terms

even in translation.

oon
In 2 Par 3:4, the translator renders DYR, ‘porch’, with atddy. Of the 48 occurrences of
oYX, this is by far the most typical decision by LXX translators. Oddly, though, this is
the only time in Par that the transcription is used. In the other five occurrences of DX in
Par, the translator opts instead for vads, ‘temple’. This is a surprising feature of Par. As
established above, the translator regularly opted for transcription when that was the
typical option in other books of the LXX.3® With 09x, though, the translator of Par
strays from the expected translation decision on five out of six opportunities, and, in
doing so, he provides his readers with a more understandable translation in those five
instances. Some important questions emerge from these data: Why did the translator
transcribe the one example when for the other five he offers a translation? Is there
significance to the location of the one transcription?

The transcription (aiAdy for 09R) occurs in 2 Par 3:4 as part of the larger section
on the furnishings for the temple. In a previous section, we have established that the
section on temple furnishings, as exhibited by 2 Par 4, regularly features transcriptions.

In that regard, the transcription for %% is not surprising. In fact, given that atAdu had

37 The lone translation (rather than transcription) that occurs in Par is found in 2 Par 9:11, where
it is paired with vdfag; xibdpas xal véafAag for o¥5an maa.

38 A similar example is found in the way that translators dealt with the Hebrew 93, ‘cor’.
(Clearly, we still simply transcribe this word!) It occurs eight times, with seven of those occurrences is
Kgs and Chr. All seven are transcribed xopog. The one occurrence outside of Kgs and Chr is not translated
at all.

39 Another translation of DR is attested in Joel 2:17, where the translator seems to have
misunderstood his Vorlage.
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become something of a standard equivalent for oY, the translator has done exactly as
expected in 2 Par 3:4. It is worth noting, though, that since there are five occurrences of
vade for 0N in Par, it is likely that the translator did not consider athdy to be an
adequate translation, at least in the five other contexts in which B9 is found.

The first other occurrence of 09 is found in 1 Chr 28:11. Here, David gives the
plans for N8 "2 ©'AMAA PITAY PO 1PA1IM PHATNRY YR, ‘the porch and its
houses and its treasuries and its roof chambers and its inner chambers and the house of
the mercy seat’, to Solomon. In this context, David has just informed Solomon that he
(Solomon) will build wTpn% "3, ‘a house for the sanctuary’. The presence of n*a in the
previous verse contextualizes all these house features in 1 Chr 28:11.

In 2 Chr 8:12, Solomon offers burnt offerings on the altar he built 09181 *185,
‘before the porch’. In this context, Solomon is ordering the cult as prescribed in the Law
and by his father David. There is little mention of the temple in the immediate context
but given the nature of the cultic language around this use, it is clear that the o5&
referred to is that of the temple. Similarly, in 2 Chr 15:8, Asa repairs the altar
M 098 185 WK, ‘which was before the porch of the Lord’. In 2 Chr 29:7, Hezekiah
laments that the ancestors of the Israelites closed 0918 mnT, ‘the doors of the porch’.
Later in this passage, the priests and Levites work to cleanse the temple. According to 2
Chr 29:17, mn» 9RY 183, ‘they came to the porch of the Lord’, and mm=na-nx wp7,
‘they consecrated the house of the Lord’.

In each of these instances, as mentioned above, the translator uses vadg, thus
clarifying or interpreting D9x as part of the temple. In each of these contexts, one could
argue that ‘temple’ is a clearer understanding. When 05& occurs in the Hebrew Bible, it
is usually clearly a reference to a specific part of the temple, the porch. This is not
always the case in Chr. Particularly troubling examples might have been those in 2 Chr
15:8; 29:17, where the MT has mn» o91R, ‘the porch of the Lord’, a construction that is
not found elsewhere. In 2 Chr 29:17, though, context should have alerted the translator
to not render 09& with vads. That the phrase mm~na follows almost directly after M
D98 suggests that these are different referents. In 2 Par, though, tov vadv xupiov, ‘the
temple of the Lord’, and tov oixov xuplov, ‘the house of the Lord’, are synonymous,
blurring the distinction between the two. On the surface, then, it seems that the
translator’s translation of D98 with vads is necessary. This, however, is not always the

case. In other instances, including those mentioned above, vaés does serve to clarify that
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the temple is in view, not just the porch. In 2 Par 3:4, the translator opts for the standard
atlap because the context makes clear that the porch, not the whole temple, is the object
of discussion. Thus, in the one instance in which the translator is certain that o9& does

not refer to the temple as a whole, he offers the expected transcription, atiay.

e
The Hebrew mnw-w, ‘chains’, occurs twice in the 2 Par 3:16 and it is transcribed the
first time (cepoepwf) and translated the second time (yaiaotév, ‘of chains’). The second
occurrence in 3:16 is consistent with the translation in 3:5 (yaAaota). The noun
xalaatév only occurs in these two verses in 2 Par in the LXX. In fact, yaAaotév seems
to be quite rare in general, as it is seemingly unattested in Greek literature outside of
these two verses. All indicators point to yaAaoTdv as a neologism.*® The Hebrew nww
is also quite rare, occurring around eight times in the Hebrew Bible referring to small
(often decorative) chains or tassels.*! The four occurrences of the word in Exodus are
rendered with xpocowtd, ‘adorned with fringes’,*? and xpogaots, ‘fringes’.** The
occurrence in 1 Kgs 7:17 is not translated in 3 Kgdms 7:5. This greatly decreases the
chances that the translator of 2 Par referred to either Exodus or 3 Kgdms for assistance
in translating M WwW"wW. So far in this chapter, there has been no definitive proof of
parallel assimilation or even assistance from parallel passages. It seems clear, then, that
this would likely have been a difficult word for the translator.** What is quite unclear is
the fact that these three occurrences in 2 Par, all within a single chapter, are not dealt
with consistently. While the aim here is to avoid generalizing or oversimplifying, the
inconsistency in the translation of MWW in 2 Par 3 is difficult to rationalize.*®

Allen suggests that there are a few examples like this one in Par and that this
indicates ‘that the number of transliterations was originally greater than at present

appears’.%® This implies that when changes were made to the text over time, redactors

%0 There is, perhaps, a connection (as mentioned in BrillDAG, s.v. ‘yalaotéy’) with the verb
xerdw (‘to loosen, untie’, BrillDAG, s.v. ‘yalaw’).

4 See DCH, s.v. ‘TWW or NYWW’; HALOT, s.v. ‘mWW’. According to HALOT, the word is
also ‘onomatopoeic’ as the pronunciation of the word sounds similar to the sound that is made by chains.

42 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘xpooowTds’.

3 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘xpooool’.

# According to Allen, Translator’s Craft, 167, ‘the translator did not know the meaning of the
word’.

45 It would be much easier to rationalize this if there was only one instance of M W W in 2 Par
3:16 and it differed from 3:5. The complication arises in that there are two occurrences in 2 Par 3:16 and
they are dealt with differently.

46 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 164-165.
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retained some of the transcriptions and changed others. This only possibly makes sense
if the LXX text was meant to be read alongside the Hebrew text, a notion discussed and
rejected in chapter 1. If the LXX was being read on its own, there would be nothing to
indicate to the reader that cepoepwb and yaAaotédv were translations of the same word.
Lest this seem like evidence for the Interlinear Paradigm, it should be noted that even
with access to and facility with the Hebrew text, the meaning of this rare word would
likely have been difficult to understand, especially if the translator was unable to
adequately deal with the word. Further, if yaAaotév is indeed a neologism, there is even
less evidence for this view.

One possible explanation from the study of rhetoric is that the translator was
attempting variatio by avoiding the repetition of a word in a short space.*’ However,
there is nothing grammatically tying oepoepwd and yaAaotév together. Simply put,
variatio only works if the results make sense.*3

Another possible approach to this issue is to attempt to make sense of the uses of
xaraotév rather than the use of the transcription. There is clear parallelism in this verse
(clear in both the MT and the LXX), marked by émoinoev ... €dnxev ... émoinoey ...
¢mebnxev. The rhetorical device of homoeoteleuton might be at play here with what
follows the second and fourth items of the parallelism.

bnxey Eml TGV xedaA@y TGY oTUAWY

gmebnxey éml TGV YaAaoT@Y
This rhyming is, of course, a natural consequence of the case system in Greek.

However, if the translator had used the indeclinable transcription cepoepwb, this end-
rhyming would have been lost. It is plausible, then, that the translator switched from the
transcription to the word he used in 2 Par 3:5 in order to accomplish the rhyming. The
shift from &Bnxev éni to émébyxev emi might have drawn even more attention to the
rhyming structure.

If this was an intentional attempt at homoeoteleuton, then the structure would
have been strengthened by providing end-rhyming in parts one and three of the

parallelism (after each instance of émoinaev). This could have been accomplished by

47J. A. L. Lee, ‘Translations of the Old Testament I. Greek’, in S. E. Porter (ed.), Handbook of
Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period 330 B. C. — A. D. 400 (Leiden: Brill, 1997) 775-783, citing
776.

8 A clearer example of variatio is the use of &nxev for the first ;" in the verse, but the
compound éméfnxev for the second. According to J. K. Aitken, ‘Linguistic Variation and the
Circumstantial Participle’, JSCS 54 (2021) 55-75, citing 60, ‘To progress the study of translation
technique, variation can be used as a marker of the translators’ choices rather than of their competency’.
This is important nuance to any discussion of variation (or variatio).
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using xpooaols as found in Exodus 28:22 and 39:15.%° While this reading (xpooaols
rhyming with poloxoug) would have strengthened the end-rhyme scheme, it must be
accepted that this is not the reading in the text. What is more likely is that the translator
did not set out to create homoeoteleuton here. Instead, he takes advantage of the
parallelism that existed with the natural translation of the verbs and used a word,

perhaps one that he coined himself, that could take the genitive plural ending and
t.50

‘sounded right” when employed in this contex
/793
The term 12 occurs over 100 times in the MT. It is often used to reference a ‘high
place’, specifically, a worship site. There are several translations of the term in the
LXX, but it is regularly translated with Oy, ‘height’, or 0ymAds, ‘high’. However, six
of the seven occurrences of 112 in 1 Sam are transcribed as fapd in 1 Kgdms. The only
other translator to take this approach is the one who produced Par.>!

Both instances of 13 in 1 Chr are transcribed as fapa in 1 Par. The Hebrew
113 occurs 17 times in 2 Chr. Surprisingly, it is only transcribed as faud once, in 2 Par
1:13. On 15 occasions, the translator used vynAds, and once he used Buaiaatypiov,
‘altar’. A few observations are worth considering. The singular form of 112 occurs only
four times in Chr. The three instances of Bapa mentioned above render three of those
occurrences.? Apart from 2 Par 1:3, forms of 0ynAés render the plural mna.%3 2 Par 1:3
is an outlier, as the prepositional phrase (with the singular) 7129, ‘to the high place’, is
translated with eig v 0ymAny, ‘to the high (place)’. Also worth noting is that the four
occurrences of the singular 712 are found in the context of W23, ‘Gibeon’—so then,
‘the high place in/at Gibeon’. Given these considerations, the surprising rendering in 2

Par is not the transcription Bapa in 2 Par 1:13, but the translation in 2 Par 1:3. Even

4 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 167, states that the Exodus reading ‘may have slipped the
translator’s memory or he may deliberately have rejected’ it here.

30 On a few occasions in the chapters used for the present study, there seems to be euphonically
motivated translation decisions.

3! The regular inclusion of the feminine article referring to fapd in its infrequent occurrences in
the LXX clarifies that this is not the Doric Béua for Bijua, ‘elevated surface’ or ‘altar’, which would
actually have been an acceptable translation of nn1.

521n 1 Kgdms Papd is regularly used for the singular 7n3. In 2 Sam Mina occurs several times,
always translated with forms of (\pog in 2 Kgdms. However, 3 Kgdms twice uses forms of 9ymAds for the
singular nn2. Ezekiel twice has the singular nn2, both in Ezekiel 20:29 (once with the article and once
without). The translator of Ezekiel transcribes both as ABaya. Elsewhere in Ezekiel, the plural mina is
rendered with forms of 9ymAds or eidwov, ‘idol’.

33 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 166.
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though v 0ymA%y in 2 Par 1:3 is clearer than Payd, this represents a break from the
norm—an inconsistency—for the translator. Thus, while the transcription Bapa would
not have been useful to Greek readers (though the inclusion of T'afawv might have
provided enough context to suffice), the inconsistency in the renderings of 12 in Par is

a result of a translation where a transcription would have been expected.>

Code-Switching

Code-switching is a method ‘whereby expressions form one language are introduced in
another’.% This feature implies ‘some proficiency in both languages, certainly for the
speaker/author’.%® Beyond that, ‘unless the code-switch is completely accidental, it also
shows that the speaker/author expects the intended audience to possess some knowledge
of the language from which the code-switched material is drawn’.>" In Gomez’s study
of code-switching in Mark and Suchard’s study of the feature in Daniel, there is a
marked purpose for the code-switch. For example, Gomez argues that code-switching in
Mark reinforces Mark’s ‘leadership as interpreter of the Jesus tradition’. By using
Aramaic words transcribed in Greek, Mark establishes himself as a clear eyewitness to
the events he attests.>® Aitken finds precedent for this feature in other Egyptian
translations. He argues that transliterations/transcriptions can serve ‘as a case of code-
switching that maintains Egyptian identity and expresses the Egyptian nature of the
legal issues through the medium of the Greek language’.®° He continues, ‘in the
Septuagint Pentateuch, transliterations are primarily for institutions or for realia that
have no obvious equivalent in Greek’.%! For Aitken, then, the use of transcriptions is not
due ‘to an ignorant translator or one not capable of finding suitable equivalents, ... but

functions to serve the translator’s literary stratagem’. Perhaps in a section like the

>*In a way, the use of 0mAdg in 2 Par 1:3 creates some continuity with $og at the end of 2 Par
1:1, where Solomon is said to have been made great ‘highly’ (eig $iog for nHvn%). However, given the
reference to w323 in 2 Chr 1:3, such a connection, though clever, would likely only have been accidental.
However, while the case would be difficult to make, the translator’s inconsistency in the translation of
some terms makes it worth considering that he might have used 0y»Ads in 2 Par 1:3 to create a sort of
literary flare.

35 A. D. Gomez, ‘Get up! Be Opened!: Code-switching and Loanwords in the Gospel of Mark’,
JSNT 42(3) (2020) 390-427, citing 392.

36 B. D. Suchard, ‘The Greek in Daniel 3: Code-Switching, Not Loanwords’, JBL 141.1 (2022)
121-136, citing 124.

37 Suchard, ‘Greek in Daniel’, 124.

38 Goémez, ‘Getup!”, 414.

9 Goémez, ‘Get up!’, 414. See also Suchard, ‘Greek in Daniel’, 134: ‘the Greek code-switches
[in Daniel] are employed to subtly identify the story’s antagonists with the Hellenistic rulers of the time’.

60 J. K. Aitken, ‘The Septuagint and Egyptian Translation Methods’, in XV Congress, 269-293,
citing 284.

61 Aitken, ‘Septuagint and Egyptian Translation’, 284.
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temple furnishings, the transcriptions are a sort of code-switching that serve to bolster
the centrality and importance of the temple. Depending on the date of the translation of

2 Par, the transcriptions could intend to re-legitimize the temple in Jerusalem.

Conclusions

The above examples display a range of issues and solutions for the translator of Par—
unfamiliarity with terms, following standard LXX renderings, switching between
transcriptions and translations. What these examples show most clearly, though, is that
what is found in his dealings with technical terms and unknown terms in 2 Chr 4 is
attested elsewhere in the Solomonic narrative specifically and throughout Par

generally.5?

The Translator’s Dealings with Other Nontechnical Terms

While several technical terms posed translation issues for the translator, evidence in this
passage is varied concerning his translation of many terms. More clearly, evidence of
stylistic renderings and translations that arise from confusion exist nearly side-by-side

in 2 Par 4. In this section, translations of various terms and phrases will be analyzed.

Translations of 0’

The Hebrew term 0, ‘sea’, occurs seven times in 2 Par 4. In six of the seven cases, 0
refers to a cast basin or tub in the temple. In the other occurrence, it refers to the
direction ‘west’.%® The translator appropriately renders this occurrence duopds, ‘west’.
The standard rendering for o is fdAacoa, ‘sea’. Five of the six remaining examples of
0 in 2 Par 4 are rendered OdAacoa. The variation from the norm occurs in 2 Par 4:3,
where the translator provides Aoutrp, ‘tub, basin’, for 0*. When considering this, Allen

proposes: ‘The translator’s desire for stylistic variety appears to account for his trick of

using two different Gk words for two occurrences of the same Heb one’.%* While the

2 Not all LXX translators display the same attitude towards unknown words. Glenny, Finding
Meaning, 77, provides examples where the Amos translator avoided transcriptions, even when a
transcription would have been appropriate! The place name paw-Ixa, ‘Beer-sheba’, in Amos 5:5 is
translated to dpéap Tol Gpxov, ‘well of the oath’. It is also possible that the transcriptions are the result of
unfamiliarity with the temple. For the role of the temple in Second Temple Judaism, see P. Church,
Hebrews and the Temple: Attitudes to the Temple in Second Temple Judaism and in Hebrews, NovTSup
171 (Leiden: Brill, 2017); J. R. Trotter, The Jerusalem Temple in Diaspora Jewish Practice and Thought
during the Second Temple Period, JSISup 192 (Leiden: Brill, 2019).

% Note the use of the directional —1 in the first occurrence of 0* in 2 Par 4:4.

% Allen, Translator’s Craft, 69.
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claim of stylistic variety is possibly true, a few additional factors need to be considered
before drawing definitive conclusions.

It is worth noting that Aoutnp is found three times in 2 Par 4. The two
occurrences other than that in 2 Par 4:3 are translations of 91°2, ‘basin’. Both 91'2 and
Aoutp are relatively rare in the MT and the LXX, respectively, and the latter regularly
occurs as a translation of the former. Semantically, Aoutrp more naturally renders 212
than 0. However, given that the context of 0" in 2 Par 4 indicates a cast basin or tub,
AouTyp is certainly appropriate. The translation of ©* with Aoutnp, then, indicates that the
translator is aware of the range of 0* and its use in 2 Par 4. However, given that the term
9172 also occurs in this passage, with a regular translation of Aoutyp, the translator may
have provided a confusing rendering in 2 Par 4:3. Should this be considered ‘stylistic
variety’, as suggested by Allen? Perhaps. When the translator makes this decision in 2
Par 4:3, though, he may be attempting to clearly identify the ‘sea’ as a ‘tub’. Only after
this does he introduce the (plural) Aoutijpag, ‘tubs’, in 2 Par 4:6. As such, there is likely

no confusion caused by the rendering.

Verbs of Cleansing in 2 Chr 4:6

Two different verbs for cleansing are used a total of three times in 2 Chr 4:6. The verb
Prn, ‘to wash’, is used twice in the infinitive form, and M, ‘to cleanse’, is used once as
a finite verb. The translator renders all three of these as infinitives and uses three
different terms. For the first n¥m15, ‘to wash’, the translator offers the infinitive Tod
TAOVeW, ‘to wash’. Next, the translator renders 17, ‘they rinsed’, with xat dmoxA0letv,
‘and to wash’. Finally, the infinitive n¥n7%, ‘to wash’, becomes &i¢ 0 vimteafat, ‘to
wash’. Both mAtvw and vimTw can be found as translations of Y17 in the LXX. The
compound &moxA0{w, though, can only be found here in the LXX.% Given the proximity
of these terms and translations and that there is good semantic equivalence between the

terms used, it seems likely that the translator has intentionally produced variatio here.

Directional Terms in 2 Chr/Par 4:6-8
Two prepositional phrases occur three times in 2 Chr 4:6-8, 1'2'n, ‘on the right’, and
RN, ‘on the left’. The two occurrences in 2 Chr 4:6, 7 are translated with their

standard LXX equivalents: éx 0e£1év, ‘on the right’, and £ dpiotepddv, ‘on the left’. In 2

% It is not, though, a neologism. It occurs in other Greek literature outside of the LXX.
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Par 4:8, the prepositional phrases are translated éx de£iév and €€ edwvipwy, ‘on the left’.
The term edwvupos in the latter is a synonym for aptotepds. While the terms are
different, the structure and the use of the preposition are similar, so they should be
considered together. Montanari mentions that the preposition éx/¢¢ can function to mean
‘on the right, on the left’.®6 However, instead of providing examples, he points readers
to the entries for de£ids and &piotepds. The entries for these two words are also lacking,

so an external example should be analyzed.

CPR.18.9 (231 BCE)®

[TTuBoxAsjs] [ws] [(érév)] [..] [eduelyelng weddyxpws %oihd-
[bBadpog] daxds TpaxhAwt €€ dpioTepiv.

[Mevéatp Jatog dws \(€Tdv)/ ug néoos nerlypws paxpomp(6awmos)
daxds whlwt mapa piva &y debibv.

Pythokles: about ... years, tall, dark-skinned, hollow eyes, a birthmark on (the)
neck on the left (¢4 dpioTepidv).

Menestratos: about 46 years, middle (aged or average height), light-skinned,
long-faced, a birthmark on (the) cheek near (the) nose on the right (¢y de&iév).

In the four lines provided above, both éx de£1&v®8 and €% dpioTepdiv appear. In both
instances, they refer to the location of a birthmark or mole on two different people. The
standard options with regard to ‘place’ would be ‘from, out of*.% It would make little
sense to assume that the author meant ‘out of” or ‘from” while referring to the location
of a birthmark. Montanari also lists examples in subcategories, such as ‘of motion’, ‘of
succession or change’, ‘of separation or distinction’, ‘of source or position’, and ‘of
dependence or relation’.”® 1t is under this penultimate subcategory that Montanari offers
‘on the right, on the left” with no examples.’*

Another example is found in a line of a Greek inscription from Delos (156/55-
145/4 BCE).

ID 1426B 2.50-51

.. . mvaxag 0o TV dpodiv Ot[n]-

vexels ypadag Eyovtag &y 0ebldv xal dploTepdy . . .

... long planks under the ceiling having writing on the right and the left (éy
081V xal dploTepiv)

% BrillDAG, s.v. ‘éx and €%’.

67 This fragmentary document includes a list of Egyptian Jews and their physical characteristics.
See I. F. Fikhman, ‘The Physical Appearance of Egyptian Jews according to the Greek Papyri’, SCI 18
(1999) 131-138.

% Technically, an earlier form of éx appears: £y.

9 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘éx and ¢%’.

0 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘éx and ¢¢° (emphasis in original).

"L BrillDAG, s.v. ‘éx and ¢£°. See also CGCG, §31.8.

72



As above, this example similarly indicates the position of the writing, i.e. on the right
and left. The above lines from CPR.18.9 and /D 1426B 2.50-51 serve as clear examples

of positional éx/¢%, as seen in 2 Par 4:6-8.

The Use of ti0yut for Different Verbs in 2 Par 4:6-10

The Greek verb tifnut, ‘I put, place’, is versatile, as it can be used to communicate a
variety of actions related to putting or placing.”? Unsurprisingly, it is found in the LXX
as a translation of several different Hebrew verbs. In 2 Par 4:6, 7, 10, the translator uses
Tifnut to translate i3, ‘to put, give’. In 2 Par 4:8, though, Tibynw is the translation of the
hiphil M3, ‘to cause to rest’. Again, there is no surprise in this decision, as both jn3 and
m13 are communicating the same idea in these contexts. However, it is worth noting that
the translator opts for the same Greek word instead of mirroring the Vorlage’s
alternation of terms. This decision stands out even more when considered against the
use of different Greek terms for a single Hebrew term in nearby verses.”® In some places
where the variation of terms is not expected, it occurs, while in some places where
following the Vorlage would naturally produce such variation, the translator does not

provide it.

The Translator’s Use of avlsin 2 Par 4:9
The noun adAy, ‘court’, is used three times in 2 Par 4:9 as a translation for two different
Hebrew terms, 7xn, ‘court’, and N1y, ‘outer court’. The term 2%¥N occurs more than 190
times in the MT and is regularly translated as adAy in the LXX. The other term, 71y,
occurs only nine times in the MT. The five occurrences of 771y in Ezekiel 43 are
translated with iAaompiov, a difficult term to translate that refers to a place of
propitiation or expiation. The one occurrence in Ezekiel 45 is translated with iepov,
‘temple’. The final three occurrences are all in 2 Chr, with two found in 2 Chr 4:9 and
one found in 2 Chr 6:13. All three of these are translated with adA.

Given the spread of translations, it seems that these LXX translators were unsure
about this word and its meaning. For example, the resulting translations of the five

occurrences in Ezekiel 43 approach nonsensical status. NETS offers an attempt at

2 For a survey of T{fyut and its range of meaning, see P. L. Danove, ‘“Deriving” and Describing
Usages of Tifnut and Tifyut Compounds in the Septuagint and New Testament’, BAGL 3 (2014) 5-30.

73 For example, he uses mAlvw and vimtw for i in 2 Par 4:6, and he translates 180 as
aptotepddy in 2 Par 4:6, 7, but as edwvipwy in 2 Par 4:8.
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retaining the meaning of iAaaTrplov by translating each occurrence as ‘propitiatory’. In
contrast, LES simply provides the meaning of the Hebrew 7171y, translating tAaatrptov
with ‘ledge’. Oddly, NETS then renders iepov in Ezekiel 45:19 with ‘propitiatory’, while
LES offers the more appropriate ‘temple’. It is no surprise, then, that the translator of
Par also offers an odd translation, though one could contend that his translation makes
more sense than those offered in LXX Ezekiel. According to Allen, the translator has
opted for a0y as a translation of 771y ‘because a Gk synonym would be difficult to

find’.” Since av)y for 7¥n was nearby, the translator used it here out of convenience.

Order of Words Concerning Measurements

In 2 Par 4, the translator makes some inconsistent decisions regarding the order of
words when translating the measurements of the temple and objects associated with it.
In 2 Par 4:1, he renders 1298 7nR 0™y, ‘twenty cubits [was] its length’, with myewv
glxoat uijxos, ‘twenty cubits [was the] length’, leaving ufjxos after the measurement. He
moves eﬁpog and Uog, though, in front of their measurements: 1217 AR 0™, ‘and
twenty cubits [was] its width’, becomes xal T e8pog mijyewv ixoat, ‘and the breadth of
twenty cubits’, and 102 MAR W, ‘and ten cubits [was] its height’, becomes Uog
mAxewvY 0éxa, ‘a height of ten cubits’. In 2 Par 4:2, he reorders nnXk1a 7wy, ‘ten cubits’,
to mxewv déxa, ‘ten cubits’. Instead of switching the order as he did in the second half
of 2 Par 4:1, the translator puts diauétpnoty, ‘measure’, standing in place of the
idiomatic 1naw-5x& 1NoWwn, ‘from brim to brim’, after miyewv déxa. He then renders
NP NNR3 Wnm, ‘and five cubits its height’, with xal myewv mévte 70 Uog, ‘and five
cubits the height’, omitting the pronoun,” fronting mjyewv., and leaving $og after the
measurement. At the end of the verse, 220 1NR 20° NNRA DWHY P, ‘a measuring line
of thirty cubits surrounded it around’, becomes T0 xOxAwpa TxEWY Tpiaxovta, ‘the
circumference [of] 30 cubits’.”® In 2 Par 4:3, miyewv precedes the number of cubits and
follows the thing being measured. As such, the translator inverts 72AR2 WY, ‘ten
cubits’, when he provides myets 0éxa.

Some similar verses occur in 2 Par 3 and will be analyzed below to provide

more context for the decisions found in 2 Par 4. In 2 Par 3:15, the translator maintains

% Allen, Translator’s Craft, 53.
5 See CGCG, §28.4.
76 The translator renders the idiomatic 2730 10K 207 ... 11 with 70 xUxAwpa.
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the order of two measurement phrases, translating 78 Wnm owWHw mnR, ‘35 cubits
[was the] length’, with m)xewv Tpiaxovta mévte T0 Uog, ‘35 cubits [was] the height’,
and wnn mnR, ‘five cubits’, with mjxewv mévte, ‘five cubits’. Likewise, in 2 Par 3:11,
the translator follows the Hebrew word order: 0wy nmink 037K, ‘a length of 20 cubits’,
is translated To uijxos mxewy elxoat, ‘the length of 20 cubits’.

In order to begin to understand the order of measurement phrases in Greek
outside of the LXX, some evidence from papyri and inscriptions should be considered.
Two examples stand out as exemplary of the general usage found in such material.
P.Mich.1.38 (~254 BCE) contains architectural plans. Four of the five occurrences of
mxewv in this document are preceded by Uog and followed by the number of cubits for
the measurement. The other occurrence of myewv is not found with a term of
measurement, instead simply indicating that the 80pag povo[B0pous] ™)(xewv) y, ‘single
paneled doors [were] of three cubits’. Even here, though, the thing that is measured in
cubits precedes myewv. Similarly, IG XI,2 287 (250 BCE) has several examples of
uijxog mxewv, ‘length of cubits’, followed by the number of cubits of the measurement.
This order of terms seems to be fairly standard. This is in contrast to the order with
towards the beginning 2 Par 4:1 (mAyewv eixoat uijxog) and two of the examples in 2 Par
4:2 (mhxewy 0éxa TV Otapétpnaty and myewy mévte T UPog). The word order found in
these examples is simply following Hebrew syntax. On several occasions, the word
order in the MT produces natural Greek word order. On other occasions, the translator
alters his text to match typical Greek word order for measurements. The examples in
which the translator follows the Hebrew word order are unsurprising. The conclusion
here must be that the translator inconsistently deals with the word order of terms of
measurement. He does, though, consistently offer the unit of measurement before the

number of the measurement, in line with the examples examined from outside of the

LXX.

Pluses, Minuses, and Various Other Changes

2 Par 4:1

The construct chain nwn3 nam, ‘altar of bronze’, is translated with the noun +
attributive adjective 10 Quaiaatyptov yaixolv, ‘the bronze altar’. In addition to the word
order changes in the list of measurements for the altar mentioned above, the translator
has made a few changes from the MT. First, he has omitted the third singular personal

pronouns (1) from several terms. The terms 127, ‘its length’, 1an", ‘its width’, and
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NP, ‘its height’, are rendered pfjxog, ‘length’, sf’ipog, ‘breadth’, and 0o, ‘height’.
Second, the translator rendered 1an9, ‘its width’, with 76 sﬁpog, ‘the breadth’, inserting
the article. Third, the conjunction is omitted before U\os. Other than Allen, who
provides some examples of the translator of Par adding or omitting personal pronouns

somewhat regularly, these translation decisions receive little attention in previous works

on Par.”’

2 Par 4:2

The translator renders the prepositional phrase 1naw-5R 1nawn, ‘from brim to brim’,
with the accusative noun ™y dpétpnaty, ‘the measurement’. Only here is such a
rendering attested, and diapuétpyais is only elsewhere a translation of 171,
‘measurement’, including in 2 Par 3:3.78 It seems that the translator decided to simplify
his translation here. Instead of a word-for-word translation, the translator opts for
something that is likely in recent memory (from 2 Par 3:3) in a similar context. The
translator understood the idiom and rendered it appropriately. This allows for a
smoothing over that makes sense contextually.

An additional simplification of his translation occurs at the end of the verse
where the phrase 2'20 10X 20" 7AR2 DWHY 1P, ‘and a measuring line of thirty cubits
surrounded it around’, is translated xal T0 xUxAwpa TxEWY Tplaxovta, ‘and the
circumference (was) thirty cubits’. Yet even in these changes, the translator maintains

the repetition of 220 ... 20" ... 220 with xuxAdbBev ... xOxlwpa.

2 Par 4:3

Sound repetition carries over into 2 Par 4:3, where 0’2210 2'20 2°20, ‘on all sides, all
around, surrounding’, becomes xUxAw xvxAolawy, ‘circled around’. It is worth noting
that the translator has omitted the first 2°20 in his translation, possibly considering it to

be too repetitive.”®

7 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 48-49.

78 The parallel in 1 Kgdms 7:23 is rendered with a literal translation of the prepositional phrase:
amd Tol xeihoug adTis wg Tol yeidoug adti, ‘from its lip up to its lip’. It is worth noting, though, that
there, 7Y, “until’, occurs instead of R, ‘to’.

7 This is an example of a feature that Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 249, describes in which
‘minor anomalies (minuses, pluses, and changes in word order, genre, and structure) reflect minor
improvements or variations within a basically literal approach’. There is some merit to Good’s conclusion
here, even outside of features of the translations of verbs.
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Additional translation decisions worth noting in 2 Par 4:3 include a transposition
of words and the translator’s reading of a participle as an indicative verb. Near the end
of the verse, the translator renders 0¥’ 9pan, ‘the cattle ... cast’, as éywvevaay Toug
uoayous, ‘they cast calves’. This phrase contains both the transposition and the
rendering of a participle with a finite, indicative verb. Allen correctly claims that it is
difficult, perhaps even impossible, ‘to determine at what stage the order of words was
changed, whether already in the Vorlage or in the process of translation or in the course
of Gk transmission’.8 He also suggests that the misreading of the participle resulted
from the lack of vowel letters in the translator’s Vorlage.®! Given that the translator
regularly renders Hebrew passive participles with Greek perfect participles,® Allen is

likely correct that the translator did not see ©'p1%” as a participle.

2 Par 4:4
It seems clear that the translation at the beginning of 2 Par 4:4 is the result of a
misunderstanding or misreading. 2 Chr 4:4 has 9pa 2wy oaw-5p Ty, ‘it [the sea] was
standing upon twelve oxen’. The translator renders this as a continuation of 2 Par 4:3,
which ends with év tfj xwveloel adTév, ‘in their casting’; he continues ) émoinoay
adTovg, dwdexa wéayoug, ‘for which they made them, twelve calves’. There is little
available to help make sense of this. Allen suggests a marginal note that should have
been attached to 2 Par 4:16, which includes the similar phrase a émotyoev, ‘which he
made’.8% Given the difficulty in reconciling the beginnings of 2 Chr 4:4 and 2 Par 4:4,
there seems to have been some corruption in the translation or transmission process.
At the end of the verse, the LXX lacks a translation of 521, ‘and all’. Allen sees
this as reflective of the freedom for 92 to be omitted or added in Hebrew texts, and so
the omission here ‘probably reflects the Vorlage’.8* This omission, however, cannot be
taken in isolation. Par also has #oav, which does not reflect the MT. As a result, the
LXX has a verb where the MT has a verbless clause. This is not entirely necessary but
does help to clarify the clause. The focus should not only be on the omission of 53, as
Par also lacks the conjunction leading into this clause, though some manuscripts include

xal, still without a translation of 92.

80 Allen, Textual Criticism, 65.

81 Allen, Textual Criticism, 77.

82 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 233-234.

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 199. Concerning another instance where Allen suggests a misplaced
marginal note, De Vries, I and 2 Chronicles, 255, claims that such a suggestion ‘makes poor sense’.

8 Allen, Textual Criticism, 152.
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2 Par 4:5

There are several features worth discussing in this verse. For niww naa, ‘lily blossom’,
the translator provides a participle not motivated by the MT. The result of this addition
is that rather than nawwW 72 ©13, “a cup [like] a lily blossom’, the translator provides
OtayeyAvppéva PAaatods xpivou, ‘engraved with the shoot of a lily’. The Greek term
dteyAddw, ‘I carve, sculpt’, occurs only four times in the LXX. The three occurrences
outside of 2 Par 4:5 can all be traced to a Hebrew term that communicates engraving or
carving (nna, ‘to engrave’, in Exodus 28:11; 7wy, ‘to do, make’, but contextually ‘to
engrave’, in Ezekiel 41:19, 20). Rehm suggests that the inclusion of diyeyAvpuéva
reflects the Vorlage.®®> According to Allen, this should be rejected in favor of seeing
dryeyluppéva as ‘a loose’, though, I assume, misplaced, ‘equivalent for nivyn’.8 Since
nwyn is not represented in Par, this is also plausible. Yet consideration should be given
to another option where the translator was unsure of what to do with the relationship
between the phrase niww 119 and the noun ©12. He must have assumed that niww nna
was ‘engraved’ upon the cup in some fashion. If this is the case, it shows some
willingness on the part of the translator to make changes for the sake of clarity.

The clause found at the end of the verse is 52 oabx MWW o'na pmnn, ‘holding
it would hold 3,000 baths’. While there is not lexical repetition here, there is
redundancy in the meaning of the participle p"mn and the imperfect 5°2°. The translator
translates the participle p1mn with the Greek participle ywpoloa, ‘holding’. He then
reads 572, ‘it held’, as a form of 7%3, ‘to finish, end, complete’, as he provides xal
¢getédeoey, ‘and he completed [it]’. One option for understanding this is that the
translator’s Vorlage read 5am, as Rehm suggests.8” Another option is that the translator’s
Vorlage matched the MT and he misread the Vorlage or assumed that the Vorlage
needed correcting. This could have been the result of the aforementioned redundancy of
m1nn and 5. Whether intentional or not, this decision has created some sense of

repetition with 2 Par 4:11, which has xai cuvetéAecey, ‘and he finished/completed (it)’.

85 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 27.
% Allen, Translator’s Craft, 131.
87 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 59. See also Allen, Textual Criticism, 78.
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2 Par 4:10

First, Par has toU oixov, ‘of the house’, after amo ywviag, ‘from the corner’, for qnan,
‘from the corner’. Allen considers this to reflect the Vorlage, with n°an, ‘the house’,
dropping out at some point in the MT tradition.® The translator then inserts the
preposition éx, ‘from’, before de&iév, ‘right’, for man'n. While *a13* can certainly mean
‘right’, here it should be understood directionally as ‘south’ or ‘southern’. The
translator, though, deals with it literally. It seems that for translator, to put something on
the ‘right’ would have been redundant with 7n7p, ‘to the east’. To make sense of this,
the translator inserted wg, ‘as’, before mpog dvatorag, ‘to the east’, for NnTp. The
translator ends the verse with the preposition, functioning adverbially, xatévavtt,
‘before, opposite’.8 This is likely meant to represent :11n, ‘from before’, though of the
nine occurrences of 911 in the MT, it is only translated with xatévavti one other time.
If xatévavtt does represent 511310, then the translation lacks a representation of 1213,
‘towards the south’, a decision that Allen suggests is the result of the translator seeing
1231 as inconsistent with 7n7p.%° LXX translators often used xatévavtt for 73, ‘before,
opposite’, or 2389, ‘before’, and Par’s translator is no exception. It should at least be
considered as a possibility that rather than seeing 1231 as inconsistent with AnTp, the

translator may have read 1213 as a form of T41.

2 Par4:13
Many of the details of this verse have been addressed above. Apart from those changes,
the Par has the verb éatw, ‘it is’, after the relative pronoun at the end of the verse where
MT has a verbless relative clause. While this does provide clarity, it is not necessitated
by either Greek or Hebrew grammar. It is interesting that the translator has opted for the
present tense £aTw, especially given his propensity for using aorist verbs within the
narrative.

The translator renders the prepositional phrase *19-5p, ‘on the face of, before’,
with émavw. The Greek term émavw usually conveys position on top of or above, or it

can refer to ‘before’ in the sense of time (rather than location).%! Very rarely does émdvew

8 Allen, Textual Criticism, 138. See also Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 70.
8 See CGCG, §31.2 for the preposition appearing as an adverb.

%0 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 117.

L BrillDAG, s.v. ‘émavw’.
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translate *19-5p in the LXX.%2 This translation decision could have slightly affected the

reader’s understanding of the location of the basins on the pillars.

2 Par4:16

There are a few noteworthy translation decisions here besides those mentioned above.
Par has xal avjveyxev, ‘and he brought up’, after on, ‘Huram’. Allen suggests xal
Gvrveyxev as a misreading of ax, perhaps reading 827, ‘and he brought’, instead.®
This is a plausible explanation. The translator has inserted the relative pronoun before
émolnoev, ‘he made’, for Ny, ‘he made’. Allen sees this as attempted assimilation to
Kgs/Kgdms,* a claim that has above been established as lacking, unless the
assimilation happened in the translator’s Vorlage. Also possible is that the placement of
the verb led the translator to consider and include a relative clause referring to all the
things that were made. In conjunction with his inserted xal avnveyxev, this relative
pronoun actually works to produce a coherent sentence with a relative clause (‘the
robes, ladles, etc., which Hiram made, he also delivered to King Solomon”).

A final striking translation decision in this verse is the translation of the
prepositional phrase a9, ‘to the house’, with the prepositional phrase év ofxw, ‘in the
house’. The translation again makes sense when considered along with the other
decisions in this verse. In 2 Chr 4:16, the only verb is 7y, so Huram Abi ‘made’ the
listed items for Solomon for the house of the Lord. Since 2 Par 4:16 adds xal aviveyxev,
Hiram made the items and he delivered them fo Solomon in the house of the Lord. 2
Par, then, uses év to identify the location of Solomon when the items were delivered in
contrast to 2 Chr which specifies that the items were made not just for Solomon, but for

the house of the Lord.

2 Par 4:17

At the end of this verse, the translator may have misread the 121 ... "3, ‘between x and
»’, structure, as he renders the first "2 with év oixw, ‘in the house’. According to Rehm,
the translator has mistaken 1 for n.% Allen rejects Rehm’s conclusion, suggesting

instead that the Greek reading is a result of Aramaic influence; the translator read 1712,

°2 Notably, this happens four times in the first seven chapters of LXX Genesis.

% Allen, Textual Criticism, 127. See also Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 59, who
suggests that rather than a misreading, the Vorlage had 82, which is also plausible.

% Allen, Translator’s Craft, 199.

9 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 59.
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‘building’.%® While neither of these options accounts for the preposition v, given that
the LXX (and even Par, in particular) regularly provides ava péoov, ‘between’, for one
or both of the occurrences of 12 in a 21 ... "2 construction, the translator has likely

misread his Vorlage here.

2 Par 4:19

Here, Par has a couple of changes, at least with respect to the MT. For the relative
clause n"a WK, ‘which were (in/of) the house’, the translator has provided the genitive
oixov, ‘of the house’. For Allen, the use of the genitive here contrasts the ‘ambivalent
attitude’ of the translator, who usually opts for the ‘mechanical translation’ of relative
clauses.?” In the same clause, the translator renders o1& "3, ‘house of God’, with
oixou xuplov, ‘house of the Lord’. The translator’s decision here reflects 1 Kgs 7:48
(mn 2, ‘the house of the Lord”). Although Allen considers this to be evidence of
assimilation to Kgs, it could just as easily reflect a different Vorlage or simply indicate

a misreading on the part of the translator that produced Par.%

2 Par 4:20

Only a few small changes are noteworthy here. Par does not have the 3rd person plural
pronoun on its rendering of DA'NAY, ‘their lamps’, with Tobg Ayvous, ‘the lamps’.% The
translator then renders the preposition + infinitive 03yab, ‘for their burning’, with the
genitive Tol dwtds, ‘of the light’. Allen suggests interference from a ‘similar catalogue
of sanctuary furniture’ in Exodus.'% Zipor is critical of Allen’s suggestion here, asking:
‘But what was the problem the translator faced which compelled him to search for an
appropriate expression in the Book of Exodus where, incidentally, the list given is not
an exactly similar catalogue of sanetuary (sic) implements’. %! Zipor’s criticism is
important, especially in light of Allen’s follow up claim about a better translation of a
similar Hebrew phrase later in Par.'%? Zipor suggests an alternate reading in the Vorlage

which would match the Hebrew of Exodus 35:14, leading to the same translation.'%

% Allen, Textual Criticism, 150.

7 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 50.

%8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 200.

% See CGCG, §28.4 on the acceptability of leaving off the possessive pronoun here.
100 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 58.

101 Zipor, ‘Greek Chronicles’, 570.

192 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 58.

103 Zipor, ‘Greek Chronicles’, 570.
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Conclusions

The evidence above has shown some peculiar results of the translator’s work on the
temple furnishings in 2 Chr 4. A careful analysis has revealed that the translator dealt
with unknown words and phrases with a variety of approaches. At times he found (what
he considered to be) rough equivalents. In other instances, he made a guess based on
context, occasionally evincing some familiarity with or memory of similar contexts in
the Pentateuch. Still other times he simply provided a transcription instead of any
attempted translation. Evidence from other translated material requires some thought be
given to the possibility that the translator was making use of code-switching in the
transcriptions. Technical terms, including some architectural terms, seem to have given
the translator the most trouble. However, he also seems to have had difficulty with
rendering even familiar terms in what might have been an unfamiliar context.
Additions, omissions, and other changes range from providing clarity to potentially
creating confusion. In contrast, though, some renderings that at first seem odd are
confirmed as normal when compared against evidence from papyri and inscriptions
roughly contemporary with or preceding the production of Par. In 2 Par 4, then, it is fair
to conclude that the translator was not always consistent in his translation of individual
words or phrases. On the macro level, 2 Par 4 reflects a translator who indeed, in
Allen’s words, ‘is not a precisionist’.1% Allen’s words are accurate here, but in large

part his conclusions have been too general, as seen in the examples provided above.

104 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 53.
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Chapter 4:

Translation Technique in the Account of the Temple

Dedication Ritual

Translation of the Dedication Ritual Text in the MT and the LXX

“NR 7NOW RN
“NRY AR T WP
ANTATNRY DI

11 090527 nRY

completed. And
Solomon brought
in the holy things
of David, his

Emolnoey Zaiwpwy
gv oixw xuplov.

xal eloveyxey
Zadwpoy Td aya

2 Chr 5:1-6:13 2 Chr 5:1-6:13 2 Par 4:22b-6:13 2 Par 4:22b-6:13
(Translation) (Translation)
-55 0w 5:1 | 5:1 All the work 4:22b-5:1 4:22b-5:1 All the
Ay nardnn | that Solomon did xal cuveTeAéahy work, which
mm nab nnbw | for the house of the | nggy 3 ¢pyacia, fy | Solomon did in the
Lord was house of the Lord

was completed.
Solomon brought
all of the holy
things of David, his

“NRI ORI APTNR
monn WrIH
1125 Marn Rw3
DHWIHR SR
PIR-OR MHYD
YT YA Mna
PR RN

summoned the
elders of Israel and
all the leaders of
the tribes, the
chiefs of the fathers
for the sons of
Israel to Jerusalem
to bring up the ark
of the covenant of
the Lord from the
city of David,
which is Zion.

égexdnoiacey
Zawpwy Tobg
mpeaPuTépoug
Topan) xal mavrag
ToUg GpyovTag Tév
dUAGY Tovg

1 YOUEVOUG TTATPLEY
vy TopanA eig
‘TepouvaaAy ToU
qvevéyxal xifwtov
Otabnuns xuplou éx
moAews Aavid, ality
ZIwv.

T3 2RI | father, and the Aavid To‘ﬁ Wan’bg father, the silver
{DM7R7 | silver and the gold adtol, T0 Gpylplov | and the gold, and
and all the articles | xal T6 xpuoiov xal the articles he put
he put in the To oxeVy €0wxey €l | into the treasury of
treasuries of the Bnoaupdy oixou the house of the
house of God. xuplov. Lord.
nnbw Ynpr 1R 5:2 | 5:2 Then Solomon | 5:2 Téte 5:2 Then Solomon

summoned the
elders of Israel and
all the leaders of
the tribes, the
rulers of the
families of the sons
of Israel to
Jerusalem to bring
up the ark of the
covenant of the
Lord from the city
of David, which is
Zion.

Tona5R HRPN 5:3
3Ma 5R wR-Ha
2PAYR WINA RIN

5:3 All the men of
Israel assembled to
the king at the

feast, which was in
the seventh month.

5:3 xal
éexdnaidadnoay
mpds TOV PBactiéa
méis avip Lopank év
i} £0pTfi, 0UTOG 6
unv €Boopos.

5:3 All the men of
Israel assembled to
the king in the
festival, which was
in the seventh
month.
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1Pt 52 I8N 5:4
oMHn RPN R

5:4 All the elders
of Israel came and

5:4 xal H\bov

5:4 All the elders
of Israel came, and

TAVTES Ol
arnn-nx | the Levites lifted TpeaPBiTepol all the Levites
up the ark. 'Toparh, xai Eafov lifted the ark.
mavtes ol AeviTal
™V x1BWToY
1RA-AR 1991 5:5 | 5:5 And he brought | 5:5 xai dviveyxav | 5:5 And they
-nxy T Snr-nxy | up the ark and the | 7y safwrov xal Ty | brought up the ark

TWR WTPn HaHa
onR 1Y Snra
om0 0NN

tent of meeting and
all the articles of
holiness which
were in the tent.
The priestly
Levites brought
them up.

axvny ToU
uapTuplov xal
TAVTA TG TXEVY) TA
ayw e év i
oxnvij, xal
avyveyxay alTny ol
lepels xal of Aevital.

and the tent of the
testimony and all
the holy articles,
the ones in the tent,
and the priests and
Levites brought
them up.

now THnm 5:6
SR NTY-H
1185 vhHY orTYIn
IR¥ DA 1R
180" RH WK P
2270 1R RYY

5:6 King Solomon
and all the
congregation of
Israel, the ones
assembled before
him, were before
the ark sacrificing
sheep and cattle
which were not
numbered and were
not countable from
the greatness.

5:6 xai 6 Paciieds
Zadwuwy xal Tioa
cwaywyy) Topani
xal ol dofoluevol
xal ol émauynyuévol
a0T@Y Eumpochey
THi¢ x1BwTol Bhovres
uoayous xal
mpdPata, ol odx
aptBuninoovral xal
ol 00 AoyrobyoovTal
amo Tod mAnboug.

5:6 King Solomon
and all the
congregation of
Israel and all the
fearers and their
gathered ones were
before the ark
sacrificing cattle
and sheep, which
will not be counted
and which will not
be calculated from
the plenty.

0"1127 RN 5:7
MTITMA PRI
2758 1PN
YTpTOR man
nnnHR oWTPn
;021727 "2

5:7 The priests
brought the ark of
the covenant of the
Lord to its place, to
the inner sanctuary
of the house, to the
holy of holies,
under the wings of
the cherubim.

\ bl r

5:7 xal elgnveyxay
ot iepels TV x1PfwTdy
dtabnxens xuplovu eig
TOV TOTOV aUTHS €ig

1 \ ~ b4
70 Oaelp Tod olxov
elg Ta aya TG
aylwy UTOXATW TEY
TTEPUYWY TV

5:7 The priests
brought in the ark
of the covenant of
the Lord to its
place, to the dabeir
of the house, to the
holy of holies,
under the wings of
the cherubim.

xepouPiy,
0217271 v 5:8 | 5:8 The cherubim | 5:8 xal %v T 5:8 The cherubim
-5y o'1d oo | were spreading xepouPly were spreading

1027 1IRA DIPN
NIRA-HY 0'aan
:oYnbn r1aHM

wings over the
place of the ark and
the cherubim
covered over the
ark and over its
poles from above.

dtamemeTaxdT TAS
TTEPUYAS aUTEY Tl
TOV TOTOV THS
w1BwTol, xai
TUVEXAAUTITEY TQ
xepouPly Eml TV

w1 BwTdv xal émt
ToUg qvadopels
adtiis émavwley

their wings over
the place of the ark,
and the cherubim
covered over the
ark and over its
poles from above.
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0727 128" 5:9
D720 WRT IR
195 PRI
IR RS 2T
TP DY ARIND
T ovn

5:9 The poles were
long and the ends
of the poles were
seen from the ark
at the face of the
inner sanctuary, but
they were not seen
from the outside. It
is there until this
day.

5:9 xal Umepelyov ol
avadopels, xal
¢BAémovTo al
xedbatal TRV
avadopéwy éx TGV
aylwv eig mpocwmoy
ol dapelp, o0k
éBAémovTo Ew xal
noav éxel éwg T
NUEPas TAUTYS.

5:9 And the poles
extended out and
the heads of the
poles were seen
from the holies in
the face of the
dabeir; they were
not seen outside.
And they were
there until this day.

77 71IRA 'R 5:10
INITWR MR 1w
WK 2913 W
12-Op M o2
onRea SRR
Halni¥aTa)

5:10 There was
nothing in the ark
except the two
tablets which
Moses put at
Horeb, where the
Lord made [a
covenant] with the

5:10 oUx W &v T
®1BwTd TANY 0vo
TAdxeg, ag EOnxey
Muwvafis év Xwpnf3,
& 01ebeTo xUplog
UETQ TGV VIGY
Topanh év Té
Ee\Bely adTols éx

5:10 There was
nothing in the ark
except two tablets,
which Moses put in
Horeb, which the
Lord ordained with
the sons of Israel
when they came

sons of Israel when out from Egypt.
they came out of Yiis Atydmrov.
Egypt.
nRea A 5:11 | 5:11 And it 5:11 xai éyéveto &v | 5:11 And it
v3 WTpnin oanon | happened in the 6 E£eMBeiv Tovg happened in the
D'RY¥AIA 0007 | priests’ coming out iepels éx v dylwy priests’ coming out
NYH PR WTRNN from the Holy — 871 mavTeg of fepels from the holies,

-mpbAny place, for all the of edpebivres that all the priests
priests who were ¢ ; who were found
Nyachnoay, odx
present had R , were consecrated.
consecrated maj), LaTETOfy“ V0L | They were not
themselves, there | X7 epnueptay, arranged according
was not the to division.
keeping to
divisions,
onH1 5:12 | 5:12 and to all the | 5:12 xal of Aevitar | 5:12 All the
oba% omwnn | singing Levites, to | of Yadtwdol mdvreg | singing Levites, to
nnTy b norb | Asaph, to Heman, | rotc yioic Acdd, 6 the sons of Asaph,
to Jeduthan, and to to Aiman, to

D IRYT DA
P1a owabn
092121 D' NYENa
natA O™TAY MY
D°370 DRNYY Nty
oMY IRNY
:MIRENA DMORAN

their brothers and
their tribesmen,
clothed in fine
linen, with cymbals
and with harps, and
lyres were standing
east with regard to
the altar and with
them were 120
priests, trumpet
players,

Aipav, 76 Totfodp
xal Tol¢ viols adT@Y
xal Toig adeAdois
VTGV, TV
€VOEOUEVWY TTONAS
Buoaivag, év
xupParols xal v
vafiaig xat &v
®WOPAG ETTYXOTES
xaTévavTt Tol
buaiaatnplov xal
UET’ aOTRY lepels

Idithoum and to
their sons and to
their brothers,
those clothed in
fine linen robes,
with cymbals and
with nablais and
with harps were
standing before the
altar and with them
were 120 priests
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ExaTov elxoat
calmilovres Tals
cdATyEW,

trumpeting with
trumpets.

TARD 1M 5:13
omeenny

YRYnD oMawn
555 TR-Dp
mh M
mAgena Sp omino
5531 ornbena
MY 55021 wn
oo1pY "2 210 D

11p 85N nvam Ton
S 3

5:13 It was as one
for the trumpeters
and for the singers
to be heard with
one voice for praise
and for
thanksgiving to the
Lord, and when the
sound rose with
trumpets and with
cymbals and with
all the instruments
of the song, and in
praise to the Lord,
For he is good, for
his steadfast love is
forever, and the
house, the house of
the Lord, was filled

5:13 xal éyEveTo pia
dwvy) év TR
camilew xal év 16
VadTwdely xal év Té
avadwvely dwvij wid
o0 éopoloyeioha
xal aively T6 xuplew
- xal &g WYwoay
dwviy &v gdATryéy
xal v xupfadorg
xal év opyavolg Tév
@W0&v xal EXeyov
"E&opoloyeiobe 6
xuplw, 6Tt dyabov,
ot gic TOV aldva TO
gAeog alTol, xal 6
oixog évemAnaby

5:13 There was one
voice in the
trumpeters and in
the singers and in
the one voice
crying out to
acknowledge and
to praise the Lord,
and as they raised a
sound with
trumpets and with
cymbals and with
instruments of
songs, and they
said:

Acknowledge the
Lord, for he is
good, for his mercy
is forever.

with a cloud. VECP,EMQ 06 The house was
xuptov, filled with a cloud
of the glory of the
Lord.
13K 5:14 | 5:14 The priests 5:14 xal o0x 5:14 The priests

nwh TInyd onanon
K517 13vn Y1an
A nR M-TIAa0
0 HRM

were not able to
stand to serve from
the presence of the
cloud, for the glory
of the Lord filled
the house of God.

novvavTo of iepeis
Tol oThval
AeLToVpYELY Ao
TPOTWTOU THS
vedEAg, OTL
évémnoey %) d6&a
xuplov TV oixov To
Beod.

were not able to
stand to serve from
the presence of the
cloud, for the glory
of the Lord filled
the house of God.

oY N IR 6:1
NaWY R M

6:1 Then Solomon
said, ‘The Lord (is)

6:1 TTE eimey
Zalwpwy

6:1 Then Solomon
said, ‘The Lord

5oy | said to dwell in Koptog elmev tob said to dwell in
darkness XaTaCOYETaL v darkness
Yoo
"2 IR 6:2 | 6:2 and [ builta 6:2 xal £yo 6:2 and I built a

TNaYH pant 15 Har
:onHY

lofty house to you
and a place for you
to dwell forever’.

@x0d6unx 0ixov TE
dvopartl gov ayLev
oot xal étotpov Tol
xataoxnvéoal eig
ToU¢ aidvag.

house for your
name, holy to you
and prepared to
dwell forever’.
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“NR Tonn 201 6:3
=53 nR 7737 11D
5np-Ha1 Hraw Hnap
ST DR

6:3 The king turned
his face and
blessed the whole
congregation of
Israel and the
whole congregation
of Israel was

6:3 Kat éméatpeey
3 \ 1

6 Bactlels TO
mpocwmov adTol xal
eOAGynoey THY
mhoay ExxAnaiay
TopanA, xal méoa
exxnaia Topank

6:3 The king turned
his face and
blessed the whole
congregation of
Israel, and the
whole congregation
of Israel had been

standing. ; standing.
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Israel, who spoke
with his mouth to
David, my father,
and with his hand
fulfilled it, saying,
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Israel, who spoke
with his mouth to
David, my father,
and with his hand
fulfilled it, saying,
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6:5 “From the day
when I brought my
people out from the
land of Egypt, I did
not choose in a city
from all the tribes
of Israel to build a
house to put my
name there and [
did not choose in a
man to put a prince
before my people,
Israel.

6:5 Ao Tijs Nuépag,
Mg Gviyayov TOV
Aaby pov €x yijs
Alydmrov, odx
égelebduny év mélel
amo TaTiy GuARY
Topanh ol
oixodopfjoat oixov
70D elvat TO vopd
uov éxel xal odx
égelebduny év dvopl
Tol evau €ic
Nyodpevov Eml TOV
Aaév pou TopanA:

6:5 “From the day,
when I brought my
people out from the
land of Egypt, I did
not choose in a city
from all the tribes
of Israel to build a
house for my name
to be there and |
did not choose for
a man to be leader
over my people,
Israel.
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6:6 I have chosen
in Jerusalem to put
my name there and
I have chosen in
David to put over
my people, Israel.”

6:6 xai égelebduny
™V Tepovaainu
yevéalal 6 Bvopa
uou éxel xal
gedebduny év Aauid
dore elvar émdvw
Tol Acol pov
Topan).

6:6 I have chosen
Jerusalem for my
name to be there
and I have chosen
in David so that he
would be over my
people, Israel.”
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6:7 It was with the
heart of David, my
father, to build a
house for the name
of the Lord, God of
Israel.

6:7 xal gyéveto éml
xapdiav Aavid Tol
TaTpés (Lov Tol
oixodoudical oixov
T dvopatt xuplov
Beod Topana,

6:7 It was upon the
heart of David, my
father, to build a
house to the name
of Lord, God of
Israel.

87




-5R 0 NRM 6:8
TWUR YT AR T
mia% 72350y n
"3 maop MYH N
:722%-0p N

6:8 The Lord said
to David, my
father, “Because it
was with your heart
to build a house to
my name, you did
well for it was with
your heart.

6:8 xal elmey xUplog
mpds Aauid ToV
maTépa ov ALt
gyéveto eml xapdiav
cou Tol oixodoyfjoat
oixov T6 dvépati
®ou, xaAds
gémolnoag 6Tt €yeveTo
éml xapdiav oov*

6:8 The Lord said
to David, my
father, “Because it
was upon your
heart to build a
house to my name,
you did well for it
was upon your
heart.
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6:9 However, you
will not build a
house, for your son
who will go out
from your loins, he
will build a house
for my name.”

6:9 TANY gb 0%
0{x000UNTEL TOV
oixov, 8Tt 6 vidg aov,
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THig badog gov,
0070 oixodouyaet
TV olxov TG
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6:9 However, you
will not build a
house, for your
son, who will come
out from your
loins, this one will
build a house to my
name.”

“nR I P 6:10
937 WK 1727

AR T AN DIPNRI
RDI™HY AWK

937 WK SR
nan naany e
mHR I owh
SR

6:10 The Lord
fulfilled his word
which he spoke and
I have risen in
place of David, my
father, and I sit on
the throne of Israel
just as the Lord
spoke and I have
built the house for
the name of the
Lord, God of
Israel.

6:10 xal GvéaTy ey
xUpLog TOV AGyov
ToliTov, 6v
gEAanaey, xal
gyevnBny qvti Aavid
Tol maTpog pov xal
éxabioa émi ToV
Bpdvov Topanh,
xabwg EAaAncey
xUpLog, xal
@x006UNTe TOV
oixov TG dvéuat
xuplou Beol Tapani

6:10 The Lord
established this
word, which he
spoke, and I came
in place of David,
my father, and I sat
upon the throne of
Israel, just as the
Lord spoke, and |
built the house to
the name of the
Lord, God of
Israel.
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6:11 I put there the
ark where there is
the covenant of the
Lord which he
made with the sons
of Israel.

6:11 xal €0nxa éxel
T x1BwTdv, & )
éxel OBy xuplov,
#v dtébeto TG
TopanA.

6:11 I put there the
ark, in which there
is the covenant of
the Lord, which he
arranged with
Israel.
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6:12 He stood
before the altar of
the Lord opposite
the whole
congregation of
Israel and he
spread his hands,

6:12 Kal €01y
xaTEVaVTL TOY
buataatnpiov xupiov
EvavTL TaaNg
éxxdnolag Topani
xal OLETETATEY TAC
xelpas avtod,

6:12 He stood
before the altar of
the Lord in the
presence of the
whole congregation
of Israel and he
spread his hands,
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6:13 for Solomon
made a bronze
platform and he put
it in the midst of

6:13 011 émolnoey
Salwpwv Bagty
ey xal €0nxev
adTNY év uéow THig

6:13 for Solomon
made a bronze
basin and put it in
the midst of the
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the outer court, five
cubits (was) its
length, and five
cubits (was) its
width, and three
cubits (was) its
height, and he
stood on it. He
knelt on his knees
before the whole
congregation of
Israel and he
spread his hands
heavenward.

aOAfjs Tol iepod,
TEVTE TYXEWY TO
uijxos adTic xal
TEVTE TYXEWY TO
ebpos adTHs xal
TPLEY TYYEWY TO
Uog adTijs, xal
€oty ém alTHs xal
Emeoey éml Ta
yovata EvavTt Tags
exxnaias Topani
xal OIEMETATEY TAS
xelpag avtol eig TOV
olpavoV

court of the temple,
five cubits (was) its
length, and five
cubits (was) its
width, and three
cubits (was) its
height, and he
stood upon it. He
fell on his knees in
the presence of the
whole congregation
of Israel and he
spread his hands
towards heaven.

The Translation of K71 and K

The 3rd person singular personal pronouns &7, ‘she’, and X171, ‘he’, are versatile,

functioning in several ways syntactically.! In apposition with a noun, they can function

similarly to the relative pronoun IR, ‘who, which’, and their identical demonstrative

pronouns.? Given the versatility of these pronouns, it is worth giving attention to how

the translator deals with them, especially since a few examples are found in 2 Chr 5.

Towards the end of 2 Chr 5:2, the feminine singular pronoun &7 occurs in this

context: 1'% K71 T YN, ‘from the city of David, which is Zion’. The feminine

pronoun is used because the antecedent, 'Y, is feminine. The translator renders the

phrase at the end of the verse éx méAews Aavid, alty Ziwv, ‘from the city of David—this

is Zion’, using the feminine singular demonstrative atty for 8'71. As was the case with

7%, the Greek term méAs is feminine. The pronoun alty, then, agrees with its

antecedent. This use of the demonstrative att) is somewhat standard in the LXX for

KA.

An example of the masculine singular pronoun K177 is found in the next verse, 2

Chr 5:3. The translator renders the phrase *yawn wInn K17 an2, “at the feast, which is

the seventh month’, with &v 1} £0pfj, o0tog 6 wiv €BJoos, ‘in the festival, this is the

seventh month’. The masculine pronoun X177 is used here as it agrees with the

antecedent i, ‘feast’, which is also masculine. The translator used the masculine o9Tog,

certainly to directly translate the masculine &17. This, unfortunately, does not work in

' GKC, §136a, categorizes these as true demonstrative pronouns.
2 JM, §146¢-d. See also GKC, §136a.
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the context of 2 Par 5:3. The translation of the masculine 31 is the noun €opty, which is
feminine. There is grammatical disagreement between the pronoun odtog and its
antecedent éopty.

Naturally, rendering the masculine 8171 with the masculine o0tog will also
produce grammatically correct Greek on some occasions. For example, the translator
uses ovtog for 8171 in 2 Par 6:9, where the antecedent is vide, ‘son’, for 3, ‘son’, both of
which are masculine. Here, though, the translator would have been better of using the
personal pronoun a076¢ rather than the demonstrative to render the resumptive use of
X171, which he does accurately a few verses later in 2 Par 6:32.

These translation decisions likely point to a translator who, at least in these
instances, was not translating at the clause level, paying attention to the grammatical
gender of the pronouns in relation to their antecedents, but at the word level.* Providing
a feminine noun for a masculine noun is unavoidable, as nouns inherently possess
grammatical gender. The translator neglects the thing he does have control over in
simply rendering a masculine pronoun with a masculine pronoun without reference to

the gender of the antecedent.

The Translation of the Relative Pronoun

The Hebrew relative pronoun is translated several different ways in this section of Par.
In what follows, several examples of the translations of Hebrew relative pronouns and
the use of Greek relative pronouns will be analyzed.

In 2 Par 5:5, the relative pronoun IR, ‘who, which’, is translated with the
neuter article 7¢.% The article, then, substantivizes the prepositional phrase év t§j oxnvi,
‘in the tent’, bringing the prepositional phrase into the preceding attributive phrase. By
using the article in this way, the translator strays from a direct equivalent (relative
pronoun for relative pronoun) without sacrificing functionality or meaning. While both
Chr and Par present equivalent meanings, they do so with different forms.

In 2 Par 5:6, a single use of the relative pronoun W& becomes two separate

relative pronouns, both of which are nominative masculine plural creating clear

> CGCG, §50.8.

4 This is contra Mulroney’s view on the translator of OG Habakkuk. Mulroney, Translation
Style, 36 claims, ‘I maintain that the translator had a comprehensive (sentence level and higher)
understanding of his text’. He continues, ‘the translator was not working atomistically’. At least here, but
certainly beyond (as we will see) the translator that produced Par seems to work ‘atomistically’.

5 According to Smyth, §1099-1105, the article, which was ‘originally a demonstrative pronoun’,
can function under certain circumstances as a relative pronoun.
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parallelism between the two groups. A single relative clause becomes two parallel
relative clauses. The relative clause 137" 891 19890 89 WK, ‘which are not counted and
are not numbered’, is translated of odx aptBunfncovrar xal of 00 Aoytebigovtat, ‘which
will not be counted and which will not be calculated’. This adds little more than a
simple clarification, though one is not likely necessary here. Indeed, ‘Greek generally
avoids the use of repeated relative pronouns in successive clauses referring to the same
antecedent’.% It is worth considering whether this change may have been a stylistically
motivated change. The natural rhyming that occurs as a result of the parallel future
passives (-0ngovtat) might have been euphonically enhanced by paralleling the relative
pronoun.’

The Hebrew relative pronoun occurs twice in 2 Chr 5:10. For the first, which
refers to Mn5n, ‘the tablets’, Par has dg, ‘which’, which agrees with its referent mAdxeg,
‘tablets’. For the second relative pronoun, the nearest referent is 271, ‘Horeb’, which
would imply that 9w should be translated ‘where’. The translator, though, renders this
with &, ‘which’, the neuter plural accusative relative pronoun. There is no clear referent
for this pronoun in the immediate context. There is only one other LXX occurrence of
Xwpnf, ‘Horeb’, followed by a relative pronoun. It is found in the parallel to 2 Par 5:10
in 3 Kgdms 8:9. There, the translation is the same as in 2 Par 5. According to Muraoka,
the use of the neuter relative pronoun in a situation like this is somewhat regular in the
Greek of the LXX. This is likely a case of what he calls ‘generic reference’ in which the
neuter relative pronoun is ‘antecedentless’, ‘used parenthetically to refer to a general
situation mentioned immediately before’.8 If this is the case here, the translator uses & to
refer to the whole of the content of the ark and its placement in Horeb.

In 2 Par 6:8, the translator renders the conjunctive IWR 13", ‘because’, with o6,
‘because’. In doing so, the translator has rejected a literal translation of each of the
constituents 13, ‘because’, and WK, ‘which’, in favor of the more direct translation of

the combined terms. A direct translation of both the {p” and "W\ is fairly standard in the

LXX. For 7w 1" translators regularly opt for év8 &v, ‘because’. In 2 Par 1:11, which

¢ CGCG, §50.9.

7 Such a change is not necessarily conscious. See Dhont, ‘Translation Technique’, 25, who
claims that ‘translation involves a multidimensional decision-making process—partly conscious, partly
unconscious—regarding how to interpret the source text and how to render it’ (emphasis added). See also
T. A. W. van der Louw, ‘Linguistic or Ideological Shifts? The Problem-oriented Study of
Transformations as a Methodological Filter’, Collegium 11 (2012) 23-41, citing 25, ‘transformations are
not necessarily applied consciously’.

8 8SG, §17ia. See also BrillDAG, s.v. ‘8, 1, 8”; CGCG, §50.7.
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represents the only other occurrence of W 13 in 2 Chr, the translator makes this very
decision. The use of &vf Gv to communicate ‘because’ is attested outside of the LXX.®
These two examples in 2 Par are spread out, but they show that the translator has not
considered av8 &v to be the only option, even though it is the most attested in the LXX.
Most importantly for the present analysis of the translation of the relative pronoun in
this section of 2 Par, the translator does not feel required to use a relative pronoun for
WK In WK Y’ in 2 Par 6:8.

In 2 Chr 6:11, oW=wW\, literally ‘which there’, occurs. Simply put, the presence
of oW after WK marks the relative pronoun clearly as referring to place, and a good
translation would be ‘in which’.%° The translator provides év 3, ‘in which’, referring to
v %1 Pwtdy, ‘the ark’. The translator then translates the ‘retrospective adverb’! ow
with the demonstrative adverb éxei, ‘there’. This decision is taken several times in the
LXX. According to CGCG, ‘relative pronouns’, like ) here, ‘adjectives and adverbs are
frequently anticipated or followed by a demonstrative pronoun, adjective or adverb’.?
As such, it is not abnormal to have both the relative pronoun and the demonstrative
adverb.

As seen in the above examples, the translator does not take a ‘one size fits all’
approach to the translation of the relative pronoun “W. Instead, he is willing to use
Greek constituents other than just the relative pronoun, regularly providing some
nuance that is available in Greek. Some of the changes are simple, such as inserting an
additional pronoun to create parallel clauses. Others are complex, like using a single
Greek term to indicate cause rather than literally representing the relative pronoun.
Ultimately, this section of Par exhibits variation in the translation of the relative

pronoun.

The Translations of Forms of 0'w7pn wp in 2 Chr 5:7 and Beyond

The phrase owTpn wIp, ‘holy of holies’, occurs several times in the MT. Naturally, the
case of the Greek translation of the first (anarthrous, singular) wTp will change based on

the relationship of the term with the words around it. Since this is a necessary feature of

Greek nouns, that is not considered a change in the translation. The second (articular,

° See Sophocles, Oed. col., 953; Ant. 1068; Aristophanes, Plut., 435.
10 1M, §158;.

1M, §158;.

12 CGCG, §50.5.
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plural) ©'WTpn is consistently translated Tév ayiwy, ‘of the holies’. As such, the
translation of this term will not be discussed below.

The translations of the phrase in the Pentateuch provide a range of options for
dealing with the phrase. The first two are found in Exodus 26:33, 34. Here, the
translator uses the singular articular o0 ayiov, ‘of the holy’, and T ayiw, ‘in the holy’,
respectively, for WTp. Likewise, the translator renders WTp in Numbers 18:10 with the
singular articular 7@ ayiw. Another example is found in Numbers 4:4, where the
translator renders WTp with the singular anarthrous &ytov, ‘holy’. In Numbers 4:19, wTp
is translated with the plural articular ta ¢yta, ‘the holies’. The same translation decision
occurs in Leviticus 21:22.

There are several other occurrences of wWTpn WIp outside of Chr. Three of
those are found in 1 Kgs. The first of the three is found in 1 Kgs 6:16. Here, the
translator uses the singular articular 7o aytov, ‘the holy’. The term w7p in 1 Kgs 7:50 is
translated with the singular anarthrous ayiov, ‘of holy’. The third is in 1 Kgs 8:6 where
WP is translated with the plural articular ta dyia. There are four occurrences of the
phrase owTpn WP in Ezekiel. The first is in Ezekiel 41:4. There, the translator uses the
singular articular 70 ¢ytov. Each of the two occurrences in Ezekiel 42:13 and the single
occurrence in Ezekiel 44:13 are translated with the plural articular Ta aywa. In Ezra 2:63
and Nehemiah 7:65, wTp is rendered with the singular articular Tod aylov.

In 1 Par 6:34, the translator uses the plural anarthrous ayiwe, ‘holies’, to translate
wTp. The phase occurs twice in 2 Chr 3:8, 10, where both are translated with the

[

singular articular ToU ayiov and T@ aylw, respectively. Three verses have the plural

articular translation t& &yia: 2 Par 4:22; 5:7;'% and 31:14. These translation decisions
suggest that there was not a standard method for translators when dealing with

owWIpn WIp. While there seems to be a preference towards the plural articular ta ayia,
there is not consistency in employing it as a translation. Even within Par, there is not
consistency with the translation of the phrase. Surely the lack of examples complicated
the translation. However, one would expect that a translator with familiarity with the
temple would also be familiar with this section of the temple. If so, it would follow that

the translators would know what that temple section is called. It is possible, then, that

13 The translation of the rest of 2 Par 5:7 rules out parallel assimilation.
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singular or plural, articular or anarthrous, as long as the terms are present, the

translation is acceptable.

The Translations of Forms of 2aX in 2 Chr

In 2 Par 5:2, the translator uses matpt@v, ‘of the families’, as a translation for maxn,
‘the fathers’. Given the prevalence of the word in 2 Chr, occurring 121 times,
understanding the translation in 2 Par 5:2 warrants an analysis of the translation of
forms of 2R, ‘father’. Of these 121 occurrences, only 10 of them are translated with
natpia, ‘family, clan’, rather than matp, ‘father’. None of the instances of matyp are
translations of a8 with the article. There are, however, four examples of —:Lt;;'_?, ‘to/for
the father’, and two examples of —a83, ‘as/according to the father’, both of which are
marked as articular. Five of these are translated with matyp; the sixth instance is not
represented in Par at all. Of the six examples of articular 2R, all plural, four are
translated with matpiév (Tatpia) and the other two are translated with matpiapy@v
(matpidpyys, ‘patriarch).? There are five instances in 2 Chr of max nv%,
‘for/according to the house of the fathers’, all rendered with xat’ oixoug TaTplév,
‘according to the houses of the fathers’. Finally, there is only one instance of singular
AR translated with matpia (2 Par 35:5). This instance is preceded by n°a.

The following table shows the distribution of word forms translated with matpia

in 2 Par and includes words that precede forms of 2Rk in the MT.
Table 4.1

matpla in 2 Par

matpia (10x) (2) (1:2; 23:2) marn "wK"
(1) (5:2) Mmarn ‘w3

(5) (17:4; 25:5; 31:7; 35:4, 12) mar mab
(1) (35:5) ar

(1) (35:5) marn ma

14 This is complicated by the fact that the Hebrew phrase can refer to different specific places or
things. See H. S. Gehman, “Aytog in the Septuagint, and its relation to the Hebrew Original’, V'T 4 (1954)
337-348, esp. 346-347.

15 Forms of matptapyys occur three times total in Par: twice as mentioned above, and once (2 Par
23:20) as a translation of "™, ‘captains, leaders’.
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The translator consistently rendered maxn with something other than matyp (either
matpid or matpidpyys). Further, he was sensitive to the phrase —ax n*a(h), translating it
all but one time with some form of matpid.!® This is evidence that the translator
understood the different uses of AR in Hebrew, referring at times to one’s father, but

also to lineage or tribe.

The Choice of &yaév for 210 in 2 Par 5:13

Variations of a phrase that occurs in 2 Chr 5:13 can be found throughout the OT. The
phrase in question is 1701 ©1p% 2 210 "3, “for he is good, for his steadfast love is
forever’. As noted by Allen, in all three instances of this phrase in Chr, the translator
has rendered 210 with the neuter dyafdv, ‘good’.}” As such, rather than agreeing with
xuplw, ‘to the Lord’, it must refer to €Aeog, ‘mercy’, for Ton. The phrase then becomes,

1%

according to Allen’s suggestion, "E€opodoyeiohe T6 xupiw, 6Tt dyabév, 8Tt eis oV aidva
76 E\eog adTol, ‘Acknowledge the Lord, for [his mercy] is good, for his mercy is
forever’.

Allen’s suggestion here is worthy of consideration. Syntactically and
contextually the nearest (stated) referent for &¢yafév is EAeog. However, Allen goes on to
claim: ‘Doubtless this interpretation was inspired by the phrase 7707 21072 in Psalm
69.17; 109.21°.18 While these two Psalms could be considered as part of the background
for the translator’s decision in Par, it is too much to claim this with such confidence
(i.e., “doubtless’). Rather than stating this as factual, it should simply be considered as
an option for understanding the translator’s decision. In addition, this option ignores the
clearer parallel in Psalm 136:1 (LXX 135:1). There, the translator offers dtt xpnotog, Tt
glg TOV aidva o Eleos adTol, ‘for he is good, for his mercy is forever’, where the MT has
17on 01YH 13 2w *3, “for he is good, for his steadfast love is forever’. Allen’s proposal
would be strengthened if there was evidence that the translator was regularly influenced

by the Greek version of Psalms.

16 The only exception is found in 2 Par 21:13 where Tax-n3, ‘the house of your fathers’, is
translated as vioUs Tol matpds cov, ‘sons of your father’. This is simply a misreading of the Vorlage, or it
might reflect a different Vorlage than the MT. Based on the other examples in 2 Par, one would expect
that if the translator read n*a, he would have rendered ax with matpia. Due to the translator’s reading i3,
‘son’, instead of n*a (whether justified by the Vorlage or not), this does not count against his consistency
with —ar na(®).

17 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 125. The other passages are 1 Par 16:34 and 2 Par 7:3.

8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 125.

95



There is another option worth considering. It is likely that the translator
considered the first *2 to be causal (‘because, for’). The particle *2 is the most common
conjunction for the causal clause in Hebrew.'® It is possible that the translator then took
the second "2 as marking a substantival clause.?’ In English, then, 1701 09195 "2 210 "2
might reflect this understanding by being represented as ‘for it is good that his steadfast
love is forever’. If this was the translator’s understanding, he might still use 7t for *2

»21

both times, as seen in Par. Since &7t can be used in both ‘causal clauses’?* and ‘indirect

declarative clauses’,?? this understanding is plausible.

The Use of the Pluperfect Indicative for a Qal Participle

2 Chr 6:3 ends with the Qal participle TR, ‘standing’, as the verbal idea of the clause
T SR 5npHa1, ‘And all Israel (was) standing’. The translator rendered this
participle with the pluperfect active indicative mapetotyxet, ‘he had been standing’.
There are a total of three pluperfect indicatives in Par, all of which translate active

participle forms Good summarizes the use of the pluperfect in Par:

In narrative, the two forms have slightly different nuances. The force of the
participles in Hebrew is probably best understood as simultaneous to the main
verb, [sic] the pluperfect stresses the resultant state of the action relative to the
action of the main verb (in the past time), e.g., “the men went down ... the army
had already encamped’ (1 Chr 11:15; so also 2 Chr 6:3). Perhaps the pluperfect
was used to emphasize the change in topic.?

In order to assess Good’s claim here, two things should be considered: 1) whether a

change in topic is indicated in the context and 2) whether this is normal in the LXX in

general.

The two examples under consideration are 1 Par 11:15 and 2 Par 6:3.24 In his
example above, he seems to see the change in topic as a minor shift—*‘the men’ to ‘the
army’. By extension, in the example in 2 Par 6:3 he would see a shift from ‘the king’ to
‘the whole assembly’. Although the shift is minor, it is still a change nonetheless. Topic

shifts are not uncommon in verbless (participle) clauses. The fronted subject followed

by the participle is ‘marked’ to provide ‘background information in which a situation,

19 JM, §170d.

20 M, §157a.

2L CGCG, §48.2.

2 CGCG, §41.2-6.

2 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 217 (emphasis in original).

24 The third pluperfect in Par is in reported speech in 2 Par 18:18. Good was not considering this
example when he made the statement above. See Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 217.
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circumstance, or event is depicted that occurs simultaneously with the sequence of
actions expressed in the preceding foreground clause’.?®
Of course, not all Qal participles are translated with the pluperfect in the LXX.
Likewise, not all pluperfects in the LXX are translations of Qal participles. However, it
is true that in some situations, LXX translators used the pluperfect for Qal participles. If
Good is correct, there would need to be some precedent for the pluperfect being used to
indicate a shift in topic.
A Qal participle is used in Gen 2:10.
WK YR 7T T QWA ANTAR MpWaY TR R A0
A river (was) flowing from Eden to water the garden, and from there it divided and was
four divisions.
Here, there is a clear shift in topic. This is indicated by the verbless clause that begins
the verse. The focus changes from what a8 M, ‘the Lord, God’, was doing in the
previous verses to a description of what the river was doing. Thus, the fact that the flow
of the narrative was halted for information about the river at least in some regard
represents a topic shift. In light of Good’s claims concerning 2 Par 6:3, one might
expect that such a clear case of a topic shift would motivate the use of the pluperfect.
However, the translator renders the participle X%, ‘flowing’, with a present indicative,
éxmopevetat, ‘went out’. Of course, this is not meant to imply that the pluperfect would
have been the expected rendering based on the function of the participle. Rather, the
choice of the pluperfect here would seem obvious if Good’s claim is correct.
An example from 2 Par will help to illustrate the point. The Qal participle 7112
occurs in 2 Chr 2:8.
:RDAM DA ANA IRTIWK 1730 7 205 oy o o
To prepare for me much timber for the house which I am building is great and amazing.
Here, the topic shifts from *7ap, ‘my servants’, to &, ‘I’.?6 In the LXX, the
verse in question is 2 Par 2:9. The translator retains the shift from oi maidés cov, ‘your

servants’,?” in 2 Par 2:8 to ¢y, ‘I’, in 2 Par 2:9. If following Good’s proposal, one

%5 E. van Wolde, ‘The Verbless Clause and Its Textual Function’, in C. L. Miller (ed.), The
Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches, LSAWS 1 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
1999) 321-336, citing 330 (emphasis in original). See also /BHS §37.6b, ‘the predicate participle
approximates the prefix conjugation [imperfect], but distinguishes itself by emphasizing a durative
circumstance’.

26 Technically, there is an intermediate topic shift from *72p, ‘my servants’, to 11*an, ‘the house’,
to 1R, I".

27 The MT reads 7"7ap-op *7ap, ‘my servants with your servants’. The translator inverts the
order of these, translating the phrase with oi maldés cou peta Tév Taidwy pou, ‘your servants with my
servants’. Either way, the subjects of 2 Chr 2:8/2 Par 2:9 are ‘servants’.
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would expect the participle n313, ‘building’, to be translated with a pluperfect. Instead,
the translator uses the present indicative oixodoud, ‘I will build’. Of course, the
perfective-stative aspect of the pluperfect does not make sense in this context, since
from the speaker’s point of view, the house is not yet completed.

Both examples above show clear instances in which a participle is used in the
MT and a change in topic is present.?® In fairness to Good and his proposal, it does not
seem that he intends to convey that the pluperfect always, or even often, emphasizes
topic shift. In fact, in his introduction to the pluperfect tense, he does not mention topic
shifts at all.?® Perhaps his statement concerning topic changes was simply an attempt to
make sense of the translator’s (limited) use of the pluperfect, in each case translating an
active participle. However, this claim lacks some weight due to examples of active
participles in clear topic shift scenarios that are not translated with the pluperfect.
Ultimately, Good’s first claim, ‘the pluperfect stresses the resultant state of the action
relative to the action of the main verb’,3® would be sufficient to explain the aspectual
influence of the pluperfect on the verse(s) in question. Rather than stating that ‘the
pluperfect was used to emphasize the change in topic’,®! it is better to simply state that
the translator was sensitive to the option of using the pluperfect, with its perfective-
stative aspect, to represent the sense of his source text. It might be said, then, that the
translator was focused more on the function of the story in Hebrew than on the form, at
least rigidly speaking. Of course, the translator does follow the form of his Hebrew
source often. However, here, he does allow some literary flourishing to shine through in

order to offer some natural Greek to render the sense of the Hebrew participle.

Pluses, Minuses, and Various Other Changes

2 Par5:1

Par does not include a conjunction before o apydptov, ‘the silver’. Allen considers this
to be an example of haplography, since the previous word, 1"aR, ‘his father’, ends with
1.2 Allen’s conclusion is likely correct. It is worth considering, then, the effect that this

omission has on the reading of the verse. Where 2 Chr 5:1 communicates that Solomon

brought in (1) holy things, and (2) silver, and (3) gold, and (4) utensils, 2 Par 5:1

28 At the least, a topic change similar in force to the examples Good cites (Good, Septuagint’s
Translation, 217).

2 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 64.

39 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 217.

3 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 217.

32 Allen, Textual Criticism, 129.
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instead offers that Solomon brought in holy things: (1) silver, and (2) gold, and (3)
utensils. The translation suggests that the silver, gold, and utensils are parts of the larger
category of ‘holy things’.

The phrase 09271753 nR, ‘and all the utensils’, is translated xal T& oxedy, ‘and
the utensils’. Rehm suggests 92 in the MT is an example of dittography, and so the
Vorlage of the MT and the LXX might have read 09271 nx1.28 In contrast, Allen
considers Par or its Vorlage to have been assimilated to the parallel in 1 Kgs, which has
0'92n nX1.3* The adjective 92 regularly modifies the noun 93 in 2 Chr—always when
the plural absolute '3 is used. While the reading in Par does match 1 Kgs, it is more
likely that Par simply reflects its Vorlage.®® At the end of 2 Par 5:1, the translator
renders D191, ‘(of) God’, with xupiov, ‘of the Lord’. Again, Allen argues for
assimilation to Kgs.*® As stated in the previous chapter, the interchangeability of xUptog
and feb¢ means there is not enough to suggest assimilation here.

The translator renders the plural mIeR, ‘treasuries’, with the singular 6yoavpév,
‘treasury’. Allen theorizes that the former may have been abbreviated without M- in the
Vorlage of Par, which would have led to the singular rendering in Par.?’” Given that the

plural form of Oncavpés occurs regularly for m e in Par, Allen is likely correct.

2 Par5:2

In 2 Chr 5:2 the preposition % is used with one of its common functions, to designate
possession or relation: Y87 1125 Marn *R*w1, ‘the chiefs of the fathers of/for the sons
of Israel’.®® The translator apparently understood this relationship, as he avoids a direct
translation (a preposition for a preposition) in favor of the more natural genitive: Toug

Nyouuévous Tatplidv vidy TopanA, ‘the rulers of the families of the sons of Israel’.

2 Par 5:4
There is a plus found in this verse. Par has the adjective mavteg, ‘all’, qualifying ol
Acevital, ‘the Levites’. As previously mentioned, Allen considers 92 to be among a

group of words that are added and omitted freely. As such, he sees Tavtes not as an

33 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 70.

3 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 200.

35 BHS suggests manuscript evidence lacking 52.
36 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 200.

37 Allen, Textual Criticism, 89.

3 M, §133d.
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addition, but as reflective of the Vorlage.®® This suggests that 53 has fallen out in the
MT. In a situation like the one here, it might be that the translator considered 53 to
distribute to both *3pr1, ‘the elders’, and 151, ‘the Levites’.

There is one other instance in 2 Par where méic has entered the text in a similar
context. In 2 Par 34:12, the translator renders the Hebrew 1"an 92 onH1, ‘and the
Levites, all the skillful ones’, with xal méis Aevitng cuviwy, ‘and every skillful Levite’.
Here, he moves més and changes the plural o151 to the singular Aevityg. This then,
does not qualify as the same scenario as the example in 2 Par 5:4, where Tavtes occurs
without an equivalent in the MT.

Another interesting change occurs in 2 Par 30:22 concerning these same words.
2 Chr 30:22 has 0"5752 255, ‘on the heart of all the Levites’. The translator renders
this émi méioav xapdiav T@v Aeuitdy, ‘on every heart of the Levites’. It can be concluded,
then, that at various points in the translation process, the translator moved his
translation of 92 to a different spot in the clause or 52 moved at an earlier point in the

transmission process and Par reflects its Vorlage.

2 Par5:5
The first change here is subtle. The translator has rendered the construct noun +

absolute noun Wpn *93, ‘the utensils of holiness’, with the noun + adjective & oxedy
Ta aywe, ‘the holy utensils’. This is a normal way of dealing with some construct nouns
where an adjective is available for the translator. Similar examples can be found
throughout the LXX.40

Par has the conjunction xai, ‘and’, before dvijveyxav, ‘they brought up’, for 19pn,
‘they brought up’. Rehm suggests a misreading, where " (19p™, ‘and they brought up’)
would have been read as 11 in the MT or the translator of Par read 159 instead of 1opn.4!
Another possibility is that the translator was bringing the end of the sentence into
agreement with the first part of the sentence, repeating xal dvfveyxav for both 19ym and
15y, The object of 19pn is DNR, ‘them’. The translator offers instead the 3rd person
singular a0y, in context, ‘it’. Again, Rehm suggests a misreading here (7nx for

onr).*2 However this reading was introduced, the nearest possible antecedent is axnv,

3 Allen, Textual Criticism, 152-153.

40 See, for example, Numbers 4:15; 3 Kdgms 8:4; Jeremiah 52:18; Ezekiel 27:13.
4 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 70.

42 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 59. See also Allen, Textual Criticism, 121.
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‘tent’. So then the meaning of the verse changes from the ark, the tent, and the utensils
of holiness being brought up to the tent being brought up. Perhaps this was deemed
acceptable since in the previous clause, the holy utensils are said to have been in the
tent. By bringing the tent up, these would have been included.

2 Chr 5:5 ends with on9n 0120, ‘the Levitical priests’, which is translated with
oi lepeis xat ot Aevital, ‘the priests and the Levites’. BHS suggests a possible reading of
onom 0797, ‘the priests and the Levites’, based on other versions (like the LXX) and
the parallel in Kgs. Allen includes this in a section on words, like the conjunction here,
that are easily added or deleted in the transmission or translation process, whether in the
Vorlage, the MT, or the LXX.*® In Deuteronomy 27:9, the same phrase, 051 071121,
occurs and is translated in the LXX with two articular nouns, not separated with the
conjunction: of iepeic of Aevitat, ‘the priests, the Levites’. In contrast, D157 0237137 in
Joshua 8:33 is translated, like 2 Par 5:5, with ot iepeis xal ot Aevitat. Given that in Greek
both iepevs and Aevityg are nouns, the translation in 2 Par 5:5 describes two groups,

priests and Levites, rather than a type of priests—Levitical priests.

2 Par 5:6

A potentially theologically significant plus is found in 2 Par 5:6. In the New Testament
book of Acts, the term oi doBovpevor, ‘the ones who fear’, is coupled on several
occasions with Tov Bedv, ‘God’, to designate a group of Gentile worshipers of the Jewish
God, also known as ‘God-fearers’. Allen has identified the addition of ot dpofBodyevor
after méioca auvaywyn lopanA, ‘the whole congregation of Israel’, in 2 Par 5:6 as ‘an
interpretative gloss on the next phrase’.* Since what follows méoa cuvaywyn Topani
would be repetitive if referring to the same group, perhaps the translator assumed

19V o™IY1In, ‘the ones assembled before him’, was a different group and added of
dofovpevol theologically. Michael Bird sees the inclusion of ot doBoluevor as a
distinguished category from méoa guvaywyy Topand, ‘highlighting the universal
relevance of the temple as a house of prayer for the nations’.*> Both Allen and Bird,
then, consider the addition of ot doBovpevot in 2 Par 5:6 to reflect some sort of

theological or ideological view of the translator. Rehm offers a textual explanation for

43 Allen, Textual Criticism, 154. According to Allen, ‘it would not be worth the labour to sift
through the evidence to try to assess the variation of the Vorlage in the use of the conjunction’.

4 Allen, Textual Criticism, 41.

4 M. F. Bird, Crossing Over Sea and Land: Jewish Missionary Activity in the Second Temple
Period (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2010) 49.
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the issue at hand. According to Rehm, this is likely an instance in which the translator
read D™ TYIN ©'®NI7, ‘the ones fearing, the ones assembled’, due to a ‘double writing or
confusion of letters” which, over time, remained in the text for the translator.*®

It is difficult to assess these opposing views, as both require rather substantial
assumptions. Rehm’s view assumes a textual variant that is not attested elsewhere in
Hebrew manuscripts. It is difficult to accept Rehm’s proposal without textual data to
back it up. For the former view, held by Allen and Bird, one must assume a level of
intentionality, creativity, and willingness to insert theologically motivated renderings in
the translation. A more convincing case could be made if there were theologically
motived translations throughout, or at least more regularly. This does not rule out the
claims of Allen and Bird, but this claim must be held up against the rest of Par.
However, in the context of the following phrase, it is logical to consider oi dpofoduevot
as a qualification added by the translator to show ol émauvyypévol adtév, ‘their gathered
ones’, to be a different group than méoa cuvaywyy TopanA. The addition of the
conjunction before oi dofoduevol and oi Emouynyurévol suggest that the translator was
already adding to the text here for clarification. One need not necessarily claim
‘theology’ here. It might be simpler than that. Van der Louw considers some renderings
to be ‘pretty convincing instances of interpretation and modification of the source text,
which unmistakably point to the world view, ideology or theology of the translator or of
his audience’.*” So van der Louw offers three categories, rather than lumping all such
additions into the category ‘theology’. In addition, van der Louw clarifies that it is not
only the translator that must be considered, but also his audience.

The translator goes on to render the prepositional phrase 5y, ‘before him’, with
the genitive plural personal pronoun adtév, ‘of them’. For the Chronicler, 19y refers to
the position of D™, which serves as a further descriptor of 87w nTY H2: ‘the whole
congregation of Israel, the ones gathered before him [Solomon]’. For the translator,
avtév modifies ol émauvyypévol, ‘their gathered ones’, which is closely tied to ol
doPodpuevol, discussed above (“all the fearers and their gathered ones’). The
compounding of translation decisions (inserting ot dpofBoduevot, adding the conjunction
between these ‘different groups’, etc.) may have led to changing 15y to adtév, as its

function changed in the translation.

46 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 27.
#7'Van der Louw, ‘Linguistic or Ideological Shifts?’, 36-37 (emphasis added).
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In addition to the changes above, a small change occurs towards the end of the
verse, as pooyous xatl mpéfata, ‘cattle and sheep’, is a transposition of 921 &Y, ‘sheep
and cattle’. As mentioned before, Allen claims that it is ‘impossible to determine at
what stage the order of words was changed’ in cases like this one.*® While ‘impossible’
might be too strong a word, it is certainly out of the purview of the present work to
assess the timing of this change. As is common in the LXX, these singular collective
nouns JX¥ and Ip3 are translated as plurals.

A final noteworthy change occurs when the imperfect verbs 1780, ‘they are
counted’, and 1312°, ‘they are numbered’, are translated with Greek future passive verbs
aptBundnaovtal, ‘they will be counted’, and Aoyiobyoovtat, ‘they will be calculated’.
According to Allen, these are examples of imperfects which are ‘mechanically’
translated as Greek futures.*® Good considers the future tense verbs here to be
‘equivalent to subjunctives in purpose clauses’ due to their use in ‘narrative subordinate
clauses’.%® Good’s data do reflect the tendency for the Greek future to be the standard

translation of Hebrew imperfect forms.>!

2 Par 5:8

A simple plus can be found in this verse. Par has the genitive plural pronoun adtév after
Tag mrépuyag, ‘their wings’. Allen includes this example in a section on the idiomatic
addition of possessive pronouns, which ‘are freely added’.%> He considers this to be an
example of ‘cases, which seem to be merely liberties taken by the translator in
amplifying the Heb’.5® While this is a simple addition that does clarify the relation
between tag mTépuyas and xepoufiv (even if that relationship did not need to be
clarified), it is doubtful that the translator was attempting to ‘amplify’ the Vorlage. It is

likely a simple clarification.

2 Par 5:9
The changes in 2 Par 5:9 might be traced back to text critical issues. For the
prepositional phrase P1I&170, ‘from the ark’, Par has éx T&v ayiwv, ‘from the holies’.

Then, the singular *n", ‘and it is/was’, in the MT is represented with the plural xat ﬁaav,

4 Allen, Textual Criticism, 64.

4 Allen, Textual Criticism, 42.

39 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 226.
31 Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 224.
52 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 48.

33 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 48.
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‘and they were’. Allen suggests a marginal note that read 139871, which a scribe brought
into the text where Wpn, ‘the holy (place)’, should have been.>* In this process, a scribe
then assumed that 11987 was the subject and corrected 111" to "™ because 1R is
singular.> The subject here is actually the plural 0v737, ‘poles’. If Allen is correct, and
there is good reason to believe that he is here, then Par preserves the proper reading and
the MT contains a corruption.®® Alternatively, Par simply produces a more intelligible
reading than that of Chr. Of course the poles would be seen from the ark; they were part
of the ark. By changing ["R17In to éx T@v ayiwv, the translator clarifies that it was from

the holy place that the poles on the ark could be seen.

2 Par 5:10

There is a single plus in this verse. At the end of the verse, o™rnnN, ‘from Egypt’, is
translated with éx yfj¢ Aiybmtou, ‘from the land of Egypt’. Allen considers this to again
represent parallel assimilation.®’ For the other five occurrences of the prepositional
o™xnn in 2 Chr, the translator simply offers £ AiyUmtov. In none of those cases,
though, is the Exodus event in view. In roughly half of the references to the Exodus
event in Deuteronomy, specifically in texts that reference Israel being ‘brought out’ or
‘coming out’ (X¥") of Egypt, the prepositional phrase that is used is ©™%1 PIRA, ‘from
the land of Egypt’. It is possible, then, that the translator was not assimilating to the
parallel in Kgs. Instead, he may have been influenced by a regular quasi-formulaic

Hebrew construction, especially when the Exodus event is in view.

2 Par5:12

The first change worth noting here is the addition of Tols uioi, ‘to the sons’, after
mavteg, ‘all’, for oHaY, “to all of them’. As has been the case on several occasions, Allen
considers this to be an example of a misplaced marginal note by a scribe. In his view,
*12 should have been applied in 2 Chr 6:11, but instead is applied here in the Vorlage of

Par.%®

34 See 1 Kgs 8:8, which might show the reading in Par’s Vorlage.

35 Allen, Textual Criticism, 145

36 While Allen often considers parallel assimilation in cases like this, he does not offer that as an
option here. Per usual, I do not consider parallel assimilation as a viable option here.

57 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 200.

38 Allen, Textual Criticism, 150.
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Of the ~74 occurrences of NN, ‘east, sunrise’, in the MT, only here is it
translated with the preposition xatévavtt, ‘before’. According to Allen, this represents a
paraphrase resulting from the translator’s knowledge of the ‘topography of the
Temple’.%° It could be the case the translator is in fact familiar with the layout of either
the Jerusalem temple or one of the temples in Egypt.®° That the translator paraphrased
natn as xatévavtt does not necessarily prove that he had first-hand knowledge of a
Jewish temple, whichever one that may be. As suggested in the previous chapter, it is
possible that the translator was unfamiliar with the temple and its furnishings. Nowhere
else in the MT is nm11 used in a context like the one found here, narn® nmn, ‘east with
respect to the altar’. It could be that the translator deemed the cardinal direction 1711 to
be inadequate in a context like this one, where a prepositional phrase would be
appropriate. To be clear, the translator has certainly paraphrased here, but the

paraphrasing that he does is not necessarily due to physical, topographical familiarity.

2 Par 5:13

Near the beginning of the verse, Par does not represent 3, ‘as’, translating TN&2, ‘as
one’ with pia dwvy, ‘one voice’. The noun ¢wvy is also a plus with respect to the MT.
According to Allen, this is one of several occasions in which the translator ‘makes a
deliberate and persistent’ effort ‘to avoid clumsy Heb prepositions in favour of a more
elegant, or at least a more natural, Gk rendering’.%* Allen claims an additional example
of this avoidance in 2 Par 5:13 where the translator renders MY 55131, ‘and in praise to
the Lord’, with xal &\eyov "Eopodoyelobe 76 xuplw, ‘and they said, “Acknowledge the
Lord...””. Here, €Aeyov is a plus. In neither case is Allen’s view substantiated or
necessary. It would be much clearer to simply state that in these cases the translator has
interpreted his Vorlage, potentially with the intent to produce clarity in his translation.
Further, it seems inaccurate to refer to the Hebrew prepositions as ‘clumsy’ and worth
avoiding. Rather, it would be more accurate to claim that that the translator was
avoiding a clumsy Greek rendering of normal Hebrew prepositions. In fact, to call either

clumsy is unnecessary and unhelpful.

9 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 52.

0 See C. A. Eberhart, ‘Leontopolis, Onias und die Septuaginta: Einfliisse und Auswirkungen’, in
Die Septuaginta — Themen, Manuskripte, Wirkungen, 40-57; R. Hayward, ‘The Jewish Temple at
Leontopolis: A Reconsideration’, JJS 33.1 (1982) 429-443; S. G. Rosenberg, ‘The Jewish Temple at
Elephantine’, NEA 67.1 (2004) 4-13.

1 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 44.
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There are two additional prepositional phrases toward the beginning of 2 Chr
5:13 that the translator deals with indirectly. He renders 0nwin% omgxnnb, ‘for the
trumpeters and for the singers’, with év & caimile xal év 16 Yaitwdelv, ‘while they
trumpeted and while they sang’. Allen suggests Aramaic influence with the initial 2 on
these terms.%? As in the preceding paragraph, Allen’s suggestion should not be outright
denied or ignored. However, the translation decisions here do not necessitate agreeing
to Allen’s conclusions. It could be that the translator has chosen the év 7¢ + infinitive
construction with temporal force in mind, as reflected in the translation above.®? Finally,
if the translator considered both 0™ wWn o™xxnnY to be infinitives, it is unlikely that
he would have used the preposition v for 5. Instead, the translator more likely would
have used a simple infinitive.

Two verbal changes are worth noting near the middle of this verse, where the
translator renders the infinitive with prefixed pronoun £33, ‘in the raising’, with the
finite verb form a¢ Upwoav, ‘as they raised’. According to Good, it is quite normal in
Par for an aorist indicative in a subordinate clause to translate 2 + infinitive.®* He
suggests the influence of spoken rabbinic Hebrew, wherein 2 or 2 + ‘an infinitive
construct is replaced by an indicative form’.% The translator inserts the finite verb
€\eyov, ‘they said’ before the imperative é€opooyelobe, ‘acknowledge’, for the 2 +
infinitive 5513, ‘in praise’. According to Good’s data, this is the only instance in Par
where a present imperative serves as the translation of an infinitive construct. The
addition of €Aeyov and the use of the imperative suggests that ‘the infinitive is treated
[by the translator] as a reported command’ .56

At the end of 2 Par 5:13, the translator offers 36&ns xuplov, ‘the glory of the
Lord’, as a translation of mn® n°2, ‘the house of the Lord’. Both Allen and the editors of
BHS suggest that the translator’s decision might have come as a result of synthesizing
the end of 2 Chr 5:13 (j3v 85n n"an, ‘the house was filled with a cloud’) and the
statement of the house’s filling in 2 Chr 5:14 (ma-n& M 7122 851, ‘the glory of the

Lord filled the house’).?” It is important, though, to consider that by making this

%2 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 126.

63 The article substantivizes the infinitive; the preposition, then, may communicate time (CGCG,
§31.8). See also CGCG, §51.38: “The articular infinitive is often best translated into English by a gerund’.
Thus, an alternative simple understanding of the phrases in question could be, ‘in the trumpeting and in
the singing’.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 179.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 179.

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 186.

7 Allen, Textual Criticism, 92. Whether such a synthesis was intentional is not stated.

106



translation decision, the translator has opted to exclude the repetition of 12 in 2 Chr
5:13.
MDY ya) oam

‘and the house, the house of the Lord, was filled with a cloud’
While it is surely possible that this decision was made by mistake, it is also possible that
the translator made the shift from mn® n"a to 96&xs xuplov here to provide clear
agreement between the filling statements in 2 Par 5:13 and 14. In this instance, it seems
that the translator is not simply translating word-by-word, but rather he is attentive to
context.®8
2 Par 6:2
In 2 Chr 6:2, Solomon claims that he built 75 52113, ‘a house fit for you’. The term 5ar
can refer simply to a ‘dwelling place’ or as used here with n'a, ‘house’, it specifies a
quality of a dwelling place (‘a lofty house’ or ‘a house fit for you’).5° There are only
five occurrences of 9at in the Hebrew Bible. Each of these are translated differently in
the LXX, displaying the lack of a standard equivalent for the term. The translator of 2
Par has inserted an additional phrase (té évopatt gov, ‘for your name’) between his
translation of oixov for 2 and &yiév oot, ‘holy to you’, for 75 Har. Rogers considers this
to be anti-anthropomorphic, with the translator inserting é évépati cov and deleting
75 Har to tone down the anthropomorphism.” This understanding fails to consider &yidv
oot as a translation of 79 Ha1, as noted above. Allen suggests that &yiév oot for 75 Har
reflects Isaiah 63:15 and might have been a modification to account for the fact that
God’s dwelling had already been established with ra.”! In addition, the claim of anti-
anthropomorphism fails to consider the rest of the context here. Indeed, just two verses
later in 2 Par 6:4, the translator provides E0Aoyntds xUptog 6 Bed¢ Topan, b¢ Edainaey év
oTépatt avtol mpds Aauld TOV TaTépa pwou xal év xepatv adTol EmApwaey, ‘Blessed is the
Lord, God of Israel, who spoke with his mouth to David, my father, and with his hands
fulfilled it’.”? Ultimately, though, the translation decision in 2 Par 6:2 is not actually an

% Allen, Textual Criticism, 90. If this is the case, then at least here, the translator of Par is more
‘comprehensive’ in his approach. See Mulroney, Translation Style, 36. This contrasts observations made
previously.

% DCH, s.v. “9ar’.

70 Rogers, ‘Old Greek’, 22.

"t Allen, Translator’s Craft, 122.

72 Rogers fails to mention this verse in his analysis. In general, the anti-anthropomorphism
identified by Rogers is based on selective evidence and his conclusions are difficult, if not impossible, to
maintain.
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issue of anthropomorphism. Rather, like 2 Par 2:6 discussed in chapter 2 above, this
might have to do with the translator’s possible avoidance of insinuating that anything
can contain God.

Allen offers an alternate explanation for the addition of T évopartt gov, claiming
a copying error from the end of 2 Chr 6:9, which would have been ‘in the next
column’.”® Another option is that rather than making a copying or transmission error,
the translator is simply adding té évépati gou to bring 2 Par 6:2, 9 into agreement with
one another. As such, 2 Par 6:2 points forward to 2 Par 6:9.

As the adjective &yidv, ‘holy’, modifies oixov, ‘house’, the translator uses the
adjective &towpov, ‘prepared’, to modify oixov. As a result, Solomon built a house, holy
to the Lord’s name and prepared for dwelling. This differs from the MT, where the 1121,
‘prepared place’, parallels n'a, ‘house’. More clearly, in the MT Solomon describes his
temple project as a house for the Lord and a prepared place for the Lord to dwell. In
Par, though, Solomon built a house that is #oly and prepared. The use of the adjective
érowpov for the noun 1120 is well-attested in the LXX. In addition to this attestation, the
decision to render a1 with the adjective &yidv helps to create a paralleling of adjectives
referring to oixov. The noun with the adjectives following and spaced out creates a nice
rhyming pattern as well.

Finally, Par lacks the pronoun at the end of the infinitive Tnaw%, ‘for your
dwelling’. It has instead ol xataoxnvéoat, ‘to dwell’. While Rogers uses this as
additional evidence for his proposed anti-anthropomorphism,’® Allen rightly suggests
that YHWH is clearly the implied subject here, even though the pronoun is missing.”
As such, the pronoun was either deemed unnecessary or it was unintentionally omitted

with little to no effect on the meaning of the verse.

2 Par 6:3

Near the middle of 2 Chr 6:3, 5np=52 nX, “all the congregation’, is translated v méoav
énaiav, ‘all the congregation’. Later in the verse, the similar 51921 occurs. This
time, though, it is translated xal méoa éxxAncia. Noticeably, the translation of the

former is articular and the latter is anarthrous. It could be that the translator provides a

73 Allen, Textual Criticism, 36.
74 Rogers, ‘Old Greek’, 22.
5 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 122.
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translation of the direct object marker by including the accusative article.”® Again, this
is not absolutely necessary as the noun itself takes the accusative case ending, marking
it as the direct object. However, it confirms the ‘definiteness’ of the noun and provides a
translation of the marker nRX. The translator takes the noun following a direct object
marker as definite, and so makes the Greek noun definite with the article. Peters claims
that ‘Greek speakers employed the article because it entered into a meaningful
relationship with the head term, which was a necessary function for establishing
meaning’.”” He suggests that the use of the article makes the head term ‘concrete’, at
least from the perspective of the speaker. From a discourse perspective, this functions to
give more ‘salience’ to the head term or to foreground it.”® While the suggestion is
certainly interesting, it is more difficult to determine whether this feature would be
employed in the LXX since it is a translation. Peters confesses that a discussion
including the LXX was ‘beyond the scope’ of his work.” This is complicated by the
fact that in this very verse the same phrase (méoav éxxAnaiav Iopanr/mdoa éxxinaic
IopanA) is once articular and once anarthrous. Peters has an example similar to this from
the New Testament. In John 1:1, fedg occurs twice, but only the first instance is
articular. Peters argues that this is ‘a meaningful choice’ in which the first occurrence
characterizes Beds ‘as concrete, as belonging to experience of an actual person’.® The
second instance characterizes 0edg “as abstract . . . feds now performs a different
function in the discourse’.8! He continues: ‘Without the article, 6edg must be interpreted
in the abstract sense: god, deity, pertaining to divine’.8? Whether Peters is correct about
John 1:1 is not important here. However, his conclusions can be assessed, as they have
bearing on 2 Par 6:3. Ultimately, his conclusion does not make sense for the phrases v
néoav éxxAnaiav Iopan) and méoa éxxAnaia IopanA. The translation would have gained
nothing from making the first use as ‘concrete’ and the second as ‘abstract’. Even the
suggestion that the articular ™v méoav éxxAnaiav Iopani would be foregrounded does

not seem defensible here. It might be concluded, then, that the use of the article here

76 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 40, claims ‘this trait could be merely a Gk device to aid
understanding’.

77 R. D. Peters, The Greek Article: A Functional Grammar of &items in the Greek New
Testament with Special Emphasis on the Greek Article, LBS 9 (Leiden: Brill, 2014) 227-228.

8 Peters, Greek Article, 229.

7 Peters, Greek Article, 237-238.

80 peters, Greek Article, 238.

81 Peters, Greek Article, 239.

82 Peters, Greek Article, 239.
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simply reflects a strategy that the translator employs at times to deal with the Hebrew
direct object marker, which definitizes the noun that it precedes.

The translator, however, does not always use this strategy for dealing the with
direct object marker. For example, in 2 Par 5:2 the translator offers Tol dvevéyxat
x1BwTdv, ‘to bring up an ark’, for PIR"NR MHYPnS, ‘to bring up the ark’. Notice that the
MT has the direct object marker NX before 119&. The translator uses the anarthrous
x1BwTév. At first glance, it seems that there is no omission here, since there is no article
on MR in the MT. The eight other occurrences of xtBwtds in 2 Par 5 include the article.
Unsurprisingly, this usually reflects the articular 11987, with or without the direct object
marker. However, in contrast to the example in 2 Par 5:2, the translator uses the
articular ™v x1fwtév in 2 Par 5:7 for the definite, but anarthrous j9&-nK in the MT. The
example in 2 Par 5:7 is much more in line with the norms of Greek. The article is used
in Greek when ‘it refers to someone/something that is identifiable’.8 Further, ‘the lack
of an article in prose is normally significant’.84 The surprising rendering, then, is not the
articular ™v x1fwtév in 2 Par 5:7, but the anarthrous Tod dvevéyxat x1Bwtdév in 2 Par 5:2.
While it seems that the translator typically renders a noun that follows the Hebrew
direct object marker + (articular or anarthrous) noun with an articular accusative, he

does not consistently employ this strategy.®

2 Par 6.4

Related to the discussion in the previous verse is the use of mpog, ‘to’, in 2 Par 6:4 where
the direct object marker is found in the MT. The use of mpds here is likely motivated by
the presence of the verb éAaAnaey, ‘he spoke’. The Hebrew verb 927, ‘to speak’, occurs
33 times in 2 Chr with a variety of markers for the recipient of the speech. To mark the
recipient of 727, the Chronicler uses the direct object marker n& or prepositions like 5,
‘to’, 5N, ‘to’, v, ‘upon’, and Oy, ‘with’. Unsurprisingly, the translator deals with these
by using various Greek terms. The question, then, is whether he does so consistently.
The following chart shows the distribution of the translations of these terms when they

follow 727 to mark the recipient of speech.

8 CGCQG, §28.1.

8 CGCQG, §28.2.

85 See K. J. Turner, ‘A Study of Articulation in the Greek Ruth’, BIOSCS 34 (2001) 95-114, esp.
111.
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Table 4.2

Translations of terms marking the recipient of speech after 927 in 2 Chr

N8 mpog 6:4; 18:23

dative case 10:10

) dative case 6:15, 16, 17
oy mpos 9:1
58 mpds 10:3,9, 10, 14; 18:15; 33:18

dative case 10:7 (2x); 18:12; 25:16; 34:22

mepl 10:15

émi 32:19; 33:10 (2x)

Py émi 18:22; 23:3; 30:22; 32:6, 16

There are a few observations that can be made from the data in this chart. There is an
obvious preference towards 9& to mark the recipient of speech in 2 Chr. The translator
did not deem it necessary to render 5& the same way in each of its uses in these
contexts. This is even the case when Y& shows up several times over the space of just a
few verses. For example, in 2 Par 10, 5X is translated with mpos four times, a dative
pronoun twice, and mepl once. In general, pds is the most common translation for & in

these contexts, but other translations are common as well.® Ultimately, the Hebrew

construction is varied, and the translation of this construction is inconsistent.

2 Par 6:6

The translator renders the second occurrence of the % + infinitive N5, ‘to be’, with
&ote elvat, ‘so that he would be’. The particle dote, ‘so that, in order that’, occurs only
twice in all of Par. In contrast, it is used quite regularly outside of Par, occurring
roughly 178 times in the LXX, regularly as a translation of the % + infinitive
construction. By including &oTe, the translator clearly marks this infinitive as indicating

result.®” It is striking that the parallel uses of M"Y in this verse are translated

8 According to CGCG, §31.8, mpé is quite appropriate in these contexts. See also CGCG,
§30.37 on the dative case used normally in this way.
8 Smyth, §2011; SSG, §30bb; CGCG, §46.7.
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differently. For the first use of n"nY, the translator provides the simple infinitive
yevéahat, ‘to be’. Given these complexities, the structure of the verse in the LXX and
the MT should be analyzed more fully, specifically the clauses around each infinitive.
ow "mw N 05w InaN

xal egee&duny ™y Tepoucad)u yevéabar T Svoud wou éxel

SR Mp=HY Nrad TTa NaN
wal ééeebduny év Aauld dote elvat émdvw Tob Acod pwov Topanh
The translator may have been unsure of the use of the preposition 2, ‘in, with’, in the
respective clauses. There is no corresponding preposition in his translation of the first
clause, even though it occurs before the name of a place: 2&ehe&duny v Tepouoadiy, ‘1
have chosen Jerusalem’. In the second clause, he includes a translation of the
preposition before a person’s name: éehe&duny év Aauid, ‘T have chosen in David’. One
would expect the opposite; év before Tepouoadnu rather than Aavio.

What seems to have complicated this verse most for the translator is the
inclusion of the preposition 5y, ‘over, upon’, in the second clause, a parallel for which is
not found in the first. Because of this preposition, the subject of the infinitive Mm% must
be ‘David’. The second half of the verse, then, communicates: ‘I have chosen David to
be over my people, Israel’. This contrasts the first half of the verse where "nw, ‘my
name’, which follows the infinitive M1, is the subject of the infinitive, communicating
‘I have chosen (for) my name to be there in Jerusalem’. Perhaps the translator’s
inclusion of év before Aavio led to doTe being inserted, since the prepositional phrase év
Aavid could hardly serve as a subject of this infinitive, since the preposition implies that
Aavid is dative. The resulting translation might communicate ‘I have chosen in David so
that (he) would be over my people, Israel’. Grammatically, this is still a difficult
reading. In this reading, év Aavid is the object of the verb é£ele&duny, ‘I have chosen’.
The verb éxAéyw usually takes an accusative or double accusative object(s).® That the
verb is a compound of éx + Aéyw, decreases the likelihood that a prepositional phrase
beginning with év would normally serve as the object. This reading may have been
complicated for later editors and translators, as there is evidence from several

manuscripts that omit the preposition or replace it with an accusative article.

88 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘éxhéyw’.
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2 Par 6:9

Instead of providing a participle for the Hebrew participle &%, ‘the one who will go
out’, the translator opts for a relative pronoun with a future infinitive verb 0¢
¢fedeboetar, ‘who will go out’. This is one of four examples of the Hebrew active
participle being translated with a future indicative verb in Greek; it is the only time that
an attributive participle is treated this way.®° Naturally, this attributive use lends itself to
being translated with a relative clause. Good speculates that ‘the fact that the following
verbs are future tense forms influenced the translator’s decision to use a future’.% It
would be more accurate to say that the general context demanded a future tense verb, if
one was going to be used. It is surprising that the translator uses the relative pronoun
with a future tense verb over a Greek participle, especially given that Greek participles
account for over half of the translations of Hebrew participles in Chr. As Good stated,
though, the context of future action likely demanded this construction, as the present,

aorist, or perfect participle might have been deemed insufficient in this context.

2 Par 6:10
The noun + third masculine singular enclitic pronoun 1727, ‘his word’, is rendered Tév
A6yov TolTov, ‘this word’. Thus, rather than the Lord fulfilling ‘his word’, Par
communicates that the Lord fulfilled or established ‘this word’, namely, the direct
speech from the Lord quoted by Solomon in the previous verses. This change clarifies
the relationship between the ‘word’ in 6:10 and what was spoken by the Lord in 6:8-9.
The translator varies his translation of 01p, ‘to stand up’, in 2 Chr 6:10. The
subject of the first instance is ‘the Lord’ and the object is ‘his word’. As such, D1p is
communicating the establishing of the Lord’s word. Here, the translator uses avéatnoev,
‘set up’ or ‘established’, which, along with {otyut and its other compound forms, is
regularly used for 01p in the LXX. With the second occurrence of o1p, the subject is ‘I’
(Solomon), thus 777 NN D1pRI means ‘and I have risen in place of David’. For this,
though, the translator has opted for something other than one of the standard renderings
for o1p; he uses éyevndyy, ‘I came’. The whole phrase, then, is translated yev#nv dvti
Aavid, ‘T came in place of David’. A couple of interpretative options arise from the
translator’s decision here. It is possible that the translator varied his approach to D1 in

this verse due to the proximity of the occurrences in order to create variatio. More

% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 158.
% Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 158.
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likely, the translator understood that 01 has a range of meaning and he used two
different words to translate it here because of the different subjects and objects of each
occurrence. As such, éyevfyy for DpR does not evince a misreading but rather a

conscious decision by the translator.

2 Par 6:13

Allen notes the addition in Par of to¥ iepo¥, ‘of the temple’, after T¥j¢ adAjg, ‘the court’,
for mpn, ‘the outer court’. According to Allen, this addition is for clarity.®* What is
less certain is why the translator felt that the text was unclear and needed the addition of
Tol tepol to clarify which outer court he was referring to. Since so much of the nearby
context, including in this verse, has centered on the temple’s construction, filling, and
dedication, it would be surprising for the translator to have felt that the context lacked
clarity. However, if the translator was working at the word or clause level, rather than
the larger discourse level, he may have felt that the context needed clarification.

After Solomon stood on the bronze platform, 372 5p 7727, ‘he knelt on his
knees’. Here, both the verbal 772, ‘kneel’, and the nominal 772, ‘knee’, occur. The verb
772 with the meaning of ‘kneel’ occurs only three times in the MT. Each occurrence is
translated differently in the LXX. Reference to the nominal 772, ‘knee’, is absent in the
two occurrences outside of 2 Chr. In Psalm 94:6 LXX (MT 95:6), the translator uses
x\alw, ‘to weep’ for T12. In this context, the translator had to render three consecutive
verbs that each deal with bowing or kneeling. As such, it seems that the translator had to
be creative in rendering the three, leading him to translate 773 as xAaiw. In Genesis
24:11, the object of the causative 772", ‘he caused to kneel’, is o513, ‘the camels’.
The translator surely considered ‘kneeling camels’ to be ‘resting camels’, as he renders
the verb 772 with éxolpioey, ‘he caused (them) to lie down’.

Given these other examples, the translator’s decision in 2 Par 6:13 can be
understood contextually. Since 272, ‘his knees’, are explicitly stated as the things on
which Solomon knelt, the translator can render that literally with ta yovata, ‘the knees’.

He seemingly felt it unnecessary to render the possessive pronoun given that the context

ol Allen, Translator’s Craft, 110. Van der Louw, Transformations, 75, claims that the addition of
elements in the target text ‘has been known from times immemorial and was especially popular in
Antiquity’.
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would indicate that it was Solomon’s knees that Solomon knelt upon.®? The translator
sacrifices the repetition of 17372 5p 7727, ‘he knelt on his knees’, for émeoev éml o
yovata, ‘he fell on the knees’, though a different repetition, namely that of the ém sound
is introduced. The choice of mimTw, ‘I fall’, might reflect the common use of the word in

the LXX in worshipful contexts.

Conclusions

Along with several minor changes in this section, some major translation decisions were
discussed above. The translator dealt with relative pronouns in a variety of ways. He
chose a Greek indicative verb for a Hebrew participle. On one occasion, he used a
masculine pronoun to refer to a feminine noun. Even so, this section of the text contains
fewer significant, notable translation decisions than the section discussed in the
previous chapter and the section to be discussed in the next chapter. Part of the reason
for the smaller scale of issues can certainly be attributed to the subgenre of this section.
The present section contains a ‘report of ritual’ and a ‘report of Solomon’s address’ in
the form of simple narrative.®® The previous section contained difficult technical terms.
The translations of these technical terms, discussed thoroughly in the previous chapter,
made that section ripe for discussion of the translator’s techniques. In a similar way, the
next section, Solomon’s prayer of dedication for the temple, exhibits several noteworthy
features of translation techniques.

Important to the discussion is the nuancing of Allen’s regular recourse towards
claiming parallel assimilation. This view has been dealt with regularly in this chapter; it
is not a sustainable claim. /f the translator did have an assimilating tendency, he was
certainly inconsistent with that approach or the assimilation happened in his Vorlage.

Even though there are fewer discussion-worthy decisions in this section, there
have been multiple instances of translation decisions discussed above. This is
significant. No sizeable section of translated text is free of translation decisions that
need to be analyzed in order to begin to understand the translator’s techniques. To gloss
over a section as ‘clear enough’ is insufficient in the pursuit of understanding the LXX

translators.

92 On the acceptability of this use of the article, see CGCG, §28.4: ‘In many cases, if a noun with
article refers to something whose possessor or origin is obvious (usually the subject), Greek uses only the

article where English would use a possessive pronoun’.
% De Vries, I and 2 Chronicles, 254.
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Chapter 5:

Translation Technique in Solomon’s Prayer of

Dedication

Translation of Solomon’s Prayer of Dedication in the MT and the LXX

2 Chr 6:14-42 2 Chr 6:14-42 2 Par 6:14-42 2 Par 6:14-42
(Translation) (Translation)
R 730 AR 14 | 14 And he said, 14 xal elmev Kdpte 6 | 14 And he said,
TR Hxawr | ‘Lord, God of Bed Topan, odx ‘Lord, God of
n"™Man Y PR E(’d like you in " év oDpavé xal éml ﬁ"d like Yg“ mth
1apb Tonm | eaven oron earth, | s W eaven and on the
T3y keeping the TS 76, QUAGTIWY earth, keeping the

572 7185 oabnn

covenant and the

\ 4 1 1
™V oafnuny xal o

covenant and the

Ly faithfulness to your skfog o6 'nafmv gov mercy to your
servants who go Ol mopevopLevols servants who go
before you with all | EV&vVTlov goU &V 8\ | before you with the
their hearts, xapolq. whole heart,

nInw WK 15 | 15 which you kept | 15 & édvrabas 6 15 which you kept
N8 "ar 17 77apY | with your servant, | maudi gou Aauid 7 | for your servant,
% maT-w | David, my father, | rarof wou, & David, my father,

TT°21 T°92 73T
7T DD NRHN

what you spoke to
him. You spoke
with your mouth
and with your hand
you fulfilled it this
day.

gElaAnoas adTé
Aéywv, xal Erdnoag
gv oTopati ocou xal
gv xepalv oou
EMANPWIAS (S 1)
nuépa alty.

what you spoke to
him saying. You
spoke with your
mouth and with
your hand you
fulfilled it as this
day.

WHR I Y 16
TT2YY NY R
TWR DR TAR T
-RH nRY 1 NaT
1850 YR 1Y M
bR RDIHY AW
T332 IAYTDR P
na%H 0T NN
na5n AWK 'NIna
2185

16 Now Lord, God
of Israel, keep for
your servant David,
my father, what
you spoke to him,
saying, “A man
will not be
excluded to you
from before me
sitting upon the
throne of Israel
only if your sons
keep their way, to
walk in my law just
as you walked
before me.”

16 xal viv, xlpte 6
Beds Topana,
dVAaEov 16 maudi
oou TG Aavld T6
maTpl pov &
eAarnoag adT@
Aéywv Odx éxdeletl
goL avnp Ao
TPOTWTOU LOU
xabnuevos Emi
Bpévou Tapani, mAny
éav durdwaty of
viol oou TV 600V
adT@V ToU
mopeveahat €v TG
VoUW WOV, WG
émopelbng évavtiov
uou.

16 Now, Lord, God
of Israel, keep for
your servant,
David, my father,
what you spoke to
him saying, “A
man will not be
gone from my
presence who is
sitting on the
throne of Israel,
only if your sons
keep their way, to
walk in my law as
you walked before
me.”
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WOR MY AW 17
72T AR SR
T7aYH N1aT WK

ST

17 Now Lord, God
of Israel, let your
word, which you
spoke to your
servant, David, be
reliable.

17 xal viv, x0pte 6
Beds Topana,

4 \ 1
moTwdiTw 0N o
piiua oov, 6
g anoas Té moudi
oou T6 Aavid.

17 Now Lord, God
of Israel, let your
word, which you
spoke to your

servant, David,
indeed be faithful.

2w DINRA D 18
DIRANR OTHR
oY "I PIRADY
RH oY nY
man~a ar THavy
2112 WK 0

18 Indeed, does
God truly dwell
with man on earth?
Behold, heaven and
the heaven of
heaven cannot
contain you, how
much less this
house which I

18 o1 ei GAnfids
xatonoet Bedg
UETA avOpWTwWY €Tl
THig Y¥is; €l 6 0Vpavog
xal 6 00pavdg Tol
oUpavol odx
apxéaouaiv got, xal
Tic 6 oixog oUTOG, v

18 For if God will
truly dwell with
men on the earth, if
heaven and the
heaven of heavens
will not be
sufficient for you,
then what is this
house, which I

built. @xodéunoa; built?
n%anH8 3o 19 | 19 So turn your 19 xal émPréyy émt | 19 So look upon
1nInn-HR1 772y | attention to the TV TPOTEVYNY the prayer of your

YWY mHR e
-5KR1 1307HR
172 WK nHann
7385 SHann

prayer of your
servant and to his
plea, Lord my God,
to listen to the cry
and to the prayer
which your servant
is praying before
you

LAY

motddg ocou xal éml
TV 0€YTiv Kov,
xUple 6 Bedg, Tol
emaxoloal T
denoews xal Tig
mpoaevyiis, Mg 6 mals
ToVU TPOTEUYETAL
gvavTiov oou

servant and upon
my request, Lord
God, in order to
listen to the request
and the prayer
which your servant
prays before you
today

aYUEPOV,
T3p N 20 | 20 so that your 20 7od elvat 20 so that your
man-o8 mnno | eyes will be open | 4dfadpols gov eyes will be open

=58 5 ony
NINR WK 01PN
ow v oY
moanaHr Yinwh
T2 SHam WK
S DIPRNTOR

towards this house
day and night,
towards the place
which you intended
to put your name,
in order to listen to
the prayer which
your servant prays
towards this place.

AVEWYUEVOUS ETTL TOV
oixov ToliTov Nuépag
xal vuxTos, €l TOV
Tomov TodTOV, OV
elmag émudnbfjvar o
Gvoud oou éxel, Tol
axolicat Tig
mpoaevyiis, Mg 6 mals
goU TpoTelyETAL EiG
TOV TOTOV ToUTOV.

upon this house
day and night, to
this place, where
you ordered that
your name be
invoked there, in
order to hear the
prayer which your
servant prays to
this place.

-5R nynwi 21
TP TTAY NN
HHan WK SRR
T DIPRTHR
DIPAN YAYN NRI
DAYATA TNAY
:NN501 NYNYN

21 So listen to the
pleas of your
servant and your
people, Israel,
which they pray
towards this place.
You will listen
from the place of
your dwelling,
from heaven, and

21 xal axovay) Tijg
denoews Tol Tatdds
oou xat Aaol oou
TopanA, a av
mpocebéwvTal eig TOV
ToTOV ToUTOV, XAl TU
eloaxolay &v 1@
TOTW THS
XATOIXY|TEWG TOU €X

21 So you will
listen to the request
of your servant and
your people, Israel,
whatever they
might pray to this
place, and you will
hear in this place of
your dwelling,

from heaven, and
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you will hear and
forgive.

Tol oUpavol xal
axotay xal ewg
gan.

you will hear and
you will be
merciful.

YR ROM™DR 22
mHR 127RW YD
mOR K21 INOKRNY
maa nam 1ad
ol

22 If a man sins
against his
neighbor and a
curse is imposed on
him and he comes
to curse before
your altar in this
house,

22 éav apapty avnp
T TAYTiov adTol,

\ 7 s 5\
xal AaPy ém’ adtov
apav Tol apéabea

b 14 \ 1
adTov, xal EAdy xal
ApaayTal XATEVAVTL
Tol BuataaTyplov év
TG oixw ToUTw,

22 If a man sins
against his
neighbor, and he
takes upon him a
curse in order to
curse him, and if he
goes and curses
before the altar in
this house,

-1 YRWN nnR1 23
vy onwn
TTAY-NR VAW
nn ywnh 2wnh
WRI2 1077

nno PR PR
anpTRa 1

23 then you will
hear from heaven
and act and judge
your servants, to
repay the guilty by
putting his way
upon his own head
and vindicating the
righteous to give to
him according to
his righteousness.

23 xal oV eloaxovoy
éx Tol oUpavol Tol
oOpavol xal Tolnoels
xal XPIVELS Tovg
dovAoug gou Tod
amodolvat Té avéuw
xal @modolvat 60olg
avtol eig xepainy
avtol, Tol
dicatoat dixatov
To0 dmodolival
EXATTW XATA TNV
duxatog vy adtol.

23 then you will
hear from the
heaven of heaven
and act and judge
your slaves in order
to render what is
due to the lawless
and render his
ways to his own
head, in order to
vindicate the
righteous, in order
to render to him
according to his
righteousness.

ORI TAY 930DRI
SIROMY 7 AR 18D
“NR 1TIM 12w TH
Bhanm Taw

naa 7aab mnnm
il

24 If your people
Israel are struck by
an enemy because
they sinned against
you, and they turn
and praise your
name and pray and
plead before you in

24 xai éav Bpavcbi
6 Aads aou Topanh
xaTévavTt Tol
éxBpol, éav
apaptwoly oot, xal
EmaTpeYwaty xal
éopnoroynowvtal T6
dvopati gov xal

24 If your people
Israel are broken
before the enemy,
if they sinned
against you, and
they turn around
and confess your
name and pray and

this house, they make requests
mpooedEwvTar xal before you in this
denbéaty évavtiov house,
gou v T® olxw
ToUTW,
-1 ynwn nnRi 25 | 25 then you will 25 xal oU eicaxotoy | 25 then you will

nrbo1 o'nwn
SR TRy nrvNY
-HR oMW
ANNITWR TRTRA
0" NaARy onb

hear from heaven
and forgive the sin
of your people,
Israel, and bring
them back to the
land which you
gave to them and to
their fathers.

éx Tol olpavol xal
ewg &y Tais
apaptiotg ToU Aaol
oov Topanh xal
amoaTpePEls alTolg
elg TV Yij, Ay
€0wxas adTols xal
Tolg MaTpATIY
adT@V.

hear from heaven
and be merciful
(with respect) to
the sins of your
people, Israel, and
bring them back
into the land which
you gave to them
and to their fathers.
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o'AWN TEYna 26
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26 When heaven is
shut up and there is
no rain because
they sinned against
you, and they pray
toward this place
and praise your
name and they turn
from their sin when
you humble them,

26 év 16 ouoyebijval
TOV 00pavoY xal W)
yevéohatl VeTdv, 4Tt
apapthoovtal oot,
xal mpooedovTal &g
TOV TOTOV ToUTOV Xl
aivégouay 1o Gvopa
oou xal amo TEv
auapTL@y adTév
EmaTpéYouaty, 6Tt
TATEWWOELS aVTOUG,

26 When heaven is
closed up and there
1S no rain, because
they sinned against
you, and they will
pray to this place
and praise your
name and they turn
back from their
sins, for you will
humble them,

YWD NnR1 27
nnbo1 DAY
TAY1 TTAY nRLNAY
=58 00 2 R
YR 12107 TN
qon Annn namnh
“WR TEIRHY
oMb TAYY Anns

27 then you will
hear from heaven
and forgive the sin
of your servants
and your people
Israel when you
lead them into the
good way in which
they should walk,
and you will give
rain upon your
land, which you
gave to your people
for an inheritance.

27 xal av eicaxovay
éx Tol oDpavol xal
Aews Eay Tals
apaptials TV
maidwy gov xal Tol
Aol gov Topana,
6Tt OnAwaoeLs adTols
TV 600V THY
Gyabiy, év 7
mopevovTal év
aldTfj, xal 0woelg
VETOV €Tl THY YHv
oou, AV Edwxag TG

27 and you will
hear from heaven
and be merciful
(with respect) to
the sins of your
servants and your
people Israel for
you will reveal to
them the good way,
in which they will
walk (in it), and
you will grant rain
upon your land,
which you gave to

A oov €ic your people for an
xnpovouiay. inheritance.
mirmaapn 28 | 28 If there is a 28 hipds € yévyrau | 28 If there is a
mvm0 927 poxa | famine in the land, | ¢ni 7fic yfic, bdvarog | famine upon the
if there is land, if there is

13K 1P NATY
n 1 a Som
PRI 1NN 5T
=531 paHa vpw
:1onn

pestilence or
scorching or
mildew or locust, if
there is locust, if
their enemies
besiege them in
land at their gates,
every plague, or
every disease,

gav yévntal,
avepodBopla xal
eTepog, axpls xal
Bpoliyos éav
yévntat, éav OAiYn
adTov 6 éxOpos
XATEVQVTL TGV
TOAEWY VTGV, XAT
mhEoaY TANYNY xal
TRy ToVOV,

death, heavy wind,
and pallor, if there
is locust and locust
larva, if the enemy
afflicts them before
their cities,
according to every
wound and every
distress,

=53 nban-5a 29
7Y WK 1IN
1Y 5ah oTRA-Ha5
WT WK ORI
1ARINT WA VIR
n"an-oK 1o wam
i

29 every prayer,
every plea which is
made by any man
or by all your
people Israel, who
each, knowing his
plague and his
suffering and is
stretching out his
hands towards this
house,

29 xal mioa
TpogeuYY xal mhoa
0€naig, Eav yévnTal
mavTl avlpwmw xal
VTl TG Al oov
Topanh, éav yvé
dvbpwmos TV adiv
avtol xat ™V
uaiaxiav adtol xal
dlameTaoy TAS

29 and every
prayer, and every
request, if it comes
about by every man
and all your people
Israel, if a man
knows his plague
and his weakness
and he extends his
hands to this house,
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xelpag avTol ig Tov
oixov ToliTov,
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30 then you will
hear from heaven,
the place of your
dwelling, and
forgive and give to
each according to
all his ways, whose
heart you know, for
you, you alone,

30 xal av eicaxovay
éx 70T oVpavol é§
ETolpOV
XQTOXNTNPlOV TOU
xal IAaoy xal 0woeLg
avopt xaTd Tag 600Ug
avtol, wg av yvéds
™V xapdiav adtod,

30 then you will
hear from heaven,
from your prepared
place of dwelling,
and you will be
merciful and give a
man according to
his ways, as you
know his heart, for

know the heart of | STt {6vog yvwoxels only you know the
the children of T xapdlav vidy heart of the sons of
man, avbpumwy, men,
TR ynY 31 | 31 in order that 31 8mws doBévrar | 31 so that they
-53 73772 nobb | they might fear you | tg¢ 6d00s cou mdoag | might fear your

0N DNTIWR DA
UK NTRA 1175
A1NARY NN

and walk in your
ways all the days
that they live on
the face of the land
which you gave to
our fathers.

TS NUEPAS, Ag alTol
{Gow éml mpogwTou
THs g, N Edwxag

TOlg TATPATY NUEVY.

ways all the days,
which they live
upon the face of
the land, which you
gave to our fathers.

M35 ox 32
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32 So also
concerning the
foreigner who is
not from your
people Israel
comes from a
distant land for the
sake of your great
name and your
strong hand and
your outstretched
arm, when they
come and pray
toward this house,

32 xal mag
QAAGTpLOG, g 0UX €X
Tol Acol gov
Topanh oty adTog
xal €A0y éx yijs
uaxpobev o o
Gvopa gou TO péya
xal TV X€Elpa Tou
NV xpatalay xal
ToV PBpaylova aov
TOV UPmAoY xal
EMwaty xal
mpocebiwvTal eig TOV
ToTOV TOUTOV,

32 Every foreigner,
who is not from
your people Israel
he also might come
from a far away
land on account of
your great name
and your mighty
hand and your
raised up arm and
they should come
and pray to this
place,

=11 YRWN NnNR1 33
TNAW Nonn oNRYn
-wR Y00 mivn
™21 THR RP
nyp-5a T vnd
TAYNR PIRA
TP TR IR
-3 YT HRW
nanby Rp1 Y
2012 WK NI

33 and you will
hear from heaven,
from the place you
dwell, and you will
do according to all
for which the
foreigner calls to
you, so that all the
people of the earth
will know your
name and fear you,
as do your people
Israel and that they
would know that

33 xal eicaxovay) éx
700 oOpavol é§
Tolpov
xato)Typlov cou
xal TOMTELS XATA
mavTae, 6oa av
emixaléanTal o€ 0
GAAGTpLOG, 6w
yvéaw mavteg ol
Aaol THg yijg TO
Gvoud gov xal Tol
dofeichai e tg 6
Aads gou Tapanh xal

33 and you will
hear from heaven,
from your prepared
dwelling place, and
you will do
according to all,
whatever the
foreigner appeals
to you, so that all
the people of the
earth might know
your name and fear
you, as your people
Israel and know
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your name is
proclaimed upon
this house which I
built.

Tol yvévat 6Tl
EMIXEXAYTAL TO
Gvoud oou €Ml TOV
oixov ToliTov, v
wxodéunoa.

that your name has
been invoked upon
this house which I
built.

Y K72 34
PanR-5Y nnnbnd
orown WK 7773
177 7HR Hoanm

TR NN VYN
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STAYY IR

34 If your people
go out to battle
against their
enemies by the way
which you send
them out, and they
pray to you in the
direction of this

34 ¢av 0 E£EN0Y 6
Aabg gou gig TOAEOV
émi Todg €xOpols
abtol év 636, 3
amooTeNELS adTOUS,
xal TpooedEwvTal
TPOG T XQTA TV
600V T TéAewg

34 Now if your
people go out to
battle against their
enemy by the way
which you will
send them, and (if)
they pray to you
according to the

city which you way of this city,
have chosen and TabThg, 1y EEehélw | which you chose
the house which I | &v @0Tj, xal olxou, | (in it), and of the
built for your 00 @x0déunoae T house which I built
name, dvoparti aov, for your name,

-1 nynwi 35 | 35 then you will 35 al axovoy éx Tob | 35 then you will
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hear from heaven
their prayer and
their plea, and you
will carry out their
cause.

oOpavol T denoews
a0T@Y xal T
TpoTevy s adTY
xal TOTELS TO
dualwpa adT@Y.

hear from heaven
their request and
their prayer and
you will
accomplish their
Justice.

" 75RO 2 36
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36 If they sin
against you (for
there is not a
person who does
not sin) and you
are angry with
them and you give
them over before
an enemy, and they
are taken captive,
carried away to a
land far or near,

36 6Tt apapTyoovTal
oot, 6Tt o0x EoTal
avBpwmog, dg oty
auapTNoETAL, Xal
natdéels adTovg xal
Tapadwoel adTols
XQTQ TPOTWTOV
éxBpdv xal
aiyparwtedoovay of
aiyUaAWTEVOVTES Elg
yijv éx0pdv eig yijv
uaxpav ¥ €yyus

36 For they will sin
against you (for
there is not a
person who does
not sin) and you
will strike them
and hand them over
according to the
face of enemies,
and the ones who
take captives will
take them captive
into the land of
enemies, to a land
far away or near,

012558 12w 37
DWHIawI WK PIRA
THR 11NN 12
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37 and they turn
their heart in the
land to which they
are taken captive,
and they repent and
plead to you in the
land of their
captivity saying,
“We sinned, gone
astray, and acted
wickedly,”

37 xal émotpéYwaty
xapdiay adT@Y v T
Y adTédv, o0
ueThxOnoay éxel,
xal ye emoTpéYwaty
xal 0enbéioiv oov év
TH alypaiwaic
aVTEY AéyovTeg
‘Hupaptopey
NoXNTaUEY
NVOUNTAUEY,

37 and should they
turn back their
heart in their land,
where they were
relocated there, and
also turn back and
make request of
you in their
captivity saying,
“We sinned, we did
wrongly, we were
lawless,”
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38 and they return
to you with all their
heart and with all
their soul in the
land of their
captivity to which
they were taken
captive, and they
pray in the
direction of their
land which you
gave to their

38 xal émoTpéYwaty
Tpog O €V OAY)

14 A (44
xapdiq xal év 6y
Yuxij a0tV v Yij
aiYLAAWTEVTAVTWY
adToVg xal

A ¢ 1
mpocedwvTal 606V
Y¥is avTdv, %g
€0wxag Tolg
TaTpaTty adTiv, xal
Tijg méAews, g

38 and should they
turn back to you
with the whole
heart and with all
their soul in the
land where they are
taken captive and
they pray in the
direction of their
land which you
gave to their
fathers, and of the

fathers and the city | é&eléfw, xal Tol city which you
which you chose otxov, 00 wxoddunoa chose, and of the
and to the house 6 dvépatl gov, house which I built
which I built for for your name,
your name,

-1 nynws 39 | 39 then you will 39 xal dxoloy éx 39 then you will
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hear from heaven,
from the place of
your dwelling, their
prayers and pleas
and carry out their
cause and forgive
your people who
sinned against you.

T00 oOpavol €€
£Tolpou
xaTo)TYplov cou
T mpoaevx s
a0T@Y xal T
denoews al TV xal
TOMTELS xplpata xal
ews oy TG Aad
TG QUapTOVTL goL.

hear from heaven,
from your prepared
dwelling place,
their prayer and
their request and
you will bring
about judgments
and you will be
merciful to the
people who sinned
against you.

=17 1OR 1NY 40
mnna Ty K
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40 Now, my God,
let your eyes be
opened and your
ears be attentive to
the prayers of this
place.

40 xal viv, xUpte,
goTwoay ol
6¢pOapol cou
Qvewyuévol xal Ta
Wé gou émxoa el
™V 0€na ToU
TOTTOU TOUTOU.

40 Now, Lord, let
your eyes be open
and your ears be
attentive to the
request of this
place.

MY AR AN 41
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41 Now arise, Lord
God, to your
resting place, you
and the ark of your
strength. Let your
priests, Lord God,
clothe themselves
with salvation and
your faithful ones
rejoice in
goodness.

41 xai viv dvaotyb,
xUple 6 Bedg, eig TV
xaTamovaly gov, o
xal 7 x1Pwtds T
loyvog gou. ol lepels
oou, xVpte 6 Beds,
gvovoaVTo
cwtnplay, xat ol viol
oou ebdpavlinTwoay
év ayafols.

41 Now arise, Lord
God, to your place
of rest, you and the
ark of your
strength. Let your
priests, Lord God,
clothe themselves
with salvation, and
your sons rejoice in
good.

58 OTOR I 42
TTWA 238 awn
™7 TonY Aot

S7T7aY

42 Lord God, do
not turn away the
face of your
anointed one.

42 xipte 6 Bedg, uy)
amoaTpedns TO
TpOTwWTMOY ToU
xplotol gov,

42 Lord God, do
not turn away the
face of your
anointed one.
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Remember the uhalnTt T éAéy Remember the
faithfulness for Aavid Tod dovhou mercies of David
David your Tou. your slave’.
servant’.

The Translation of the 5 Preposition

The translation of prepositions in the LXX has seen little attention.! This trend is
disappointing, especially considering the wealth of information that can be gleaned
from assessing this language feature. In both Hebrew and Greek, prepositions have a
wide range of meanings and uses. In addition to having prepositions, Greek has a case
system, which in certain situations can function similarly to prepositions. It is important
to consider if the translator is rigid with his rendering of Hebrew prepositions in the
LXX. The translation of %, ‘to, for’, has been chosen here because it has great potential
for overlap with the Greek case system—specifically, the dative case. As a result, when
the translator encounters 9 he is often presented with a variety of legitimate translation
options.

In 2 Chr 6:14-42 the preposition 5 occurs 59 times. Some of these occurrences
are forms like 185, ‘before, in the presence of’, and 729, ‘alone, only’. These forms are
made up of a preposition + noun or adverb, respectively, that have formed a ‘frozen
union’.? As such, the use of 5 in these forms should not be separated out from the
resultant term. Forms like a preposition on an infinitive are somewhat formulaic, so they
will be dealt with separately. The forms that deserve the most attention, though, are the
occurrences of % in which its function is simply that of a preposition attached to a noun,
pronoun, proper name, or adjective. There are 35 such occurrences of  in 2 Chr 6:14-
42. Of these 35, 28 are translated with the dative case® and four are translated with the
preposition eig, ‘to, towards’. While it might seem that this is an obvious choice, the use

of the dative should be considered as the translator’s decision to stray from a simple,

!'Some works are certainly worth noting. See Sollamo, Hebrew Semiprepositions. Sollamo
focuses on ‘semiprepositions’, a term that refers to ‘combinations of a preposition and a noun but whose
function is prepositional’ (1). Some examples include *38%, *»p1, and 533. See also, Sollamo, ‘Some
“Improper” Prepositions’, 773-782; L. F. Mot, ‘Semitic Influence in the Use of New Testament Greek
Prepositions: The Case of the Book of Revelation’, BAGL 6 (2017) 44-66; R. A. Martin, Syntactical
Evidence of Semitic Sources in Greek (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 1974; repr. Eugene,
OR: Wipf & Stock, 2004). Allen, Translator’s Craft, 43-44, provides a brief discussion of prepositions in
2 Par.

2 [BHS, §11.3.1a; M, §102d.

3 Many have noted the shift towards using prepositions more regularly in Hellenistic Greek than
in previous times. See SSG, §26a; Smyth, §1636-1665. The LXX might be caught between this shift. See
also Aitken, ‘Language of the Septuagint’, 122, ‘we should recognize in Greek of this time the decline in
the dative case in favour of prepositional phrases’.
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direct translation option (preposition for preposition), such as mpds, ‘toward’, or ig, ‘to,
toward’, taking advantage of the flexibility of the Greek language. As mentioned in a
previous chapter, this is noted by Allen: ‘The translator also makes deliberate and
persistent efforts to avoid clumsy Heb prepositions in favour of a more elegant, or at
least a more natural, Gk rendering’. In other words, a word-for-word translation would
have been expected to use a Greek preposition for a Hebrew preposition. Below, we
will first analyze the use of the dative case and the preposition eig as translations of the
preposition  in the prayer of dedication section. This is followed by analysis of the uses
of the formulaic forms listed above, followed by discussions of some examples of 5

when it is not rendered with the dative case or the preposition &is.

The Dative Case

According to CGCG, ‘the main function of the dative is to mark non-obligatory
modifiers’.> Of such modifiers, the dative regularly occurs to mark the indirect object of
a verb. This is seen clearly in the way it is used to translate the preposition 9 in the
prayer of dedication section. For example, the dative occurs often with verbs of
speaking to indicate the one(s) to whom the something is being said.® The dative is used
four times in the prayer of dedication in this scenario (2 Par 6:15, 16, 17 [twice; the
second is in apposition to the first]). Similarly, the dative occurs regularly to identify the
indirect object of the verb didwput, ‘I give’, and its compound forms.” This happens eight
times in the prayer of dedication (2 Par 6:23 [twice], 25 [twice], 27, 30, 31, 38).

There are several cases of what is likely a ‘dative of advantage’ in the prayer of
dedication.® The dative is used for  three times after the verb ¢puldoow, ‘I guard, keep’
(2 Par 6:14, 15, 16). Solomon praises God who keeps his covenant and mercy ‘for his
servants’. Similarly, Solomon recounts God’s promise that ‘a man will not depart for
you from before me’ (O0x éxAeiet oot qvip amo mpocwmou pov), where the dative of
advantage translates the ‘9 of benefit’ (2 Par 6:16).°

On five occasions, the dative case translates 5 to mark the person sinned against
with the verb apaptave, ‘Isin’ (2 Par 6:22, 24, 26, 36, 39). The instance in 2 Par 6:22

sees a dative article used to substantivize an adverb, T@ mAnciov adTod, ‘to his

* Allen, Translator’s Craft, 44.
> CGCG, §30.36.
*CGCG, §30.37.
7 CGCG, §30.37.
8 CGCG, §30.49.
° DCH, s.v. n72.
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neighbor’, for 1YY, ‘to his neighbor’. Three times the dative is used for 9 to reference
the thing for which Solomon anticipates God’s mercy (2 Par 6:25, 27, 39). There are
examples of the ‘dative of means’ (2 Par 6:29 [twice]).!?

The final two instances where a 5 is translated with a dative are in identical
relative clauses: 00 Qxodéunoa 6 évépati gov, ‘which I built for your name’ (2 Par
6:34, 38). One could argue for interpreting these as either ‘means’ or ‘circumstance’, !
or perhaps even another category. What is clear, though, is that the dative is used

naturally in these contexts.

The Preposition eis

The use of the preposition &ig is not surprising as a semantic equivalent for 9, as the two
have considerable semantic overlap. The Greek preposition eig is often used in a spatial
sense, but it has extended meanings as well.'? The preposition eic, as a translation of 9,
is used in its spatial and abstract senses in the prayer of dedication.!? In the first instance
of the preposition, €ig is used in the abstract sense: Av €dwxas @ Aad gov eig
xAnpovopiav, ‘which you gave to your people for an inheritance’ (2 Par 6:27). Similarly,
Solomon poses a conditional statement where eis marks the ‘goal’:'* édv 3¢ é£éN0y 6
Aadg gou eig moAepov, “if your people go out to battle’ (2 Par 6:34). The other two
instances of eig for Y are spatial. In 2 Par 6:40, Solomon requests that God’s ear be
‘attentive towards the prayer of this place’ (émxoa eig ™) 0énatv Tol Témov ToUTOV).
Solomon continues in 2 Par 6:41, ‘rise, Lord God, into your place of rest’ (dvaatyft,

xUpte 6 Oeds, eis TV xatamavaiv oov).

The Translation of 1985 and 5with Other Infinitives

The preposition 5 is regularly found attached to the infinitive construct form of a verb.
Perhaps the most common combination of such is the formulaic K5, ‘saying’, used
after a finite verb of speaking to introduce the direct or reported speech. It is

consistently translated with a form of the Greek participle Aéywv, ‘saying’, and

10 CGCG, §30.44.
1 CGCG, §30.44.
12 CGCG, §31.8.
13 CGCG, §31.8.
14 CGCG, §31.8.
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unsurprisingly, that holds true in all of 2 Par, including the two occurrences of 9K in
the prayer of dedication.®

There are 13 other instances in the prayer of dedication where the preposition %
is attached to an infinitive construct. The infinitive construct with a prefixed Y is rather
versatile and can indicate several different functions for the infinitive.® For all but three
of these, the translator has used the genitive articular infinitive (ol + infinitive).
Whether the ol + infinitive construction captures the possible meanings of 5 +
infinitive is complicated. In general, the articular infinitive is simply a substantivized
infinitive, functioning in some ways like the English gerund, that uses specific cases in
line with the function of the substantivized infinitive in the sentence.’” Cowe considers
this sort of translation decision to be evidence that a ‘literal translation technique’ has
led to a ‘divergence from the accepted norms of Greek syntax’.'® In the LXX, Tod
before an infinitive sometimes ‘appears to be serving as a grammatical marker of the
attached infinitive in the manner of Engl. f0>.%° At first, this seems to be a divergence
from its typical use in Classical Greek after a ‘genitive-governing preposition or in an
infinitive with final value’.?’ As such, there is no ‘functional opposition recognizable
between a bare inf. and a to¥ inf.” in the LXX.?! There is some evidence, though,
predating the LXX of this construction being used outside of its typical ‘genitive or
ablative’ use in line with some ways it is used in the LXX.?? Ultimately, by the time Par
was produced, the translator surely considered the genitive articular infinitive to
function appropriately for a range of uses of the 5 + infinitive construction.

The translator does not include a translation of N2, ‘to go, walk’, in 6:31.
Another instance not translated with the genitive articular infinitive is D&%, ‘to set’,
translated in 2 Par 6:20 with émuAnfijvar, ‘to call on’. In contrast to the others, this

instance is not a ‘purpose’ or ‘result’ infinitive. Since this should likely be considered a

15 According to Aitken, ‘Language of the Septuagint’, 122, ‘this feature is possible in Greek but
its frequency in the Septuagint is generated by the Hebrew idiom’.

16 JBHS, §36.2.3¢, ‘Infinitive clauses with 5 are of various types. Some of these types are
analogous to those formed with other prepositions, that is, purpose, result, and temporal clauses. Others
reflect the distinctiveness of the / combination, that is, gerundive, modal, and immanent clauses’.

7 CGCG, §51.38-49.

18.S. P. Cowe, ‘1 and 2 Supplements: To the Reader’, in NETS, 342-348, citing 343.

19 8SG, §30d.

20 885G, §69h.

2 $8G, §30d.

22 SSG, §30c-d. See also E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemdierzeit
mit Einschluss der gleichzeitigen Ostraka und der in Agypten verfassten Inschriften, Band 111 Satzlehre
(Berlin and Leipzig: De Gruyter, 1926) 322.
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complementary infinitive, the translator has used the simple infinitive.?3 This is
contextually appropriate and reflects the translator’s sensitivity to the meaning of the
text. He does not feel obligated to provide a translation for the % with the infinitive,
instead focusing on producing a rendering in Greek that communicates the meaning of
the Hebrew construction. Likewise, the first occurrence of nn, ‘to give, put’, in 2 Chr
6:23 is rendered with a simple infinitive, @¢mododvat, ‘to give back’. The use of this
Hebrew infinitive is to indicate the means by which something will take place.?* It is
possible that the translator understood this as indicating purpose or result, and so he left

the infinitive bare.?®

Other Translations of 5

In 2 Par 6:28, the translator has rendered 19, ‘to him’, with the accusative adtév, ‘him’.
The Hebrew verb in this clause, 97%, means ‘to wrap (up), envelop’. However, when in
the Hiphil stem, often with the object preceded by 9, the word means ‘to besiege’.?® The
Greek verb OAiBw takes an accusative object, which is, of course, normal. Instead of
producing wooden, literal renderings for each lexeme, the translator has adapted his
translation to the demands of the Greek language. As with the verb in 2 Chr 6:28, in
6:42 the verb 121, ‘to remember’, can use the preposition  to introduce the object. The
translator, understanding that Greek does not demand a prepositional phrase here,
translates the object of the verb pipuvioxw, ‘I remember’, with the accusative Ta €Aéy,
‘the mercies’.

In 2 Par 6:38, the translator renders "a%, ‘to the house’, with the genitive ol
olxov, ‘of the house’. To understand the translator’s decision here, careful attention
should be given to the structure of the verse.

DD LY L oRIR T Phanm

And they pray in the direction of their land ... and the city ... and (they pray)
towards the house ...

The noun 777 is the head noun in a construct chain with both o¥X and 7°pin. The
preposition 9 serves in way similar to 777 here, ‘they pray in the direction ... and

towards ...”. The translator seems to understand the similar function of 777 and 9, that

B See CGCQG, §51.

24 See IBHS, §36.2.3.e: ‘gerundive, explanatory or epexegetical’.

25 On the final-consecutive infinitive, see CGCG, §51.16; SSG, §30ba.
2 DCH, s.v. ‘¥,
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is, both refer to the direction in which the people pray. He uses 60év, ‘way’, as the head
noun for three genitives: yijg, ‘of land’, T¥j¢ méAews, ‘of the city’, and o oixov. In many
ways, this simplifies the relationships in the text and clearly connects oixou to 69dv, the
object of mpogev&wvtal, ‘they might pray’, rather than segmenting to¥ oixou off with a

preposition. The translator has opted for a rendering that fits well contextually.

Conclusions for the Translation of the Preposition 5

As seen above, the translator deals with the preposition 9 in the prayer of dedication
with clear awareness of the context. For the most part, he handles the translation of the
Hebrew preposition carefully, taking advantage of some flexible features in Greek, like
the case system, in order to contextually render the preposition. He does not feel tied to
replicating Hebrew prepositional phrases with Greek prepositional phrases, only doing
so when it provides additional clarity. The translator, then, is more concerned with

meaning than form in his rendering of the preposition 5.

The Translation of 195
Since the Hebrew *13a% occurs eight times in the prayer of dedication passage, it is worth
considering the variation in the translation of this preposition. Half of those occurrences
are translated with évavtiov, ‘in front of”. According to Sollamo, the preposition évavtiov
occurs at a higher frequency in the LXX than in other contemporary literature. This,
however, does not mean that the use of the preposition is necessarily a Semitism. In
fact, a more careful qualification is this: évavtiov is used in the LXX in ways similar to
usage in other literature but may occur in uncommon syntactic situations in the LXX
that are clearly reflective of the structure of the Hebrew text.?” Each instance of évavtiov
in the prayer of dedication is a translation of *318% with an attached personal pronoun. As
such, évavtiov is followed by a genitive personal pronoun when it occurs in this passage.
On two occasions in the prayer of dedication, *38% is translated with xatévavr,
‘facing’. This is a compound of xata + &vavti. As &vavti, ‘before, in the presence of’, is
‘nearly synonymous with évavtiov’ in the LXX,?® the compound form also finds
semantic overlap with évavtiov. Therefore, the two occur in similar contexts. The two

occurrences of xatévavtt are in 2 Par 6:22, 24 and in both instances there is a referent

27 Sollamo, ‘Some “Improper” Prepositions’, 779-781
28 Sollamo, ‘Some “Improper” Prepositions’, 780-781.
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other than a personal pronoun. This is a noticeable difference when compared to the use
of évavtiov in this passage. However, a cursory look at the use of évavtiov and xatévavtt
in 2 Par outside of the prayer of dedication shows that this is likely not a ‘rule’ that the
translator is following, as xatévavtt is at times used to translate 385 + a personal
pronoun (for example, 2 Par 2:5) and évavtiov is used to translate 1195 without a
personal pronoun (for example, 2 Par 10:6). In fact, there is no clear distinction between
the use of these two words (and others) for *38% in 2 Par, especially outside of this
passage. Therefore, that xatévavti translates 385 with a referent that is not a personal
pronoun and évavtiov is used when the object of *18% is a personal pronoun in the prayer
of dedication is probably a coincidence.

Once in the prayer of dedication, *1a%n, ‘from before’, occurs and is translated
with amd mpogwmov pov, ‘from my face’ (2 Par 6:16). The use of amo or éx, ‘from, out
of”, with mpocwmov to translate *318%n is fairly standard in the LXX. For the translator of
2 Par, 4md mpoowmov is the preferred option for rendering 38950, as he uses it for six of
the eight occurrences of *38%1 in 2 Par. According to Katrin Hauspie, ¢md mpogimou
does not occur ‘as a prepositional phrase ... outside the LXX’.?° She claims that in
using &md mpoowmou for 1851, the translator has copied the Hebrew ‘on the formal
level’ resulting in ‘a formally unusual expression’ that can still be considered acceptable
‘as long as the local sense’ rather than the causal sense of @9 is intended or, at least,
understood.°

The final occurrence of *18% in this passage is found in 6:36. In this occurrence,
the translator uses xata mpocwmov, ‘according to a face’. As was the case with xatévavtt
above, xatd mpéowmov is another common rendering of *185. The different options for
199 are seemingly used synonymously.3! In general, the translator seems to have certain
tendencies for rendering the different combinations of words connected to or

surrounding *138%, but he does not follow these tendencies in a mechanical fashion.

ITaic and AoUAo¢ as Translations of T7ap

The Hebrew noun T2y, ‘servant, slave’, occurs 11 times in Solomon’s prayer of

dedication. Of these 11, nine are translated with the Greek mais, ‘servant, slave’ (2 Par

2 K. Hauspie, ‘Prepositional Phrases in the Septuagint of Ezekiel’, in Scripture in Transition,
89-105, citing 92.

30 Hauspie, ‘Prepositional Phrases’, 93.

31 See Hauspie, ‘Prepositional Phrases’, 95.
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6:14, 15, 16, 17, 19[2x], 20, 21, 27). The other two are translated with dolidog, ‘slave,
servant’ (2 Par 6:23, 42). Jong-Hoon Kim has noted some observations on the
translation of 72y in Sam-Kgs.3? According to Kim, the following can be observed: ‘Die
Ur-Septuaginta unterscheidet je nach Redemodus: mais beschreibt die Zugehorigkeit
von Menschen zu einem hoher Gestellten, wihrend doUdog als hoflich-demiitige
(Selbst-)Bezeichnung verwendet wird’.3 Kim suggests that Jof)og is used most often in
direct/reported speech, while mais most often occurs in descriptive narrative contexts.
Benjamin G. Wright argues that while the earliest translations (like the Pentateuch)
avoid doUog, later translators used ‘words for slaves as they know them to be used in
their contemporary socio-cultural environment’.3* Given Wright’s claim, Par would
either need to be proven to be roughly contemporary with the LXX Pentateuch (a tall
task) or heavily influenced by the translation decisions of the LXX Pentateuch in order
to explain the translator’s seeming avoidance of doAog.3® Arie van der Kooij claims that
in secular literature mals is ‘a general term for servant or slave” and dofAog refers to
‘someone unfree from the political point of view’.3® For van der Kooij, this accounts for
the infrequent usage of the latter in the Greek Pentateuch. In a similar study on OG
Isaiah, van der Kooij observes mais as ‘servant, both of a king and of the Lord,
conveying the connotation of someone holding a position of honour and glory’ and
dofdog as ‘slave, referring in a number of passages ... to foreigners being subject to
others, or alternatively, to someone having a lower status in comparison to mais’.%’
These claims should be assessed in light of the 11 occurrences of 7ap in Solomon’s

prayer of dedication.

32 See J.-H. Kim, ‘Die Wiedergabe von T2y mit doldos oder mals in der Septuaginta der Samuel-
und Koénigebiicher’, in Die Septuaginta — Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse, 391-403.

3 Kim, ‘Die Wiedergabe von T7ay’°, 403. (‘The original Septuagint differentiates depending on
the mode of speech: mals describes the belonging of people to someone of a higher rank, while Jotog is
used as polite-humble (self-)designation’.)

3 B. G. Wright, ‘‘Ebed/Doulos: Terms and Social Status in the Meeting of Hebrew Biblical and
Hellenistic Roman Culture’, Semeia 83-84 (1998) 83-111, citing 107.

35 As mentioned above in chapter 1, Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 22-23 uses the
translation of 72y as evidence for the reliance of the translator of Par on the LXX Pentateuch.

36 A. van der Kooij, ‘Servant or Slave?: The Various Equivalents of Hebrew ‘Ebed in the
Septuagint of the Pentateuch’, in M. K. H. Peters (ed.), XIII Congress of the International Organization
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies: Ljubljana, 2007 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008) 229-
242, citing 240.

37 A. van der Kooij, ‘Servant or Slave: The Various Equivalents of Hebrew ‘Ebed in the Old
Greek of Isaiah’, in Die Septuaginta — Themen, Manuskripte, Wirkungen, 259-271, citing 269.
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As stated above, it is the case in all of Par, and reflected clearly in the prayer of
dedication section, that the translator prefers mals as a translation of 72y over doflog.3®
In this section, all 11 of the occurrences of T2y are within reported speech, since this is
a record of Solomon praying. The four times that 72p occurs in 2 Par 6:19-21 are all
self-designated, that is, Solomon is referring to himself as 7ap. All four of these are
translated with forms of mais. Given Kim’s claim, the expected translation here would
be Jodog, for polite-humble self-designation.3®

The first instance of dolilog for 72y in this prayer section is found in 2 Par 6:23.
The context here is quite negative, where Tobg doUAoug refers to those who sin and curse
before the altar. Solomon calls on God: ‘... judge your slaves in order to render what is
due to the lawless’ (xptvels Todg dovAoug aou Tol amododivar Té Gvdpw). Wright
speculates that the translators of the Pentateuch may have avoided dofAog because it
could be considered ‘derogatory or insulting’.*® This suggestion would account for the
use of dofAog in 2 Par 6:23, given the negative context. However, it falls short of
explaining the second occurrence of dofAog in the prayer of dedication. This second
instance comes in 6:42, at the very end of the prayer of dedication. Solomon ends his
prayer by asking the Lord to remember the mercies of David, ‘your slave’ (toli dovAou
oov). Just before this, Solomon referred to David as God’s ‘anointed one’ (tod yptoTol
gov). Clearly, the context is not negative, as in 2 Par 6:23, so that cannot explain the use
of dofAog here. Further, Solomon refers to David using mals instead of dofAog three times
in this prayer section.*! This suggests the translator was not aiming for a consistent
translation option in this section for 72 referring to David. This example also clearly
disqualifies van der Kooij’s semantic explanation that dofAog is used for a slave in a
‘prisoner of war’ situation. That is not to say that van der Kooij was incorrect
concerning the Pentateuch and Isaiah. His claims, though, do not extend to the use of
malc and dodAog in Par.

The translator of Par was not influenced here by the translation of Kgdms. In the

parallel passage (3 Kgdms 8), the translator has a clear preference for doilog as the

38 There is actually a high concentration of the word 72y in this section, as it contains 11 of 71
occurrences in 1-2 Chron.

¥ Kim, ‘Die Wiedergabe von 72v°, 403. Kim does suggest that the Kaige recension of Kgdms
drops this distinction, instead opting to distinguish between mais and doAog based primarily on social
status.

40 Wright, ¢‘Ebed/Doulos’, 93.

41 Specifically, in 2 Par 6:15, 16, 17.
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translation of 72ap. In fact, when 72p occurs in Solomon’s prayer of dedication in 3
Kgdms, it is either translated with dofAog or not translated at all.

One possible explanation for the translator’s switching between 7aic and dofidog
for T2y is the rhetorical device variatio.*? This feature is most noticeable when the
‘variation’ occurs in a short space,* but can also be found ‘on a wider scale than the
range of a few verses or a chapter or two’.** Variatio is quite common and easy to spot
in a translated text when the reader has access to the source text, as a single word in the
source is translated with multiple words in the target language.*® While variatio would
explain both instances of dofAog in 2 Par 6 better than the other options above, it does
not necessarily account for the predominance of mais as the preferred translation of 7ap.
In fact, it would seem that if the translator was trying to produce ‘variation’, dofAog
would occur more often than it does here. For example, mals occurs four times in 6:14-
17 and four times in 6:19-21. In other words, if the translator deemed ‘variation’ to be
necessary or stylistically important, one would expect it to occur in these verses with a
high concentration of 7ap. Of course, variatio does not necessitate some arbitrary
number of occurrences of a given word option in order to be successful, but it would be
more clearly evident if dofAog occurred with higher frequency.

Although it is true that both the Pentateuch and Par contain mwais more than
dolog, this does not require that the translator of Par followed the translators of the
Pentateuch. Even using Gerleman’s statistics, doAog occurs more in Par than in the
Pentateuch, while Par has fewer uses of mals.*® The Pentateuch, while considerably
longer than Par, has five fewer occurrences of doidog than Par. The fact that both mais
and doU)og occur in nearly identical contexts in Par is evidence that the translator was
not attempting to avoid dolAog. Thus, the argument that the translation of the Pentateuch

influenced the uses of mals and dofAog in Par is insufficient to explain the occurrences in
Par.

Wright offers the following conclusion regarding the translation of ‘slave terms’

in the LXX:

42 Lee, ‘Translations of the Old Testament’, 776-778.

43 Lee, ‘Translations of the Old Testament’, 776.

4 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 57.

4 Lee, ‘Translations of the Old Testament’, 777; Mulroney, Translation Style, 84.

46 Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 23. According to Gerleman, the Pentateuch has maic 102
times and do)og three times. In Par, mais is used 58 times and do¥Aog is used eight times.
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Jewish writers in the Second Temple period are using words for slaves as they
know them to be used in their contemporary socio-cultural environment, that is,
that the main terms for slaves can be roughly synonymous even though in
individual uses some distinction of function might be intended.... Doulos, of
course, appears with great frequency in the later translations where all the major
terms for slaves serve broadly as synonyms.*’

While his conclusions do not account for the overwhelming preference towards mals in
2 Par 6, specifically his claim that later writings contain doUAog more regularly, through
his insistence on the ‘increasing interchangeability of these terms for slaves’, Wright
provides a viable explanation for the uses of dofdog in this passage.*® Clearly stated,
dolidog and mais are synonyms and the translator uses them interchangeably in the prayer
of dedication in 2 Par 6. To account for the preference towards one word over the other,

Lee offers helpful insight: ‘Individual speakers of a language like different words,

without being able to say why, or even being conscious of making a choice’.*?

Awcalwpa and Kpipa as Translations of vawn

The Hebrew vawn, ‘judgment, justice’, occurs only twice in this passage. In 2 Par 6:35,
the translator has rendered vawn with dixaiwpa, ‘justice’. Just a few verses later, in
6:39, the translator uses xpipa, ‘judgment’, to translate vawn. In all of 2 Chr, this
Hebrew noun occurs only 13 times. Eight of these are translated with xpiua, four with
xploig, ‘judgment’, and only once is VOWN translated with ducalwpe.>

Allen deals directly with the translation of ©awn in 2 Par 6 in his section
‘Different Gk for the same Heb words’.>! He attributes the translation decisions found
here to a translator who is ‘not content to repeat his own Gk equivalent, but searches
instead for an alternative way of expressing the original’, in this case, the use of a
synonym.>? Of course, Allen is describing here the rhetorical practice of variatio. There

is merit to the suggestion that the LXX translators do, at times, use different Greek

47 Wright, ‘‘Ebed/Doulos’, 107-108 (emphasis added).

48 Wright, ‘‘Ebed/Doulos’, 108.

4 Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 42-43. Lee also states that ‘linguistic variation may be due to
nothing more than personal taste’. See also D. Biichner, ‘“You Shall Not Give of Your Seed to Serve an
Archon”: Lev 18,21 in the Septuagint’, in Translating a Translation, 183-196. Regarding a translation
choice in Lev, Biichner, 189, claims that the rendering may have been done ‘without any communicative
purpose in mind ... because it may simply be accounted for by his love for variation’. It should be noted
that Biichner goes on to offer a better understanding, but the option still stands.

30 Similarly, in 1 Chr there are nine occurrences of the Hebrew noun: six are rendered xpiua, and
three are rendered xpioig.

1 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 55.

52 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 55. It is Allen’s suggestion that xpiua and dixaiwpa are synonyms.
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words for a single Hebrew word for stylistic purposes. What Allen’s suggestion lacks,
though, is 1) an explanation for why this alternative rendering occurs here when the
translator does not use the same strategy in other sections of 2 Par where the Hebrew
text has multiple occurrences of Vawn in close proximity, and 2) rationale for the
translator’s use of dixaiwypa, which is only here a translation of Vawn in Par, over xpioig,
which is more common than dixaiwpa.

There are two places in 2 Chr other than 2 Chr 6:35, 39 where vawn occurs
multiple times within the span of a single chapter.>® In 2 Chr 4, temple furnishings are
discussed and twice (4:7, 20) vawn is used with reference to how the lamps were made
for the temple. In both instances, the translator has used xpiua. Given the nearly
identical contexts and referents in the two verses, it is unsurprising that xpiua is the
translation of both, perhaps with the purpose of clearly linking the two descriptions.

The Hebrew vawn occurs three times in 2 Chr 19. In 2 Chr 19:6 and 19:8, vawn
is translated with xpicig. In 2 Chr 19:10, it is translated with xpipa. While there is clear
overlap in the meaning of these terms, the first two (2 Chr 19:6, 8) seem to more clearly
reference judgment, particularly with/for the Lord. In contrast, vawn is used in 2 Chr
19:10 in the context of 77N, ‘law’, M¥n, ‘commandment’, and pn, ‘statute’. Thus, the
context is legal or juridical. Adding an additional layer to this discussion, outside of 2
Par 6:35, dixaiwpa shows up only one other time in all of Par; that occurrence is here in

2 Par 19:10 as the translation of pn.

The Semantics of Kpjua, Kploi, and Awxaiwpa and Their Relation to vaovn

Having surveyed the statistical translation data, it is now important to explore the
nuances of each of these equivalents for vawn in 2 Par.>* According to Herntrich, the
meaning of ©Vawn changed over the course of its use in the Old Testament and it ranges
in usage from a legal term meaning ‘judgment’ to a relational term with ‘ethical and
religious meaning’.%® The complexity of the Hebrew term is important to consider in

attempting to understand its translations into Greek. The table below contains the

33 Of course, the translator was not working with chapter and verse numbers, but they are useful
to create boundaries for the present analysis.

34 For a brief survey of this topic, see S. H. Blank, ‘The LXX Renderings of Old Testament
Terms for Law’, HUCA 7 (1930) 259-283, esp. 270-275. See also Aitken, No Stone Unturned, 107:
‘Appreciation of the translation technique and of the selection of words by the translators can only happen
once the meanings and connotations of the words are known’.

33 V. Herntrich, ‘The OT Term vawn’, TDNT 3:923-933, esp. 927.
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English glosses for xpiua, xpioig, and dixaiwpa from three lexicons commonly used in

biblical studies.

Table 5.1

xpipa, xplots, and dwalwpa in GELS, BrillDAG, and BDAG

xplua xplaig dixaiwypa
GELS 1) ‘law-suit’ 1) ‘acting as judge’ 1) ‘ordinance’
2) ‘sentence’ 2) ‘sentence’ 2) ‘state of not being

3) ‘just, fair decision’ | 3) ‘a decision taken’ guilty’

4) ‘justice as a moral 4) ‘an act of 3) ‘that which one can
quality or principle’ uprightness’ rightfully claim as
5) ‘injunction to be 5) ‘moral, ethical one’s share and

observed’ integrity’ entitlement’

6) ‘that which rightly 6) ‘a court 4) ‘act which is just

belongs to sbd proceeding’ 7) and fair’>8
[somebody]’ ‘standing in society’
7) “fair claim’ 8) ‘interpretation’
8) ‘rule of conduct | 9) ‘decisive settling of
and practice accepted an issue’
as generally 10) ‘contention and
applicable”®® dispute’®’
BrillDAG 1) ‘matter for 1) ‘separating’ 1) “act of justice’
judgment, question’ 2) ‘choice’ 2) ‘reparation’
2) ‘litigation, lawsuit, 3) ‘judgment’ 3) ‘claim of a right, just
action’ 4) ‘capacity for complaint’
3) ‘decision, judgment, 4) ‘judgment, sentence,
judgment’ discernment’ penalty’
4) ‘condemnation, 5) ‘interpretation’ 5) ‘ordinance, decree’
sentence’ 6) ‘judgment, trial’ 6) ‘justification’
5) ‘judging, 7) ‘charge’ 7) ‘rectitude’6?
judgment’ 8) ‘condemnation’
6) ‘decree, 9) ‘justice’
resolution’ 10) ‘outcome,
7) ‘prescription, law’ resolution’
8) ‘justice, right>® 11) “dispute, quarrel,
contest’
12) ‘class, category’
13) “crisis, critical
phase’®°
BDAG 1) “dispute, lawsuit’ | 1) ‘judging, judgment’ 1) ‘regulation,
2) ‘decision, decree’ 2) ‘court’ requirement,
3) judging, judgment’ 3) ‘right’®3 commandment’

6 GELS, s.v. ‘xplpa’.
ST GELS, s.v. ‘xplotg’.

8 GELS, s.v. ‘dualwpa’.

9 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘xpiua’.

0 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘xploig’.

1 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘ducalwpa’.
% BDAG, s.v. ‘xploig’.
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4) ‘judicial verdict’ 2) ‘righteous deed’®*
5) ‘justice’®?

Muraoka’s (GELS) glosses are careful approximations of contextually
appropriate renderings of these Greek words in the LXX. While helpful for translation,
this strategy neglects engagement with extrabiblical sources. Even so, this does help
display the overlap in the meanings for these terms, especially xpipa and xpiois. In
addition, Muraoka provides a survey of the way that these terms are used in the LXX.
While BDAG does include reference to ancient works outside of Bible, it is mostly
focused on English glosses for study and interpretation of the New Testament.
Montanari’s BrillDAG is quite thorough, providing English glosses for Greek words
based on their contexts in all types of literature, including the LXX and New Testament,
but not for the sole purpose of providing glosses for words only in the LXX or New
Testament contexts. Each of these three can be helpful in determining the meaning of
words, but it is important to keep in mind the purpose or aims of each lexicon.5®

According to Moisés Silva, the terms xpipa and xpioig are quite similar in
meaning in the LXX. Both mean ‘decision’ or ‘judgment’, but in the LXX, as both
terms render VoW, they take on an additional sense, ‘commandment’ or ‘law’.%¢ The
frequency of xpipa in the LXX is ‘in striking contrast to its rare use’ outside of the
Bible.% Further, he claims, ‘where vawn refers to a legal judgment or the like, the LXX
normally transl. with xpiua ... or xpicig’.%8 Silva’s observations are consistent with the
information gathered from the lexicons (see Table 5.1 above). Silva describes the use of
dwaiwpa in the LXX as being of ‘special interest’, rarely rendering 7%, and in the LXX

mostly meaning ‘commandment, ordinance, decree’ as a rendering of pr and its

cognates and VW when used in the sense of ‘commandment’.% This use, according to

0

Silva, should be seen as a Semitism,° as outside of the LXX, dixaiwya usually means

(X1

Judgment,” esp. in the negative sense of “‘condemnation, penalty, punishment

299

in the

context of ‘setting something right’.”* According to Quell, the frequent translation of

2 BDAG, s.v. ‘xplua’.

% BDAG, s.v. ‘dualopa’.

% Bons, Historical and Theological Lexicon, would be quite helpful for this study.
Unfortunately, only the first volume of four is currently available.

% M. Silva (ed.), ‘xpivw’, NIDNTTE 2:744-750, citing 745-746.

67 Silva (ed.), ‘xpivw’, NIDNTTE 2:745.

8 M. Silva (ed.), ‘dixatoatvn’, NIDNTTE 1:723-741, citing 726 (emphasis added).

% Silva (ed.), ‘OucatogVvy’, NIDNTTE 1:726.

70 Silva (ed.), ‘OucatogVvy’, NIDNTTE 1:726.

" Silva (ed.), ‘dixatoatvy’, NIDNTTE 1:724.
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vawn with xpipa and xpigig does ‘only partial justice’ to the meaning of vVawn by laying
‘the emphasis on its active sense as an act of judgment’ when dix» and its cognates ‘best
express the character of vaWn ... as a norm’.’? Some examples of dixaiwpa in Aristotle
will be helpful in this discussion. In Nic. Eth. 5.7.7, Aristotle says Oxaiwua 0 T
¢mavdpbuwpa Tol ddueuartos, ‘Owalwpa is the correction of an injustice’. Similarly in
Rhet. 1373b, he juxtaposes adujuatae and dixardpate, ‘unjust acts” and ‘just acts’, in

the context of righting a wrong.”

Analyzing the Translations of vawnin 2 Par
In this section, the uses of ©Vawn outside of the prayer of dedication will be considered
before moving on to the two examples within 2 Chr 6.

In 2 Chr 4:7, 20; 8:14; 30:16; 35:13 vawn is used to indicate order or
specification.”® The lampstands in 2 Chr 4:7, 20 are made vawn2, ‘according to
specification’ or ‘as prescribed’. Solomon, in 2 Chr 8:14, set up the divisions of the
priests 7 ©VAWNI, ‘as specified by David’. In 2 Chr 30:16, the priests took their
positions DvaWNI, ‘as ordered/specified’. The Passover lamb is roasted vawn2, ‘as
prescribed’, in 2 Chr 35:13. Three of these instances are translated with xpipa (2 Chr
4:7,20; 30:16) and two with xpiaig (2 Chr. 8:14; 35:13). As indicated above by Table
5.1, neither xpipa nor xpiois typically communicate what VoW is communicating in
these passages. It is not that the resulting translation is nonsensical, but it does fail to
carefully render the contextual meaning of vawn. In addition, the use of xpipa and
xploig introduces a legal or juridical meaning that is not communicated in these contexts
with vawn. As such, LES has done well by rendering each instance in these three
examples as ‘according to the/their judgment’.” This translation decision in LES
preserves some of the awkwardness of rendering vawn with xpiua.

On three occasions in 2 Chr (7:17; 19:10; 33:8), vawn refers to ‘rules’ or
‘commands’. In all three verses, VawWn is used in close proximity to pr, ‘statutes’. In

each of these, VawWn has been rendered xpipa. As seen above in Table 5.1, these are

2 G. Quell, ‘dben, dixatog, xtA’, TDNT 2:174-178, esp. 174-175.

73 See also Aristotle, Rhet. 1359a.

74 In each of these instances VaWn is immediately preceded by the preposition 3, ‘according to
specification’ or ‘as specified’.

75 NETS has rendered the 4:7, 20 with ‘according to their prescription’ and ‘as prescribed’
respectively, 8:14 with ‘according to Dauid’s judgment’, 30:16 with ‘according to their judgment’, and
35:13 with ‘according to the rule’. While at least the first two more accurately communicate the Hebrew
text, they gloss over the constraints of xpipa, smoothing out the translation.
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instances in which dixaiwpa, in the LXX sense of ‘ordinance’, would likely more
clearly communicate the meaning of vawn. This is, of course, in contrast to typical
Greek usage as described by Silva, but it is more consistent with the use in the LXX.®
Given that vawn is used with pr in these passages, it is unsurprising that the translator
did not use dixaiwpa, as it is typically used to translate pn. However, only in one of
these verses (2 Par 19:10) does the translator actually use dixaiwpa for pn, opting for
mpéoTaypa, ‘order, command’, in the other two verses. Of course, he would need an
alternate translation choice for vawn if pn was consistently translated with dixaiwpa,
but that is not the case in 2 Par. Again, preserving the awkwardness of the translation
decision, LES has rendered xpiua with ‘judgment’ in these three verses.

The uses of VaWN in 2 Chr 9:8; 19:6, 8 contain some overlap in meaning. In
these three verses, Vawn refers to ‘judgment’ or ‘justice’. In 2 Chr 9:8, the queen of
Sheba proclaims that God made Solomon king over Israel ApT¥1 vawn My, ‘to
do/execute justice and righteousness’ (tol motfjoat xpipa xat dxatocbvyy). This is the
only instance in 2 Chr where ©awn and 7pT¥ occur together, though the pairing of the
two is common in the Hebrew Bible. Here, the translator uses xpipa for vawn as the
dix word group is standardly used for p7¥ and its cognates.”” As mentioned above,
citing Quell, xpipa only tells part of the story here, as it places ‘the emphasis on ... an
act of judgment’ whereas VaWN and pPT¥ are more formulaic for ‘justice’ and
‘righteousness’.”® The two examples in 2 Chr 19 both clearly refer to ‘judgment’. For
both of these, the translator uses xplaig. These two are, perhaps, the most contextually
appropriate translations of Vawn in 2 Par.

Having established the range of translations for ©Vawn in 2 Par, the final two
occurrences, found in the prayer of dedication passage, can be analyzed. In these two
examples (2 Chr 6:35, 39), vawn occurs in the same context: Solomon prays that the
Lord will hear the prayer and the plea of his people ovawn nwn, ‘and maintain/uphold
their cause’.”® As mentioned above, the translator has used dixaiwpa in 2 Par 6:35 and

xplpa in 2 Par 6:39. The suggestion by Allen that this is simply variatio should be

76 Silva (ed.), ‘dixatoctvy’, NIDNTTE 1:724-726.

7 Quell, ‘S, dlxatog, xtA’, TDNT 2:174-175.

78 Quell, ‘S, dixatog, xtA’, TDNT 2:174-175.

7 For some examples of English translations, NIV: ‘uphold’; ESV, NASB, NRSV: ‘maintain’;
NET: ‘vindicate them’.
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considered, 8 but needs to be tested against other options, especially considering that
Owaiwpa is so rare in 2 Par.

While the context of ©awn in each of these verses is similar, the surrounding
context is a bit different. In 2 Chr 6:34-35, Solomon’s prayer concerns God’s people
going out to battle against an enemy, praying to God, and God hearing and responding
by carrying out their vawn. In contrast, 2 Chr 6:36-39 is concerned with God’s people
sinning and repenting, praying and pleading to God. In this context, Solomon prays that
God would carry out their vawn and forgive them. Even though repentance is
mentioned here, the context of 2 Chr 6:39 can be seen as more negative in general than
that of 2 Chr 6:35. More clearly, it could be that the translator read 2 Chr 6:39 as
Solomon asking God to carry out judgment (because of the sin), but also to forgive the
people. Worth noting is that Par lacks a translation of the personal pronoun from nvawn
here, perhaps indicating that it is not ‘their’ vawn that the Lord should administer, but
VAW in the sense of ‘judgment’. If the translator is reading 2 Chr 6:39 in this way, the
use of the more negative judgment term xpipa makes more sense. However, this
assumes that the translator is being more deliberate with contextualizing his translation
here than we have seen in his other renderings of Vawn in 2 Par. This conclusion also
assumes that the translator considered dixaiwpa to be a more positive term for
‘judgment’ or ‘justice’. While duaiwpa can have positive implications, this is usually in
the context of ‘correcting a wrong’, as in Aristotle’s definition in Nic. Eth. 5.7.7. The
context of 2 Chr 6:35 concerns prayers for a prosperous battle, with no relation to
‘correcting a wrong’. Therefore, the translator uses dixaiwpa in a context that is neither
consistent with normal LXX usage nor the typical meaning of the word outside of the
LXX.

In light of the discussion above, I will propose three options for understanding
the use of dixaiwua and xpipa for VOWN in 2 Par 6. The first, and least likely, option is
that the translator was not overly concerned with style or semantics. In this view, there
is little (or even no) conscious decision made to vary the terms for VaWn in the prayer
of dedication. This option is only mentioned because this is regularly an option when
dealing with LXX translation decisions. The second option is to follow Allen’s
conclusion that the translator varied his approach to vawn in this passage for stylistic or

rhetorical purposes. While this is certainly a possibility, it lacks coherence with his

80 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 55.
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methods for dealing with vVawn elsewhere. Particularly concerning is Allen’s suggestion
that dixalwpa and xpipa are synonymous terms.8! There may be some merit to this
suggestion if one is only examining the use of the terms in the LXX, but even there, the
terms are not as similar as Allen seems to suggest.®? The third option is that the
translator felt that the context of the two verses demanded a different term be used for
vawn. Whether the terms chosen accurately communicate what the translator intended
is a different matter. With this approach, the translator would not have simply employed
the rhetorical device variatio. The use of two different terms for one Hebrew word
would have been semantically, not stylistically, motivated. The rarity of dixaiwpa not
only as a translation of vawn but also in Par as a whole would suggest that the
translator did not ‘accidentally’ choose it as a rendering here. While either of the latter
two options are possible explanations for the translations of Vawn in 2 Par 6, option

three offers a simple, viable conclusion for these translations.

The Translation of nbo

On five occasions in Solomon’s prayer of dedication, the Hebrew verb no, ‘to forgive’,
occurs.?® Each time, n%0 is a Qal perfect 2nd person singular in a waw + perfect
construction. While Hebrew grammarians take several approaches to this construction,
we will follow the explanation offered by Jolion-Muraoka, treating these as functionally
successive, ‘mainly used for future action subsequent to another action’.8* The translator
deals with these verbs in two ways, even though the Hebrew forms are the same each
time. As was the case with translating 7ap, one of these methods for dealing with n5o
seems to be preferred over the other. Four of the five instances of nbo (again, all nn5o1)
are translated MAewg €07 (nominative adjective + future indicative 2nd person singular of
glul), ‘you will be merciful’.8 This is not without precedent in ancient literature. In a
papyrus fragment from the early second century BCE, &i pév £t of feol eidwe® adtoic
¢otw (‘If indeed the gods are still merciful towards them’) is found.® In 2 Par 6:30, the

translator has opted instead for iAaoy (future indicative 2nd person singular of

81 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 55.

82 Again, see table 5.1.

82 Chr 6:21, 25, 27, 30, 39. This verb only shows up one other time in all of 2 Chr (7:14).
% M, §119c.

852 Par 6:21, 25, 27, 39.

86 eidwe is a form of Aewe.

87 P.Tebt. 3.1.750, lines 12-13.
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iAaoxopat), ‘you will be merciful’. Allen suggests that this reading is the result of
parablepsis where {\ews 0y became iAean which became iAdoy.88

As the translator approached nbo, he was clearly not influenced by the
Pentateuch. Of the 20 occurrences of this Hebrew verb in the Pentateuch, 13 are
translated with adinut, ‘to let go, forgive’, which is not found in Par as a translation for
n50. The construction most commonly found in Par (fAews + eiui) is only found once in
the Pentateuch. In contrast, 3 Kgdms has tAewg €0y for nnoo1 each time the latter occurs,
including the use in the 3 Kgdms 8:39, which parallels 2 Par 6:30. There are three
occurrences of iAdaxopat for N50 in 4 Kgdms. However, none of these are translations
of the waw + perfect form nn5o1.

Whereas the translation of 72p seemed to more closely reflect the Pentateuch
over Kgdms, the translation of n50 reflects Kgdms over the Pentateuch. That is not to
say that in either situation the translator of Par was directly influenced by either the
Pentateuch or Kgdms. In fact, the more likely conclusion regarding the translation of
no0 is similar to that of 7ap. The translator saw both {Aews €0y and iAdoy as options for

translating N0, likely considering the two to be synonymous.

Axodw and Its Compound Forms as Translations of pnw

The Hebrew verb pnw, ‘to hear’, occurs 12 times in Solomon’s prayer of dedication and
is translated with three different Greek forms: émaxodw, ‘I hear, listen to” (1x), é@xobw, ‘I
hear’ (5x), and eicaxovw, ‘I hear, listen to’ (6x). Generally, these three Greek terms
could be considered roughly synonymous. Paul Danove has suggested that both
gloaxolw and émaxovw (along with UTaxolw) are marked for +response, which would
indicate ‘a preference for these verbs over axodw when the presence of a response is to
be stressed’.8? There is, of course, no differentiation in the Hebrew term used, as pnw
can communicate ‘hear, listen to’ and ‘hear (and respond to)’.%° The translation of W
in Solomon’s prayer of dedication will be assessed below in order to determine whether
a distinction is intended by the translator.

The first two occurrences of YW in the prayer of dedication are infinitive

construct with the % preposition (p1wH, ‘to hear’). Both are translated with the to +

88 Allen, Textual Criticism, 46.

8 P. Danove, ‘A Comparison of the Usage of dxolw and éxobw-Compounds in the Septuagint
and New Testament’, Filologia Neotestamentaria 14 (2001) 65-85, citing 84.

0 DCH, s.v. ‘ynv’.
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infinitive construction. In the first instance, found in 2 Par 6:19, the translator uses ot
¢maxoloat, ‘to hear’, with the object of the hearing being ¢ denoews xal s Tpooevy i,
‘the request and the prayer’.®* Given Danove’s suggestion about response, it would
seem logical to suggest that Solomon is praying to God, anticipating that God will not
only hear, but respond. However, this idea loses traction when the translation of the
second infinitive construct is examined. In the very next verse (2 Par 6:20), the
infinitive construct is found again. Here, though, the translator opts for o axoloat, ‘to
hear’. The context here is similar to that of the previous verse. The object of Solomon’s
request that God would hear is ¥ mpooeuvyijs, ‘the prayer’. Given the similarity in
objects, one would expect that the same translation would be given for ynw. Here, it
seems most likely that the translator considered axoVw and émaxodw as synonymous, as
there is no clear distinction between the two. A possible explanation for the use of
émaxolw in 2 Par 6:19 is that the translation here is rhetorically or euphonically
motivated. The compound émaxoficat might be meant to mimic the émw sound of first
verb in the verse, émBAéyy, ‘you will look’. This will be considered along with other

rhetorical features found in 2 Par 6:19 in the section below entitled ‘The Structure and
Rhetoric of 2 Par 6:19°.

Of the remaining 10 occurrences of W in Solomon’s prayer of dedication, six
are translated with eicaxotw. In each of these instances, eicaxodw is a translation of the
imperfect form ynwn, ‘you will hear’. Further, these six instances are the only instances
of ynV in the imperfect tense in the prayer of dedication. The Hebrew verb pnw in the
imperfect tense is found elsewhere in 2 Chr 7:14 and is also translated with elgaxotw.%?
The examples of eicaxotw in the prayer of dedication are found in 2 Par 6:21, 23, 25,
27, 30, and 33. In each, the imperfect pynwn is used (rather than the regular waw +
perfect in this section) because the clause begins with nK3, ‘and you’, redundantly

stating the subject implied by the verb.®® The translator renders each of these imperfect

verbs with the future eicaxotoy, ‘you will hear’.

1 For a helpful discussion of the impact of the case of the object with dxovw, see K. Hauspie,
“AxoVw dans le livre d’Ezéchiel: Etude sémantique en vue d’une traduction frangaise et anglaise’, in F. G.
Martinez and M. Vervenne (eds.), Interpreting Translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in Honour of
Johan Lust (Leuven: Peeters, 2005) 177-192.

92 There is a waw + imperfect instance of pnW in 2 Chr 20:9, which is translated with the future
axolay.

%3 In all but one of these, the translator provides xai ¢, ‘and you’, for 70N, ‘and you’. In 6:33,
the translator omits the nominative pronoun ¢0.
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Aside from the infinitive in 2 Par 6:20, there are four occurrences of dxolw.
Each of these four are translations of the waw + perfect nynws, ‘and you will hear’. The
translator renders these with the future axotay, ‘you will hear’. These can be found in 2
Par 6:21 (2x), 35, and 39. As was the case with the infinitives discussed above, in one
instance (2 Par 6:35) the object of the ‘hearing’ is Tfi¢ defoews adT@Y xai Tis mpogeuyFs
auT®v, ‘their request and their prayer’. Therefore, the suggestion that there is an
implication of an anticipated response would lead to an expectation for a compound
form, rather than the simple dxovw. This further reinforces that the translator is not
using the compound forms to indicate that a response is expected, as Danove suggests.

Given the evidence, it seems that the translator’s choice for rendering ynw was
motivated by the tense of the Hebrew verb, rather than being affected by contextual
semantic or syntactic demands. The imperfect form ynwn is highly concentrated in this
prayer of dedication passage, but is used quite rarely outside of this section. The rarity
of this form in 2 Chr likely influenced the translator’s decision for rendering the verb in
these instances. He likely chose to reflect the tense shift in Hebrew with a lexical shift
in Greek because there would be no tense shift in Greek between the imperfect and the
waw + perfect following an imperfect in Hebrew. Both of these Hebrew tenses
communicate ‘future action’, so the translator renders both with Greek futures. To
reflect the tense shift in Hebrew, the translator uses @xovw for the Hebrew perfect and
gioaxolw for the Hebrew imperfect.

The only additional occurrence of eicaxobw in 2 Par is found in 34:21, where the
translator has read 19w where the MT has 179nW. The translator here uses the aorist
elonxovaav for the Hebrew perfect. Contextually, the aorist works well for the Hebrew
perfect, and this decision is made with regularity.® What is striking, though, is that
outside of this example, eicaxobw occurs only in the future tense as a translation of the
Hebrew imperfect. This is even more striking when considered against the prayer of
dedication in 2 Par 6 and the other instance in 2 Par 7:14, where eicaxolw seemed to
have been chosen to reflect in some way the switch from the waw + perfect to the
imperfect. That the translator used eicaxodw when translating a perfect in 2 Par 34:21 is

inconsistent with the use of elocaxodw in 2 Par 6-7.

% See Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 205.
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The Structure and Rhetoric of 2 Par 6:19

There are several peculiarities in 2 Par 6:19. One, discussed above, has to do with the
translation of YW with émaxolw, a surprising decision given the rare nature of émaxotw.
As briefly mentioned above, this may have been a decision motivated by the use of
¢mPAénw, ‘T look upon’, in the beginning of the verse. If this is the case, it could be
considered a type of anaphora. Lee defines anaphora as the ‘repetition of the same
word(s) at the beginning of successive clauses’.?® Even though there is not the repetition
of a word here, the use of the preposition é7i in the compound verbs is repetitive.

Another interesting choice made by the translator is the use of d9énots, ‘request’,
for both ninn, ‘plea’, and 117, ‘cry’. Although only nine of the 33 occurrences of 1137 in
the LXX are rendered with déxatg, this is the most common translation option. Six of
these nine are in Psalms, two are in Jeremiah, and one is in 2 Par. In the verse parallel to
2 Par 6:19 in 3 Kgdms (8:28), the translator uses tépig, ‘joy’, for 137.% With some
regularity, 0énoig renders mann (~13 of the 25 occurrences), with a high concentration
(~six of 13) in Solomon’s prayer of dedication in 3 Kgdms. From a purely semantic
perspective, 0énaig more accurately renders nann than 39, though both are regularly
attested. It is striking, though, that the translator has chosen d¢énaig for both words in a
single verse, especially when other options for each were available. Although a simple
misreading should be considered as an explanation for what has happened here, the fact
that 117 is rendered with 0énoig nine times shows some level of equivalence in the
minds of the translators.

To complicate matters, there are two instances in the prayer of dedication in
which 0éxaig renders n%an, ‘prayer’, which is usually translated with mpoaeuy,
‘prayer’. The first instance, in 2 Par 6:35, is rather simple to deal with. The Hebrew text
has orann-nx1 onban-nR, ‘their prayer and their plea’, as the objects of the verb
nynwy, ‘and you will hear’. Par simply has the inverted word order, rendering the
objects as Tii¢ derjoews adTEY xal Tic TpogeuyTic adTy, ‘their request and their prayer’.%’

While this is no cause for major concern, it is odd that these terms are switched here.

% Lee, ‘Translations of the Old Testament’, 779.

% The Hebrew 137 can be a cry of joy or of lament, so it seems the translator of 3 Kgdms
understands it to refer to the former. See Matlock, Discovering the Traditions, 68, who sees this as a
translation decision that ‘enhances Solomon’s position in the text by indicating his joy in praying to his
Lord and by elevating his religious piety’.

7 The translator of 3 Kgdms has made the same decision in the parallel verse there. However,
the influence of 3 Kgdms on the translator of 2 Par in this verse is unlikely, considering the two have
gone in different directions with the translation of several other words here.
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Not only has a standard rendering been established prior to this verse, but when 1%an
and 131N occur together elsewhere in this passage, 1920 comes first. More striking is
the translation of 19an with dénais in 2 Par 6:40.% Here, 1550 is not used as a double
object of a verb with ninn. Given that there is some semantic overlap between d¢xatg
and mpogevyy, it is fair to conclude that the translator did not follow his previously
established standard equivalents in 2 Par 6:19.
One possible explanation for both the translation of YynW with émaxodw and the
double use of 0énoig is that the translator was highlighting chiasmus.
A xal émPAéyy
B émt v mpoceuyny matdds oou
C xat éml ™)v 0énalv pwov
D xUpte 6 Oebg, Tob émaxoloat
C! 1ij¢ denoews
B! xal 1ijs mpoaevydis, %s 6 mals cov mpooelyeTal
Al dvavtiov gou oruepov
This is probably best described as a loose form of chiasmus, since there are not exact
parallels at every point. However, some of the translation decisions in this verse make
the most sense if the translator was in some way attempting to mirror or parallel certain
ideas. If this is the case, the repetition of the éni sound in A, B, C, and D would
highlight the beginning and pivot point of the chiasmus.
In a way, this proposed example of chiasmus in 2 Par 6:19 mirrors the structure
present in 2 Chr 6:19.
A mo
B 772y nvan-58
CnnnHs
D pnwb o mm
C! naroHx
B! 55ann 772y WK 15ann-oN
Al 1185
Because of the lexical connection between the verb 113, ‘turn’, and *189, ‘before’,% 2

Chr A and A' mirror one another more clearly than the same points in 2 Par. This is not

%8 See Hanhart, Paralipomenon, 69, on the possibility of mpogevyy for dénais here.
9 Of course, this is formed from % + the noun form 3.
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to say that there is no connection between A and A' in 2 Par. The connection is found in
meaning rather than form (‘look upon’ that which is ‘before you”). For C and C!, the
connection is made more explicit in 2 Par than in 2 Chr due to the translator’s use of
0énots for both ninn and n37. In the end, the structure of 2 Par 6:19 builds on the loose
chiasmus of 2 Chr 6:19.1%

If 2 Par 6:19 is not an example of chiasmus, then the translation decisions made
could still point to a simple paralleling of parts of the verse. This would also be marked
by both the repetition of the preposition émt on the compound verbs and the use of
oénots. Either way, the translation of 2 Par 6:19 exhibits features that are best explained
by rhetorically (or perhaps more precisely, euphonically) motivated translation
decisions resulting in a loose chiasmus or, at the very least, clear parallelism. Allen
offers a different option for the use of 0énois. Concerning this example and others like it,
Allen suggests, ‘If the meaning can he [sic] adequately brought out simply by repeating
a word, why should he make the effort to ransack his vocabulary for another word?>10*
In other words, Allen sees the use of d¢vaig to translate two different Hebrew words as
an easy option when the translator is not in an ‘active frame of mind’.1% While Allen’s
conclusion neglects the other features of 2 Par 6:19 pointed out above, it should still be
considered as an option, as the translator has made similar decisions elsewhere. %3

The euphony goes beyond what is mentioned above. In addition to the repetition
of ém sounds in A-D, there is end rhyming with line B and line C. A different end rhyme
comes to line D and line B!. Some of this is motivated by direct translation, but is worth
noting, nonetheless. This is a rich, important verse. Perhaps this led the translator

towards creativity in his rendering.

Pluses, Minuses, and Various Other Changes

2 Par 6:15

The first plus in this passage occurs in 2 Par 6:15, where Par has the participle Aéywv,
‘saying’, after éAdAnoas adTd, ‘“you spoke to him’. This participle is used regularly to

indicate that what follows is the content of reported speech, usually preceded by an

100 It would be difficult, and likely impossible, to prove that the translator consciously made his
decision with the goal of producing or enhancing a chiastic structure for this verse. It is more likely that
this is a matter of euphony, where the translator may have made certain decisions that were pleasing to
the ear. These euphonic choices may have been such because they highlighted a paralleling structure. For
a discussion of euphony in written literature in the ancient world, see Mulroney, Translation Style, 79-84.

100 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 53-54.

192 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 54.

103 See Allen, Translator’s Craft, 53-55 for other examples.
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indicative verb of speaking. In the LXX, Aéywv is most often a direct translation of the
Hebrew 985, ‘saying’, which functions in the same way. The addition of Aéywv in 2
Par 6:15 seems to occur due to interference from 2 Par 6:16 with which 2 Par 6:15
shares some similarities.

27T 0D NRON T2 A3 3T Y NN2TWR DR AR TIT TTaYY NN WK 15

IARY 19 07327 WK DR AR TT TTAYY W SR R mine oyt 16a

In the text above, the similar phrases are underlined. If this is a case of homoioteleuton,
it is odd that the translator was able to continue after his addition of Aéywv in 6:15 and
accurately render the rest of the verse.

15 & épvratas T maudi gou Aavld & matpl wov, & Eddinoas adtd Aéywv (+), xal

EAarnaas év aTépaTl cou xal v Xepaly gov EmAYpwaag ws ¥ Nuépa alTy.

16a xal viv, xlpte 6 Beds Topanh, dVAagov T6 maudi gou T6 Aavld 76 matpl wov &

Ehalnoag a0t Aéywy

If that were the case, surely the translator saw his mistake and could have corrected it.
Given the near exact similarity in the structure of the following verse, which includes

2nRY, homoioteleuton is a good explanation for the inclusion of Aéywv in 2 Par 6:15.1%4

2 Par 6:17

In 2 Par 6:17, the particle 8, ‘indeed, really’, appears after the verb motwdnTw, ‘may it
be established’. This Greek particle is a regular rendering of the Hebrew particle of
entreaty N3, ‘please’.1% In BHS, 2 Chr 6:17 has a text critical note mentioning that a few
manuscripts and the parallel verse in 1 Kgs (8:26) suggest the inclusion of K. It could
be the case that the translator’s Vorlage included K1, so he included 0% here as a
translation, following the norms of translating the Hebrew particle. While 07 is not a
clear semantic equivalent for 83, the LXX translators have adopted it as such,% and so
the translator’s inclusion of the particle in 2 Par 6:17 is following the normal,

established translation convention for &3 and contexts where &3 would be expected.

104 See Allen, Textual Criticism, 36.

105 x1is often found ‘attached to imperatives or jussives for politeness’ sake’ (DCH, s.v. ‘RY").

106 Perhaps the reason the translators adopted the policy of translating 81 with 87 is the use of o
with verbs in ancient Greek works, especially tragedies, to communicate ‘an emotional factor of great
importance’ (J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed. [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1934],
214). See also Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 96-98.
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2 Par 6:18

2 Chr 6:18 contains an initial question (‘Does God truly dwell ...?’) and a statement
(‘Behold heaven ... how much less ...!"). The translator encounters the interrogative
in this verse and renders it with &i, introducing a conditional clause. He goes on, though,
to render N7 with €l in the second part of the verse. The translator transforms the
structure of the verse to be a conditional sentence with a double protasis, marked by the
two instances of €i, and a single apodosis, marked by xal (‘If God truly dwells ..., if
heaven ..., then what is this house ...?").

In the second protasis, the verb 913, ‘contain’, is translated with ¢pxécw, ‘I am
sufficient’. Only here and in the parallel verse in 3 Kdgms does ¢pxéw translate 913 in
the LXX. Allen claims that 2 Par 6:18 ‘is an echo of the parallel in Rg’.1%” While he is
certainly correct that 3 Kgdms 8:27 makes the same decision, translating 12 with
apxéw, there are other translation decisions there that are not reflected in 2 Par 6:18. For
example, where both 1 Kgs 8:27 and 2 Chr 6:18 have "2 &, ‘how much more’, 3
Kgdms 8:27 has mA)v xal, ‘execpt also’, and 2 Par 6:18 has xai 7ig, ‘and what’, neither
of which exactly represents the MT. If the translator relied upon 3 Kgdms for the
translation of 912, why not also for ™3 A%? At the end of 3 Kgdms 8:27, the translator
inserts T¢ dvopati gov, which is not found in 1 Kgs 8:27 or 2 Chr 6:18. 2 Par 6:18 does
not contain this addition.

Other than these two verses, the Pilpal of the verb 912 occurs in a similar context
only in 2 Chr 2:5, discussed in chapter two above. There, the translator translates 12
with dépw, inserting adTod v 36&av, ‘who can bear his glory’. While it is unlikely that
the translator of 2 Par used 3 Kgdms 8:27 for assistance here, this might be a
theological echo.%® It might not have been in the theological milieu of either translator
to even imply that anything, heaven included, could ‘contain’ God.%° Perhaps the
language of the insufficiency of heaven rather than heaven’s inability to contain God
was a part of religious jargon for both translators, so they provide the same translation
in their similar contexts. Yet another possibility is that the translator of 2 Par was aware
of the parallel passage in 3 Kgdms, and he followed the lead of the translator on the

translation of 912 because of the theological ‘consequences’ of a literal translation. At

197 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 122.

108 Indeed, Allen, Translator’s Craft, 122, deals with this translation as a potential ‘trace of
theological bias’.

109 This would help to explain a similar decision made in 2 Par 2:5.
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that point, the other features that the translator of 2 Par ignores are inconsequential, so
he need not replicate the full text of 3 Kgdms. While it does not seem that the translator
relied on 3 Kgdms for other issues in this passage, he may have at least been culturally

or theologically aware of the phrase 6 odpavog xal 6 ovpavog Tol odpavol odx dpxéaouaiv

oot and felt it appropriate in this context.

2 Par 6:19
The Greek version of this verse contains a plus, a minus, and an additional change
worth noting. Where 2 Chr 6:19 has 1ninn, ‘his plea’, Par has provided v 0énaiv pov,
‘my request’.!!% In Hebrew, the antecedent of the pronoun is T7ay, ‘your servant’.
Solomon here is referring to himself as the servant of God and is consistent in
continuing that with ynann. While the translator at first follows the lead of his source,
rendering J7ap with ma1dds cov, ‘your servant’, he makes a change with the choice of
pronoun, switching to the 1st person. Solomon goes on to clearly state his addressee
58 M, ‘Lord my God’. Par does not have the 1st person pronoun, providing x0pte 6
bede, ‘Lord God’, as the translation here.!!

There are a few options for understanding the change and omission in this verse.
One possibility is that the translator was aware of the switch to the 1st person with the
pronoun on *1& and simply moved that switch up to the preceding use of a pronoun (on
1nann). Nothing is lost here, as 772p and the pronoun on 10NN are both clearly
referring to Solomon. Rendering those matd6¢ cov and ™y dénoiv pou does not change
the meaning of the text. It simply underscores the self-referential nature of Tad6¢ cou.
Another possibility is that the translator misread his Vorlage. Perhaps the translator read
the 1 as a * on ynann, which would clearly lead to a 1st person pronoun instead of a 3rd
person pronoun.!? This does not provide an explanation for the omission of the
pronoun after 6 6edg. If he did not read the consonantal *1H® as having the 1st person
pronoun, he would be looking for a final noun for the construct chain.'*® The other

possibility has to do with the Vorlage that the translator used. Allen suggests that the

110 While several manuscripts attest the 3rd person pronoun, notably, this reading (with the 1st
person pronoun) is attested in P.Sinai Gr. 1. See Albrecht, ‘Ein griechischer Papyrus-Codex’, 291.

1 Again, see Albrecht, ‘Ein griechischer Papyrus-Codex’, 291.

112 Brotzman and Tully, Textual Criticism, 119-120.

113 See Allen, Textual Criticism, 87, for the possibility that this translation decision is the result
of “a scribal omission’ of the D at the end of "nHx.
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fact that both 2 Par 6:19 and 3 Kgdms 8:28 have ™y 0éxaiv pou suggests that both
translators are working from a text that reads *nann.14

At the end of the verse, the translator adds anpepov, ‘today’, which is attested in
both 1 Kgs 8:28 and 3 Kgdms 8:28. According to Allen, the interference in 2 Par could
be a result of either 1 Kgs or 3 Kgdms.!'® It is plausible that there is interference from

the parallel passage in the Vorlage of 2 Par 6:19, so that the Vorlage had o1, ‘today’.

2 Par 6:20

In this verse, the translator has added ToUTov, ‘this’, after the first instance of Tov Témov,
‘the place’, where the Hebrew has 0ipnn, ‘the place’. The end of the verse has Dypnn
mn, ‘this place’, which the translator also renders Tév Témov Tolitov. This is likely an
instance in which the translator draws the first D1pnn into agreement with 717 D1pRN at
the end of the verse.!® The place is specified as ‘this place’ at the end of the verse, so
the translator makes that specification earlier in the verse. Alternatively, the translator
read ahead or his Vorlage had i1 after both, possibly due to misreading.

There is an inversion of word order towards the end of this verse. The Hebrew,
according to the norms of the language, has 772y 558, ‘your servant prays’. The
translator has instead placed the subject before the verb: 6 mais cov mpogeyetat, ‘“your
servant prays’. Usually, the translator sticks to the Hebrew word order since Greek is
flexible enough to accommodate various word order structures. However, he does not
always do so, as is seen here.'” Such a straying from this literal word order shows that
the translator does not always feel tied to following the Hebrew. In this verse, there is
likely something else motivating the word order. In the previous verse, there is a similar
relative clause. Where the Hebrew has 55ann T72p "W, ‘which your servant prays’,
the translator follows with % 6 mals cov mpogelyetat, “‘which your servant prays’,
maintaining the word order but exchanging the participle 5ann for an indicative
mpoceUyetat. The Greek rendering here, %) 6 matis gou mpooelyetay, is identical to what
the translator does with T7ap 5980 9WR in 2 Par 6:20. In 2 Par 6:19, the translator has
rendered a participle with an indicative. In 2 Par 6:20, he inverts the word order of the

subject and verb. In doing this, he brings the relative clause in both 2 Par 6:19 and 6:20

14 Allen, Textual Criticism, 119.

15 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 201.

116 Allen, Textual Criticism, 62.

7 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 39. For other examples, see Allen, Translator’s Craft, 132-134.
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into agreement. It is likely that after producing % 6 mais gou mpooelyeTat in 2 Par 6:19,

it felt natural to repeat the word order in 2 Par 6:20.

2 Par 6:21

2 Chr 6:21 contains the prepositional phrase 01pnn, ‘from the place’. Another common
construction communicating the same thing in the Hebrew text is @1pni~nA, ‘from the
place’. The prepositional phrase is almost always translated, as expected, with éx Tol
Témov, ‘from the place’. The typical, standard translation of the preposition 1 is éx or
amé, ‘from’. Surprisingly, in 2 Par 6:21 the translator has translated ypnn with év 6
Témw, ‘in the place’. Later in this verse, the preposition i1 is translated with éx. It is
likely that there was some confusion over the initial letter, which the translator may
have taken as 2.18 This preposition would, of course, more naturally be rendered with

3
Ev.

2 Par 6:23
For o'nwi-in, ‘from the heavens’, Par has éx ol odpavol Tol odpavol, ‘from the heaven
of heaven’. Of course, in 2 Par 6:18, the translator offers ¢ odpavés Tol odpavol, but
there, it is accurately a translation of @'nwn "MW. Further, other instances of DAY are
not rendered doubly in the rest of this passage. Most likely, 2 Par 6:23 contains a case
of dittography, as Allen suggests.!*® Allen attributes this to a corruption in the
transmission of the Greek text, rather than an issue of the Vorlage.*?

In this verse, the translator renders both 27wnb, ‘to repay’, and nn, ‘to give’,
(2x) with (tol) dmodolval, ‘to repay’. What the Hebrew text communicates with all three
infinitives is the repaying of deeds upon the guilty and the righteous. Contextually, all
three renderings in 2 Par 6:23 are appropriate. For the Hiphil infinitive 2wn5 the
translator uses three different verbs in 2 Par, each fitting the context appropriately. The
verb N1 is usually translated with didwut, ‘to give’, but the compound dmodidw.t fits
better here.

It could be the case that the @modolival repetition was appealing to the translator
because of the dix- repetition that occurs by naturally rendering the Hebrew at the end

of the verse (Sicaudoal dixatov ... dixatogbyyy for INPTYI ... PrIX PrIRADN). As seen in

18 Allen, Textual Criticism, 110.
9 Allen, Textual Criticism, 38-39.
120 Allen, Textual Criticism, 1.
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other sections above, the translator is not opposed to making decisions for stylistic
purposes and, whether consciously or otherwise, his translation here may have been
influenced by a desire for euphony.

With two of the three 5 + infinitives here, the translator uses the genitive
articular infinitive, indicating purpose.'?! The other instance is rendered with a simple
infinitive, indicating means. The translator renders these infinitives in a contextually

sensitive way in order to accurately communicate the meaning of the text.

2 Par 6:24
The Greek verb Opadw, typically meaning ‘I break, shatter’, translates 931, ‘to strike’.
The Hebrew verb occurs eight times in 2 Chr, and this is the only time that the translator
renders it with fpadw. Usually (five of eight times), he uses the natural semantic
equivalent, matacow, ‘I strike’. The remaining two are translated with Tpoméw, ‘put to
flight’. While matdoow is the clearer equivalent for 533, especially given the preference
towards matdoow in 2 Par, Bpadw does have some semantic overlap with 721.122

After accurately translating oK, ‘if”, with éav, ‘if”, at the beginning of the verse,
the translator renders the causal *2, ‘for’, with the conditional éav, introducing a second
protasis to the conditional sentence. As a result, Israel is not struck by an enemy
because they sinned against God. Instead, 2 Par suggests a simple double protasis: 1) if
the people are broken, and 2) if the people sinned. The translator made a similar
decision in 2 Par 6:18, but there he used ei, ‘if’, rather than éav. The switch here is likely
a result of the translator carefully choosing between the type of conditional statement he
intends. In 2 Par 6:18, the ‘neutral’ conditional is used, in which ‘the speaker gives no
indication of the likelihood of the realization of the action in the protasis’.'?® The shift
to the ‘prospective’ conditional in 2 Par 6:24 would indicate that the ‘fulfilment of the
condition’ is ‘very well possible/likely’.*?* While this helps to explain the shift from e
to éav, it does not offer an explanation for the creation of a double protasis. At times, ™2
can be used for the protasis of a conditional, so it is likely that the translator has

understood the *2 in 2 Chr 6:24 as marking the protasis.'?® It is interesting, then, that just

121 See CGCG, §51.46.

122 1t only translates 733 elsewhere in the LXX in 2 Kgdms 12:15, where the Lord strikes the
child of David and Bathsheba.

123 CGCG, §49.4. See also, Smyth, §2298.

124 CGCG, §49.6. Smyth, §2322, argues that this construction actually provides a ‘more vivid
future’ condition, whether actually more vivid, or simply portrayed as more vivid by the writer.

125 1B, §38.2.d.
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two verses later, the same "2 clause occurs: 79RO *2, ‘because they sin against you’.
In this instance (2 Par 6:26) the translator instead opts for the causal 671, a decision that
would be appropriate in 2 Par 6:24 as well. It seems that in 2 Par 6:24, then, the
translator was attempting to work carefully in the context of the conditional marked by
DR at the beginning of the verse. As a result, he continued the conditional, as he did in 2

Par 6:18.126

2 Par 6:26

The translator has provided §tt, ‘for, because’, for ¥ in 75IRVM? '3, ‘because they
sinned against you’. There is another "2 clause later in the verse as well. There, the
translator also uses 6tt. In this instance, though, *3 is likely not causal, but temporal.
While '3 is versatile enough to encompass both meanings (‘because’ and ‘when’), 67t is
typically causal.’?’ There is ambiguity between causal and temporal uses of *3,'% and in
contexts like the one here in 2 Chr 6:26, either is viable. As a result, the translator

interpreted 2 as causal, translating it with 7.

2 Par 6:27

There is a plus early on in this verse as the translator renders 0'nwn, ‘the heavens’, with
the prepositional phrase éx Tol odpavol, ‘from heaven’. The BHS editors suggest
inserting 11, ‘from’, before ©'NWn in this verse, bringing it into agreement with ancient
versions and translations. The parallel passage in 1 Kgs regularly omits jn (though 3
Kgdms provides €x), so Allen once again suggests that the Hebrew text of 1 Kgs ‘has
infiltrated into MT here by assimilation’.1?® Whether this is the case or not, the

translator includes éx ol odpavolU in his translation to clearly communicate the meaning

126 There is, perhaps, theological motivation behind the double protasis here. It is possible that
the translator is, in a small way, pushing back against the possible perception of immediate and inevitable
divine retribution (i.e., instead of the people being struck by enemies as a result of sin, the translator
assumes that being struck by enemies and sinning are two separate activities). See B. E. Kelly,
““Retribution” Revisited: Covenant, Grace and Restoration’, in M. P. Graham (ed.), Chronicler as
Theologian, JSOTSup 371 (London: T&T Clark, 2003) 206-227; E. Ben Zvi, ‘A Sense of Proportion: An
Aspect of the Theology of the Chronicler’, SJOT 9 (1995) 37-51.

127 See CGCG, §48.2. On the translation of 3 with 87t and the main uses of 11, see Aejmelaeus,
‘OTI causale in Septuagintal Greek’, in On the Trail, 11-29; ‘OTI recitativum in Septuagintal Greek’, in
On the Trail, 31-41.

128 A. Aejmelaeus, ‘Function and Interpretation of 3 in Biblical Hebrew’, JBL 105.2 (1986) 193-
209, citing 198.

129 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 218.
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of the text. If the Hebrew text from which he worked looked like 2 Chr in the MT, then
this is indeed a plus, but a necessary one.

The translator makes a few interesting decisions in the *2 clause in this verse.
This is the clause in question from the MT and the LXX:

121017 'm'm"m [=miigim]
‘For you will lead them to the good way’
6t1L OnAwaoelg adtolg THY 600V TV dyabnv
‘For you will make clear to them the good way’
First, he renders 77" with 0nAdéw. Second, he provides the dative adtois for the 3rd
person plural object suffix. Third, the preposition & is not translated like-for-like (i.e.,
with a preposition).

The various uses of the verb root 17 include ‘to throw’, ‘to water’, ‘to teach’,
and ‘to lead’.*3° Only the first three are attested in HALOT,**! and many English
translations follow by using ‘teach’ for 7" in 2 Chr 6:27.1%2 However, with 58, the
fourth option, ‘to lead’, makes the most sense: ‘you will lead them into’. If this is
correct, it also helps to explain the object suffix. The Greek onAdw typically means ‘to
make evident’, ‘to explain’, or ‘to reveal’.'®® There is semantic overlap, then, with 177
in ‘to teach’ and, metaphorically, ‘to lead’, though the overlap does not indicate a one-
to-one correspondence. With 0nAdw, though, the object is no longer ‘them’ but ‘the
way’. As such, the translator renders 7777 with the accusative v 606v, omitting a
translation for H&. In contrast to the structure in Hebrew, the indirect object becomes
avtols ‘to them’. Therefore, the translator, understanding 17" as an act of explanation or
revelation, must restructure the clause in Greek, which results in the alteration or
omission of certain constituents.

A plus can be found in the phrase which follows the *2 clause, as the translator
renders the relative pronoun W, ‘which’, with év ﬁ, ‘in which’. The translator has done
this because this relative clause ends with 12, ‘in it’. The translator also renders N2 with
év a0TH, ‘in it’. Later, in 2 Par 6:34, the translator renders the relative clause N3 WK

12 ‘by/in which you have chosen’ with #jv ¢£eAééw év adf, ‘which you have chosen in

130 See DCH, s.v. ‘.

B HALOT, s.v. ‘.

132 For example: NIV, ESV, NASB, NRSV.

133 See BrillDAG, s.v. ‘A\éw’; BDAG, s.v. ‘OnAéw’; LSJ, s.v. ‘OnAéw’.
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it’; he does not duplicate the preposition év at the beginning of the clause. This indicates

that the translator does not seem obligated to repeat the prepositional phrase.

2 Par 6:28

There are several listed terms in this verse with which the translator deals with varying
degrees of accuracy. Several of those will be assessed here. For the Hebrew naTw,
‘scorching’, the translator provides dvepodOopia, ‘harmful/heavy wind’. The Hebrew
term occurs only five times in the Hebrew Bible but finds four different renderings in
the LXX. As in 2 Par 6:28, na7w is translated with dvepodfopia in Deuteronomy 28:22.
In the parallel verse in 3 Kgdms 8:37, the translator opts for the more semantically
appropriate éumuptopos, ‘burning’. In Amos 4:9, 187V is rendered wopwats, ‘burning’.
There is a text critical issue in Haggai 2:17, where 79721 1197w2, ‘with scorching and
with mildew’, is rendered év ddopia xai v avepodfopia, ‘with failed crops and heavy
wind’. Given the slight semantic overlap between 11p=, ‘disease of grain’ and adoplia,
‘failed crops’, discussed below, and that there is precedent in the LXX for dvepodfopia
as a translation of 197V, it 1s likely that this translation represents a transposition.
Bickerman suggests that the term vepodbopia belonged ‘to the vocabulary of Greek
magic’ and so it would have been a word at least available to the translators.'®* As
discussed above, Gerleman sees Pentateuchal influence on the translator of Par, a claim
which would make sense of the use of dvepodfopia in 2 Par 6:28.1%° While this
conclusion is perhaps given too broadly by Gerleman, it is likely the case that the
translator was familiar with the Greek Pentateuch.'3® Tov echoes this, citing
avepodBopia as a technical term that the translator of 2 Par would have borrowed from
Greek Deuteronomy. '3 Therefore, while dvepodbopia does not translate the meaning of
18TV as accurately as the other two terms found in the LXX, the translator’s decision
had precedent, and given the rare nature of the Hebrew term, it is plausible that the
translator relied on the Pentateuch for the translation, or at least he was aware of the

translation in the Pentateuch. However, as will be seen below, it is difficult to assume

134 E, J. Bickerman, ‘The Septuagint as a Translation’, PAAJR 28 (1959) 1-39, citing 20.
Bickerman misspells the term as dveudBopia. Also, his conclusion only proves that the term is not a
neologism. It says nothing about whether it should translate naTw.

135 Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 22.

136 Whether such familiarity would have helped with this specific term is unknown.

37 E. Tov, ‘The Septuagint Translation of the Torah as a Source and Resource for the Post-
Pentateuchal Translators’, in Textual Developments.: Collected Essays, Volume 4, VT Sup 181 (Leiden:
Brill, 2019) 341-356, citing 349.
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widespread reliance on the Greek Pentateuch even for this verse alone. An alternative
explanation for avepodbopia is that it describes ‘the actual experience of the damage
caused by the onset of the dessicating [sic] east wind’.1% If true, this option would bring
it more in line with the meaning of PaTW.

Another rare Hebrew term in this verse is 1397, which describes a ‘disease of
grain’,1*° ‘pale(ness)’,'*° or ‘mildew’.1#! The lone Pentateuchal occurrence of 11p7" is
found in Deuteronomy 28:22 and is rendered in the LXX with &ypds, an adjective
meaning ‘pale, yellowish’.1#? The translator of 3 Kgdms does not provide a translation
of NP7 in 8:37, which is parallel to 2 Par 6:28. As mentioned above, there is likely a
switching of terms in the translation of Haggai 2:17. Therefore, adopia is likely the
rendering of P in that verse. Like wypos, adopia is only found here in the LXX and
refers to the ‘failure to produce’, at times, referencing a harvest.'*® In 2 Par 6:28, 1p7 is
rendered xtepog, which can be used figuratively to mean ‘pallor’ or ‘rust’.1# This
translation is also found in Jeremiah 37:6 (MT Jeremiah 30:6) and Amos 4:9. So then,
half of the six occurrences of Np7” are translated with xtepog. While other translation
options existed, all three of the renderings in the LXX work similarly to describe some
condition of paleness, which, in context, applies to the harvest. That 13p7” in 2 Chr 6:28
is not translated with wypds as in Deuteronomy 28:22 would suggest that the translator
has not relied on the Greek Pentateuch for this technical term. Instead, he considered
xTepos as a viable option for P\p.

The Hebrew term 5*on occurs six times in the MT and is somewhat difficult to
define. DCH glosses it simply as ‘locust’, but this is unsatisfactory given its use with
139, ‘locust’, in 2 Chr 6:28.14% HALOT distinguishes o1 from 137K, glossing the
former as a ‘certain stage in the life cycle of locust or cockroach’.**® For 127, the

translator of 2 Par follows the standard set throughout the LXX by using axpi,

‘locust’.*” When dealing with o, though, he translates differently than the other

8 HALOT, s.v. ‘1ia7w’.

B9 HALOT, s.v. 9ip7’; DCH, s.v. ‘1ip7.

MO HALOT, s.v. 9ip7’; DCH, s.v. ‘1ip7.

' DCH, s.v. 1ip7’.

142 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘axpés’. This is the only time wypés is used in the LXX.
193 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘adopla’.

144 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘{xtepos’.

145 DCH, s.v. “oom’.

146 HALOT, s.v. ‘o,

147 18 of the 24 occurrences of 127X are translated with dxpls.
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renderings in the LXX. Of the six occurrences of 501 in the MT, four, including the
parallel in 1 Kgs 8:37, are translated with épuaify, ‘blight’, and one is not translated.
The final occurrence is in 2 Chr 6:28, where it is translated with Bpoliyos, ‘locust
larva’.148 This Greek term occurs nine times in the LXX, translating a few different
Hebrew terms that are mostly synonymous with ‘locust’. By translating 5*on with
Bpolixos, then, the translator of 2 Par makes a more accurate, contextually appropriate
decision in straying from the more typical translation in the LXX (2pucify). It is, of
course, possible that the translator was unaware of passages in which ’on had been
rendered épucifln. However, both Gerleman and Allen suggest that there is
harmonization between 2 Par 6 and 3 Kgdms 8 (or their Vorlagen), which, if true, likely
would have influenced the translation here.**® Whether aware of 3 Kgdms 8 or not, the
translator produces a faithful and accurate translation of 5°om in 2 Par 6:28 that
distinguishes 5*on from 727K,

The translator uses TAnyy, ‘wound, blow’,1° for pa1, ‘plague, blow’,*®! in this
verse, a decision which is only found elsewhere in Exodus 11:1 even though p33 occurs
nearly 80 times in the Hebrew Bible. The standard equivalent for p1 is ad»,%2 which
has the standard meaning of ‘touch’ but has some extended meanings like ‘wound’ and
‘plague’, 1> making it appropriate for 3. In fact, in 2 Par 6:29, the translator renders P13
with a¢n. The translator uses mAny» four other times in 2 Par, each time as a translation
of nan, ‘blow, wound, plague’,*>* or naan, ‘plague’,'® which is typical in the LXX. The
Greek ady more clearly renders va3, but it is possible that the translator used mAny” due
to the context of the afflicting from the enemy.

Another rare word is found in 2 Chr 6:28 in n5nn, ‘sickness, disease’,*®® which
only occurs four times in the Hebrew Bible. In 2 Par 6:28 and its parallel verse, 3

Kgdms 8:37, nbnn is translated mévog, “toil, distress’.1%” The other two occurrences are

8 BrillDAG (s.v. ‘Bpodyos’) lists this as an alternate spelling of Bpolxog.

149 Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint, 37-38; Allen, Translator’s Craft, 200. I have rejected
this claim throughout the present study.

150 BDAG, s.v. ‘m\nyy’; BrillDAG, s.v. ‘mnyh’.

SUHALOT, s.v. ‘v31°; DCH, s.v. ‘pai’.

132 For example, all 61 instances of 11 in Leviticus are translated with aé.

3 BrillDAG, s.v. 6.

14 HALOT, s.v. ‘nan’; DCH, s.v. ‘nan’.

155 HALOT, s.v. ‘no3n’; DCH, s.v. ‘naan’.

156 HALOT, s.v. ‘noni’; DCH, s.v. ‘nomn’.

157 BDAG, s.v. ‘mévog’.
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in Exodus 15:26, where n%nn is translated vdaog, ‘disease, sickness, plague’,'%® and
Exodus 23:25, where n%nn is translated paiaxia, ‘weakness, infirmity’.1%° As was the
case with the translation of P13, it is possible that the translator considered mévog more
appropriate than a more direct translation, like vogog or paaxia, in light of the
immediately preceding context of being afflicted by an enemy.

In addition to these semantic decisions, there are a few other translation
decisions in 2 Par 6:28 that should be considered. Where 2 Chr has 1"2a"R, ‘his enemies’,
2 Par has the singular ¢ éxfpég, ‘the enemy’, without the 3rd person pronoun. Following
that, " pW PR32, ‘in the land of its gates’, is translated xaTévavtt TéGv méAewv adTdv,
‘before their cities’. There are several differences between the LXX and the MT. It is
unlikely that these differences would have come about due to misreading, so it is
plausible that the Vorlage contained this reading. Finally, p31-53, ‘every plague’, is
rendered xata méoav ANy, ‘according to every wound’, suggesting that the translator

read 523, ‘according to every’, or had this in his source text.'%0

2 Par 6:29

This verse begins with 7ann-52 nban-53, ‘every prayer, every plea’. Par has xai, ‘and’,
twice in this translation, producing xat méoa mpogeuyy) xal méca dénats, ‘and every
prayer and every request’. This carries on the nouns preceded by 52 and linked by the
conjunction at the end of the previous verse. Allen considers this to be an example of an
omission in the MT that was in the Vorlage of Par.'®! In addition to this plus, the
translator renders the two occurrences of the relative pronoun "W, ‘which’, with éav,
‘if”, linking this verse as a continuation of the conditional statement that begins in the
previous verse (‘for if famine comes about in the land ... and if a prayer or plea comes
about ...”). As mentioned above, P33, ‘plague, blow’, is translated ad, ‘touch, wound’,

here in contrast to the use of TA%y»n, ‘wound, blow’, in the previous verse.

2 Par 6:30
Preceding the translation of 7naw nan, ‘the place of your dwelling’, Par has ¢£, ‘from’.

This decision brings this phrase in 2 Chr 6:30 into agreement with 2 Chr 6:33, 39,

138 BrillDAG, s.v. “véaog’.

159 BrillDAG, s.v. ‘palaxia’.

160 Allen, Textual Criticism, 131.
161 Allen, Textual Criticism, 154.
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which has Tnaw ann, ‘from the place of your dwelling’, turning an appositional phrase
into a prepositional phrase. As suggested by Allen, ¢§ étoipov xatowenTypiov govu, ‘from
your prepared dwelling place’, for Tnaw pan in 2 Chr 6:30 likely represents a case of
haplography in the MT.162

This same phrase TNaw n1an is translated with étolpov xatowyypiov gov. While
the difference is subtle, the choice of étoipos for 1121 is worth noting. However, on 11 of
the 17 occasions in which 1121 appears in the M T, €totpog or a related term is used.
Further, since xatotxntnplov cov without étoipov would accurately capture the meaning
of TNaw nan, the use of €totpog, instead of the redundant témog, provides a contextual
translation of 1121, while retaining a constituent for a constituent.

For the prepositional phrase 172775323, ‘according to all his ways’, the translator
offers xata g 600U¢ adTol, ‘according to his way’. Par does not have a translation for
the MT’s 92. According to Allen, this is just one of many examples in Par in which 52
has either been added or omitted, and he claims that this decision ‘probably reflects the
Vorlage’ .1 There is another difference between the MT and the LXX in the 3 clause at
the end of the verse: Ny T 7725 nnR "2, ‘for you, you alone know’, is translated &7t
uovos ywwaoxelg, ‘for you alone know’. According to Allen, ‘There comes a point in
LXX study when it is very difficult to decide whether omissions go right back to the
Heb Vorlage or merely as far as the pen of the translator. ... When the subject of a verb
is clear from the context, Par often lacks the subject expressed in MT. This feature

accords with the succinctness of Gk’.164

2 Par 6:31

A significant difference between the MT and the LXX is found in the first few words of
this verse. Here, the phrase in the MT 72772 nab% Tk, ‘they might fear you and
walk in your ways’, is represented dof&vtal Tag 6d00s cov, ‘they might fear your ways’
in the LXX. This rendering does not have the 2nd person singular pronoun on TIR™, the
infinitive N2%9, and the preposition 2 which are represented in the MT. While many
pluses and minuses have little impact on meaning, the omissions here leave the Greek
text communicating something different than that of the Hebrew. Instead of ‘they will

fear you (and) walk in your ways’, 2 Par 6:31 communicates, ‘they might fear your

162 Allen, Textual Criticism, 127.
163 Allen, Textual Criticism, 152.
164 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 119
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ways’. Allen suggests that this may be a case of the translator not clearly recognizing
spacing between words and instead of reading 72772 n25%% TR, he may have read
7377 2na% 53 8™, ‘they might fear all to write your ways’. If this was the case, 2025
would have been ‘incomprehensible’ and thus ‘was omitted” producing dofdvral macag
6d00g o, ‘they might fear all of your ways’.1%> One problem with this solution is that it
assumes the less attested mdoag 6900 cov over Tag 600Ug cou. The manuscript evidence
for this phrase is complicated as well. While some manuscripts attest waoag 6000¢ gov,
others have ¢pof&vtal oe Tov mopeveshal ev Tacals Talg odoig oou, ‘to fear you, to walk in
all your ways’.1% Further, given that the translator accurately renders the surrounding
context, it seems that if he considered the text carefully here, he would have been able
to figure out the word divisions that were necessary. However, Allen’s conclusion does
offer some sense of working out this difference and he rightly rejects the claim made by

Rogers that the omission was due to an avoidance of anthropomorphism. ¢’

2 Par 6:32
At the beginning of this verse, oy, ‘and also’, is translated simply with xal, ‘and’. Allen
suggests that while this looks like a simple omission of D3, it is actually ‘a case of a
marginal note being attached to the wrong column’, as 3, ‘and’, is rendered xal ye, ‘and
indeed’, in 2 Par 6:37.1% As Allen has noted, though, the translation of o» with xal ye is
not typical in Par. Therefore, his attempt at explaining xai for 031 in 2 Par 6:32 and xal
ye for 11n 2 Par 6:37 seems lacking. If nothing else, this would seem to be quite
inconsistent on the part of the translator or an editor of either Par or its Vorlage to
provide a ‘correction’, albeit in the wrong column, here but not in all cases of o in Par.
Immediately following 03, the MT has ™237-98, ‘regarding the foreigner’. In
this context, the preposition X is not communicating directional movement but
reference (‘with respect to’ or ‘concerning’). Instead of translating the preposition 9,
the translator provides mdg, ‘all, every’. Again, Allen attributes this reading to a
‘misplaced marginal gloss, which displaced 9&’.1%° According to Allen, this marginal

note would have been intended to add 52, all’, before 13, ‘sons’, in 2 Chr 6:30 to

165 Allen, Textual Criticism, 105.

166 See Hanhart, Paralipomenon, 166.

167 Rogers, ‘Old Greek’, 23-24.

168 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 146. The addition of ye in 2 Par 6:37 will be dealt with below.
169 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 201.
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harmonize that verse with 1 Kgs 8:39.170 As above, Allen’s suggestion does at least
offer an answer to an otherwise difficult rendering. Another option is that the translator
has simply misread his Vorlage or his Vorlage had this reading.

For nv1n 79171, “‘your outstretched arm’, the translator provides Tév Bpayiova
oou ToV UYmAov, ‘your raised up arm’. Allen calls this a ‘frequent rendering’, citing
several examples.!’* At the very end of the verse, the MT has the prepositional phrase
717 AN, ‘to this house’. The translator has rendered this phrase with eig Tov Témov
todiTov, ‘to this place’. This is odd since the translator has regularly rendered n*a with
oixog, ‘house’, in this chapter. While 1 Kgs 8:42 agrees with 2 Chr 6:32 (711 man-R), 3
Kgdms 8:42 agrees with 2 Par 6:32 (eig Tov Témov ToliTov). Strikingly, though, the
translator of 3 Kgdms 8:41-42 has produced a translation that only minimally translates
1 Kgs 8:41-42, at least, in the form we have it now. Either this is a situation in which
both translators worked from Vorlagen that shared a reading that is absent from the MT

(Chr and Kgs) or both translators made the same mistake with rendering 1t n"an-5x.

2 Par 6:33

As noted above, Par does not have a translation for the nnR, ‘you’, at the beginning of
the verse, rendering ynwn nnRy, ‘and you will hear’, with xal eicaxotoy, ‘and you will
hear’. Again, in all other instances of NN in this section, the translator uses xai ¢,
‘and you’.

Later in the verse, the MT has 83p1 Tnw=2, ‘that your name is proclaimed’,
which the translator has rendered 6Tt émxéxAntar T dvoud cov, ‘that your name has
been invoked’. While there is no change in meaning with this decision, it is notable that
the order of the subject and verb has been reversed in 2 Par. As Allen has noted, it is
often the case that ‘it is impossible to determine at what stage the order of words was
changed, whether already in the Vorlage or in the process of translation or in the course
of Gk transmission’.*"? It is also worth noting that the translator has used the perfect

tense émxéxdntat for XIp1, which is a careful rendering.}”

170 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 201.

170 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 125-126. See, for example, Deuteronomy 7:19; 9:29; 11:2; Isaiah
14:26, 27.

172 Allen, Textual Criticism, 64.

173 See Good, Septuagint’s Translation, 216.
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2 Par 6:34
The discourse marker ¢ is rare in 2 Par. Besides the occurrence here, it occurs in 2 Par
32:8 as a translation of the conjunction 1, ‘and’.1’* Here in 2 Par 6:34, though, there is
no Hebrew conjunction to motivate the inclusion of d¢. Although he is not dealing
directly with this passage, Fresch convincingly argues that 0¢ is used to provide a
certain structural ‘segmentation within the discourse’.!”® He goes on to say that by using
0¢, ‘the translator ... must have been aware of the surrounding context and willing to
encode his conception of the discourse structure in the translation, even though it did
not lexically match the Hebrew Vorlage’.1’® Fresch continues: ‘the use of 3¢ evinces a
desire on the part of the translator not just to render the syntactic and semantic
components of his Vorlage but also to faithfully represent it and to create a structured
text in genuine Greek idiom’.1’” While Fresch’s conclusions are strongly supported,
they should be cautiously applied to the interpretation of 2 Par 6:34. This caution is due
to the rare nature of 0¢ in 2 Par. With that said, the use of 0¢ here does not have any
clear motivation other than to mark a development or shift in the discourse of the
prayer.'’® Therefore, this plus in the LXX produces, in Fresch’s words, ‘genuine
Greek’.1"® This supports some on-going observations in this unit (the prayer of
dedication) of the translator’s sensitivity to the text.

Later in the verse, the translator renders 777 7"9& 19520, ‘and they pray to you
(in) the direction’, with xal mpocedéwvTal mpds ot xata Ty 606v, ‘and they pray to you
according to the way’. Here, the preposition xata is a plus with respect to the MT,

providing clarity to the translation.

2 Par 6:36
At the beginning of 2 Chr 6:36 there is a *2 clause, with *3, ‘if” in this context, marking

the protasis of a conditional.'® The translator, though, seems to understand *2

174 T agree with Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 70, that there is ‘no lexical equivalent” for this
discourse marker ‘in Hebrew’. It does seem, though, that the translator notices 1, but feels that xai would
not do justice to the context.

175 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 72.

176 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 70.

177 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 71. Allen, Translator’s Craft, 41, claims that ‘3¢ is
idiomatically added’.

178 See S. E. Runge, Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Introduction
for Teaching and Exegesis (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2010) 28-36, especially 31. Even if his Vorlage had a
conjunction, the use of d¢ to translate the conjunction would still be noteworthy.

17 Fresch, ‘Discourse Markers’, 71.

180 GKC, §159n.
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differently, as he translates it with 71, ‘for’. Further, instead of éav + subjunctive, the
translator uses a future tense verb, apaptioovtal, ‘they will sin’. Therefore, the phrase
T58vm 13, ‘if they sin against you’, becomes 671 ¢uaptigovral got, ‘for they will sin
against you’. While the translator does slightly change the meaning of the original here,
his decision does bring this first clause into clear agreement with the parenthetical 67t
olx atat avBpwmos, 8¢ oly apapthoetal, ‘for there is not a person who does not sin’. It
is not a matter of ‘if they sin’, since ‘there is not a person who does not sin’.

Where the MT has b2 n2iax3, ‘and you are angry with them’, Par has xal
natdéels adTovs, ‘and you will strike them’. Par lacks a translation of the preposition 2
because the verb matdoow does not need a preposition to introduce its object. Of the 14
times 71X occurs in the MT, only here is it translated with Tataocow. After surveying
several options for explaining this decision, Allen correctly concludes that this is likely
‘an attempt to make sense of a phrase which was not understood’.'8! It is difficult to
suggest that the translator used the parallel passages in 3 Kgdms 8 while translating
here. Indeed, in most cases it is easier to claim that he did not use the parallels. Here,
though, it is worth mentioning that 3 Kgdms 8:46 has xal éndeig én’ adtols, ‘and you
bring them’, for the same clause. There are, of course, similarities between the inflected
forms matdfeig and éndfeig. The similar forms are not enough to make the case that the
translator relied on 3 Kgdms 8§, as there are many divergences from that passage
throughout 2 Par 6.

There is a plus near the end of the verse, where Par has eig y#jv éx8pév, ‘into the
land of enemies’, which does not reflect the MT. Allen suggests that this may be ‘a
conflation with [1] Ki [8:46] 2187 pIR-58°.182 Two things are worth noting here. First,
3 Kgdms 8:46 does not contain a translation for 2m&n, ‘the enemy’. This suggests that
the translator was not reliant on 3 Kgdms 8:46. Second, 1 Kgs 8:46 has anKn pIn-5R
121 R 7PN, ‘to the land of the enemy, far or near’, but 2 Par 6:36 has €ig y#jv éx0pév
els YAy pnaxpav % €yyls, ‘to a land of enemies, to a land far away or near’, with eig yijv
repeated. Of course, this is what Allen is suggesting—that the translator’s Vorlage

contained a conflation of 1 Kgs 8:46 and 2 Par 6:36. While this is certainly possible,

Rehm’s conclusion that this is simply a plus supplied by the translator based on the

8L Allen, Textual Criticism, 32.
182 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 178.
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context for clarification ought to be considered as well.'8 In either case, this can be

seen as a plus when considering the MT and the LXX.

2 Par 6:37

In the first clause of this verse, 022598 12°wm, ‘and they turn (with reference to) their
heart’,18 the translator does not provide a translation of the preposition Y& because his
chosen verb, émoTpédw, ‘I turn back’, does not need a preposition to introduce its
object. Likewise, where the MT has 798 13nnm, ‘and they plead to you’, the translator
does not need to provide a translation for the preposition 5&. Instead, he uses the
genitive oou, ‘of you’, as the object of denbéiciv, ‘they make request’.

The connection between 12w ... 12"WM, ‘and they turn ... and they repent’, is
made even clearer by the repetition not only of the lexeme, but also of form in 2 Par of
xal EmoTpéYwaty ... xal ye ématpéwaty, ‘they might turn back ... and also they might
turn back’. The addition of ye could function to highlight this repetition. That is, they
are turning back their heart and also in their turning back, they are making a request of
God. So, it is plausible to see ye as a conscious addition by the translator to highlight

the repetition and the building of the ‘turning back’ image in this verse rather than the

addition being a misplaced marginal note.

2 Par 6:39

There are three features in this verse that warrant discussion. First, as mentioned above,
the translator does not render the 3rd person plural pronoun on oVawWn, ‘their cause’, as
he translates it with xpipata, ‘judgments’. Given that he uses the plural xpipata, it is
likely that the translator assumed D"aWn, or the latter was in the Vorlage.'® Second,
the 2nd person singular pronoun on Jap9, ‘to your people’, in the MT is not found in
Par. The translator renders this simply with 7é Aad, ‘to the people’. Perhaps the
translator felt that it was already clearly understood that the ‘people’ in question were
the Lord’s people. If this is the case, he would not need to render the 2nd person

pronoun.'®’ Third, the translator does not translate the relative pronoun W, ‘which’,

183 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 100.

184 Klein, 2 Chronicles, 97, suggests that the Hebrew 032558 12"wm should be understood
idiomatically as ‘[if] they have a change of heart’. See also HALOT, s.v. ‘21’.

185 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 146.

136 See Allen, Textual Criticism, 71; Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen, 59.

137 As above, see CGCG, §28.4: “if a noun with article refers to something whose possessor or
origin is obvious ... Greek uses only the article where English would use a possessive pronoun’.
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with a Greek relative pronoun. Instead, he uses the participle apaptovt attributively,
resulting in 76 Aad 6 auaptévtl ool, ‘the people who sinned against you’.'®8 As noted
above, Allen describes the translator’s attitude towards relative clauses as
‘ambivalent’.'8 However, here we see the other side to that in Allen’s suggestion that
‘side by side with this mechanical translation there goes an avoidance of relative clauses

in favour of a less clumsy expression in Gk’.2%°

2 Par 6:40
At the beginning of the verse the translator has supplied xal viv, ‘and now’, where MT

has simply nnp, ‘now’. As such, xai should be seen as a plus.'%

Immediately following
this, the MT has %R, ‘my God’. The translator has appropriately chosen the vocative
case in his translation, but he renders "n%& with xUpte, ‘Lord’. Uncertainty regarding
whether the Vorlage read mm, ‘Lord’, or ©'19R, ‘God’, is somewhat common when
comparing Chr to Par. According to Allen, it is likely that ‘these cases are to be traced
back to a divergent Vorlage’.*%? The suggestion, then, is that the translator’s Vorlage
had M. This would also explain the absence of the 1st person singular suffix. Allen
goes on to say that ‘it is reasonable to conclude ... that [xUptog] is never the translator’s
loose equivalent for onHx’.19

One other small minus is worth noting here. Whereas Par included 0, ‘indeed’,

in 2 Par 6:17 where K1, ‘please’, was not in the MT, here it is not found where X1

occurs, though several manuscripts include 0% here.

2 Par 6:41

Near the end of this verse 7*71*0m, ‘and your faithful ones’, becomes xat ol viol gov, ‘and
your sons’. These terms are not semantically related, and this does not seem to be an
instance of an intentional change on the part of the translator. Likewise, it would be
difficult to explain this change as resulting from a misreading of the text. According to

Allen, this is one of ‘a large number of miscellaneous corruptions influenced by

188 1t could be that the translator omitted the 2nd person pronoun because he used an attributive

participle rather than the relative clause.
189 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 50.
190 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 50.
191 Several Greek manuscripts omit the conjunction, bringing the clause in line with the MT.
192 Allen, Textual Criticism, 147.
193 Allen, Textual Criticism, 147.
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elements in the context’.1% Given that the other subject in this part of 2 Par 6:41 is oi
lepeis, ‘the priests’, the context that caused confusion might have been 2 Par 7:2-3,
where of iepeis and ol viol are mentioned together as groups that are responding to

Solomon’s prayer.'% It might follow, then, that the translator may have harmonized

(even accidentally) here.

Conclusions

As seen above, the translation of Solomon’s prayer of dedication exhibits interesting
features compared to the rest of the sections analyzed for the present study. At times,
the translator provides very direct translations of his Vorlage. In contrast, though, it is
observed above that the translator carefully renders a relative clause with an attributive
participle in 2 Par 6:39. Evidence gathered above, for instance, from the translator’s
dealings with 72p, vawn, and NS0, show us that he has a tendency to be inconsistent.
Even with these inconsistencies, the translation works, at times with careful quality
shining through. This quality can be seen in the translator’s regular use of the dative
case for the preposition 9, his creation of parallel protases for conditional statements,
and, though only occurring once, his insertion of the discourse marker 0¢. Overall, the
translation communicates faithfully the translator’s source.

As with previous chapters, Allen’s observations have been helpful for beginning
to understand features of the translation of the prayer of dedication. Often, though, his
observations lack necessary nuance, an issue [ have considered when offering options
for interpretation above. It is also important to note that the translator often exhibits
elevated style in the prayer of dedication section, where we see stylistic decisions that

could come from the importance of the content of this unit to the translator.

194 Allen, Textual Criticism, 10.
195 Allen, Textual Criticism, 12.
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Chapter 6:

Conclusions

After reading the classic The Lord of the Rings, a woman by the name of Eileen Elgar
criticized the main character, Frodo, and his failure to be able to destroy the ring in
Mount Doom. For Eileen, Frodo’s failure at Mount Doom made him a failure as a hero.
A true hero, it would follow, would finish the task for which he set out. J. R. R.
Tolkien’s response to Eileen is quite interesting.

Frodo indeed ‘failed’ as a hero, as conceived by simple minds: he did not endure
to the end; he gave in, ratted. I do not say ‘simple minds’ with contempt: they
often see with clarity the simple truth and the absolute ideal to which effort must
be directed, even if it is unattainable. Their weakness, however, is twofold. They
do not perceive the complexity of any given situation in Time, in which an
absolute ideal is enmeshed. They tend to forget that strange element in the
World that we call Pity or Mercy.... We are finite creatures with absolute
limitations.!
For Tolkien, then, Frodo is no less heroic because of his unwillingness to destroy the
ring when he reached Mount Doom. His heroism is found in the journey, even if his
‘absolute limitations’ kept him from perfectly executing the task at hand. Often, we too
think in terms of an ‘absolute ideal” with respect to the LXX translators.? Like the
simple-minded reader of The Lord of the Rings, we fail to see the complexity of the
translation process as it occurred in a time and place much different than our own. In
our moment, we look back at the translators with unrealistic expectations, imposing our
understanding of ‘success’ and ‘failure’ upon them.? It can only be said that the LXX

was successful in accomplishing its most basic goal—to provide in Greek the Holy

Scriptures. Perhaps what must be altered is our understanding of the purpose and goal of

'J. R. R. Tolkien, The Letters of J. R. R. Tolkien, ed. H. Carpenter (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1981) 326. This fascinating exchange was brought to my attention through L. Coutras, Tolkien’s
Theology of Beauty: Majesty, Splendor, and Transcendence in Middle-earth (New Y ork: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2016) 173. Similarly, the legendary Tottenham Hotspur manager Bill Nicholson once said, ‘It
is better to fail aiming high than to succeed aiming low. At Spurs we set our sights very high, so that even
failure will have in it an echo of glory’ (‘Bill Nicholson’,
https://www.nationalfootballmuseum.com/halloffame/bill-nicholson/; accessed May 2022). The task of
the translators was certainly a lofty goal. Their efforts, while ‘imperfect’ certainly contain an ‘echo of
glory’.

2 This is not an entirely modern idealism. The Letter of Aristeas attests an ancient idealistic view
towards the LXX. There, though, the purpose is to legitimize the translation. See also Philo, Mos. 2.37-
40. For a recent analysis of these sources and the idealism of LXX studies, see Wright, ‘ Septuagint’.

3 See the quote above in chapter 2 from Greenspoon, ‘At the Beginning’, 168, where he suggests
that ‘we must admit that such reconstructions [i.e. imposing modern translation strategies on the LXX
translators] are simplistic’.
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the LXX. In the process, we should remember that the LXX translators, like Frodo

Baggins, were ‘finite creatures with absolute limitations’.*

Contributions of This Study

Earlier conclusions about the translation techniques in Par in previous studies were not
always clearly substantiated. Those studies used speculative, scattered evidence. Here, I
have offered clear examples of certain patterns observed within smaller textual units,
thus providing a more cohesive sampling of the translator’s techniques in Par. In some
ways, the above research confirms some earlier remarks about Par. Even when
confirming previous scholarship, I have offered rationale for their conclusions and
tested their conclusions against other options, which were often overlooked in those

studies.

Expanding Allen’s The Greek Chronicles

At this point it is clear that Leslie Allen’s two-volume The Greek Chronicles has been
the predominant conversation partner for the present study. Throughout his work, Allen
makes several claims that resonate with the above observations from 2 Par 4-6. It is
important to note that Allen is not solely attempting to analyze translation technique;
only a small part of The Greek Chronicles deals with such matters. His claims discussed
below are found in such sections.

According to Allen, ‘the translator is not a precisionist. He is literal up to a
point, but his literalness is not for its own sake’.® Allen makes this claim in the context
of the translator using the same Greek word for different Hebrew words. The present
study has confirmed this, especially in discussions of syntax. The translator typically
follows the Hebrew word order, not just for the sake of doing so, but because it
typically produces acceptable Greek.

Allen continues: ‘If ... [the translator] is in a more active frame of mind and
desires to enliven his narrative by varying his style, he has no scruples whatsoever’.®
Again, Allen makes this claim in the same context as above. What he means by this,
then, is that the translator can go into ‘autopilot’, repeating the same Greek word for
multiple Hebrew words, but he can also be more precise than that. The evidence from

the previous chapters, though, could expand Allen’s claim beyond the use of the same

4 Tolkien, Letters, 326.
5 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 53.
6 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 54.
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Greek for different Hebrew words. Particularly interesting is Allen’s comment about the
translator’s ‘active frame of mind’. However, it would be difficult to explain how one
observes whether the translator is in an ‘active frame of mind’. Surely, with the task of
translating Scripture at hand, the translator does not undertake his duty without careful
thought. What Allen seems to mean here is that sometimes the translation contains
literary flourishing that is not necessitated by the translator’s Vorlage. At other times,
the translation feels tied closely to the Vorlage. While this is observable in the present
study, it cannot be proven to necessitate a conclusion based on the translator’s level of
focus on his project.

Allen gives a few examples of how the translator dealt with the same Hebrew
word or phrase occurring more than once over the span of several verses. He claims that
at times ‘the translator first gives a literal rendering and then a looser one’.” He then
shows examples of other times when ‘the first instance is rendered rather loosely, then
at a second occurrence of the same word the translator falls back on a literal
equivalent’.® Allen goes on to make a major claim about the translator based on these
observations.

These last two ways of ringing the changes are interesting as an epitome of the
translator’s general style. They show how differently his mind worked at
different times, now lighting upon the literal, now preferring paraphrase. These
opposing traits are here worked out within narrow bounds over and over again.

This phenomenon confirms that, strange as it appears at first sight, one and the

same person is responsible for stilted literal renderings and for more

sophisticated paraphrase, both of which styles have been profusely illustrated
earlier in this chapter.®
Here, tucked away in his section on translation techniques, Allen begins to get to the
heart of the issues at hand.

As established earlier, the purpose of this study is not to undo or override the
work of Leslie Allen. In many ways, The Greek Chronicles paved the way for the
present study. At times, though, the evidence from the text of 2 Par has gone against
Allen’s suggestions. Examples of such are noted throughout the previous chapters. The
purpose of interacting regularly with Allen’s work is to provide nuance and expansion
to what he has already done. Allen’s claims needed clearer evidence and analysis of

more cohesive units. Further, Allen wrote The Greek Chronicles in a time when the

literal/free dichotomy was still seen as the normative approach towards understanding

7 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 56.
8 Allen, Translator’s Craft, 56.
° Allen, Translator’s Craft, 57.
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the Septuagint translators. What Allen started can be taken further, and I have made an
effort towards doing that here. We move now to some conclusions regarding the

translator that produced Par.

An Inconsistent Translator
The translator that produced 2 Par was inconsistent in his approach to various words
and phrases.® By ‘inconsistent’ I mean ‘at variance, discordant’, rather than the more
pessimistic ‘incompatible’.!! Inconsistency alone is not a claim about quality; it should
not be considered ‘good’ or ‘bad’. In a way, even the rhetorical strategy of variatio,
which has been referenced several times throughout the present study, is ‘inconsistent’,
in that the nature of variatio, especially as observable in translated literature, means that
a given word or phrase is translated differently in any given instances. We will turn here
to some observations from the previous chapters to see examples of this inconsistency.

The prime example of inconsistency in 2 Par is the translator’s dealing with
MWW, ‘chains’ in 2 Par 3. For the three occurrences of the term in 2 Par 3, the
translator has two strategies. The first is to translate the term with yaAaotov, ‘chain’, as
he does in 2 Par 3:5 and for the second occurrence of MWW in 2 Par 3:16. Between
these two translations, we find the transcription cepaepwb for the first occurrence of
MWW in 2 Par 3:16. If the translator was aiming for consistently rendering the term,
that is, giving the same translation for the word each time it occurred, he would have
either always translated or always transcribed n17w=w. Thus, the translator, in his
dealing with M~ WY, is inconsistent. Similar observations were made with terms like
mo3, ‘basins’, mAN2, ‘capitals’, and An3, ‘high place’, in 2 Par 4. Often with these
terms, though, he simply transcribes, which may not have been helpful for his readers
unless they knew well the Hebrew terms that were being transcribed.*?

In 2 Par 5, we observed an inconsistency on the part of the translator regarding

the representation of the direct object marker n&. The translator displays a tendency

10 There is some overlap here with S. Olofsson, ‘Consistency as a Translation Technique’, SJOT
6.1 (1992) 14-30. Olofsson, though, is primarily concerned with moving the discussion forward on terms
like ‘consistent’ and ‘stereotyped’ for the sake of clarity.

" Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd ed., s.v. ‘Inconsistent’. See J. Cook, ‘Contextuality and the
Septuagint’, HTS Teologiese Studies/Theological Studies 75(3)

(2019) https://doi.org/10.4102/hts.v75i3.5029. Concerning the Greek version of Proverbs, Cook, 2,
claims that ‘some individual lexical items are rendered consistently, but many are varied. This translation
technical approach can be described as one of diversity and unity’ (emphasis in original).

12 Beyond this, though, the code-switching may be at play in these situations. If so, it is likely
that the translator was producing Par for a community that would have been familiar with these Hebrew
terms. By transcribing the terms, the translator could have been drawing attention to the temple and its
structure.
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towards representing the definiteness of a noun following N& with an accusative article,
whether the noun that follows N is articular or anarthrous. The inconsistency with
rendering the direct object marker this way is seen in 2 Par 5:2, where the translator
renders NIRNR, ‘the ark’, with (anarthrous) xifwtév, ‘ark’. In 2 Par 5:7, though, the
translator renders the same object, NIR-NK, with the articular ™y x1Bwtdv, ‘the ark’. A
consistent translator would have either always or never used the accusative article when
NN is present in the Vorlage.'®

In 2 Par 6, the translator used maic, ‘servant, slave’, and dodAog, ‘slave, servant’,
interchangeably as translations of 72y, ‘slave, servant’. In contrast to some other studies
on the use of mails and dolAog for T2y, it seems that the translator of Par simply had a
preference towards using mals.!* However, since 7ap occurs 11 times in the prayer of
dedication and nine times it is rendered with mals and two times it is rendered with
dolog, this should be considered an inconsistency on the part of the translator, though it
is an inconsistency that could have stylistic motivation (like producing variatio).

Not all inconsistencies should be considered to be negative. The translation of
YNV, ‘to hear’, in the prayer of dedication provides a clear example of inconsistency
with stylistic flourish. When the translator encounters the imperfect pnwn, ‘you will
hear’, he renders it with eicaxoioy, ‘you will hear’. He translates the waw + perfect
nynwy, ‘you will hear’, with axotay, ‘you will hear’. On the one hand, the translator can
be seen as inconsistent in his rendering of the verb pnw. Sometimes he uses compound
forms of dxodw; other times he simply uses axotw. On the other hand, the translator
consistently uses eicaxobw for the Hebrew imperfect and éaxotw for the Hebrew
perfect. !

These examples are representative of a clear observation from 2 Par 4-6 and
related passages: the translator of 2 Par inconsistently employs his ‘translation

techniques’. We observed earlier the likelihood that the translator lacked a ‘system’ for

13 Once again I should mention: this is not a statement about quality. Whether it is ‘right’ that the
translator represents the direct object marker with an accusative article is less important than the fact that
he does so inconsistently. Again, see CGCG, §28.1-2 on the necessity of the article in these situations.

14 See Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 42-43.

15 As we observed in a previous chapter, the translator is inconsistent when he uses elgaxodw for
a perfect verb in 2 Par 34:21.
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translating. Even so, he has certain tendencies that he does not always follow

consistently. 6

Concluding Remarks

The translator of 2 Par is one whose primary concern seems to be communicating
meaning. Sometimes the meaning may be obscured by the use of transcriptions or
neologisms. Other times, quality Greek literary flare shines through.}” Occasionally,
both of these features are found in the same verse.'8 To say that 2 Par is simply rigid,
overly literal, or translationese is an overstatement and oversimplification. At the end of

the day, the translator gets the job done.®

Recommendations for Further Study

The next step in studying the translation techniques used by the translator in 2 Par
involves taking a similar approach to the one used in the present study and applying it to
other units of the text. By applying this eclectic approach to other sections of the
Solomonic narrative and 2 Par more generally, a fuller picture of the translator that
produced this work will continue to surface. Beyond 2 Par, this eclectic approach to
smaller textual units can be applied throughout the LXX, leading to more careful
conclusions about the translators. Further research is also necessary for drawing more
definite conclusions concerning the provenance of Par. The translator’s apparent
unfamiliarity with the temple structure is the main contribution of the present study to

this research question. The conversation deserves to be continued in future studies.

16 According to Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 268, the method of the translators of the
Pentateuch can be described ‘in terms of the translators’ “control” of the Hebrew original and their
freedom to choose how to render it’. If the translator that produced Par is like those that produced the
LXX Pentateuch, it would be worth considering the translator’s choices for careful and complicated
renderings.

17 See Mulroney, Translation Style, 202: ‘The translator’s personal technique can be seen from
grammatical choices, but also by his attempts to integrate rhetorical flourish’.

18 See Aejmelaeus, ‘Translation Technique’, 60: ‘[The LXX translators] employ excellent free
renderings and helplessly literal, Hebraistic renderings of one and the same Hebrew expression almost
side by side’.

19 See Mulroney, Translation Style, 199: ‘The Septuagint as a Greek document does in fact
communicate on its own two feet’. See also Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 257: ‘The translation [of the
Pentateuch] is a Greek text with a Hebraic flavour’ (emphasis in original).
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