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TRANSLITERATIONS IN THE GREEK
OLD TESTAMENT

By Max L. Marcoris, Dropsie College

THE present writer's interest in Greek transliterations
of biblical Hebrew words assumed tangible shape in the
paper on ‘The Pronunciation of the ®¥ according to New

Hexaplaric Material’ which appeared in 1909 (4 JSL XXVI,
62-70). A year later (see JOR N. S. I, 259) I announced
that the entire material excerpted from the second column
of the Hexapla and consisting of 1200 words was ready for
publication. In a paper read at the meeting of the Ameri-
can Oriental Society in Baltimore the same year I summed
up the bearings of these transliterations on grammar
(see JAOS XXXI, vi). I had by that time collected the
abundant material found in the Septuagint itself as well
as in the later Greek translators and had worked through the
Proper Names which led me to the Book of Joshua (see
JOR as abovej. The work on the Greek Joshua has oc-
cupied me the last fifteen years; the manuscript exhibiting
the four principal recensions is ready and a good part of
the Prolegomena written; a monograph on Masius has been
in the hands of the Editors of the Harvard Theological
Series for the last two years. In 1924 I turned over the
Hexaplaric material to one of my students, Mr. Ephraim
Speiser, who worked it up in the form of a dissertation which
isready for print.

This selfsame material was drawn to the attention of
117
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Professor Franz Wutz in 1921. His publication, which
appeared this year," however, deals with the more important
transliterations found imbedded in the Septuagint itself
and therefore antedating Origen. It will be readily con-
ceded that the two sets of transliterations demand separate
treatment. Not only do the older translations represent
a different pronunciation and stage of grammar, but their
very presence is a problem. It is, of course, not strange
at all that familiar terms which were current in Jewish
circles required no translation. But when the words are
far from being common it becomes difficult to understand
why they were retained in transliterated form. Wutz
was therefore led to the conclusion, which is nothing short
of startling, that the oldest Greek translators, beginning
with the Pentateuch, made their version not directly
from a Hebrew copy of the Seriptures but from a secondary
exemplar in which the entire text was written out in Greek
letters. This transliterated text, moreover, was subject-
ed to revision in accordance with the changing notions of
Hebrew grammar and traces are still discernible in the
earliest manuscripts of the Septuagint.

Let us look at some of the star examples upon which
Wautz constructs his theory. Isai. 9.6 (p. 4) the name of
the Child (b2 7w = ax = 5% pyr #5p) is translated:
Messenger of great counsel, for I will bring peace upon the
rulers and health to him. ‘Messenger’, i. e. angel, appar-
ently covers =a Yx; the doublet, if it is a doublet, of
‘peace’ and "health’ may be left to itself; similarly we may
abstract from the question whether ‘to him’ is a free ad-
dition or rests on the Hebrew; at all events ‘to him' sug-
gests that ‘ruler’ (in the singular) was intended in the place
of ‘rulers’. Accordingly, as has long been conjectured

! Die Transkrigtionen von der Septuaginia bis su Hieronymus. Von Franz Wutz.
Lieferung 1. Leipzig 1925. Part II of Texte und Unlersuchungen zur vormasoretischen
Grammatik des Hebraischen, Herausgegeben von PauL KAHLE,




TRANSLITERATIONS IN THE GREEK O. T.—MARGOLIS 119

(so Scholz, 1880), the translator took 'as in the sense of
wan (that is, with the silent 8 supplied, comp. I Kings
21.29 sax ketib @@ émrafw comp. afw here). Wutz, on
the other hand, claims that the translator had before
him two transliterated texts: (a) afete yap galwu (corrupt-
ed from afBer €6 gap calwn), (b) aBeeh(with A for A)
agape (this vowel Wutz calls ‘Verbindungschirek’, old case
ending, mistaken by the translator as plural termination,
e='—, ¢ according to Wutz, anciently doing service
for T)oalwu. Wutz stresses the preposition ‘upon’
(éwt) which to him must necessarily go back to oy
(the e\ in (b) which is an inner-Greek corruption from ef);
but in the first instance 7y may just as much lend itself
to the rendering ‘upon’, certainly in the mind of the
translator who operated with sax as a verbal form; secondly,
it is conceivable that in the Hebrew copy 7y had been mis-
written by. Wutz often enough has no explanation to
offer for certain confusions of Greek letters and puts up
the question to the Greek palacographer; similarly, we may
put it up to the Hebrew palaecographer to explain how
7 could be miswritten as 5. It is ingenious, of course, to
account for the inserted yap ‘for’ as a corruption of cap;
but how could the translator (who was not a mere copyist)
acquiesce in a Greek word being imbedded in a transliterated
Hebrew text? Such expletives are frequent enough in
any book of the Septuagint. There remains but the double
rendering of mbw. It is, again, ingenious to recur to a dupli-
cate transcriptional text in the one of which, because of
the corrupt yap, calwu followed immediately. There is bril-
liancy in all these explanations; but they do not carry con-
viction, because the ordinary simple explanation does
service as well,

The second example (p. 5) is II Chron. 22.9 xynm»

(®9nn> Wutz is misprint; the participle active of V is
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mutakattil) @ larpevbuevoy ‘being healed'; Wutz says that
the translator found in his transliterated text uefxaBas which
had been corrupted from uefixaBae and which he therefore
interpreted as wanmw, The change from e to s, so reasons

Wautz, is intelligible in uncial Greek, while Hebrew & does
not lend itself readily to being miswritten . The circum-
stance that wannn (hithpael) is nowhere met with is of no
moment. But where is the necessity of recurring to Greek
transliteration? Surely, 'annn (with the stroke of abbrevi-
ation, as Perles has taught us; or for that matter without
the stroke but with the final letter damaged) could have
been read aswannn. But I really believe that the translator’s
copy read spamw, a scribal error due not necessarily to
graphic similarity, but rather to absent-mindedness through
the influence of the whole context (aberration of the eye to

xoqn(7b) v. 6).

The third example (p. 62) is Jerem. 31 (48). 5: rby»
mnbn @ érMjofn alwd. Wutz, according to a theory
of his which plays a significant part in his general thesis,
says that the transliterated a\wf was retained, instead of
being translated (but why should it be translated?), be-
cause it was faulty (for ahovwf). If the translator knew
it to be faulty, he must have had access to a Hebrew copy.
However, in the opinion of Wutz, the corrupt a\wf induced
the mistranslation ér\fjofly through the medium of the
transliteration ua\y meant for nbyn but interpreted as the
equivalent of 8729, But surely a feminine form would have
been moreappropriate. Thesimplestexplanation is that the
translator found in his Hebrew copy mY» (with y omitted)
which he interpreted as ™79 (with & omitted). See ZAW
XXVII, 257f.

The fourth example (#bid) is Ps. 9.29: o=sn @& wh\olo o.
According to Wutz, on the basis of aenpewu taken (itacis-
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tically) as acetperu O, But the obvious explanation
is that the translator read ©'¥70, comp. Symmachus Prov.
12.24.

Entirely beside the mark is the fifth example (ibid):
Nehem. 2.13 painn py @ mnyn 7@y obkwy ‘Spring of the
Figs’, based, according to Wutz, on afenvew for the origi-
nal aflevveww. But, surely, pann straight in the Hebrew
could have been read Mom.

It is therefore, precarious, to say the least, to solve
discrepancies between the Greek and the Hebrew on the
assumption of a Greek text of transliterated Hebrew. If
we were to challenge each single case of those listed on pp.
88-101, we should have to write a book of the size of the
present monograph. Even then many a puzzle would
remain unsolved. Nevertheless, the work contains useful
points. Thus the author lays bare on pp. 12-26 a consider-
able number of inner-Greek corruptions, some of whigh
at least have hitherto remained unnoticed. Scholars who
have operated with the text of the Greek version as if every
letter were original and, whensoever a discrepancy with
the Hebrew resulted, proceeded to correct the Hebrew on the
basis of the supposititious Greek or at least to assume a
variant in the Hebrew copy underlying the translation,
may penitently confess their error. Those of us who have
known better have no reason to be startled.

Here and there a question mark seems in place. Thus
e. g. (p.17) Ps. 74.8 the emendation karakalowuer is
graphically unimpeachable; but how can éopral (festivals,
oym) be burned down? Let me also add a few remarks
on proper names occurring in Joshua. 16.5 (p. 15) epok
(r. epex) for 7 seems to me to go back to 7R, comp. 3781
(v. 2 followed by m=wy). 13.18 (p. 19) Bagar for nxm is
error for taoap; the initial letter may not have been quite
legible and so the scribe thought of the more familiar name
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Bashan. 21.35 (p.22) kat oeX\a for Y5m nx goes back to xat
<7nv v>eehal—7nr was omitted by scribal contraction,
but must have been originally present; hence the omission
of the initial p. 13.27 (ibid) xat¢ evadwpue kat oflapyaer for
o1 ma poym is to be reconstructed as kar év awuk
(aoux r. aeux) Babappar (with p corrupted into y and »
into 7 (e =7 M2 poym, comp. Num. 32.36. 19.10
(ibid.) it can be shown that @ read mmw for T=w. 15.23
(p. 23) agopwrvaw is not acop whvaw but acep (=¥M)
Wra(vv. 1934 (p. 32) evall is eoval, efvaf=mI%. 18.24
kapaga kai kepewpa kat pover is explained by Wutz as
kapap (var. kepewp) auover =‘wmyn 793. The matter is
not so simple. It requires little ingenuity to observe that
in the oldest accessible transcripts of the Greek text the
order in the four pairs of names in vv. 25-28, beginning with
naxa and ending with absn pbx (taken as one), was inverted.
Thus the ‘unrevised' (Egyptian) recension reads:

KQL LATONUE kat Bnpwy moXHM NN
KQL QUWKT KL< Ke€> PeLpa Xnm ream
Kat Kapay Kat vakav S op™
KAt oceEAnKay kat Bapenha a8 phe oM

There is prefixed at the beginning xa: SBenpwfa, which,
however, is omitted in the related q @. Obviously, an
interpolation. Note the later form of transliteration: ¢ ==
and contrast Snpwr r. Bnpwl (so corrected by Origen, hence
he must have had before him this very ‘unrevised' text
which he revised after his wont) =nw2. The other cor-
ruptionsare notdifficult tocorrect. R. kat paconda kat fnpu:t
kat apuwon (so the Syrian text, which, however, through-
out restores the Hebrew order) kac pagan\ (comp. kapenh
of the Syrian text, possibly weshould read ipagan\ or better
vet wppan)) kat paxap kar ge\. .. kat fapenha. 1 do not
know for the present how to explain nkav in ee\nkar, though
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I have some guesses. The group efjsvz read gehalax (for
gehalap, aehaalg). Letme add that,while in the Hexapla
Origen wrote uaoonda, kepewpa (so also the Syrian text),
uaooa, the Tetraplaread yaoea (so the Syrian text), xepepa,
apoa (sic); both editions had tepgn\ and gela algp. The
mixed Constantinopolitan text (AN® alii) has such readings
as aupwoae and tepdpan\ which cannot have been derived
from either Hexapla or Tetrapla, but must go back to an-
other source. That source, | suspect, was the Palestinian
kown upon which, 1 believe, Theodotion based his revision
and which, in the proper names, must have preserved
many an original reading of the Septuagint. That element
constitutes the great value of the Constantinopolitan
recension (see Conybeare in Scrivener-Miller, 11, 151) and
entitles it to be listed as a recension on a par with the three
other recensions (the Egvptian, the Syrian, the Origenic-
Eusebian). At any rate the inverted order in vv. 25-28
stands proved for the ‘unrevised' text. How is it to be
explained? In a paper read before the Society of Biblical
Literature at New Yorkin 1921 (see JBLXLI, 1x) | ventured
to suggest that the oldest texts of the Septuagint ascend
to an interlinear in which the Greek was written over the
Hebrew; the four pairs of names were written each pair
(two names) on a line; the subsequent copyists read these
names from left to right instead of from right to left. Now
the same inversion took place in v. 24 with the first pair.
Hence kapaga (so, and not kagapa, still in the Hexapla, which
continued kat agrer, hence Origen omitted kat xeperpa and,
like Wutz, thought that xapaga covered =83, though he
dared not to carry out the emendation kagapa which was
left to the Complutensian editor and in his wake to Lagarde
to re-write; now Wutz does the same, that is the ingenious,
which is again far from the true) which appears as xapaew
in the Syrian and Constantinopolitan recensions stands for
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woyn and should be read yapar (inital xka being duplicated
from kgt and 4 corrupted into p), while kepetpaxatluover =
oy 3. Ileave out the question whether the identification
with x(1)), 1M (M), yagra (so with @ Onomast. 26,1.2:
Tagrwy), yo(v)dra is correct. Lonzano, who reads sm in
Lam. r. (ed. Buber, 24; comp. also 108) identifies it with a
village near Bireh. Neubauer, 158: ‘Il est possible que
Gophna est identifique avec Ophni de la Bible’. Then son
would not be the Semitic original, but transliteration of
the Greek ~yogra; probably it was combined with m,
hence the interpretation qumwehéds and the wavering identi-
fication with ¢dpayE Bbé7pvos Onomast. 168, 11. 15-8; but
see Buhl, 173; Thomsen, 53; Schlatter, 36. [t is significant
that both @ and Origen (a¢rer) heard "®2¥; the ~ in

P will then be secondary, due to the labial.

I forbear to incorporate other remarks on Joshua pas-
sages because the last example has detained us considerably
and, moreover, teaches that suchlike questions cannot be
solved ambulando and no attempt can be made to deal with
critical questions in the Septuagint until the recensions have
been ascertained and neatly placed one beside the other.
I admit that the problem of transliteration in the Septuagint,
where the words should have been translated, or where the
transliteration occurs by the side of the translation, still
remains. Wutz believes that these transliterations are
left over from the transliterated text which served the
translator for a basis, in other words, that the transliterations
preceded the work of the translators. It is a possible
thesis, though, as I said, the principal examples upon
which the thesis is founded admit of simpler explanation.
If another guess may be ventured, I should say that the
transliterated words originally stood in the margin of the
translation as it issued from the hands of the translators
and were subsequently dragged into the text by copyists
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either beside or in the place of the translated words, These
marginal notes must have been copied again and again
together with the text, and so the corruptions arose. Take
for example I Sam. 15.3. It is obvious to me (despite
Wutz, p.42) that [c)e(€) petu, which is also repeated v. 8, was
originally a gloss for the textual éfolofpeloers which is
now misplaced. The translator wrote kal éfoloflpelaers
abrov kal wavra T& abTod =1 WwN Y5 nx anoanm; he
pointed napanm and therefore inserted kal. Because,
however, éfolofpebewr (this the normal rendering) or
amoktelvew (in v. 8) was a free rendering, he added on the
margin: epewu, the form unencumbered by suffixes (exactly
as is our habit today) with the more exact rendering:
avalepariets. Compare with this procedure that of the
Revised English Version: in the text: ‘utterly destroy’ with
the margin: ‘Heb. devote’. I may substantiate my guess
that the Greek Version was equipped with a margin from
another quarter. '™ PR is rendered by the Revised
Version idiomatically: ‘consecrate’, with the margin:
‘Heb. fill the hand’. Now, in the Greek Version throughout
the Pentateuch, beginning with the second occurrence of
the phrase, the rendering is equally free: relewoly, ap-
parently ‘initiate’. But in the first occurrence, Exod.
28. 41 (37), the verb is rendered literally éumrirhav. Tomy
mind the translator wrote here in the text the freer render-
ing as later on throughout, with the more literal rendering
in the margin, Subsequent copyists substituted the mar-
gin for the textual reading which has thus disappeared.



