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Abstract

The present dissertation is a commentary on Psalms 38 and 145 in the Septuagint (LXX) version,
or more accurately, the Old Greek (OG) version. Specifically, this dissertation attempts to
understand the semantic meaning of these psalms at the point of their inception, or composition,
i.e. as translated literary units derivative of a presumed Semitic Vorlage. Stated differently, this
dissertation sets out to understand how these psalms were interpreted in translation by the
translator(s).

With the task of interpretation comes the assumption that the “original” or “oldest” verifiable
text can be first established since neither the OG nor its Vorlage are known to be extant. To this
end it is necessary to begin with the best critical editions available while also attempting to
reconstruct a viable representative of the OG and Vorlage in the light of standard text-critical
criteria and translation technique. Although the Old Greek text is the object of study, the
transmission history and related history of interpretation for both the Greek and Hebrew are
selectively examined insofar as they are necessary as comparisons for the LXX at the point of its
inception, and the Vorlage from which it was derived.

This work assumes — in accordance with the way translation may be understood generally —
that the translator(s) of the Psalms were attempting to communicate his’her Vorlage to a new
audience. In this respect translation may be viewed as communication that crosses a language
boundary. As such, both lexical replication and idiomatic representation fall within the scope of
interpretation. Both phenomena occur in Ps 38 and 145 in varying degrees and both phenomena
comprise aspects of the translator’s cross-lingual communication.

Chapter 1 establishes preliminary concepts regarding translation in terms of isomorphic and
isosemantic representation, textual criticism of the Psalter, and select MSS and witnesses used
throughout the study. Chapter 2 surveys key modern translations of the Septuagint as well as
certain trends in Translation and Communication Studies for methodological and hermeneutical
approaches. Chapter 3 derives working methodological principles based upon the discussions in
chapters 1 and 2. Chapters 4 and 5 are detailed, word-by-word, clause-by-clause, commentaries

on Psalms 38 and 145 respectively. Chapter 6 offers a summary and conclusions.



Opsomming

Hierdie verhandeling is ‘n kommentaar op Psalm 38 en 145 in die Septuagint (LXX), of meer
bepaald, die Oud Griekse (OG) weergawe. Die navorsing poog in besonder om die semantiese
betekenis van hierdie psalms ten tyde van hul ontstaan of samestelling te verstaan, dit wil s€ as
vertaalde literére eenhede wat vermoedelik op 'n Semitiese Vorlage gebaseer is. Anders gestel:
Hierdie verhandeling is daarop uit om te begryp hoe die vertaler(s) van hierdie psalms die
tekste vertolk het.

Die taak van vertolking behels die veronderstelling dat die ‘oorspronklike’ of ‘oudste’
verifieerbare teks eers bepaal kan word. Sover bekend het noég die OG weergawe nog sy
Vorlage egter behoue gebly. Daarom is dit nodig om met die beste beskikbare kritiese
uitgawes te begin, en terselfdertyd n lewensvatbare weergawe van die OG teks en Vorlage te
probeer rekonstrueer aan die hand van standaard- tekskritiese maatstawwe en -vertaaltegnieke.
Hoewel dit hoofsaaklik die OG teks is wat bestudeer word, word die oorlewerings- en
verwante geskiedenis van vertolking vir sowel die Grieks en Hebreeus ook selektief ondersoek
in soverre dit vergelyk kan word met die ontstaansvorm van die LXX sowel as die Vorlage
waarop dit gebaseer is.

In pas met die waarskynlike algemene opvatting oor vertaling, gaan hierdie navorsing van
die veronderstelling uit dat die vertaler(s) van die psalms sy/haar/hul Vorlage aan n nuwe
gehoor wou probeer oordra. In dié¢ opsig kan vertaling as kommunikasie oor taalgrense heen
beskou word. As sodanig val sowel leksikale duplisering as idiomatiese verteenwoordiging
binne die bestek van vertolking. Albei verskynsels kom in wisselende mate in Psalm 38 en 145
voor en albei behels aspekte van die vertaler se intertaalkommunikasie.

Hoofstuk 1 1€ voorlopige konsepte met betrekking tot vertaling vas wat betref isomorfiese
en isosemantiese verteenwoordiging, tekstekritiek op die Psalter, en uitgesoekte manuskripte
(MSS) en getuienisse wat deur die hele studie gebruik word. Hoofstuk 2 ondersoek kern-
moderne vertalings van die Septuagint sowel as bepaalde tendense in Vertaling en
Kommunikasiestudie vir metodologiese en hermeneutiese benaderings. Op grond van die

besprekings in die eerste twee hoofstukke, 1€ hoofstuk 3 metodologiese werksbeginsels neer.

iv



Hoofstuk 4 en 5 bevat uitvoerige, woord-vir-woord-, sinsdeel-vir-sinsdeel-kommentaar op

Psalm 38 en 145 onderskeidelik. Hoofstuk 6 sluit af met 'n samevatting en gevolgtrekkings.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW

The present study is foremost a commentary on Psalms 38 (MT 39) and 145 (MT 146) in the
Septuagint (LXX) version, or more accurately, the Old Greek (OG, ®*) version." To my
knowledge there has yet to be written a thorough assessment of the OG version of these psalms.
More specifically, the present analysis shall be aimed at understanding the semantic meaning of
these psalms at the point of their inception, or composition, i.e. as translated literary units
derivative of a presumed Semitic parent text (Vorlage). Put differently, this dissertation sets out

to understand how these psalms were interpreted in translation by the translator(s).

1.2 DELIMITATION

Ideally all of the psalms should be so critically examined since only a detailed analysis
can bring about a greater understanding of the Greek Psalter. Nevertheless, Psalms 38

and 145 were chosen somewhat arbitrarily among the full gamut of candidates since,

"I shall not readdress the difficulties of LXX terminology (“the LXX,” Septuagint, Old Greek, etc.)
beyond this point, since this has been adequately and abundantly discussed elsewhere (see also the list of
abbreviations). Notable discussions include: Swete (1902:9-10); Kraft (1976); Greenspoon (1987);
Peters (1992); Jobes & Silva (2000); McLay (2003:5-7). To avoid terminological confusion 1 shall at
times refer to “Rahlfs’s LXX” rather than merely “the LXX.” This refers to Rahlfs’s Handausgabe (the
books of the LXX published in Rahlfs 1935, 1979), which shall serve as a delimited corpus for the sake
of Septuagintal cross-references throughout the course of this study. Admitting all the while that the
finer points as to what actually constitutes the “Septuagint” are not settled, Ulrich (1999:205) states:
“there is no fully acceptable or consistent usage of the term.” Unless otherwise stated, I shall not refer to
the “Septuagint” (LXX, ®) in its more technical and precise usage as only pertaining to the Greek
Pentateuch, but generically, referring to the Jewish Greek scriptures. Further, ®* shall be used to

represent either the OG translation, or the translator(s), depending on the context.
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simply stated, there is a significantly higher percentage of lexical-semantic variation
between the Greek and Hebrew of the former psalm (38) than the latter (145).

b

Whatever the cause of these textual “issues,” be they text-critical or translational in
nature, it is apparent that Ps 38 and 145 are representative of a spectrum of textual

diversity in the Greek Psalter.’

1.2.1 Explanation

By way of explanation, even a cursory examination of the manuscript evidence of
Greek Psalter shows relative uniformity and a striking resemblance to t. With this
understanding scholars have often regarded the OG translation of the Psalms to be

generally isomorphic.’ That is to say, a characterizing mark of the Greek Psalter (and

> This project initially began as a commentary on Pss 145-150 (MT-Ps 146-150, the Final Hallel),
but a couple of factors encouraged a slight shift in focus. On the one hand I quickly realized that Pss
145-150 may each be characterized as highly source oriented in terms of both formal and semantic
information. It became evident that such homogeneity offered little interest for a project that would span
several years. As my research progressed I attained a broader exposure to the Psalter and encountered
other psalms that offered different levels of textual and translational variety. I developed something of a
“hunch” that the Greek Psalter overall would not bear the same level of consistency or homogeneity as
the final six psalms, and the appendix of this chapter, though only an apology for the delimitation of my
dissertation, puts that “hunch” to more acceptable scientific rigor. More practically, after only cursorily
producing roughly ninety pages for Ps 145, it was evident that to do the same justice to each psalm
would require more than a dissertation of this sort could reasonably sustain.

> Whereas Gzella (2002:28) locates the Greek Psalter as an exemplar of dynamic translation, van der Kooij
(2001b:231) finds it “rather literal,” and both Austermann (2003:47-50) and Smith (2005:20) concur that it is
heavily source-oriented. In the introductory comments (7o the Reader of Psalms) of the book of Psalms in 4 New
English Translation of the Septuagint (NETS), we read: “Its translation is literal, if literalness is understood to refer
to a high degree of consistency in one-to-one equivalence, including not only so-called content words but structural

words as well. Thus literalness might be labeled its central characteristic” (Pietersma & Wright 2007:542). Of the
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other translated books of the LXX) is a rather formal adherence to its presumed Semitic
source. At the broadest level we might say with little controversy that the Greek tends
to represent its Vorlage word for word, even morpheme for morpheme. Consider Ps 1:1
and 47(48):6-7 where each Hebrew morpheme finds a corresponding formal

representation in the Greek.”

Ps 1:1
WIRAWR LAKAQLOG GVT)0
DYWI NYYa THn 8D WK OG 0V €m0ev O év BOLAT) doeB@V
Y RY DRON TITN Kol €V 00Q AUAQTWADV 0VK €07
2w 8 0¥H WINA Kad €7t kaB€dpav Aoy ovk ex&Oioev
Blessed is the man who does not walk in the =~ Blessed is the man who did not walk in the
council of the wicked and does not stand in counsel of the ungodly and did not stand in

the way of sinners and does not sit in the seat  the way of sinners and did not sit in the seat

of scoffers. of evil men.

Ps 47(48):6-7
AN IR AT avtol Wovteg oLtwe é0avpaoay
nmani Al étapaxOnoav éoaievOnoav
51 oW DNIMR ATV TEOHOG EMEAGBETO VTV €KEL WOLVES

T @G TIKTOVOoNG

They saw it, so they were astounded; When they saw, so they were astounded;
they were in panic, they took to flight; they were troubled; they were shaken,;
trembling took hold of them there, pains trembling took hold of them there, pains
as of a woman in labor. as of a woman in labor.

Old Greek Psalter, Boyd-Taylor (2005:216) states that its “...target acceptability has been superseded by a
translational norm of isomorphism.”

* All translations provided are my own, unless specified otherwise.
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Along with formal replication, one may observe in the previous examples that each
morpheme is also represented with a relatively predictable semantic expression. In
contrast, however, are instances that betray more significant levels of lexical-semantic

variation. Take for example Ps 54(55):9, and verse 22:

Verse 9
D VYO MWMR - TIQOTEdEXOUNV TOV OOLOVTH e
IYoN NYo MIN - Ao oAryouyxiag kal katatyidog
I would hurry to my place of shelter, I was waiting for the one who would save me

from the raging wind and tempest. from discouragement and tempest.

Verse 22
¥ NRNANNIPIN diepeloBnoay &mod GQYNG TOL TEOTWTIOL AVTOL
115 3P Kal yyoev 1) kadia adtov raAvvOnoav ol
JAWN PIAT 107 AdyoL avtoL UTtéQ EAatov
mnna nnm - kat avtol elowv BoAideg

His mouth was smoother than butter, They were divided because of the anger of his face, and

but his heart was war; his heart drew near;
his words were softer than oil, his words were softer than oil,
but they were drawn swords. and they are missiles.

In all four examples it is observable that the translator garnered structural cues, i.e.
word order, grammar, even syntax, etc., from the formal features of the Hebrew itself,
minor differences notwithstanding. With the proviso that T is representative of the
Vorlage in Ps 54(55):9, 22 and that the lexical-semantic differences can be attributed to
the translation process itself, it becomes apparent that the Ilinguistic relationship of
isomorphism, which generally entails a near one-to-one correspondence on the level of
morphological representation, does not ipso facto entail the same degree of
correspondence or exactitude with respect to the lexical-semantic choices during that

process.
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1.2.1.1 Isomorphism and [sosemantism

Indeed, James Barr articulated and illustrated this point long ago in his seminal
monograph The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations when he
noted: “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”
(Barr 1979:280).° Integral to the notion of Barr’s “typology of literalism” is the fact
that formal correspondence (source orientation) and semantic ‘“adequacy” are two
separate issues. Put in other terms, isomorphism does not necessarily secure or entail
isosemantism,® or equivalence in lexical-semantic choice or meaning in translation, on
the level of isomorphism.

Even though maQ ayyéAoug is an isomorphic representation of DnY®/nin Ps 8:5,
it is not isosemantic; &yyeAog does not clearly offer the same semantic contribution to
the verse in Greek that D'n%® may in Hebrew, since OeOg normally fills this slot as a
near-equivalent of ©'i9R. This is supported statistically insofar as ©'nH8 is represented
with Oeodc over 350 times in the Greek Psalter, kvQLOG 3x,” and ayyeAog 3x.8
Moreover, even some stereotyped equivalents and calques do not comport as near-
synonymous terms (e.g. dwaxpOood / nnW “corruption” / “grave”; dvvaulg / NI

“power, strength” / “army”), and these too play an important role in the lexical make-

> In this essay Barr elaborates on six features of translation: 1. segmentation, 2. quantitative addition/subtraction,
3. consistency/non-consistency in rendering, 4. semantic accuracy, 5. “etymological” rendering, 6. level of text
analysis. Barr shows that each of these features exists in the full range of translations that are considered literal (e.g.
Aquila) and free (e.g. Job, Proverbs).

® While there is no such word as “isosemantic/isosemantism” that I know of, it is coined here as an
analogous complement to “isomorphic/isomorphism.” What isomorphism is to formal features,
isosemantism is to meaning.

7 Ps 52(53):7; 55(56):2; 76(77):2.

$ Ps 8:6; 96(97):7; 137(138):1.
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up of the Psalter. In any case the lexical make-up of the Greek Psalter in relation to the
Hebrew Vorlage is integrally related to translation technique.’

To be sure, an explanation for many instances of non-isosemantic correspondence
can be quickly attained with recourse to the presumed Vorlage. In Ps 7:7 (see
appendix) it is obvious that ®* understood "OR as derivative of Y& ( = 6 0edg pov)
instead of the preposition 5% as it was rendered in Jerome’s iuxta Hebraeos ( = ad me).
Simple examples like these concretize our confidence that the Vorlage must have been
">X. Other instances must be explained in other ways. For example, in 31(32):2 ®*
interpreted ™7 not as “spirit” or Tvevpa, but as “breath,” hence we find otopa
employed as a metonymy. Or again, in Ps 30(31):3 Oedc renders 9% with a “non-
literal” translation technique that conveys the substance of the Hebrew metaphor at the
sacrifice of the metaphor itself (Olofsson 1990:21). Based on that premise, it is
reasonable to imagine that R “neck” in 74(75):6 was read as T “rock,” hence the
translator’s identification with 0eog. In the case of the latter three examples, the
modern interpreter must have recourse to translation technique to broach something of

a rationale behind the variation.

1.2.1.2 Ps 38 and 145 as Exemplars
On the individual word level these types of isomorphic lexical switches are voluminous
and relatively easy to locate. As already indicated, the cause for their variation cannot
be attributed to a single domain, say, of translation or textual criticism. Rather, they
reflect a variety of phenomena that fall under both domains. These phenomena include:
(a) textual ambiguities and corruptions in an i-type Vorlage, (b) differences in the
Vorlage (i.e. a non-At reading), (c¢) secondary variants in the transmission history of
the Greek text, or (d) translation technique, which includes but is not limited to
intentional shifts in representation/interpretation.

Where one such example can be isolated, it seems reasonable that most, if not all,

such examples can be isolated in each psalm. The appendix offers a comprehensive list

? However, neither are directly the goal of the present dissertation.
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culled from the whole of the Psalter. By ordering each Greek psalm according to its
percentage of lexical-semantic variation against I, it can be shown that Ps 38 and 145,
neither the most extreme examples on either side of the spectrum, nevertheless fall

representatively toward each of its ends.

0% >0-.99% | 1-1.99% | 2-2.99% | 3-3.99% * 4-4.99% | 5-5.99% | 6-6.99% | 7-7.99% | 8-8.37%
12, 13, 104, 135, 113,106, | 37,34,88, | 44,109, N 51,47,87, | 59,91,67, | 64,31 83,72,61, | 54
26, 66, 144, 24, 123,120, | 22,103, 114,8,19, _ 45,49,73, | 57,140 38
81,92, 85. 105, 101,115, | 95,570, | 80,2,82, 1138, 15,
97,98, 33, 129, 16,17, 94,132, 79,75
99 111, | 863596 1 5957 14, | 139,74, 25, 130,
112, 116, | & 146,65, | 34 148 30, 63, 90, 128,
121, 124, | 137,108, 127, 125, 133, 126, 58, 55, 1
134,142, | 4,110,53, | 102,23, 136,62,7, | 131, 89,28
147,149 | 78, 42, 122, 50, 100, 69, I
117, 1 150, 118, 39,21, I
32,40,93, | 143,41,
141,145, | 119, 10,9, I
56,20, 11, | 48, 46,
68, 84, 60, |
71, 107,
77,52, 3, I
43,76,18

1.3 TEXTUAL CONSIDERATIONS

1.3.1 An Eclectic Approach
Believing that the establishment of a text must logically precede analyses of its
meaning, the present work is framed by the more traditional concerns of textual
criticism vis-a-vis the work of a translator or group of translators. With this in mind, Ps
38 and 145, as disparate, unrelated psalms, are deemed to be as worthy as any other
psalms for critical scrutiny.

Since the object of the present study consists of “texts” that are no longer known to
be extant in their autographs, the present analysis shall proceed on the basic
assumptions underlying the eclectic LXX project of the Septuaginta-Unternehmen of
Gottingen. Ultimately stemming from the text-critical insights of de Lagarde (1863:3)
who said, “die manuscripte der griechischen iibersetzung des alten testaments sind alle

910

entweder unmittelbar oder mittelbar das resultat eines eklektischen verfahrens, this

commentary assumes that the recovery of ®* necessarily requires an eclectic

' Note that de Lagarde does not capitalize nouns!
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approach.'' Thus, insofar as it is assumed that the multiple witnesses of the Greek
Psalter reflect a theoretical “original” in mixed form, which is accepted by the majority
of scholars (Wiirthwein 1995:65), it is assumed by the present author that the meaning
of ®* is integrally related to its text-critical recovery.

However, ideally speaking ®* refers to the assumed “original” form of the translated
text in its theoretical purity, but in more practical and realistic terms it refers to the
oldest recoverable version of the text, which is assumed to more or less represent the
original.'"> Of course related to the form and meaning of ®*as translational literature is
the underlying Vorlage. The present work is therefore unconcerned with whether or not
there was a single or original “Urtext” of the Hebrew Bible, but with what the Vorlage

for the Greek translation might have been."

"De Lagarde (1863:3) continues his first principle: “darum mufs (sic), wer den echten text
wiederfinden will, ebenfalls eklektiker sein, sein maafsstab (sic) kann nur die kenntniss des styles der
einzelnen ibersetzer, sein haupthilfsmittel mufs die fahigkeit sein, die ihm vorkommenden lesarten auf
ihr semitisches original zuriickzufiilhren oder aber als original- griechische verderbnisse zu erkennen.”
However, de Lagarde’s programmatic search for the trifaria varietas has not been productive. Not only
has his undertaking to isolate the Hesychian, Lucianic, and Origenic recensions not entirely come to
fruition (parts of L and O have come to light), but the Hesychian, being the most elusive, is apparently
unrecoverable (Wiirthwein 1995:62). In fact Rahlfs himself had already abandoned his MS
classifications of the Hesychian recension by the time he published Psalmi cum Odis in 1931, even
though he refers to “die Rezension Hesychs” throughout its monumental predecessor monograph,
Septuaginta-Studien II (Rahlfs 1907:235-236). Finally, in the 20™ century the identification of the proto-
Lucian and kaige-Theodotion recensions (see especially Barthélemy 1963) that predate the #rifaria
varietas by centuries has since refocused many of the questions of LXX textual criticism.

2 For a distinction between the ideal original text that came from the hand of the translator, and the
more realistic, oldest recoverable text, see especially Tov (2001:164-167), Ulrich (1999:205-207), and
Wiirthwein (1995 :xiii-xiv).

" For a discussion of an “original” Hebrew Bible, see especially Tov (2001:164-180).
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1.3.2 The Old Greek

1.3.2.1 Psalmi cum Odis (PCO)

Since one cannot wait for the reworked editio maior of the Gottingen Septuaginta,
Alfred Rahlfs’s semi-critical edition Psalmi cum Odis (hereafter PCO) — published in
1931 and reprinted in 1979 (Rahlfs 1979) — shall be used as the best available base text

and starting point for a commentary on the OG.

1.3.2.2 Overview of Rahlfs’s Text Forms'*

However, Rahlfs compiled PCO relatively quickly because he chose to not reevaluate
the more than 900 Byzantine manuscripts (L) collated previously by Holmes and
Parsons in 1798-1823,"" nor did he thoroughly collate numerous apostolic/patristic
commentaries.'® Instead he reasoned that an edition of the Psalms would be of greater
benefit if it was available sooner rather than later (Rahlfs 1979:5)."” Building upon the
work of Baethgen who had originally isolated two “Rezensionen” — on the one hand

readings from the Sixtine edition of 1587, which is largely based on B, and “den Text

"“In addition to the citations in Rahlfs’s primary literature throughout, this section has benefited
particularly from the more extensive and critical overviews and evaluations in Pietersma (2000b), Boyd-
Taylor, Austin, and Feuerverger (2001), and Emmenegger (2007:3-11).

" The Lucianic recension called L in PCO and ®" in Septuaginta Studien II (Rahlfs 1907:40-53) is
comprised of some 119 MsS of more than 900 collated by Holmes-Parsons (Rahlfs 1979:61).

'® Although Rahlfs only collated the commentaries on the Psalms by Augustine, Hesychius of
Jerusalem, Jerome (Sunnia et Fretela), and Theodoret in their entirety, he also sporadically cites
Ambrose, Barnabas, Chrysostom, Clement of Alexandria, Clement of Rome, Apostolic Constitutions,
Cyprian, Cyril of Alexandria, the Didascalia, Irenaeus, Justin Martyr, Origen, Tertullian, Theodore of
Mopsuestia, and Theophilus of Antioch (Rahlfs 1979:19-21, 32-70).

7 Rahlfs (1979:5) admitted to the rushed nature of PCO. For Rahlfs (1979:61-63), re-collating all of
the available late manuscripts, most of which Holmes and Parsons had already done, required, in his
estimation, more processing effort and time than would be worth the return in terms of what these

manuscripts would clarify of the OG.
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der grolen Masse der bei HoP [Holmes-Parsons] verglichenen Hss” (Rahlfs 1907:39)
mentioned above — Rahlfs sought to establish text “groups” that were aligned with
either of these two representatives.'® Trading the Sixtine edition for B and labeling the
vulgar readings (®"'%) of the Holmes and Parsons collation L (after the so-called
Lucianic recension), Rahlfs proceeded by selecting 129 “charakteristische Lesarten”
with equitable representation in both the daughter versions and collations of Holmes
and Parsons for the basis of his selections.”” From these alignments, Rahlfs formulated
his “drei alten Textformen” (Rahlfs 1979:21) by assigning them similar geographical
locations — the Lower Egyptian,®® Upper Egyptian,”’ Western”> — based upon a
majority count of shared readings.” Rahlfs’s four-fold text-critical hierarchy for
determining ®* centered around the three old text groups, for (1) when the LE, UE,
and W text forms agree, the agreement is assumed to reflect the OG.>* (2) However,

when the LE, UE, and W text forms do not agree, the reading that agrees with At is

'8 Pietersma (2000b:19) refers to this as a “bi-polar” model.

" More specifically, Rahlfs (1907:40) states: “Bei der Auswahl der Varianten ist besonders darauf
geachtet, dal sie 1) sich auch in den iibersetzungen deutlich verfolgen lassen und 2) selbst ex sil.
hochstens in etwa 1/8 der bei HoP verglichenen Minuskeln vorkommen.”

2 The Lower Egyptian group consists of B, S, Bo, fragments 2008, 2014, 2019, 2037, 2039, 2042,
2044, 2049, 2051. See Rahlfs (1979:6, 26, 28).

*I The Upper Egyptian group consists of U + 2013 + Sa (= Sa® & Sa") + fragments 1221, 2009,
2015, 2017, 2018, 2033, 2034, 2035, 2038, 2046, 2050, 2052; excerpts 1093, 1119, 2032; fragment
1220. See Rahlfs (1979:6, 28, 29).

2 The Western group consists of R, La®, La% Aug, Tert, Cyp. See Rahlfs (1979:6, 32).

# See Boyd-Taylor, Austin and Feuerverger (2001:102) for a lucid overview of this process.

2 Rahlfs (1979:71-72) states, “Wenn die drei alten Textformen, die unterdg., oberdg. und abendland,
zusammengehn, ist ihre Lesart in der Regel aufgenommen.” Rahlfs does warn however that the “three”
do at times share secondary readings. See especially Pietersma (2000b:23-24) for a clear presentation of

Rahlfs’s decisions.
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regarded as the OG.” In addition to the three text groupings, Rahlfs also assigned a
fourth “mixed,”® or unclassified group, and two additional “recensions™  the
Lucianic’’ and Origenic.”® Boyd-Taylor, Austin and Feuerverger (2001:100) assess

Rahlfs’s assumptions as follows:

Since it is assumed that the old text forms are relatively independent of one
another, and relatively free of assimilation to what would become the Masoretic
text (MT), they count as independent witnesses to the OG, and may therefore be
contrasted with the younger recensions which, by definition, lack such

independence (Boyd-Taylor, Austin & Feuerverger 2001:100).

Thus Rahlfs’s third hierarchical principle also accounts for the younger recensions (L
and O). (3) When LE, UE, and W disagree with Qi while the younger recensions agree
with it, the older forms are to be regarded as the OG. In this case Rahlfs treats O and L

as corrections toward M.* Finally, (4) when none of the above principles applies,

* Rahlfs (1979:72) states, “Da die alten Zeugen sehr oft gegen die jiingeren mit 21t zusammengehn, habe ich in
Fillen, wo sie voneinander abweichen, in der Regel diejenige Lesart bevorzugt, die mit 21T iibereinstimmt.”

% A, 1219, 55, fragments: 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2016, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2025,
2027, 2029, 2030, 2031, 2036, 2043, 2047, 2048, 2054. See Rahlfs (1979:6, 70-71).

" Tht, Syh, Z, T, He; B¢, S, R%, Su, Th, Ch, 1046, 2040, plus the following fragments listed in Rahlfs
(1907:20): 21 55 65-67 69 70 80 81 99-102 104 106 111-115 140-146 150-152 154 162-186 189 191-
197 199-206 208 210-219 222 223 225-227 263-294. See Pietersma (2000b:23) for an update, and
Rahlfs (1979:6, 70-71) for further discussion.

22005 + 1098 + GaHi(+Y). See Rahlfs (1979:2, 6, 52).

* Rahlfs (1979:72) states, “Wenn die alten Textformen von i abweichen, aber die jiingeren
(Origenes, Lukian, oOfters auch die von der Hexapla beeinfluBte Hs. S) mit It zusammengehn, folge ich

den alten Zeugen, da Origenes und Lukian sicher nach 2It korrigiert haben.”
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Rahlfs regards B’ (= B + S) as the OG,*® which betrays his preference for the LE group
as both geographically and textually closer to the OG.

Pietersma’s trenchant critique of Rahlfs’s groupings exposes the fact that by
juxtaposing two supposedly competing textual groups (B and L) in order to determine
manuscript affiliation, Rahlfs has obscured the fact that the common denominator
between the two may well be the OG itself (Pietersma 2000b:15). Since L is by
definition a younger recension than B, its supposed opposition to B “tends to obscure
the long trail of what became the Vulgar text, extending backwards to the early
transmission of the Septuagintal text” (Pietersma 2000b:16). Thus Pietersma calls into
question the basis for Rahlfs’s text forms altogether. In his 1933 review of PCO,
Hedley also wunderscored the deficiency in Rahlfs’s designation, use, and weight
granted to the so-called Lucianic recension in his compilation of PCO when he said:
“No more important piece of work remains to be done on the Greek text of the Psalms
than the disentanglement of the ancient element in the Lucianic text and the estimation
of its value” (Hedley 1933:71). Preferring the term Byzantine over Lucianic, Pietersma

states:

...the identification of Proto-Lucianic readings presupposes the identification of
Lucian. In the case of the Psalter, it is well known that, according to Jerome, the
ko) text was widely associated with the name of Lucian...Whether in fact the
numerically vast textual family which Rahlfs designated with the siglum L has
any connection with Lucian the martyr of Antioch is not at all clear. It is readily
apparent upon even limited investigation that L of the Psalter does not manifest
the distinctive characteristics of Lucian in Samuel-Kings. It would, therefore,
perhaps be advisable to speak of the Byzantine text of the Psalter in place of

Rahlfs’s L until the question has been more fully investigated (Pietersma

30 Rahlfs (1979:72) states, “In zweifelhaften Fillen schlieBe ich mich an B’ an. Wenn aber B’ alleinstehen, stelle

ich sie hinter den iibrigen zuriick.”
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1978a:68).%"!

In the present work there shall be no attempt to re-collate L or solve the problem of the
so-called Lucianic recension for the Psalms, no doubt work crucial to the eagerly
awaited and reworked editio maior of the Gottingen Septuaginta, but well beyond the
scope of the present work.”? Rather, the task at hand with respect to Ps 38 and Ps 145 is
to comment on the text of ®* with the goal of elucidating its semantic meaning, using
the best text with the requisite and necessary critical inquiry. This may entail adjusting
PCO if deemed plausible or necessary. Important manuscript evidence will also be
reviewed and collated against PCO when available and necessary. However, while
operating within Rahlfs’s framework of textual groupings in terms of external evidence
— for lack of a better alternative at present — text-critical decisions shall be additionally
weighed against the main text of PCO in the light of (internal) interpretive possibilities

generally clarified by translation technical considerations.”

3'See also Pietersma (1985:300-301; 2000b) for a description of Rahlfs’s methodological bias
against L.

2 See Hiebert (1989:235-246) for an excellent preliminary study that subdivides L into 40 groups,
based on 299 test readings from 318 MSS, representing all five books of the Psalter.

% As a partial alternative to Rahlfs’s text-critical methodology, which consisted primarily of
assigning manuscripts to textual groups based upon external criteria, Pietersma has long since advocated
the use of translation technique (internal criteria) in the establishment of the critical text. Pietersma
(2000b:24-25) states at length: “I have argued elsewhere (i.e. Pietersma 1985:298-300) that rather than
assigning configurations of manuscript groupings—or for that matter configurations of individual
manuscripts—pride of place in one’s list of criteria for establishing the critical text, one ought to begin
with an exhaustive analysis of translation technique in the broadest possible sense of that term. Whatever
in the way of Hebrew-Greek equations and Greek detail not linked to Hebrew can thus be uncovered as a
footprint of the translator becomes, for a modern editor, the Archimedean point in text-criticism, that
allows him/her to move the earth of variants. Only when the quest for the Archimedean point fails
should other criteria come into play, such as general (demonstrated) reliability of manuscripts (or

possibly manuscript groupings), age of individual witnesses, what earlier modern editions read, and
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1.3.2.3 The Greek Mss

With respect to the Greek MsSs of Ps 38 and 145, the Bodmer Papyrus XXIV (Kasser &
Testuz 1967) — numbered 2110 in Rahlfs’s system even though it was unavailable to
Rahlfs for the production of PCO — shall be collated when available. 2110 is not only
the largest papyrus discovered for the Psalms — 2013, U, and 2149 follow respectively
(Pietersma 1978b:5-6) — it is considered one of the most important witnesses to the
OG, being dated to the III/IV century CE according to its editors (Kasser & Testuz
1967:5), and to the II century by Barthélemy (1969). Further, although Rahlfs collated
1219, he did not do so comprehensively; instances that Rahlfs neglected shall be noted
where appropriate based upon the edition published by Sanders (1917). In instances in
which the MSS or facsimile editions below could not be physically reviewed, 1 rely
instead upon PCO.

According to the indices in Pietersma (1978b) and Rahlfs (1979:10-21), the only
Greek Mss extant that attest Ps 38 are 2013, T, A, 55, 1219, 1220 and 2034. Likewise
for Ps 145 there are B, S, A, 55, and 1219°. To these may be added the following from
the updated edition of Rahlfs’s Verzeichnis (Rahlfs & Frankel 2004:489-491),
originally published in Rahlfs (1914): For Ps 145 see 1240, 2055, 2177, 0S-49 and for
both Ps 38 and Ps 145, see 1205, 1208, 1250. These Mss are listed below in

accordance with Rahlfs’s six textual groupings, when applicable.

1. UE = Upper Egyptian 4. L = Lucianic recension (= Byzantine/vulgar/majority)
2. LE = Lower Egyptian 5. O = Origenic recension
3. W = Western 6. M = Mixed texts

1.3.2.4 The Individual Greek Mss for Ps 38 & 145:
e Vaticanus (B) (IV cent); missing Ps 105:27-137:6.1; LE

perhaps even the flipping of a coin, when we do what we do because we must do something. But there
is, in my view, a strict hierarchy in the steps that one takes, and failing to heed that hierarchy is liable to

produce a picture that is out of focus.”
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Sinaiticus (S) (IV cent); complete; A digital facsimile is now available at
http://www.codexsinaiticus.org/en; LE
Alexandrinus (A) (V cent); missing Ps 49:20- 2" occurrence of avtng in 79:11; M
T (VII cent); missing Ps 1-25:2 xowOnvay, 30:2.2-36:20 (xau); 41:6.2-43:3
(eEwAe0pev...); 58:14.2-59:5; 59:9-10.1; 59:13.2-60.1 (YaA...); 64:12 (...ot0TNTOC)-71:4
TTwXoVGS; 92:3 (.. vag)-93:7 (tov); 96:12 (...v1c)-97:8 ayaAAixoovta; L
55 (X cent); complete; M
1205 (V? cent); Sinai, Alte Slg., Cod. gr. 237, Ps.
1208 (VIII cent); Turin, Bibl. Naz., B. VII. 30; Cat. in Ps., Od;
1219 Washington Freer (V cent); though mutilated, complete up to Ps 142:8.1; text
used here comes from Sanders (1917); M

o 1219° (VI cent)34; a suppleted text that had Ps 142:5.3-149:2.1, but 148:2-

149:2.1 has since been lost.

1220 (IV cent); Greek/Sahidic Psalter includes Ps 3:8-4:9; 6:9-7:2; 16:4-7,14 f;
25:6-9, 11:1 ; 26:1-3; 281-10; 29; 30:19-25, 31:1-7, 11; 38:1-10, 40:1-3, 7-13; 48:2-
19; 50 :11-21; 53:1 f., 5-9; 54:4-12, 15-23; 55:1 f, 7-9, 13f; 56:1-9, 67:13-15, 21-24,
30-35; 68:18-26, 28-37; UE
1240 (IX/X cent); Damaskus, Om.-Mosch., Treu Nr. V, vermisst; Ps 143:7-13; 145:8-146:6
1250 (X/XIT cent); Prag, Nat.-Bibl.; Gr. 127; Ps.Od [Zitate]
2013 (IV cent); incomplete parts of Ps 30:5-14; 30:18-31:1; 32:18-33:9; 33:13-34:2;
34:9-17, 34:24-35:31; full text of 35:3.2-55:14; text wused here comes from
Emmenegger’s (2007) “re-edition”; UE
2034 (V cent); Greek/Sahidic Psalter fragment, includes Ps 38:8-39:3; UE
2055 (III/TV cent); Florenz, Bibl. Laur., PSI 980; Ps. 143:14-148:3
2110 (III/TV cent); includes Ps 17:46-31:8; 32:3-10, 12-19; 33:2-9, 11-18, 21-34:13,
15-53:5; 55:8-72:28; 73:2-88:10, 47-105:32; 106:28-111.1, 10-113:1, 9-117:6, 9-
118:11, 20, 26-29, 37-44; text used here comes from Kasser and Testuz (1967); UE
2177 (111 cent); Berlin, Agypt. Mus., P. 21265; Ps. 144:1-10; 144:16-145:4

34 Clarke (2006:37) dates the second hand to the 6 century.
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e 0S-49 (ITII/IV cent); Oxyrhynchus, P. Oxy. 407; Ps. 50:3,11; 145:6

e The readings of Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and or other Hexaplaric witnesses
(e.g. Quinta, Sexta) shall be considered throughout, although not exhaustively. The
primary sources for this information come from Field (1875), against which the
hexaplaric marginal readings found in Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus (Ceriani

1874) shall be cross checked. Reider’s (1966) index to Aquila will also be used.

1.3.3 The Vorlage

It is no secret among the guild of Septuagint specialists that to understand the ancient
Jewish Greek scriptures, as translation or recension literature,” one must also grapple
with the Vorlagen from which they were derived.® In a seminal collection of essays

published in 1975, Cross (1975:306-307) appropriately noted:

The history of the Hebrew text parallels precisely the history of the Old Greek
translation, and its recensions. Each sequence or development in one has its reflex
in the other and furnishes data to date the parallel sequence. Any theory of the
development of the history of the Greek text must comprehend the data supplied
by both the history of the Hebrew text and the history of the Greek text if it is to
be adequate.

Even though Cross’s concern was programmatic, that is to say, it concerned a theory of

»37 it is nonetheless true that textual

development akin to his own theory of “local texts,
criticism and interpretation of the Septuagint are integral to textual criticism of the
Hebrew Bible more generally.”® To that end the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS) are part and
parcel of textual criticism of the HB. Indeed, with the near completion of the massive

Discoveries in the Judean Desert (DJD) series, the editio princeps of the DSS now

35 By the term “recension” I refer to a systematic revision of an existing text.

% See also Jellicoe (1968:359) for a discussion of quest for the Vorlage as a goal in Septuagint
research.

37 See a discussion of Cross’s “local text theory” in Cross (1958:140-145; 1964; 1975).

3 See especially Tov (1981:29-72).
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some 55 years in the making,”® one can say without controversy that Hebrew textual
criticism has been forever altered in its wake. Those especially who have worked with
the DSS manuscripts have brought critical insights to bear on the development of the
Hebrew Bible, not the least of which has furthered a reformation of sorts regarding
long-held assumptions about the privileged status of the 2t toward the end of Second
Temple Judaism (to be discussed).

If Cross’s sentiment above is accepted, though with the proviso that the goal is to
understand the Greek, then it would be careless to operate with uncritical assumptions
regarding the character and stability of the Semitic parent for any OG translation.
Continuing, Cross (1975:306) warned against the “anachronistic assumption that a
single Hebrew textual tradition prevailed throughout the interval of the development of
the Greek Bible,” since this assumption had previously brought about an impasse
among modern scholars regarding the nature of the translation of the Septuagint and its
subsequent recensions. In short, if the Hebrew parent is a known, static, quantity, for
example i, then differences between it and the Greek should be explained as
differences in the Greek. If both Greek and Hebrew texts are questionable, then the
matter becomes far more complex.

Greater attention to this realization, in fact, prompted Emanuel Tov to adjust the
underlying assumptions in his 1992 monograph regarding the virtual supremacy of 2t
during Second Temple Judaism, to a more positive appreciation of legitimately

competing textual traditions in the second revised edition.*” Even in antiquity the error

%% The first volume, recording materials from Cave 1, was published in Barthélemy and Milik (1955).

“Tov explains his change in view: “In the first edition of this monograph (1992), such textual
evidence, which is mainly from ® (such as the short text of Jeremiah), was not taken into consideration
in the reconstruction of the original text, and was presented as (a) layer(s) of literary growth preceding
the final composition, in other words, as mere drafts. Such thinking, however, attaches too much
importance to the canonical status of 2t, disregarding the significance of other textual traditions which at
the time must have been as authoritative as 21t was at a later stage. Phrased differently, while the

definition of the original text in the first edition of this monograph is still considered valid, it is now
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of assuming a singular Hebrew tradition had already been committed with grave
consequences for the transmission history of the Septuagint and for the task of the
textual-critic in making sense of the data. When Origen compiled his Hexapla, a six
column work displaying the Hebrew and competing Greek versions in circulation, he
did so on the assumption that the, then, standardized Rabbinic Hebrew Bible of his day

had always been monolithic throughout its textual history.*' Ulrich states:

Origen assumed that the single Hebrew text type used by his contemporaries was
identical to that from which the Septuagint had been translated. Deviations of the
Greek from the Hebrew were considered problems or infidelities in the Greek. It
is precisely in Origen’s carrying out of his objective that he obscured and lost the
most: in his changing the Greek “back” toward agreement with the rabbinic text,
he lost, sometimes forever, many superior readings and many attestations to

variant traditions (Ulrich 1999:222).

More recently, Tov (2008) has emphasized the pervasive presence of non-Masoretic
readings which, in carefully qualified passages, better account for translational
differences between At and the Greek on the individual verse and sentence level, not
just macro-level differences such as those found in Jeremiah (see n. 40). Stated

differently, as Ulrich (1999:211) contends, it is not uncommon that differences

expanded by considering the literary evidence discovered in the ® and some Qumran texts more
positively. In this new understanding it is suggested that some biblical books, like Jeremiah, reached a
final status not just once, in A%, but also previously, as attested by some witnesses. Thus, when at an
carly stage the edition incorporated in the short texts of 4QJer™ and ® (‘edition I') was completed, it
was considered authoritative and was circulated in ancient Israel (cf. pp. 325-327). Otherwise that
edition would not have been made the basis for the LXX translation at a later period, and would not have
found its way to Qumran” (Tov 2001:177-178; emphasis original).

*'For a description of Origen’s Hexapla, his text-critical procedures, and use of Aristarchian signs,
see the introduction to Field (1875) and Jellicoe (1968:100-127). For an English translation of Field’s

prolegomena, see the annotated translation by Norton and Hardin (2005).
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between the Greek and 2T are the result, not of “theological Tendenz,” but of a faithful
translation of a different source text, and these differences may exist on a continuum
spanning everything from isolated morphemes to large literary units.

Turning our attention now to the Psalms, Ulrich (1999:85), citing Tov (1988:7) with
approval, says that evidence from Qumran has “taught us no longer to posit MT at the
center of our textual thinking.” In reality, when we consider the findings among the
Dead Sea Scrolls, we must contend with the fact that evidence, especially from
Qumran, has caused some to question seriously the shape of the Hebrew Psalter at the
close of the first century BCE, with ramifications for understanding the Greek Psalter.
Even though our particular psalms (38[39] and 145[146]) have an insubstantial
presence among the scrolls and fragments of the DSS and therefore can only play a
small role in actual comparisons with the textus receptus,”” one would be remiss to
overlook the extent to which the DSS have opened a window to the pluriform nature of
the Hebrew textual traditions roughly concurrent with so many of our Septuagint
translations.”” This point, especially with respect to the Psalms, has sparked a fierce

debate among scholars that has yet to find resolution. To this I now turn briefly.

1.3.3.1 The Settlement of the Hebrew Psalter

While it is not in the scope of the present treatment to “solve” the canonical conundrum
of the Hebrew Psalter, or the Greek for that matter, I shall briefly overview the debate
that has arisen in the light of the discovery of the DSS, especially 11QPs", since one

must contend with these texts when considering the Vorlage of the OG. Central to the

2 Among the DSS, Psalms 39(LXX 38) and 146(LXX 145) are represented only scantily among the
fragments found at Qumran: Ps 39:13-14 is represented in 11QPs® and, with lacunae, Ps 146:9-10 from
11QPs*. There is also a highly questionable presence of a single word (7"5%n) from Ps 146 in 4QPs°. See
the general introduction to each psalm in chapters 4 and 5 for specifics regarding the Qumran fragments
mentioned here.

“ For the sake of coherence, my methodological considerations apply to the entire Psalter, not just

two isolated psalms.
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present discussion is whether the (proto-)It Psalter (MT-150 Psalter, or merely MT-
150)* had already been compiled and settled before the first century CE (so Goshen-
Gottstein, Talmon, Wacholder, Haran, Schiffman, and Tov), and more specifically, the
4™ century BCE (so Skehan), or whether it was finally settled during the first century CE,
only after a gradual period of editorial development that may have roots in the 2"
century BCE (so Sanders, Wilson, Flint, Ulrich, and Charlesworth). Both views have
polarized the literature and have been distilled as fact. For example, Schiffman

remarks:

Regarding both canon and text, a number of exaggerated claims have been made
about the Qumran corpus, chief among them that the Qumran sect had an open
canon...and that the scrolls show that the Hebrew text found in our Bibles
today—the Masoretic (= received) Text—was only one of three equally
prominent text types in Second Temple times. In truth, there was a specific canon
of holy texts, and the Masoretic text was the dominant text type (Schiffman

1994:161).
Charlesworth, on the other hand, states with rival conviction:

While we know that “the psalms” are categorized among the writings, perhaps it
is not widely perceived that the Psalter—as we learn from a study of the Qumran
Psalter—was not yet closed and the order of the psalms not yet established during

the time of Jesus (Charlesworth 2008:62).

Positions representative of both Schiffman’s and Charlesworth’s also carefully
consider the wunique macro-structure of the most extensive Psalms scroll discovered at
Qumran, namely, 11QPs® dated to the first century CE (Sanders 1965b:9). Hence the
Psalter found in 11Q has been dubbed the “11QPs’-Psalter” (or merely 11Q-Psalter),

which, based on common sequences, is really a grouping of 11QPs™" and 4QPs°.**

* In the present section, 2t stands for the “proto-2i” for the sake of convenience.

* See Flint (1998:462), Ulrich, et al. (2000:76), VanderKam and Flint (2002:122).
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1.3.3.2 Hebrew “Psalters” in Relation to a Date of the OG Psalter

Even though Septuagint scholars have rarely weighed into this aspect of the discussion,
both positions also have ramifications for the OG Psalter, for it has been widely
accepted by Septuagint specialists that the Greek Psalter was completed en toto by the
second century BCE, or at least prior to the turn of the era. See for example the views

of:

% Swete (1902:25), 3"/beginning of 2™ cent. BCE

*
0.0

Van der Kooij (1983:73), 1* cent. BCE

+¢ Harl, Dorival and Munnich (1988:104, 111), beginning of 2" cent. BCE

*
0.0

Schaper (1995:34-45, 150), last third of 2" cent. BCE
< Williams (2001:276), 2™ cent. BCE

The position holding to an early finalization of the Hebrew Psalter is supportive of the
view that the OG Psalter could have been translated as an integral literary corpus in the
order of the MT-150, possibly by a single translator (Flashar 1912:85) or team of
translators, whereas a post-Christian finalization of the Hebrew Psalter (MT-150)
would suggest that ®* was translated over a longer period of time, in piece-meal
fashion or even by competing editions (Kahle 1959), only to be sewn together in the

shape of the MT-150 by a Christian-era editor.

1.3.3.3 The 11QPs"-Psalter, the MT-150 Psalter, and the OG Psalter

As noted, it is the evidence from the DSS that has most recently added new dimensions
to this discussion. The order of the 11Q Psalter differs significantly from the order
found in the MT-150, especially in book five (Pss 107-150) and to a lesser degree book
four (Pss 90—106).46 The order of the 11Q-Psalter is as follows:

* Whereas Pss 1-100 show little fluctuation in the DSS Psalms witnesses, the remaining psalms are

dramatically reordered (Wilson 1983; 1985b:642).
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Pss 101-103, 109, 118, 104, 147, 105, 146, 148, 120-132, 119, 135, 136 (with
Catena), 145 (with postscript), 154, Plea of Deliverance, 139, 137, 138, Sirach
51, Apostrophe of Zion, 93, 141, 133, 144, 155, 142, 143, 149, 150, Hymn to the
Creator, David’s Last Words, David’s Compositions, 140, 134, 151A, 151B,

blank column [end]."’

Flint (1998:462) states with respect to the Psalms scrolls/fragments of the DSS:

When all forty Psalms scrolls have been carefully collated, a comparative
analysis indicates the existence of three major collections, as well as several
minor ones. The three main groups are: an early Psalter comprising Psalms i to

Ixxxix (or thereabouts), the MT-150 Psalter, and the 1 lQPs"‘-Psalter.48

In the following paragraphs 1 shall summarize the positions of the chief proponents
regarding the view that the 11QPs’-Psalter had not yet been finalized prior to the 1%
century CE (so Sanders, Wilson, Ulrich, Flint) versus an earlier completion (so Goshen-

Gottstein, Talmon, Skehan).49

1.3.3.3.1 Sanders

Beginning with the initial publication of the 11Q Psalms scroll (Sanders 1965b)* and
its subsequent and more popular edition with an English translation (Sanders 1967), as
well as a spate of articles spanning 1965 to 1974,°' James Sanders has argued
extensively that the 11Q-Psalter was a genuine Psalter edition that reflected a stage in
the evolution of the Hebrew Psalter in which the arrangement of Ut (i.e. MT-150) had

yet to become standardized. As such the 11Q-Psalter witnesses a pre-standardized, that

“"This order is modified from Sanders (1965b:5), Flint (1998:458), VanderKam and Flint
(2002:122).

* Similarly, see Flint (1997:156).

% See especially the summaries of the 11Q/MT-150 debate in Wilson (1985a; 1985b), and Flint
(1998).

%0 For a brief overview of the finding of 11QPs® and its dimensions, see Sanders (1962).

1 See especially Sanders (1965a; 1965b; 1966; 1967; 1968; 1973; 1974).
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is, a pre-Masoretic (Sanders 1965a) phase of the Hebrew Psalter rather than an
“aberration” or departure from an existing MT-150 (Sanders 1968; 1974:95-96).”> For
Sanders, this “Qumran Psalter” was deemed both canonical and fluid (i.e. open-ended),
even though he likewise conceded that the scrolls also betray, inter alia, a parallel,
concomitant, edition that could represent the MT-150 Psalter, particularly in the

fragments of 4Qe-bdekna) 53

1.3.3.3.2 Goshen-Gottstein, Talmon, Skehan
In contrast both Goshen-Gottstein (1966) and Talmon (1966) offer variations on the
view that the 11Q-Psalter was a “Jewish prayer book” and admixture of canonical and

non-canonical works compiled for liturgical purposes.”® Both reject the extended prose

2 As opposed to reflecting variation within a standardized order, Sanders (1966) initially appealed to
Cross’s (1964) “local text theory” as a means to explain that 11QPs" was a legitimate Psalter tradition,
and a snapshot of the Hebrew Psalter in an ongoing and complex process of canonization. Cross’s
theory, a revision of Albright’s original formulations (Cross 1958:140), consisted of only three text
types, the Palestinian (SP), Babylonian (proto-2It), and Egyptian (LXX). Ongoing research of the DSS
indicates that there must have been many more than three text types (Talmon 1975:380-381, Tov 2002).
Among Tov’s broad, five-fold, categorization of Qumran scrolls, which assumes many more
subcategories — (1) Pre-Samaritan, (2) Proto-Masoretic, (3) Texts close to the presumed Vorlage of the
LXX, (4) Non-aligned texts, (5) Texts written in the “Qumran Practice” — he classifies 11QPs* as a “non-
aligned text,” meaning that it shows no consistent closeness to the Masoretic text, or Septuagint. Ulrich
(1999) contends that the pluriform nature of Hebrew texts at the close of the 2" Temple period bespeaks
successive literary editions that are identifiable by their large scale patterns of variations.

53 According to Sanders (1973:138-140), the scrolls from Murabba’at, Nahal Hever, and Masada betray a
standardization foward N1 whereas the Qumran material is pre-standardized. See also the discussion of the
standardization of 8HevXII gr toward the Hebrew in Barthélemy (1963), whether it be (proto-)2It or not (Brock
1992).

3% Sanders (1974:96), however, states: “Talmon, at least, has abandoned this position and in a public

conference in Jerusalem on May, 30, 1973, announced that he now agrees with the position I had
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composition at the end of 11QPs® (David’s Compositions) as canonically
incompatible.”® Schiffman (1994:165, 169, 178-180) regards 11QPs® as a sectarian
“prayerbook” or “liturgical text, not a literary collection like the canonical Book of
Psalms,” and therefore not a biblical scroll. Skehan (1973), arguing strongly for a
fourth century BCE standardization of the Hebrew Psalter, has posited that the 11Q-
Psalter is a “library edition of the putative works of David, whether liturgical or not”
(Skehan 1973:204, so also 1978:169), and later a liturgical “instruction manual”
(Skehan 1980:42) based on an already standardized MT-150 Psalter. Both Wacholder
(1988), Haran (1993), and Tov (2001:346; 2002) have followed suit with views that the

11QPs*-Psalter is a deviation from a standardized collection.

advanced that the Qumran Psalter was viewed at Qumran as “canonical” and that it was, as we know it,
an open-ended Psalter.”

> DavComp, Col. xxvii, 1l. 2-11(here line 11) indicates that at Qumran, the Psalms were deemed
prophetic: oy 1a5n 15 1w AR 237 AR 510 “All these he spoke through prophecy which was
given him from before the Most High” (translation from Sanders 1965b:92). According to this passage,
“David wrote not only Psalms but also ‘songs’. Of the former he composed 3,600, and of the Ilatter,
450,” thus equaling 4,050 in David’s total catalog (Sanders 1965b:91; 1966:84). Hence, the Qumran sect
believed in a massive Davidic tradition that even superseded Solomon’s putative output of 4,005 (cf. 1
Kg 5:12). Accordingly, Sanders (1973:140) contends that since the Qumran sect was, if anything,
religiously “conservative,” they would not have invented “library editions” or “prayer books,” but
regarded their Psalter as canonical, not wishing to eliminate any work that might have come from David.
Goshen-Gottstein  (1966) contends that a Davidic attribution, however, does not mean that a work is
necessarily canonical and Skehan argues that the 11Q Psalter presupposes the MT-150 in that each of
these numbers, 3,600, 450, and 4,050, is divisible by 150. He states, “My explanation for the 3,600
psalms is, that the cataloguer, too, has read Chronicles; he has given each of the 24 courses of Levitical

singers from the days of David in 1 Chr 25 a collection of 150 psalms to sing” (Skehan 1978:169).
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1.3.3.3.3 Wilson, Flint, and Ulrich

In later developments, Wilson, Flint, and Ulrich have entered the discussion again with
modifications and variations of Sanders’s original position.® Ulrich, one of the most
vocal scholars regarding the plurality of Hebrew textual witnesses of those mentioned
here, contends that 11QPs" has all of the earmarks of a biblical scroll, albeit as a variant
edition of the biblical book from 2t (Ulrich 1999:115-120). Contra Bons (2008:451)
who contends that “Die Ndhe zwischen dem LXX-Psalter und dem masoretischen
Konsonantentext wird von keinem Forscher ernsthaft bestritten,” Ulrich takes aim at
Rahlfs’s manuscript selection in view of a potential non-Masoretic Vorlage and queries
whether the “relative uniformity of the manuscript tradition of the Greek Psalter” might
be a perception gained, in circular fashion, by Rahlfs’s selection of MSS known from

the critical apparatus of PCO.

That ‘relative uniformity of the manuscript tradition’ is in turn based on a
perception gained from the critical apparatus for Rahlfs’ selection of MSS in
Psalmi cum Odis. Rahlfs, however, used only a selection of the collection of
known MSS, and it should be investigated whether perhaps a criterion for the
MSS he selected was that they were aligned with the traditional Massoretic
edition of the Psalter (Ulrich 2000:323).”’

Ulrich pushes his point further by considering it a desideratum to settle the question as
to whether the extant Greek witnesses of the Psalter could in fact point to a Hebrew

revision. He states:

I would like to consider as a plausible hypothesis that, just as for many other
books of the Jewish Scriptures, an original Greek translation made in the

Ptolemaic or Hasmonaean period may have been subsequently revised near the

0 The greatest innovations for the redaction of the Hebrew Psalter have been Wilson’s, although
Flint’s work, specific to the DSS Psalms, has been more extensive.
°7Rahlfs himself however did in fact explain his criteria elsewhere (Rahlfs 1907:39-53; 1979:71-72).

See 3.2.1.2 for a brief overview.
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turn of the era to reflect with greater lexical and grammatical exactness the
Hebrew textual form of the book that the Rabbis used, the so-called proto-
Massoretic  text. Thus, it should be considered an open question, until
demonstrated one way or the other, whether the main Greek manuscript tradition
reflects the original Old Greek translation or a subsequent recension which totally

or virtually totally supplanted the Old Greek (Ulrich 2000:323-324).

Picking up on Sander’s theories with primary interest in the macro-ordering of book
five of 11QPs”, Wilson (2000b:517-518) — whose views may be broadly representative
— has argued that the MT-150 Psalter was in flux well into the first century CE.®
Wilson (1992:131-132) contends that the Hebrew manuscripts from Qumran suggest
gradual development of the Psalter, when, in a two-stage process, Pss 2-89 were
compiled early on (and translated into Greek thereafter)’” and Pss 90-150 came only
later (with the Greek following)® in the first century CE.°" Thus Wilson (2000b:518)
concludes: “it certainly seems reasonable to assume that the LXX translation may well

have followed a similar two stage pattern with the translation of the second section

*In support of this, Flint has noted that of all the DSS Psalms fragments, only MasPs® clearly
supports the arrangement in 21 against 11QPs* (which also includes 11QPs°, 4QPs‘). Flint states, “While
several manuscripts found at Qumran support the general arrangement of Psalms 1-89, it is remarkable
that none definitely confirms the longer order of the Masoretic Text against 11QPs. Firm evidence for
the second major collection among the Psalms scrolls is only found at Masada, where MasPs® clearly
supports the MT-150 structure against the one found in 11QPs®’ (Flint 1997:157).

**The DSS Psalm scrolls show very little fluctuation in the ordering of books 1-4, suggesting, for
Wilson, that these had already been settled, canonically speaking.

%In contrast, Ulrich appears to consider the possibility for a comprehensive recension of an existing
“Ptolemaic or Hasmonaean period” Psalter, toward 1.

' Wilson (1997:451) seems to follow Sanders’s view when he [Wilson] says “11QPs® represents a
moment before final stabilization when the first three books (Psalms 1-89) were already fixed but the last

two books were still in a state of flux” (emphasis original).
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762 Although Wilson acknowledges that there were

occurring much later than the first.
likely pre-Christian translations of Psalms in Greek, what these actually looked like is
anybody’s guess without actual manuscripts.”> Put differently, since all known
Septuagint Psalms manuscripts are post-Christian, Wilson argues that it is possible that
the Greek Psalter was translated in stages according to the stages of the MT-150’s
redactional history that he posits. Hence, Wilson (2000b:518) contends that one should

not assume that “the whole” (emphasis original) Greek Psalter was necessarily

translated by the beginning of the 2™ century BCE.**

62 Although he does not develop his leaning, as reiterated later (Wilson 2005b, esp. pp. 230-232,
241), Wilson suggests that evidence of such an LXX expansion can be seen in the additional Davidic
titles of the Greek. It is unclear, however, whether he has the OG in mind. In all fairness, Wilson’s aim
in this treatment is to highlight broad, theological, trajectories in i, ®, and 11Q Psalters. According to
Wilson (2005b:244), the LXX Psalter makes a programmatic move toward “a much more prominently
Davidic Psalter collection” than 2Ii by muting the “distinctive voice” in the “Yahweh Malak” psalms
with Davidic attributions.

% Wilson (1985b:626) states, “Further, the suggestion that the existence of the LXX translation
demands a pre-Christian date for the fixation of the Psalter canon is debatable since we have no extant
pre-Christian manuscripts of a LXX Psalter. While it is certainly probable that Greek translations of
individual psalms and even portions of the Psalter did exist at this time, it is impossible to know the
extent and composition of that collection without MS evidence. It is possible, therefore, that the pre-
Christian LXX Psalter evidenced the same fluidity found among the Hebrew psalms MSS from
Qumran.”

% Flint (1998:463) seems to concur with the warning: “The practice of many scholars to presume that
all biblical scrolls originally contained the order found in the Masoretic Text unless otherwise proven is
both misleading and unscientific.” On this point Beckwith (1995:21) assumes in his assessment of
Wilson’s contributions (and in apparent lack of understanding of Wilson’s argument and warning above)

that the entire Greek Psalter was in existence by the 2™ century BCE.
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1.3.3.3.4 Reaction

Wilson’s question — how can we know the OG Psalter looked like the MT-150 before
the Christian era without pre-Christian manuscripts? — apparently cannot be settled
definitively at this point in time. Related to this, Ulrich’s concern regarding a
“subsequent recension which totally or virtually totally supplanted the Old Greek”
cannot be proven positively or negatively. However, this has more to do with the lack
of evidence for such claims than the known manuscript evidence; the fact is, scholars
must still account for and take seriously the Greek manuscript evidence we actually do
have. Against Kahle’s (1959) thesis that disparate Greek versions gave rise to Greek
“Targums” and these were later assimilated into a Christian standardized text, Munnich
makes a compelling case that the manuscript evidence of the Psalter (i.e. MsSs across all
of Rahlfs’s text groups) as well as internal-translational criteria such as intertextual
borrowing, harmonization, and lexical consistency, all testify to a single and early

original translation of the Psalter.

le Psautier grec comporte en ses diverses parties trop d’éléments qui se font écho
pour qu'on y voie l’harmonisation tardive de traductions indépendantes. En outre,
les cinq familles de manuscrits distinguées par Rahlfs attestent toutes ce texte et
la sixieme, formée de textes composites et difficiles a classer, ne suffit pas a
accréditer 1’hypothése de traductions paralleles a celle de la LXX. Il semble donc
que la LXX Ps résulte dune traduction et qu’elle se soit trés tot imposée comme

la traduction grecque du Psautier (Munnich 1982:415-416).

Williams (2001:248-249) has also aptly noted that discussions pertaining to the
Hebrew Psalter’s canonization vis-a-vis the Qumran literature do not adequately
consider the manuscripts of the Septuagint (®) Psalter. Williams supports the
traditional dating of the second century BCE with “unambiguous external citations of,
and allusions to, the Greek Psalter in other ancient writings” (e.g. quotations of the
Greek Psalms in LXX of Isaiah, Proverbs and 1 Maccabees, and from Philo). Although

Williams has not proven that the existence of select unambiguous quotations means the
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entire Greek Psalter was complete and in circulation, his evidence 1is certainly

suggestive of that conclusion.

1.3.3.3.5 Evaluation

It is evident that the Vorlage of ®* could not have been identical to either AT or
11QPs". Rather, it is a mixed version with features of both, though with a much heavier
leaning toward 2. The Old Greek Psalter likely did include Ps 151 as well as the well-
known missing “nun” verse from acrostic Psalm 145, among other material found at
Qumran (against 27), or from other unknown sources. On the other hand the Greek
Psalter overwhelmingly follows the macro-structure of the MT-150 (against 11Q).
Uniquely, however, the Greek Psalter conflates MT-Ps 9-10 into LXX-Ps 9, MT-114-
115 into LXX-113, divides MT-116 into LXX-114 and 115, and divides MT-147 into
LXX-146 and 147. At times these divisions are defined by the superscriptions of the
Greek Psalms (e.g. in the case of MT-147/LXX-146-147), some of which are not
shared by either 2It or DSS.

1.3.3.4 Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS)

Given the known Greek manuscript evidence, it is most plausible to suggest that ®*
was based on an Ui-type Vorlage, but this statement is limited primarily to macro-level
considerations® even though one can plainly see a high degree of agreement between
Ut and the Greek in individual readings of the Psalms. In any case, macro-agreement

cannot be a sufficient ground for uwncritically assuming agreement in the individual

5 Whether a different Vorlage represents a different stage of the proto-Masoretic tradition (e.g. a
stage with fewer corruptions), or is to be regarded as an altogether different tradition, is a matter of
further debate but immaterial to the present discussion. Minimally, the Vorlage was unpointed and may
have had a different consonantal text or, where identical, could have encouraged various interpretations
depending on the context. As Utzschneider (2001:32) has already stated (see 2.4.2.2), the translator may
have been operating with both a Hebrew and Aramaic lexical inventory. See especially Joosten (2003)
for a more detailed discussion of the phenomenon of interpreting the Hebrew text in the light of Aramaic

vocabulary.
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readings.®® Thus 21 and DSS must be consulted in combination with considerations of
translation technique.

However, at once we are faced with a circular methodological conundrum: (1) To
achieve an accurate understanding of the Vorlage, one must have access to ®*, since
®* is the primary evidence for its Vorlage. (2) To achieve an accurate understanding of
the wording of ®*, and by extension its meaning, one must necessarily grasp the
translator’s translation technique (see n. 33), and this requires the Vorlage. It follows
then that, to the degree that At differs qualitatively from the Vorlage, statistics based
on i regarding the translation technique of ®* will become skewed.®’

This problem may be less insurmountable than it first appears since the interpreter is
not limited to only one or two comparative options. Rather, one must continually strike
a balance between several texts when making determinations, not the least of which is
M, which also, when compared with the Greek, provides evidence of the Vorlage.*®
Cross referencing of various i editions (Aleppo Codex, Leningrad Codex BI19%,
Kennicott), DSS and the Versions, etc., offer critical leverage toward a more focused
picture, even if some doubt remains. Thus it is methodologically sound and necessary
to begin with 2It.

For this reason, as opposed to creating a comprehensive retroversion or an “eclectic”
Hebrew text for which one could have little verification or confidence,”’ the Biblia
Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), edited by Elliger and Rudolph (1984), shall be used as

the base control text for work related to understanding the Vorlage. Individual

5 This point is often made in the literature (e.g. Hanhart 1992, Aejmelaeus 1993b).

% With a snowball-like effect, this fact could lead to increasingly inaccurate judgments regarding the
text-critical reconstruction of the OG, as well as to misunderstanding the translator’s interpretation of the
presumed parent text.

% Since ®* is not extant, then 211, a reception historical witness of ®*’s Vorlage, is practically the primary
evidence for the Vorlage.

% For a nuanced discussion of problems related to producing an eclectic Hebrew text, see especially

Williamson (2009).
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retroversions will be suggested only with great caution (Tov 1981:97-141) in the light
of textual witnesses such as those described above, or other compelling cross-
comparative or philological evidence from the Hebrew and Greek daughter versions or

translation-technical evidence.

1.3.4 Daughter Versions

To the degree that textual criticism is needed in determining the text of ®*, it is
necessary to consider the transmission history — a product of a text’s reception history
(history of interpretation) — in order to achieve that goal. In addition, a commentary
that considers the translational choices of ®* must also engage with the text of the
Vorlage, and the latter also requires recourse to its own reception history which
includes At. For this reason it is appropriate in a commentary on ®* to “widen the
horizon by not limiting the matter of reception history to the LXX, but by including
also the reception history of the Hebrew text” (van der Kooij 2001a:231). Later
interpretations can and often do help reflect not only earlier textual forms, but earlier
interpretations from which they were derived (cf. 1.3.2). This fact need not be limited
to Patristic or Rabbinic quotations, but can be extended to other Versions as well. In
1.3.4.1 the Greek daughter versions Rahlfs used in the text of PCO will be outlined.
Although Rahlfs did not collate Hebrew daughter versions into his semi-critical Greek
text (PCO), for obvious reasons, 1.3.4.2 lists the versions derivative of the Hebrew

used for the purposes of the present commentary.

1.3.4.1 The Greek Daughter Versions
In addition to Rahlfs’s Greek manuscripts (1.3.2.4), he made extensive use of the
daughter versions for comparative purposes, including the Bohairic, Sahidic, Old Latin,

and Gallican (Hexaplaric) Psalter (Pietersma 2000b:14).”° For both Ps 38 and 145 this

" Rahlfs was well aware of the Ethiopic, Syro-Palestinian, Arabic, and Armenian versions but
considered them of secondary importance. He states, “Die anderen in S.-St. 2 herangezogenen
Ubersetzungen (Aeth.. Pal., Arab., auch Arm.) habe ich beiseite gelassen, weil sie minder wichtig

und zum Teil noch nicht geniigend herausgegeben sind, also den Apparat zwecklos belasten



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 32

consists of Bo, Sa®, Sa", R, LaG, La®, Ga, D (Uulg), and Syh. These are listed below,

again followed by Rahlfs’s textual groupings (1.3.2.2).

CorTIC

Bohairic (Bo); complete; follows Lagarde’s Psalterii versions memphitica e
recognitione Pauli de Lagarde (1875); LE

The Berlin manuscript (Sa”); Sahidic Coptic (around 400 CE); See Rahlfs’s (1970)
reprint of the 1901 Berlin manuscript. For Ps 38, Sa® is badly damaged and
incomplete with only portions of vv. 1-5, 8b-13 with intermittent lacunae; UE

The London manuscript (Sa"), Sahidic Coptic (around 600 CE); complete; See
Budge (1898) ; UE

Discovered in 1984 and thus unavailable to Rahlfs, the V cent Mesokemic Coptic
Mudil-Codex (hereafter M) as discussed in Emmenegger (2007) shall be collated
only where Emmenegger provides discussion with respect to Ps 38. Emmenegger

does not place M into one of Rahlfs’s text groups.

LATIN

Verona (R); (VI cent); the Greek text in Latin transliteration; complete except for Ps.
1:1-2:7.2; 65:20(0c)-68:3.1; 105:43 (1™ ev)-106:2, of which the old ms was lost, as
well as Ps 68:26-32. R® supplies these;’' W
o LaS Old Latin (Greek of a Greek-Latin Psalter “R”); (VI cent); partly missing
1:1-2:1; missing 148:2-12 completely; for the text used here see the edition by
Sabatier (1743); W
o La®; Old Latin (Latin of a Greek-Latin Psalter “R”); (VI cent); missing 1:1-5;
65:13.2-67:32; 105:37.2-43 avtov; 68:26-32, which is supplied by La*®; W

wiirden. Aus demselben Grunde habe ich mich auch bei den verglichenen Ubersetzungen auf die

wichtigsten Zeugen beschriankt* (Rahlfs 1979:16). See also Rahlfs (1907:31-35).

7! The critical edition of the Beuron Vetus Latina project is still eagerly awaited. See http://www .erzabtei-

beuron.de/kultur/vetus_latina.php. Accessed on Jan 02, 2010.
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e Qallican Psalter (Ga) of Jerome (Hexaplaric Psalter); (V/VI cent); complete; for the text used
here see the iuxta LXX in Weber (2007); O

e Vulgate (V); the official text of the Roman Catholic Church after the edition of 1592. D
mostly agrees with Ga (see above); only where both diverge does Rahlfs indicate “Uulg,” here

Y, mentioned next to “Ga.”; O

SYRIAC
e Syrohexapla (Syh); drafted by Paul of Tella 616 CE; complete; see Hiebert (1989)
for the text used here,”” as well as the marginal readings from Ceriani (1874)

(VIIVIX cent.); L

1.3.4.2 The Hebrew Daughter Versions

All of the witnesses below are complete for the Psalms.

LATIN
o Juxta Hebraeos (by Jerome); see the edition by Weber (2007) used in the present

research.

ARAMAIC/SYRIAC

e Psalm Targum (T%); (4™ to 9™ cent. CE?) Stec (2004:2) tentatively dates the Targum
between the 4™ and 6™ centuries CE, though with a potentially much older tradition
preceding it, whereas Briggs (1906:xxxii) places it in the 9th century, conceding that
the “Targum on the Psalter represents a traditional oral translation, used in the
services of the synagogue from the first century AD.”; For the text used throughout
see de Lagarde (1873). For a critical English translation see Stec (2004).

e Peshitta (S); see the critical “Leiden” Peshitta prepared by Walter, Vogel and Ebied (1980).

2 Rahlfs does not regard Syh to be Origenic, but a member of L. Hiebert (1989:235) concludes in his
doctoral dissertation: “The preceding chapter has shown that SyrPss, while giving evidence of more
hexaplaric influence than Rahlfs allows for, is not a primary witness to Origen’s recension.” Similarly,

see Hiebert (2000).
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1.4  OUTLINE

Since translating involves interpretation at some level, chapter 2 provides a survey of
three modern Septuagint translation projects — A New English Translation of the
Septuagint (NETS), La Bible D’Alexandrie (BdA), and Septuaginta-Deutsch (LXX.D)
— that have exposed many of the problems inherent in interpreting translated texts.
Since each of the three projects approaches the Septuagint from different angles, their
respective strengths and weaknesses shall be considered as applied to our present task
of commenting on the Greek text of two psalms. With keen interest in their
methodological orientations and explanatory power, chapter 2 will close with an
overview of communication studies and translations studies, particularly where they
have converged since the 1990’s in relevance theory. Theoretical and hermeneutical
implications shall be discussed.

Derived primarily from the implications of the discussion in chapters 1 and 2,
chapter 3 provides a brief overview of the methodological considerations operative for
chapters 4 and 5.

Chapter 4 is a clause-by-clause, word-by-word, close textual comparative analysis
between ®* and the presumed Hebrew Vorlage of Psalm 38t 39). Chapter 5 will
follow immediately with the same format and attention paid to Ps 145(T 146). Text-
critical issues shall be broached when needed and will occasionally require recourse to
select versions or daughter versions and manuscripts to help navigate individual
readings. To this end the DSS, Syriac Peshitta, Psalm Targum, and Jerome’s iuxta
Hebraeos may be used, as well as the Syrohexaplaric Psalter, select Sahidic Coptic
manuscripts, and Gallican Psalter. The commentary will consist largely of a detailed
interaction with translation technique, or the way the translator handled the source text,
considering all the while issues of grammar, syntax, philology, and lexicography.

Chapter 6 provides a summary and conclusions of the research.
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Outline of Chapter 2

Chapter 2 is divided into two parts: Part I is a review of three modern translations and two
commentaries of the Septuagint, with particular interest in their operative hermeneutical
assumptions and methodological approaches toward understanding the translated Greek text. Part
IT will survey and interact with literature pertaining to both communication studies and

translation studies. Part II will achieve this by:

e focusing primarily on a theoretical application for understanding translating and
translation
e considering relevance theory as applied to translation studies and the Septuagint

e accounting for the Septuagint as an anthology of mostly translated texts

Part II will close with theoretical remarks pertaining to the whole chapter. It is hoped that these
insights will culminate in further methodological considerations (ch. 3) for the analysis of Ps 38

(ch. 4) and Ps 145 (ch. 5).

PART I: OVERVIEW OF SELECT SEPTUAGINT TRANSLATIONS & METHODS

2.1  INTRODUCTION

As a backdrop to interest in the OG Psalter are current trends in scholarship of the
Hebrew Psalter. Since the 1970’s, Psalms research has drifted away from
characteristically ~diachronic approaches® that interpreted individual psalms largely

isolated from surrounding psalms,’ albeit with varied purposes and modes (e.g. form-

! An abridged version of the present chapter was published as Gauthier (2009b).
*For an overview of this shift, see especially Howard (1997; 1999), Wilson (2005a; 2005b),
Wenham (2006).

3E.g. Perowne (1878), Briggs (1906/07), Gunkel (1929), Leslic (1949), Weiser (1950), Mowinckel
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critical, tradition-critical, and historical-critical). Accordingly, research since the
1970’s has largely shifted toward literary/canonical approaches, including studies on
editorial and redactional shaping,’ structural analysis,” lexical® and thematic
coherence,” rhetorical ~criticism," and canonical readings,’ though certainly form-
critical'® and historical-critical'! influences have been by no means exhausted.

While the wvalue in these approaches is wundeniable, Septuagint Studies is still
somewhat “behind the curve” insofar as it is still in pursuit of establishing an eclectic
text representative of an “original.” However, it is also not an overstatement to say that
Septuagint Studies is a maturing discipline, one whose horizons are expanding beyond
its classical discipline of textual criticism to embrace a profusion of other foci
including literary-theological,'* linguistic'> and translational emphases."* Alongside

text-critical goals, an interest in hermeneutics has also become prominent.” One reason

(1962a/b), Westermann (1965), Criisemann (1969), Dahood (1966, 1968, 1970), Anderson (1972).

*E.g. Wilson (1985a), deClaissé-Walford (1997).

’ E.g. Auffret (1982), Collins (1987), Fokkelman (2000).

% E.g. Koenen (1995), Brunert (1996), Howard (1997).

7 E.g. Millard (1994:224-239), Creach (1996), Mitchell (1997).

¥ E.g. Muilenburg (1969).

? E.g. Childs (1992), deClaissé-Walford (1997), Wenham (2006).

'E.g. Westermann (1980), Gerstenberger (1988).

""E.g. Seybold (1978), Reindl (1981), Hossfeld (2001).

"2 E.g. Schaper (1995), Gzella (2002), Résel (2006).

1 E.g. Oloffson (1990b).

' E.g. Boyd-Taylor (1998, 2005, 2006), Pietersma (2006b).

While hermeneutics, exegesis and interpretation are often used synonymously, for the present
discussion ‘“hermeneutics” refers to the overarching principles and assumptions that operate behind the
reading and understanding of a text. In contrast to exegesis, which entails the actual methods,
procedures, and strategies for making interpretations, hermeneutics seeks to answer why one reads a text

as one does. So while hermeneutics, exegesis and interpretation are interdependent in the “interpretive”
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for a turn toward hermeneutics in recent years is no doubt practical, as numerous
modern LXX translation projects have grappled with the interpretive woes of
translating and interpreting an ancient translation.'® Yet it seems that the only
consensus among specialists regarding interpretive strategies for the LXX is that their
realization promises to be interesting, though no less problematic or controversial.

For instance, according to Pietersma (2002:1010-1011), scholars have traditionally
assumed largely based on the account in the Letter of Aristeas that the Septuagint
version of the Bible was designed to function as a new and autonomous version for its
readers in Greek.'” With that view the general assumption arose that the Old Greek was
designed to communicate a new message. As a freestanding text it could then be,
arguably, treated much like a composition, with intertextual connections, a unique

theology, literary design, etc., characteristics indicative of what has been referred to as

task, hermeneutics comprises the most abstract and philosophical level. The present chapter focuses
primarily on the core theoretical assumptions that guide exegesis and interpretation of the LXX.

"“For a survey of the literature distinguishing between interpreting (dolmetschen) and translating
(iibersetzen), see especially Snell-Hornby (2006:27-28, 123, 163), who contrasts Translation Studies
with “Interpreting Studies” as a “parallel interdiscipline” (see also Schiffner 2004). To avoid
terminological confusion between my comment above and Translation Studies, the concern here is with
interpreting ancient translated texts. Whereas dolmetschen typically refers to interpreting orally in
spontaneous or live situations, Zibersetzen entails translating written zexts.

' Recently Honigman (2003:8) has argued that the Letter of Aristeas, referred to as the Book of
Aristeas [B.Ar.], should be regarded as a credible historical document. She says, “He [the author of
B.Ar.] aimed at endowing the LXX with a charter myth about its origins, with the purpose of giving the
LXX the status of a sacred text.” While not tied to Aristeas, Harl (1994:34) remarks concerning the
Septuagint: “Elle a été, au cours de longues périodes, le seul texte biblique regu par ces communautés de
langue grecque: non pas un texte qui aurait renvoyé¢ des lecteurs plus ou moins bilingues a I'original
hébreu, mais un texte qui s'était substitué a cet original parce qu'il avait vocation a le remplacer, du

moins en tant que traduction jugée suffisamment fidéle.”
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a “maximalist” approach to LXX hermeneutics.'® Conversely, the “minimalist”
approach may be understood as viewing the Septuagint, not as a composition, or free-
standing text, but as a mediation of another person’s message. This intercessory role,
then, demands that one consider differences in the translation vis-a-vis the source text
on more tightly controlled, linguistic grounds, before venturing into the realm of
literary-theological exegesis for explanations. The final explanation of any given LXX
text with this orientation is often heavy-laden with descriptions about translational
choices.

The present research emerges from within this discussion, which may be perhaps
best illustrated practically in three modern translation projects of the Septuagint: (1.)
English (4 New English Translation of the Septuagint = NETS), (2.) French (La Bible
d’Alexandrie = BdA), and (3.) German (Septuaginta Deutsch = LXX.D)."” The chief
aim in reviewing translations of the Septuagint is to understand their hermeneutical
orientations, not to critique the translations themselves. Since NETS has the most
developed theoretical foundation — particularly its interlinear paradigm — among a spate
of contributions spanning some fifteen years, its present discussion shall be

disproportionally longer than the discussions of the latter two translation projects.

2.2 ANEW ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF THE SEPTUAGINT (NETS)

2.2.1 Overview and Textual Base of NETS
A New English Translation of the Septuagint (NETS),” jointly edited by Albert

Pietersma and Benjamin Wright (2007), is the most recent English translation of the

" Pietersma  (2005c:444; 2006a:35-36) has engaged various interpretive orientations with these
terms. See also the collection of essays typifying these approaches in Knibb (2006) and Cook (2008).

Of numerous translations of the Septuagint underway (e.g. Greek, Italian, Spanish, Japanese,
Hebrew, see Kraus 2006:63, Utzschneider 2001:13), the three reviewed here have received the greatest
attention in the literature.

0 http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets. Accessed on Jan. 02, 2010.
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Septuagint, following the translations of Thomson (1808) and Brenton (1844).
Whereas both of the prior works were based primarily on Codex Vaticanus (B) and are
thus translations of a (primarily) diplomatic Greek base, NETS has sole interest in the
text as produced. Thus NETS is based wherever possible upon the eclectic Gdéttingen
Septuaginta, utilizing Rahlfs’s Handausgabe in the portions lacking in the editio maior
of the Gottingen project. “Since NETS claims to be a translation of the Greek text as it
left the hands of the respective translators—or a ‘Goéttingen Septuagint in English
form’—it stands to reason that NETS has been based on the best available -critical
editions” (Pietersma & Wright 2007:xix). Pietersma and Wright explain this orientation

in the introduction of NETS:

While it is obvious that the so-called Septuagint in time achieved its
independence from its Semitic parent, and that it at some stage in its reception
history sheds its subservience to its source, it is equally true that it was, at its
stage of production, a Greek translation of a Hebrew (or Aramaic) original. That
is to say, the Greek had a dependent and subservient /inguistic relationship to its
Semitic parent. Or again, although the Septuagint was a translation of the Bible, it
did not thereby automatically become a biblical translation. More particularly, for
the vast majority of books the linguistic relationship of the Greek to its Semitic
parent can best be conceptualized as a Greek interlinear translation of a Hebrew
original within a Hebrew-Greek diglot. Be it noted immediately, however, that
the terms “interlinear” and “diglot” are intended to be nothing more than (or less
than) visual aids to help the reader conceptualize the linguistic relationship that is
deemed to exist between the Hebrew original and the Greek translation. In other
words, “interlinear” is a metaphor, and as such it points not to the surface
meaning of its own components but to a deeper, less visual, linguistic relationship
of dependence and subservience...Be it noted further that the deeper linguistic
reality, which the metaphor attempts to make more tangible, is in no way
contingent on the existence of a physical, interlinear entity at any point during the

third to the first centuries BCE. What precise physical format the translation took
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we may never know. A variety of possibilities is not difficult to imagine

(Pietersma & Wright 2007:xiv) (all italics original).

2.2.2 The Interlinear Paradigm

With the “original” Greek in its purview, one of the distinctive features of NETS is its
adherence to the interlinear metaphor. What was initially introduced as a set of
translation principles in the NETS translator’s manual — having its birthplace in the
Greek Psalter (Pietersma 1996:7) — has, since then, been developed into a formidable
heuristic and “paradigm” for understanding the Septuagint in numerous articles and
publications.”’ Pietersma’s and Wright’s influence in this innovative contribution — the
philosophical trajectory of which appears to have ramifications for a theory of LXX
origins — has been carried on primarily by Pietersma’s students from the University of
Toronto (Canada). Notably, the theoretical framework of the interlinear paradigm has
been formulated by Cameron Boyd-Taylor in his 2005 dissertation, Reading between
the lines - towards an assessment of the interlinear paradigm for Septuagint Studies,
completed at the University of Toronto. Underlying Boyd-Taylor’s thesis and the work
of Pietersma (and others) on the topic is an interdisciplinary interaction with the work
of Israeli Translation Studies scholar, Gideon Toury, entitled Descriptive Translation

Studies and beyond (1995), hereafter DTS.

2.2.2.1 Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS)
Toury’s “programmatic essay on the role of norms in translation” (1995:4) attempts to
formulate a descriptive branch in the broader discipline of Translation Studies. The

underlying premise of DTS — and by extension Pietersma’s and Boyd-Taylor’s

*I'See most notably Boyd-Taylor (1998; 2005; 2006; 2008), Boyd-Taylor, Austin & Feuerverger
(2001), Pietersma (1997; 2001; 2002; 2004; 2005c; 2006a; 2006b; 2008), Toury (2006), Pietersma &
Wright (2007). Pietersma first published the fascicle on the Psalms in 2000, followed by the full

publication of NETS in 2007. See Pietersma (2000a) and Pietersma & Wright (2007) respectively.
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application of it within Septuagint Studies” — is that a translation consists of a
threefold “function, process, product” orientation — each facet of translation existing,
not as autonomous stages of development, but as “one complex whole whose
constitutive parts are hardly separable one from another for purposes other than
methodical” (Toury 1995:11). The threefold diagram (Fig. 1) portraying “function,
process, and product” is conceptualized as a unified amalgam, with the cultural value
(function)” of a translation taking logical first-order. Note the following figure taken
from Toury (1995:13).**

Fig. 1

the (prospective) systemic position & function
of a translation

l determines

its appropriate surface realization
(= text-linguistic make-up)

l governs
the strategies whereby a target text (or parts thereof)

is derived from its original, and hence the
relationships which hold them together.

Put more simply, Toury (1995:12-13) states:

1t should be noted that the interlinear paradigm and its use of DTS has had its own evolutionary
process. Boyd-Taylor (2005:9-86) provides a detailed survey of its development over a ten year period
from its early conception with Pietersma and Wright up to his own study. See also Pietersma
(2004:1010-1011; 2005¢:445, 448-449; 2006a:37; 2006b:8-10).

2 “Function” is defined by Toury (1995:12) as the “value” assigned to an item belonging in a certain
system by virtue of the network of relations into which it enters. Therefore, it does not pertain to how the
translation is actually used, that is, how it functions.

*See also Pietersma (2004:1010; 2005b:51; 2005c:445; 2006a:37) and Boyd-Taylor (2005:53-54)

for applications of this figure to Septuagint Studies.
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The prospective function of a translation, via its required textual-linguistic make-
up and/or the relationships which would tie it to its original, inevitably also
govern the strategies which are resorted to during the production of the text in

question, and hence the translation process as such.

Certainly in many cases translations do not ultimately serve the function for which they
were intended, though, for Toury (1995:14) this does not upset the suggested model.
Instead, the above posits a logical ordering of the translation enterprise, from cultural
need/expectation to product, the processes of translation themselves being derivative of
their mutual interdependence within the hierarchy. From this Pietersma and Boyd-
Taylor stress the fact that the Septuagint, as a translation, is a product of the culture
that created it. Therefore its text-linguistic make-up (product) and translation principles
(i.e., process) should be viewed as interdependent upon the agreed value (i.e., function)
of the translation within its originating culture. If this is true, it is reasoned that the
text-linguistic make-up of the LXX (product), which also governs the processes of
translation, might reveal something about the cultural need/expectations (function) that
brought it to fruition. Hence both Pietersma and Boyd-Taylor have put forth arguments
wedding DTS to a socio-linguistic application of the LXX, i.e. that of the needs of a

Jewish-Hellenistic school.

2.2.2.2 Constitutive Character
Moreover, integral to NETS and the interlinear paradigm is the “constitutive character”

of the translated text.

If Toury’s delineation of descriptive translational studies is correct, it follows that
the three interdependent aspects he delineates, namely, the position or function of
the Septuagint in the Alexandrian Jewish community, the process by which it was
derived from its source text, and the relationships it bears to its Hebrew (and
Aramaic) source text, comprise its constitutive character. Differently put one
might say that function, product and process are embedded in the text as a verbal-

object of the target culture that produced it (Pietersma 2005c:446).
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Within the same context Pietersma (2005c:446) simplifies the above “function,

product, process” amalgam of DTS to its essence for the Septuagint:

In a sentence, it can be stated that the constitutive character of the Septuagint is
its interlinearity, i.e. its character as a translated text with a pronounced vertical

dimension that ties it closely to its original.

More recently “constitutive character” has been equated with Sitz im Leben as a “figure
for socio-linguistic realities” (Pietersma & Wright 2007:xvii).”> This language,
however, appears to remain consistent with earlier formulations. Thus insofar as the
constitutive character of the LXX is its interlinearity, interlinearity itself should be
understood interdependently within the greater socio-linguistic matrix that required it
in the first place. That is to say, it should not merely be understood as its “literal”
linguistic surface structure and concomitant translational processes apart from the
function it was designed to serve, i.e., apart from its originating formulation, or
“constitutive” stage (Pietersma 2005c:457, 461) in history. Because of this Pietersma
and Wright can say: “Consequently, the Greek’s subservience to the Hebrew may be
seen as indicative of its aim” (2007:xiv).” Hence, the Greek target text would have
been subservient to its Hebrew/Aramaic source text in a way analogous to an

. . . 2
“interlinear” translation.?’

2 Likewise see Pietersma (2002:340): “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 Sitzz im
Leben...”

*From a different angle, subservience means that the parent text must be used “for some essential
linguistic information,” and this is part of its design (Pietersma 2002:350).

" As noted above, the interlinear paradigm conceives of the translated text that was, in its genesis,
subservient to the Hebrew/Aramaic source — a functional category — not merely derivative of it on a
linguistic level as all translations are. In the original formulation of this principle articulated in the 1996
Translator’s Manual, the Greek relationship to the Hebrew/Aramaic was not said to be one of

subservience and dependency, but of “derivation and dependency” (Pietersma 1996:28). The earlier
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2.2.2.3 Interlinearity as a Metaphor/Heuristic

As can be seen from the lengthy excerpt above (Pietersma & Wright 2007:xiv), the
term “interlinear” is intended to be understood as a heuristic or metaphor designed
primarily to conceptualize the rigid, literalistic, linguistic relationship thought to exist
between the Greek and Hebrew/Aramaic, and should not be confused with an actual
Greek/Hebrew diglot format in history.”® As a metaphor, the interlinear paradigm

primarily attempts to conceptualize the phenomenon of interference in translation.”’

2.2.2.4 Interference: Positive and Negative Transfer

Toury refers to the “law of interference” as a tendency for “phenomena pertaining to
the make-up of the source text...to be transferred to the target text” (Toury 1995:275).
This transference occurs both positively and negatively. Negative transfer pertains to
“deviations from the normal codified practices of the target system” and positive
transfer pertains to instances in which features selected in translation already exist and
are used in the target system (Toury 1995:275). Negative and positive transfer are
again subdivided, respectively, in terms of ‘“acceptability” — a “strong adherence to the
norms of the source text and a minimal catering to those of the target language” — and
“suitability” — translational choices that exist primarily because they are suitable to the
conventions of the target language (Toury 1995:56-57, Pietersma 2005b:62, 69;
2006a:38).

2.2.2.5 NETS as Revised NRSV
In practical terms NETS is based on the NRSV so as to show, in an English context,
the “dependent and subservient” relationship assumed to have existed between the OG

and its Semitic parent at the point of its design and production. Just as the Greek was

formulation articulated a formal dependence (i.e. derivation), whereas the developed model conceives of
both formal and functional (i.e. subservience) dependence.

* Pietersma  (2002:350) concedes that a Hebrew-Greek diglot of sorts could have been the case,
though no such manuscript has been found.

¥ For an in-depth analysis of “interference” in the Greek Pentateuch see especially Evans (2001).
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an “interlinear” to the Hebrew parent in the manner described above, so becomes

NETS to the NRSV.*
Old Greek Old Greek representation (NETS)
_ —
Vorlage Vorlage representation (NRSV)

2.2.2.6 Two Dimensions of a Septuagint Text: Horizontal and Vertical
Pietersma’s articulation of the “text-linguistic make-up” of the LXX, as a subservient
text in an interlinear relationship, has placed great emphasis upon the Hebrew portion
of the translation and its role within the interlinear. With this, Pietersma (2004:1014)
has articulated “two dimensions” to an LXX translation: (1) the horizontal and (2) the
vertical. The horizontal dimension pertains to the linear cohesion of the Greek, as a
text, where syntactic and grammatical features play together to form sentences and
structures, intelligible or not. “On the horizontal plane morphemes are knit together
into syntactic units to convey information” (Pietersma 2002:351).

The vertical dimension is the level in which the Greek text, as dependent upon the
source, transmits interference from the source text, and whose units of meaning must

(3

be determined by its source. Pietersma explains “...on the vertical plane the parent text
forms the de facto context for units of meaning, and as a result of excessive one-for-
one dependence on the source text the receptor text may be rendered disjointed or

worse.” Thus, it is argued, where the two dimensions come together in an interlinear

EL) 113

% Following the NRSV axiom, “as literal as possible, as free as necessary,” NETS presupposes “a
Greek translation which aimed at bringing the Greek reader to the Hebrew original rather than bringing
the Hebrew original to the Greek reader” (Pietersma & Wright 2007:xiv). It is unclear to the present
author, however, whether this presupposition means that the reader was brought to the Hebrew form or
meaning. For NETS, the NRSV is deemed to be a fair representative of the Vorlage of the LXX, even
though it is not always based on the Hebrew. Further, there is a “synoptic” element involved with the
decision to base NETS on the NRSV. Put differently, the use of the NRSV as one side of the “diglot”

paradigm is also utilized for what Pietersma calls the “synoptic potential” of the translation (Pietersma &

Wright 2007:xv). The English reader may actually use NETS as an interlinear along side the NRSV.
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situation, the vertical dimension becomes “pronounced” by virtue of its relationship
with the target, and limits the semantic coherence of the horizontal. “That is to say, in
an interlinear text one can expect that the vertical dimension interferes with the
horizontal to such an extent that the text lacks semantic coherence” (Pietersma
2002:351, also 2005c:447, 451). In fact, as Pietersma argues, when discourse analysis
is applied to the LXX, it bears out few interpretive discourse markers, but even
minimizes them, which indicates “anti links” in the semantic coherence of the
discourse (Pietersma 2004:1013; 2005a:6).' As such, the linguistic character of the
text amounts to, more often than not, mere “exegetical nuggets” (Pietersma 2005a:6-7)
on the part of the translator. Such emphasis upon the translator’s supposed desired
“quantitative fidelity” (Pietersma 2005b:69) to the source text in an interlinear setting —
often at the expense of meaning in the new Greek text — requires that for the NETS
translator the Hebrew must serve as arbiter of meaning in those instances (Pietersma

2004:1014).

2.2.2.7 Inherent Unintelligibility

Although the level of strict concordance certainly varies from book to book and verse
to verse, interlinearity again conceptualizes why the target text maps against the source
text in terms of formal correspondence in the light of the often word-for-word,
isomorphic, nature of much of the translated LXX.” This formal mapping in turn leads
to what interlinear proponents have called the Septuagint’s “inherent unintelligibility”
(Pietersma 2002:351, 357; 2004:1014; Pietersma & Wright 2007:xv), namely, those

instances in which the Greek text, as an independent Greek text, is unintelligible, albeit

3! Nevertheless, later, Pietersma (2006b:6-7) argues that there may in fact be something gained by
discourse analysis applied to the LXX as it applies to studies interested in the horizontal axis.

32 Although the interlinear paradigm attempts to explain all of the translated books of the Septuagint,
it arguably does not withstand scrutiny in every book (e.g., Job, Proverbs, Isaiah, and Esther), especially
those whose characteristically “free” quality does not easily admit to the strictures of the theory. See

Cook (2002), Pietersma & Wright (2007:xviii), Boyd-Taylor (2008:206).
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based upon the chosen translation technique and not necessarily the translator’s
incompetence. Put differently, unintelligibility refers to instances in which the Hebrew
is needed to make sense of the Greek. Often cited as such an example is the rendering
of '3 “pray” with év ¢&pol (1 Kg 3:17). With this example and others,” Boyd-Taylor
remarks, “In speaking of the text’s unintelligibility as inherent, what Pietersma and
Wright underscore is Barr’s insight that the Greek translation was not necessarily
produced with a view to its meaning as a Greek text” (Boyd-Taylor 2008:201).**
Instead, the inherent unintelligibility of the Greek underscores the fact that, for Boyd-
Taylor, the Septuagint tends to “behave” like an interlinear translation in most
instances, and communication of meaning is but only one possible goal among many

(Boyd-Taylor 2008:202, 206).

2.2.2.8 The Subservience of the Greek to its Semitic Parent

The interlinear paradigm has been articulated primarily in an inductive manner” —
moving from the text to an explanatory model — although Pietersma (2002:339)
concedes that the explanatory model arose in a “two-pronged” process: “That is to say,
one works deductively from the hypothesized paradigm and one works inductively
from the details of the text, with the overall aim to make the two mutually
complementary.” From the “text-linguistic make-up” of the Septuagint, Boyd-Taylor

conceives of two texts (Hebrew-source and Greek target) that “coexisted in a single

3 Many of the examples often cited and referred to as “unintelligible” (e.g. Pietersma 1996; Boyd-
Taylor 2008) were already dealt with merely as “irregularities” in Swete (1902:307-308).

3 Boyd-Taylor refers here to Barr (1979:18): “Far from it being the case that every translation is also
necessarily an interpretation, there could be points in some ancient translations of the Bible where one of
the main motives was, if we may put it paradoxically, to avoid interpreting [...] The concern of the
translator was not to take the exegetical decisions but to pass on to his readers in Greek, Latin or
whatever it might be, the semantic raw material upon which a decision might later be built.”

% See most notably Pietersma (2004:1012; 2005c:447; 2006a:33, 38, 45) for appeals to an inductive

method of LXX investigation.
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semiotic system, i.e., a bilingual system in which the function of the target text was
subordinate to that of its parent” such that the Greek text’s “formal dependence upon
the Hebrew text constituted an integral part of its meaning.” (2005:5). Therefore it is
argued, as a conceptualized interlinear, the LXX can only fully be understood with the
Hebrew counterpart available for reference. This is supported in the introduction to

NETS.

But if the linguistic makeup®® of the Septuagint can best be conceptualized in
terms of interlinearity, it follows that, characteristically for interlinears, one
should read the Septuagint as produced with one eye on the parent member of the
diglot, namely, the Hebrew. Thus what this Septuagint says, and how it says it,
can only be understood in its entirety with the help of the Hebrew (Pietersma &

Wright 2007:xv).

It is further deduced that if the LXX looks and behaves like an interlinear on the text-
linguistic level and is, according to the insights of DTS, a product of the culture that
produced it, then, for Boyd-Taylor, it is contended that “the Septuagint qua translation
would have originally lacked the status of an independent text within the target
culture,” and was possibly used in pedagogical settings to aid students in understanding

their Hebrew Bible as a type of linguistic “crib” (Boyd-Taylor 2005:6).*’

% Notably the language here has moved away from talk of “origins” to merely linguistics. In
Pietersma (2000a:x) the same paragraph begins as follows: “But if Septuagint origins can best be
understood in terms of the interlinear paradigm...” (emphasis mine). Even though Pietersma does not
have in mind a physical interlinear in this case, the manner in which the text was designed is in view.

7 For remarks on this, see especially Pietersma (2002:346, 359, 360, 361; 2005c:449), Boyd-Taylor
(2005:5, 12, 92, 307, 346, 347), and also Wright (2006). As far as I know F. C. Burkitt was the first to
apply the term “crib” to the LXX and related literature when speaking of Aquila’s highly formal Greek
translation as a “colossal crib.” Burkitt (1898:215-216) states:

Aquila’s aim was to make a version so exact that the reader could use it as the Hebrew Bible.

Again we must remind ourselves that there was then no Hebrew grammar and no Hebrew
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2.2.2.9 Interlinearity: A Theory of Origins?

However, interlinear proponents are quick to note that the historical use (reception) of
the LXX does not fall within the parameters of interlinearity and, therefore, postulated
scenarios such as the pedagogical needs of the Alexandrian school system are not
essential to the “logic of the paradigm” (Boyd-Taylor 2005:92).*® Boyd-Taylor
continues with reference to Pietersma’s and Wright’s formulation of interlinearity

(Pietersma 2000a; Pietersma & Wright 2007):

They [i.e. Pietersma and Wright] need not prove that the Septuagint was used in
such and such a manner by its readership. The interlinear paradigm addresses the
manner in which the Septuagint was originally conceptualized, not how it was
first used, and then permits us to draw certain methodological and hermeneutic

conclusions from this (Boyd-Taylor 2005:93).

dictionary. In fact, Aquila's translation bears the mark of its purpose on every page. If the LXX
has all the characteristics of the schoolboy’s construe, Aquila in his turn may be described as a
colossal crib. And it was as a crib — a help to translation — that it did its most useful work.

% Since this aspect of the discussion is not crucial to the logic of interlinearity, we shall not address it
beyond this point. Nevertheless, Pietersma and Boyd-Taylor have made a case for the historical origins
of the LXX as an interlinear translation akin to the Homeric Latin > Greek interlinears known to have
been used in an education setting. This suggestion is an attempt to tackle the linguistic conception of
translation from a historical-comparative angle. Interacting at length with Sebastian Brock (1969; 1972;
1978; 1992), Pietersma argues that whereas Brock validated the educational scenario in his own work as
a result of a “legal” origin for the LXX, he did not go far enough and bring the design of the LXX in line
with early Jewish education. Pietersma takes Brock’s work further by basing it upon the perceived text-
linguistic make-up of the LXX:

...the assumption that the Septuagint text of most books is interlinear in character and that this text

was produced as a school text and that school texts were translated into colloquial. In other words, the

register is that of the school, not that of law. More particularly, the register is that of a study aid to a

text in another language (Pietersma 2002:357-358).
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In the light of the above explanation, even though Honigman (2003:107) doubts that a historical
occasion can be derived from linguistic criteria alone, the validity of theory itself is not

dependant upon this historical realization:

However, it is far from certain that the school environment hypothesis proposed
by Pietersma for the origins of the LXX is capable of solving all the questions
related to the technical aspects of the translation. It seems very difficult indeed to

decide between a dragoman and a school origin on the basis of linguistic criteria.

Although the interlinear paradigm has enjoyed a relatively healthy reception and will likely to
continue to develop along productive lines among specialists, it has not been without
controversy, disagreement, and confusion. Indeed it appears that much discord surrounding the
interlinear paradigm has centered on its “historical” elements that entail assumptions about
subservience. While some contend that the interlinear paradigm makes claims about the origins
of the Septuagint, its originators in more recent publications deny it. For example, Harl
(2001:185) of the La Bible d’Alexandrie project (to be discussed) evidently takes issue with the

lack of evidence in support of the theory, citing instead ancient testimony to the contrary.

The Septuagint is not an interlinear version: though this hypothesis might be
interesting and plausible for the origins of the LXX, it is not supported by any
evidence sufficient to make it a basis for translation procedure. The hypothesis is
obviously unsatisfying for quite a number of biblical books (Proverbs, Job,
Ecclesiasticus, etc.). On the other hand, the most ancient references to the LXX
treat it as a translation distinct and independent from its parent-text (cf. The Letter

of Aristeas, Prologue to Ecclesiasticus, Esther colophon, Philo, etc.).

Similarly, as a contributor to the Tenth Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies in Oslo, in 1998, just as Harl above, Ferndndez Marcos

states:

The LXX translation originated and circulated as an independent literary work,
understandable within the Greek linguistic system without recourse to the Hebrew

(or ‘the necessity of having an eye to the Hebrew’). The Septuagint was not a
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Targum, it replaced the original Hebrew in the liturgy as well as in education of
the Hellenistic Jews. Consequently, the arbiter of meaning cannot be the Hebrew

but instead, the context (Fernandez Marcos 2001:235).

According to Boyd-Taylor, Ferndndez Marcos’s reaction was rooted in his [Fernandez

Marcos’s] misunderstanding of Pietersma’s presentation:

Fernandez Marcos had evidently understood Pietersma to be justifying recourse to
the Hebrew by appeal to a specific theory of Septuagint origins, one in which the
Greek text was intended to be used alongside its Hebrew parent as a sort of

running crib (2005:12).

In the light of apparent misunderstandings and confusion regarding the extent of the claims
conceptualized by the interlinear paradigm, Boyd-Taylor (2005:93) modified his earlier
sentiment above so as to explicitly dispel any notion that the interlinear proponents make claims

about Septuagint “origins.”

First, in adopting the analogy of interlinearity, Pietersma and Wright do not, I
would submit, commit themselves to a claim regarding its historical origins. They
need not prove that the Septuagint was used in such and such a manner by its
readership. The interlinear model is intended to offer the modern translator and
exegete a way of conceptualizing its production not its use (Boyd-Taylor

2008:205).

Counterintuitively, it would appear from this statement that for Boyd-Taylor a “theory
of origins” pertains not to the production of the text, but to its use! He questions later,
“But if the interlinear model is not a theory of origins, then what is it?” (Boyd-Taylor
2008:206), and then follows with a purely heuristic explanation. Similarly, in
responding to what he perceives as a “polemic” on the part of Muraoka (2008) in
assuming that interlinearity proffers a theory of origins, Pietersma betrays his
understanding that Muraoka has confused the interlinear metaphor for an actual

interlinear, similar to the charge against Fernandez Marcos. Based upon the
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metaphorical concession of interlinearity described in the lengthy excerpt above (see

pp 39-40), Pietersma (2009:5) concludes:

What ought to be clear, therefore, is that “interlinearity” for NETS has nothing to
do with Septuagint origins. Instead it is, as Boyd-Taylor notes, a heuristic device,
a way of conceptualizing (and thus accounting for) the LXX as a translated
document that contains a conspicuous, Hebraistic dimension—admitted to exist
across the discipline, including by Muraoka himself—which includes an aspect of
intelligibility that goes beyond literalism. NETS labels it the text’s “vertical
dimension” and Descriptive Translation Studies (Toury) speaks (without specific
reference to the LXX) of positive and negative transfer from source text to target
text. If such transfer exists to the degree generally acknowledged by
Septuagintalists, its presence needs to be conceptualized, and for NETS
“interlinearity” 1is a productive conceptualization. Even though the interlinear
paradigm was not introduced into Septuagint studies as a theory of origins, its
reception history has evidently made it into a theory of origins, and Muraoka is

not alone in this.*

Nevertheless, what is clear is that the NETS program and ensuing articulations
regarding interlinearity, as shown throughout the present survey, have been from the
start trained on the textual production of the Septuagint, i.e. the constitutive character
of the Septuagint in its constitutive stage. Therefore, and recalling that interlinearity is
itself integral to the “socio-linguistic realities” that introduced it in the first place (so
DTS) — its function, process, product — it is no surprise that some might be confused to
learn that it has nothing to do with origins. Notably, in Pietersma’s formulation above,
there is no (longer?) mention made of subservience, only a much vaguer reference to

an “aspect of intelligibility that goes beyond literalism.”

* However, see footnote 36. The originally published fascicle of NETS, the Psalms (Pietersma

2000a:x), indeed did claim to conceptualize the Septuagint’s origins.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE OVERVIEW 53

Evidently Joosten has also understood the interlinear paradigm to involve claims
about origins: “In recent years, a new ‘paradigm’ of Septuagintal origins has spread
like wildfire, particularly in North America, but also, to some extent, in Europe and
elsewhere” (2008:164). Positively Joosten regards the paradigm as “innovative” and of
“high scientific quality” (2008:168), and concedes, given the self-evident literal
character of much of the Septuagint, that “the ‘potential interlinearity’ of the version
cannot be denied.”* Nevertheless, Joosten remains unconvinced by the theory overall,

since there is a “near total absence of positive evidence that would favour it

citing
instead, numerous points in which alternative views have been adequately established
among scholars. Perhaps Joosten’s strongest criticism concerns internal criteria that

would confirm or deny the presumed “constitutive character” of interlinearity.

Pietersma feels on sure ground when he refers to the textual make-up of the
Septuagint. Notably, the fact that elements of the translation cannot be understood
except by having recourse to the Hebrew demonstrates, in his view, that the
Septuagint did not come into being as an independent text. On reflection, this
argument is much less convincing than it looks. In fact, several types of Greek
renderings that can be fully understood only in light of the Hebrew source text

militate against the interlinear paradigm (Joosten 2008:172).
After examining one example of unintelligibility (Kai elonjyayév pe eic 10 allap
tov otkov, Ezek 40:48) in which recourse to the Hebrew is necessary to understand

the transliterated word awlap (O98), Joosten remarks, “What possible help could a

“As a novel theory, Joosten admits that it “evinces intimate knowledge of the Greek version,
integrates data from the wider cultural milieu and takes account of theoretical insights in general
translation studies.”

! Joosten (2008:170) continues: “No bilingual Hebrew-Greek manuscripts have been found, proving
that the Septuagint was used in Jewish schools for teaching the Hebrew Bible. There are no ancient
testimonies regarding such a usage. Absence of proof is not proof of absence, but as long as no other

evidence is forthcoming, the hypothesis will remain mere speculation.”
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student derive from such Greek transliterations in studying the Hebrew source text?
Should one imagine that the Septuagint was a didactic tool that would fail in those
passages where it was most needed?” Rather for Joosten, unintelligible examples like
these can and have been explained as, inter alia, deficiencies in understanding the
parent text (Hebrew/Aramaic), not an intentional blurring of the meaning for the sake
of interlinear concerns. Evidently Joosten wunderstands that the Greek translation,
designed to be subservient to the Semitic parent according to interlinear formulations,
entails claims about the Greek’s purpose in transferring the meaning of the Hebrew,
not necessarily the form.

Kraus (2009) of the Septuaginta-Deutsch project (to be discussed) also registers his
reservations about interlinearity. Citing the orientation of Harl who has regarded the
Septuagint as a literary work in its own right (“ceuvre littéraire au sens plein du
terme”), detached from the translational model that produced it, Kraus (2009:4-5)

states:

Even if the Septuagint as a “literal translation” (S. Brock) intends to lead to the
Hebrew text, we must suppose that it was meant for people who were speaking
Greek and were not able to speak Hebrew (or maybe in a rather limited way) and
that it was used by such people from the very beginning. Therefore it must be
perceived primarily as a Greek text—with all the difficulties and clumsiness
contained by this kind of text. So, from a methodological point of view, the
message of a Septuagint text has to be identified at first on its own, even if in an
extreme case the result is that there is no meaningful message. To basically read
the Septuagint text from the viewpoint of the MT (“with one eye on the parent
member of the diglot”) or to presuppose its meaning through the MT or to have it
normed by the MT in uncertain instances does not do justice to the Septuagint as

a Greek product.

2.2.2.10 An Assessment of the Confusion
Contributing to the confusion of some scholars over the issue of the interlinear

paradigm and origins, perhaps, is the fact that the interlinear paradigm has been largely



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE OVERVIEW 55

articulated inductively — based on a metaphor — all the while building in concessions
regarding its presumed socio-linguistic underpinnings. When we turn the interlinear
paradigm around and begin with a deductive description much clarity comes to the
light. At the risk of great reduction (though assuming all of the theory discussed
above), the interlinear paradigm conceives of a source oriented translation that was
designed to bring its readers to the Hebrew (form?) — not vice versa — and that this
translation is analogous to an interlinear translation in that capacity.*” Problematic,
however, is that this angle of explanation quickly makes manifest the historical
assumption made, and thus the circularity of the paradigm. Whether one begins
inductively with the text itself, or deductively with a framework to make sense of data,
or both, the interlinear “metaphor” is concretized in assumptions about how the text
originated — namely, in functional subservience to the parent — and these assumptions
result in further support for the conceptual power of the paradigm in making sense of

the linguistic data.®

More nuanced discussions about an historical occasion involving
pedagogy or law notwithstanding (i.e. the “why” of the Septuagint’s origins), the above
formulation seems, at least to the present author, inescapably integral to a theory of
LXX origins, albeit one committed only to the “how” or “manner” of those origins.

Thus if confusion persists among those seeking to understand the interlinear paradigm,

at least part of the responsibility for that confusion should rest with its originators.

* Joosten (2008) articulates this understanding plainly: “Rather, what is postulated is that the Greek
translation was originally meant to serve the study of the Hebrew text in a school setting. It was designed
to remain subservient to the source text and to be fully understood only in a conjoint reading of the
Hebrew and the Greek.”

* Similarly Boyd-Taylor (1998:75) remarks regarding the circularity of the paradigm: “While I
postulate a school setting in order to locate the translation technique of the Greek Psalter socio-
linguistically, at the same time it is the method of the translator which points to this setting in the first

place.”
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2.2.2.11 From Translation to Exegesis: A Minimalist Program

Not surprisingly, interlinear ramifications may extend beyond mere translation
principles to a full orbed disposition toward interpreting the Septuagint. Pietersma’s
own exegetical method may be seen as mirroring Toury’s function, product, process
amalgam. Just as the “function,” or socio-cultural value of a translation, takes logical
precedent over “product” and “process,” so too does the complex unified amalgam
termed “constitutive character” (interlinearity) guide the interpretive assumptions

(hermeneutics) and strategies (exegesis) for the Septuagint that Pietersma articulates.

Translation theory Exegetical orientation “minimalism”

Function
determines

Product “Constitutive character” (Sitz im Leben) = interlinearity
governs l l determines

Process Hermeneutic

governs
Exegesis

In short, one ramification of the interlinear paradigm in the realm of interpretation — according to
Pietersma’s formulations — is that the modern interpreter should always bear in mind the
“interlinear” modus-operandi of the translator in making determinations about the meaning of the
original text. Put differently, decisions about what the translator would or would not have done in
any given scenario become largely derivative of the presumed constitutive character of the text,
i.e. its interlinearity. This is precisely what Boyd-Talyor (2005:6) seems to suggest in his

describing the ramifications of an interlinear approach to the Septuagint:

As becomes readily apparent, the interlinear paradigm gave NETS translators a
principled way of drawing upon the source texts in their construal of the Greek.
But it became increasingly evident that if taken seriously the assumption of
interlinearity would prove more than just a heuristic for conceptualizing the role
of the Hebrew text in translating the Septuagint. Rather, it would have far-
reaching implications for how we understand the Greek text, its origins and

historical significance. By regarding the dependence and subservience of the
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Greek translation to its parent as integral to its character as a text, one adopts a
particular descriptive stance, a frame of reference from which all aspects of
Septuagint study are affected. While the perspective thereby afforded by no
means represents a complete break with earlier approaches to Septuagint, there is

sufficient discontinuity to speak in terms of a paradigm shift.

2.2.2.11.1 Equivalence & Differences

Insofar as NETS operates with a presumed text-linguistic relationship between the
translated Greek text and its Semitic source, i.e. that of an interlinear relationship, it
likewise calls for certain interpretive assumptions appropriate for interlinear
translations. Moving from the translational paradigm underlying NETS to its

hermeneutical application, for example, Pietersma (2006a:45) remarks:

I have sought to argue that though genuine exegesis and exposition can be found
in the Greek Psalter, it needs to be identified and isolated on the basis of its
textual-linguistic =~ make-up. If its textual-linguistic —make-up argues for a
translation characterized more by formal correspondence than by dynamic
equivalency, one’s approach to hermeneutics in the Septuagint should accord with

that.

Similarly, Boyd-Taylor recently argued that the strictures of an interlinear text-
linguistic relationship between source and target obviate both communicative function
and exegetical freedom. For Boyd-Taylor, only where the translator breaks from his
modus operandi of equivalency is there room for a modern reader to interpret the text.

He states,

They [i.e. traces of the translator’s interpretive processes] are to be found in
marked replacements (markedness here being defined in opposition to the
translator’s concept of equivalency). Quite simply, where the constitutive norm
of isomorphism is suspended, there (and only there) do we have an invitation to

interpret the text (Boyd-Taylor 2005:431-32).
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Likewise, when this standard of equivalency is leveled against certain heavily source-
oriented translations, and where isomorphism becomes the ascribed modus operandi,
one might conclude in extreme cases (e.g. an interlinear translation) that the goal, or at
least one of the goals of the translation (see 2.2.2.7), is in essence non-communicative.

Boyd-Taylor betrays such a view in the following remark:

We might say that interlinear translation actively defers the very dynamic on
which interpretation is premised, namely, communication. This follows from the
concept of equivalency underlying it, which, on the one hand, mandates an
isomorphic relationship between the translation and its source, and on the other, is
highly tolerant of interference from that source. The result is in certain important
respects an ill-formed text, one shot through with various types of interference
from its source. In suspending the textual linguistic norms of cohesion and
coherence, the interlinear has not given us a context for interpretation (Boyd-

Taylor 2005:431).*

According to this approach, since (interlinear) equivalency, or replication, in
translation cloaks interpretive moves on the part of the translator, only textual
differences offer (potentially) noteworthy raw material for exegetical consideration (see

also the discussion in 2.2.2.6 on the vertical dimension).

I would suggest that to read an interlinear as a fact of the culture that produced it
is to proceed on the assumption that the interpretation of the source upon which

it rests has in effect been withdrawn from us (Boyd-Taylor 2005:431).*

“ Leery of communicative assumptions, Boyd-Taylor more recently echoed his earlier conclusion
when he remarked that “communication is but one of a number of possible aims, and hence we should
not always expect translators to mean what they have translated, at least not in a straightforward way”
(2008:202). See also 2.2.2.7 for a similar statement.

*More recently Boyd-Taylor (2008:199) reiterated the same position with respect to making sense

of unintelligible renderings within an interlinear framework: “It is interesting to note that in deferring the
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Since the translator may have only been replicating the source text in a new language,
the “equivalent” portions tend to get short shrift because they can tell us nothing new
about the translator’s view. This indeed appears to be a problem when interpreting
more or less “literal” translations. For Pietersma, this “minimalist” exegetical
approach, bound to interlinear assumptions, should manifest itself practically in a

commentary on a Septuagint text.

But since in a commentary on the translated text as produced, the exegete’s
concern is with the interpretive difference of the target text from the source text,

simple representation does not come into play (Pietersma 2005a:6).

Having considered the major theoretical tenets of NETS, the following section (2.3) shall

consider a contrasting approach to translation and interpretation in a modern French project.

2.3 LA BIBLE D’ALEXANDRIE (BdA)

2.3.1 Overview and Textual Base of BdA

The copiously annotated French translation of the Septuagint, entitled La Bible
d’Alexandrie (hereafter BdA),*® began in 1981% under the chief editorship of
Marguerite Harl (University of Sorbonne). Because of its extensive footnotes on issues
relevant to the text, BdA doubles as both a translation and a commentary.

Unfortunately the Psalms have not yet appeared for this project. In a programmatic

act of making sense, the translator may at the same time withdraw his own understanding of the source
text.”

% http://septante.editionsducerf. fr

7 A history of the project and reflections on the then completed translation of the Pentateuch, may be
found in Harl (1993). See also Harl, Dorival and Munnich (1988). To date, a series of fascicles and
related literature have appeared in print. See most notably: Harl (1986), Harlé and Parlon (1988), Le
Boulluec and Sandevoir (1989), Dogniez and Harl (1992), Dorival (1994), D’Hamonville (2000), Harl

(2001), Vinel (2002), Assan-Dhote and Moatti-Fine (2005), Casevitz, Dogniez and Harl (2007).
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article of the same year (1981),"® Harl juxtaposed what she coined as the “amont”
(upstream) perspective of translation and the “aval” (downstream) perspective. BdA is

said to be of the latter (aval) type. She explains:

Toute traduction peut étre abordée de diverses manicres... si on regarde vers son

«amont», on observe comment elle renvoie a son modéle... si ’on se tourner vers

«’avaly de la traduction, on la prend comme un texte nouveau cré¢ dans la langue

d’arrivée et ’on s’intéresse principalement a ce qu’elle a produit comme ceuvre

autonome, détachée de son modéle (Harl 1994:33).
Put differently and in contrast to NETS, which renders the presumed original version
of each Greek book with “one eye on the parent member of the diglot,” BdA
approaches each Greek text as an autonomous literary document; “en tant que «la Bible
grecque», elle est une ceuvre littéraire au sens plein du terme” (Harl 1994:33). The
footnoted annotations scour the reception history for crucial information about the
meaning of each text as well as its placement and development amidst Jewish and
Hellenistic literature.*

BdA is based upon Rahlfs’s Handausgabe since it represents a kind of “mixed” text
(Harl 1994:36), being comprised mostly of B, S and A, and since the Gottingen

Septuaginta is yet incomplete (Harl 1993:320).° However, Harl reflects that in the

* Harl’s 1981 article was later republished in a collection of essays, cited here as Harl (1994).

“Harl (1993:314) explains the scope of the annotations accompanying the translation: Cette
annotation ne devait pas seulement justifier la traduction et donner quelques explications linguistiques
ou historiques: elle devait éclairer 1’arriére-fond biblique des textes, situer la Septante dans la littérature
du judaisme hellénistique, signaler les principales orientations exégétiques ou théologiques que prennent
les lectures de ce texte grec dans les divers milieux de sa «réception.

Harl (1994:36) is clear that her interest lies with the transmission history of the text. She is
interested in real texts that were read and commented upon. “Ce qui nous intéresse est la transmission de
la Septante elle-méme, ses états textuels liés a des moments de sa compréhension, I’histoire de ses
lectures. Nous ne voulons pas traduire un texte épuré et reconstruit, méme si la science moderne nous dit

qu’il est «plus prés de I’hébreu», parce que ce texte n’a peut-étre jamais circulé ainsi. Nous voulons
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course of translating and commenting on the Pentateuch, Wever’s Gottingen

contributions became available and invaluable to the project.

Cependant, pendant que nous traduisions le Pentateuque, paraissaient les cinqg
volumes édités par J.W. Wevers (1974-1991): nous ne pouvions pas ignorer plus
longtemps 1’apport considérable de leurs deux apparats critiques, pour les
variantes des manuscrits et pour celles des réviseurs. Il était ainsi possible non pas
seulement de traduire le texte reconstitué comme le plus ancien mais de prendre

intérét a I’histoire du texte dans ses états successifs (Harl 1993:320).

In this way BdA takes great care to evaluate the textual information in the apparatuses
of the Gottingen edition, i.e. to account for the OG and the translator,’’ as well as to
place emphasis upon the reception and transmission history of the Septuagint.’> Again

Harl states:

Nous avons donc une double tache: nous attacher, comme les éditeurs de
Gottingen, a rendre compte du texte le plus ancien de la Septante, — le texte tel
qu'on le suppose sorti des mains du traducteur —, mais aussi préciser ses formes
textuelles successives qui  peuvent expliquer les variantes des citations,

notamment dans le Nouveau Testament et chez les Péres (Harl 1993:321).

traduire un texte réel, celui qui a le plus largement vécu, qui a été lu et commenté” (Harl 1994:36). As a
way to achieve this, Rahlfs’s text is used since it is at best only a semi-critical edition and would reflect,
at least in a mixed form, real codices. She is also quick to note that even Rahlfs’s text is not ideal since it
is semi-critical. Without a good alternative, however, it has been adopted as the preferred textual base.

'In her earlier 1981 formulation, however, Harl does say that the goal of the translation project was
to understand not what the translators intended, but what the text said in Greek to those who received it.
“...nous tentons de comprendre non pas «ce que I’hébreu avait dit», ni méme «ce que le traducteur avait
voulu dire», mais précisément «ce que le texte disait en grec a ses récepteurs»” (Harl 1994:34).

2 Harl (1993:330) states: “Notre annotation accorde une place assez importante a la «réception» de

la Septante par ses lecteurs juifs et chrétiens.”
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Likewise, other texts and apparatuses are utilized (e.g. the Cambridge LXX) in the
course of the work, as is evident from the bibliography in each BdA fascicle.
Ultimately each contributor takes some liberties in adjusting the text based upon
internal criteria as they are deemed appropriate.”® Finally, BdA is a fresh translation
since there is no “authoritative” French translation akin to the English NRSV, of which

NETS is a revision.

2.3.2 Five-fold Methodology

In a recent revision of Harl (1981/1994) and (1993) aimed at elucidating the translation
principles of BdA, Harl’s comments come largely in reaction to the core
methodological assumptions articulated by proponents of NETS.”* BdA operates under

the following five rubrics:™

1. To translate the LXX “according to the Greek”

2. To establish the divergences between the LXX and the Hebrew
3. To understand the divergences from the Septuagint context

4. To study the ancient reception and interpretation of the LXX

5. To revise a literal translation for the basic demands of the French language

2.3.2.1 To Translate the LXX “According to the Greek”
A guiding principle for the BdA project is that the Greek text alone represents what the
translator understood his/her source text to mean. “A translator’s intention can be

deduced only from the text of the translation he produced” (Harl 2001:184). For Harl

3 For example, Dogniez (2001b:200) breaks from both Rahlfs’s and Zeigler’s editions of the Minor
Prophets in rare cases where a critical text does not adequately convey the literary/rhetorical significance
of the Greek. According to Dogniez Zeph 3:19 requires a textual change so as to highlight a chiasm
otherwise obscured.

> Harl (2001), written in English, is essentially a more concise and direct restatement of most of the
ideas already expressed in her more reflective article written in French (1993).

> All five points are also articulated in Harl (1993).
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this is apparently based upon “the fundamental axiom of linguistics” that “a text
written in any language should be read and analyzed only in the context of this
language” (Harl 2001:184). Thus, Greek “difficulties” must be arbitrated by the known
Greek usage of the translator’s time, not the Vorlage. Harl’s elimination of the use of
the Hebrew in arbitrating meaning in the LXX is also because of her lack of confidence
in our modern understanding of the Hebrew itself, though she does not betray the same
lack of confidence for the Greek.”® “Let us admit that we do not know what knowledge
they [the translators] had of Hebrew and what kind of Hebrew would have been in use
at their time” (Harl 2001:187). Instead, the Greek represents what the Hebrew meant

for the translator.

All that he [the LXX translator] translated as well as all he omitted or changed is
a witness to his vision of his Holy Writ. In this respect the LXX is comparable to
an instant photograph of the perception of the Hebrew Bible: the Greek text is the

meaning of the Hebrew for the translator and the community (Harl 2001:184).

As such BdA operates under the translation axiom “according to the Greek,” which is intended to
foster proper comparisons between the LXX and source text, place the LXX “within the history
of Hellenistic Jewish Bible-interpretation,” and evaluate the influence of the LXX on the early
Jewish and Christian communities that used it (Harl 2001:182). In this initial stage the Septuagint

text is not treated as a translation, but as an autonomous composition. Harl remarks:

Lorsque nous avons décidé de traduire la Septante, nous nous proposions de la
lire pour elle-méme, comme une ceuvre ayant sa pleine valeur de texte, sans la

juger au titre de «traduction» (1993:327-328).

With the Hebrew aside (momentarily), the Greek is rendered with literary interests in mind, that
is to say, the modern translator takes care to consider how lexical and syntactical sense was
manifested in the time of the translators. This means that the Hebrew textual divisions become

displaced with new punctuation, sentence divisions, and paragraphing according to the sense of

*In support of her skepticism, Harl (2001:191) sites a UBS statistic that indicates some 6000

difficult Hebrew readings in 2It.
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the Greek. According to Dogniez (2001b:200-201), for example, the Greek in Zeph 3:12
“evAapnOnoovial &mo ToL OVOUATOS KLELOV” crosses over the verse division since the
beginning of v.13 ot katdAotrot tov IoganA serves as the subject of the prior clause. 21,
however, breaks more naturally between the verses. In this case BdA renders its French with the
same inverted word order as the Greek, though generally, it is not consistent in this practice since
shifts in word order do not always suggest meaningful hyperbaton.

The translation in stage one follows the Greek syntax, without examining why any given
construction reads as it does. Lexical meaning is determined based on known Hellenistic usages,
and “stylistic” devices of the Greek (word order, figurative language, literary devices, etc.) are
reproduced insofar as possible. Although the Hebrew is consulted before the stylized translation
is conducted in the fifth phase of the project, the BdA translator must utilize philology and
constantly consult the contemporary, literary or documentary Greek texts, both inscriptions and

papyri, to ensure a proper interpretation (Dogniez 2001b:199).

2.3.2.2 To Establish the Divergences between the LXX and the Hebrew

The second methodological rubric of BdA involves understanding the divergences
between the LXX and the Hebrew. Even though Harl already registered skepticism
over modern knowledge of the translators’ Vorlage (above) as a point of comparison
with other texts, she concedes that the LXX was probably translated from a “proto-
masoretic” textual base (Harl 2001:189-190), which should not be uncritically regarded
as equivalent to 1. Nevertheless, the LXX is compared “mot par mot, ligne par ligne”
(Dogniez 2001b:204-205) with the BHS version of M.’ with the caveat that one must
proceed with caution since the pluses and minuses between T and the LXX affect
almost every verse (Harl 2001:190). As a corrective the DSS are used to compensate

for the incongruent At/® relationship (Harl 2001:190-191). For Harl,

" Dogniez considers M in the Minor Prophets to be characteristically problematic, but believes the
Vorlage of the Minor Prophets was nearly identical to it. In the process a descriptive report is drafted

noting agreements and differences between the LXX and At versions (Dogniez 2001b:204-206).



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE OVERVIEW 65

All these incongruities of the two biblical texts [i.e. AU/®] show clearly that a
translation of the LXX wishing to present the meaning of the Greek faithfully

cannot use the MT as its phraseological and lexical foundation (Harl 2001:193).

2.3.2.3 To Understand the Divergences from the Septuagint Context

The third methodological rubric of BdA is to understand “the divergences from the Septuagint
context.” Simply put, where ® differs from 211, that difference should be understood from the
context of ®, even though such divergences are typically regarded by modern scholarship as

99 ¢

“misunderstandings,” “actualizations” and/or “interpretations” of translation (Harl 2001:192).
This is but a corollary to the previous discussion that rejects Hebrew arbitration in areas of

ambiguity or difficulty.

Nor do we take the sense of fixed equivalents (stereotypes) to be tantamount to
the sense of the underlying Hebrew. As a matter of fact, a reader of the Greek
version had no means to perceive the uniformness of an equivalence and thus

understand the words contextually (Harl 2001:193).

According to Harl, instead of assuming a “misunderstanding” or “error” on the
translator’s part, the exegete should consider whether the reshaping of a phrase is due
to a play on lexical roots, literary preferences for particular roots over against others, or
even actualizations of the text for contemporary geographical, institutional, or -cultic
situations (Harl 2001:192). It is thereby argued that the intelligibility, literary style,
message, and beauty can be readily seen when one reads an LXX passage as a text, as
opposed to merely comparing divergences with a Hebrew text. To make sense of
divergences and difficulties contextually, Harl advocates a kind of canonical criticism,
an intertextual hermeneutic based on  historical precedent, irrespective of the

translator’s own method.

The meanings of words are specified by the study of their recurrence in the LXX,

in similar contexts...The Greek of one passage is explained by the Greek of
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another. Translation of one book presupposes reference to the entire LXX (Harl

2001:186).

Dogniez (2001b:200) makes the same point when she argues that the study of the Greek of a
given book “nécessite une comparaison avec 1’ensemble des autres traductions de toute la

Septante...” Harl continues later,

Readings proper to the LXX reveal their purpose by their position in the structure
of a Greek phrase (if one does not commit the mistake of contrasting them only
with the Hebrew). They can often be explained as contextual interpretations
(adapting syntax and vocabulary to the sense of the Greek context) or analogical
(“intertextual”) interpretations, due to the links with parallel passages elsewhere
in the LXX. This method of interpreting a passage by reference to another one
with the same work has been practiced in Antiquity for all great writings. We find
it applied to the Bible by Christian exegetes as well as the Rabbis (Torah
explained through Torah) (Harl 2001:192).

2.3.2.4 To Study the Ancient Reception and Interpretation of the LXX

The fourth methodological rubric of BdA is to study the ancient reception and
interpretation of the LXX. Harl advocates using the reception audience to help one
understand the “different stages in the history of the Greek text,” since these stages are
able to demonstrate how the text, syntax and vocabulary were actually understood
(Harl 2001:194). For the Minor Prophets this means Theodotion, Aquila, Symmachus,
the Nahal Hever scroll, the Aramaic Targum, as well as post-Biblical Jewish texts (e.g.,
the Pesherim) are reviewed for their renderings (Dogniez 2001b:214-215).

However, Harl is sensitive to the risk of this approach as well. Whereas she seeks to
avoid translating “according to the Hebrew,” she also wishes to avoid translating
“according to the Christian reception,” intending instead to evaluate the text as a pre-
Christian, Jewish writing (Harl 2001:194). Thus, since the LXX was so heavily

influential in Christian reception, and readings where Christian reception affected LXX

¥ Similarly, see Harl (1994:37).
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readings are not always clear, Harl utilizes Patristic evidence for comparative purposes.
Indeed Dogniez also notes that even though the patristic fathers are used, they are used
not for their interpretations, per se, but for their ancient witness to the understanding of
the Greek syntax, sentence structure, and textual divisions (Dogniez 2001b:215). To
navigate this historical problem, Harl posits a hermeneutic that justifies reading a text

with its later interpretations in mind.

One could apply to the LXX the modern hermeneutical approaches which do not
detach the works from the reading made of them. One reads Homer together with
the later interpretations of his great myths, one reads Plato within the whole
platonic tradition which has influenced the transmission of his texts, Aristotle
with his commentators. This practice is based on the conviction that a writing
contains in itself, in its own text, the elements of its future interpretations ...In the
same way the LXX interpretations can be read as part of the LXX history.
Assuredly, those interpretations differ sometimes from ‘“what the translator meant
to say,” except that the translator is no longer there to tell us. 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. The
commentaries to a writing render apparent the meanings of the text was

“pregnant” with, containing them virtually, as if in bud (Harl 2001:195-196).

2.3.2.5 To Revise a Literal Translation for the Demands of the French Language

The fifth and final rubric Harl articulates is the search for appropriate French style for
the modern translation. Harl remarks, “Thus we sometimes follow the method of the
LXX, keeping the word order unusual in French in order to let transpire the traces of

the strangeness of the Hebrew text” (Harl 2001:196).° BdA nevertheless opts for a

* Dogniez (2001b:201-202) explains for instance that not all nominal Greek sentences are rendered
as such in French, but on occasion verbs are added. For example in Zeph 3:8 “s’adressera” is added in

order to clarify the meaning of the preposition eig after “mon jugement.” Many examples are cited that
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translation style that bespeaks the LXX as “Holy Writ,” “Divinely inspired Scripture,”

which it was to its Jewish and Christian readers” (Harl 2001:197).

2.3.3 BdA: A Maximalist Approach

The hermeneutical commitment of BdA to the reception of the Septuagint as well as
intertextual lexicography and exegesis (see 2.3.2.3) dislodges the Greek from its
translational moorings. Not only does Harl reject the notion that the Greek is a
“shadow copy, wholly dependent on the Hebrew model,” an apparent reference to the
“interlinear” assumptions of NETS (see 2.2.2), she likewise advocates interpreting the
LXX within the context of all Greek literature from Homer to the Roman historians
(2001:185). On the one hand, BdA attempts to elucidate what the translator’s intended
while simultaneously treating the Greek text, not as a translation, but as an autonomous
composition, all the while, as Fernandez Marcos (2001:237) evaluates it, still regarding

the Hebrew “context.”®

2.3.4 Reactions
Reactions to BdA have generally praised its nuanced work especially with the
Christian and Patristic witnesses. For Van Der Kooij, BdA’s commitment to reception

history should even be expanded. He remarks:

At the same time, I propose to widen the horizon by not limiting the matter of
reception history to the LXX, but by including also the reception history of the
Hebrew text, as is actually the case in some of the volumes of BA. I think here of
the history of interpretation and reception, first of all in the Hellenistic period

(e.g. Qumran), but also in later documents such as the Targumim and rabbinic

show a break from Greek conventions to fit French style, both in earlier and later stages of the BdA
translation project.

% Indeed it is evident that the Hebrew is taken seriously in many of the volumes of BdA, given the
amount of translational discussion provided. The same can be said of Dogniez (2001a), where something

of a balance is struck between Ut and the Vorlage throughout the article.
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commentaries (Van Der Kooij 2001a:231).

Nevertheless, at the Tenth Congress of the IOSCS (Oslo 1998), Fernandez Marcos
(2001:239) registered his discomfort that BdA’s break from Hebrew dependence may
simultaneously cloud the distinction between inception and reception — clearly a
concern of the NETS project — when he said, “Although theoretically denied, I see in
this approach a danger of mixing or confusing the level of translation with the different
levels of the history of interpretation. In other words, the limits between translation and
interpretation risk being blurred.” Related to this concern, Ferndndez Marcos also
queried as to whether BdA’s emphasis upon reception history does not in fact run the

risk of interpreting the Septuagint through the lens of the early Christian exegetes.

2.3.5 Summary and Comparison between NETS and BdA
The following general contrastive remarks might be productive for comparing the

methods that produced both NETS and BdA. Whereas:
e NETS emphasizes unintelligibility, BAA emphasizes intelligibility.

e NETS emphasizes the “vertical” dimension of the translation, BdA emphasizes

the “horizontal” dimension of the text.

e NETS is largely process (translation) orientated, BdA is largely product (text)

oriented.

2.4  SEPTUAGINTA DEUTSCH (LXX.D)

2.4.1 Overview and Textual Base of LXX.D

With over 70 contributors among such interdisciplinary fields as Old and New
Testament, Jewish Studies, classical philology, Patristics, and Translation Studies, the
modern German translation Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D)®' — edited chiefly by
Wolfgang Kraus (University of Koblenz) and Martin Karrer (University of Wuppertal)
— began in 1999 (Kraus & Karrer 2001:8) and was published just ten years later (Kraus

5! http://www.septuagintaforschung.de
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& Karrer 2009). A second companion volume (Begleitband) of detailed scholarly
annotations is still in development.62 As a translation, LXX.D has a humanistic,

academic, and ecclesial interest.

Die Ubersetzung soll der interessierten breiteren Offentlichkeit die Wahrnehmung
und Diskussion der Grundlagen der abend- und morgenldndischen Kultur
erleichtern, zu denen die Septuaginta gehort, und den Horizont des Bibeltextes bei
Leserinnen und Lesern erweitern. Im kirchlichen Raum zielt das auf einen
Fortschritt in der Okumene. Die Ubersetzung ist dazu okumenisch erstellt und
beriicksichtigt die Lesungen der Orthodoxen Kirche (abweichende und jilingere
Lesarten der orthodoxen Lesetradition werden im Apparat notiert) (Kraus &

Karrer 2009:X1II).

Being attuned to the needs of the Greek Orthodox Church in Germany, LXX.D
nevertheless appeals to an ecumenical Jewish-Christian dialogue. With this in view
LXX.D includes all of the Jewish-Greek Scriptures found in Rahlfs’s Handausgabe,
including the later (Christian) compositions, Odes and the Psalms of Solomon, both of
which follow the canonical book of Psalms.”> With primary interest in the OG, LXX.D
is based on the Géttingen Septuaginta, utilizing Hanhart’s revision of Rahlfs’s
Handausgabe (Rahlfs & Hanhart 2006) whenever the corresponding Gottingen texts
are lacking.®® Exceptional text-critical adjustments or preferences for readings from
Rahlfs-Hanhart (Ra"™) over against a Gottingen (G6) reading are indicated in the
translation volume (Kraus & Karrer 2009: X VIII).

52 This second volume will “contain an introduction to the books of the LXX, scholarly explanations
for special translation issues, remarks on the Wirkungsgeschichte of the texts, etc. Every footnote in the
translation volume will be explained in the companion volume in a more detailed way” (Kraus 2006:81).

% For an extensive discussion regarding the rationale behind choosing the textual base for LXX.D,
including which books (i.e. canonical issues) to include, see Karrer and Kraus (2008).

 According to Kraus and Karrer (2009:XVII) the Antiochian of text for parts of the historical books

come from Fernandez Marcos and Busto Saiz (1989; 1992; 1996).
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2.4.2 An Intermediate Hermeneutical Position

Since LXX.D is a “newcomer” relative to the two aforementioned translation projects, it has had
the benefit of learning from and adapting key methodological considerations of both, as well as
making novel suggestions. Kraus contends that LXX.D is, hermeneutically, a genuine middle

alternative.

In my view both projects hold on to a substantially relevant aspect of the
character of the Septuagint. Not exclusiveness in the methodological approach but
complementarity is the relation in which they have to be looked upon (Kraus

2006:70).

Kraus’s complementary stance is also conciliatory; he does not wish to prescriptively

denounce other approaches.

We do not want to negate other possible perspectives such as taking the LXX as a
means to achieve earlier variants for the MT, or as to be primarily interested in

the Wirkungsgeschichte of the LXX (Kraus 2006:78).

Indeed, in an extensive 2001 pilot study on the book of Micah, Utzschneider, co-editor
of the Minor Prophets translation of LXX.D, argues that LXX.D takes an intermediate
hermeneutical position between the minimalism of NETS and the maximalist position
of BdA. In order to conceptualize these positions, Utzschneider (2001:14) uses the
terms “amont” (upstream) and “aval” (downstream), which he takes from an article by
Harl (1981/1994) regarding the nature of translation (see 2.3.1).

The amont perspective, typified by NETS and preferred by the majority of Septuagint

scholars,” primarily looks upward to the source text from which it descended. Accordingly, it

% Harl (1994:33) also makes this point: “L’examen de I’abondante bibliographie des septantistes
prouve en tout cas que le type d’approche qui consiste & se tourner vers son «amont» prévaut presque
exclusivement, et cela d’autant plus qu’elle est presque toujours prise dans le champ des études

«bibliques».”
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has primary interest in the Septuagint as a translation, engages in the quest for the text-critical
recovery of the OG, examines translation technique, and attempts to gain an understanding of the
relationship between the OG and the Hebrew Vorlage as well as the history of the Hebrew text
more generally. In contrast, the aval perspective, typified by BdA, looks down to the reception
history of the original translation for significance. As such it is reader-oriented (Utzschneider
2001:14-15). According to Utzschneider, LXX.D is neither entirely amont nor aval, but is “auf

Augenhdhe mit dem Text,” utilizing characteristics of both.*

Die Position, die sich dabei insgesamt herausschidlen wird, ist weder eine reine
Perspektive ,aval“, noch verwirft sie die Perspektive ,amont“ in Bausch und
Bogen. Wir werden vielmehr versuchen, eine Zwischenposition einzunehmen,
von der aus wir weder nur nach oben noch nur nach unten blicken, sondern den
Text gleichsam in Augenhdhe anvisieren wollen. Nicht ,,amont“ und nicht ,aval®,
sondern ,en face* - in Augenhohe wire also unser Kennwort (Utzschneider

2001:14-15).
Kraus interprets Utzschneider’s motto “auf Augenh6he mit dem Text” as follows:

In brief T would say that the original translators of the LXX wanted to mediate
between the tradition and the contemporary situation. This includes a relation to
the Vorlage as well as the possibility of conscious modifications and attempts to
bring things up-to-date. That is to say our primary perspective is neither amont
nor aval but is to translate “auf Augenhohe mit dem Text” — the text in its present

outlook (Kraus 2006:70).

2.4.2.1 Textual Criticism
On a text-critical level this intermediate position may be seen in Utzschneider’s
juxtaposition of G6 and Ra"™ vis-a-vis M. It is acknowledged that Go is deemed to be

the most critical text available (amonf). Ra™, however, is generally more representative

% In other words, as I see it, LXX.D does not entertain questions about the text that NETS and BdA
were unaware of, but asks questions belonging to the amont and aval orientations in any individual

scenario. See Kraus (2006:70) for a similar statement.
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of a “textus receptus” (aval) since it is based primarily on B, S, and A. Thus

Utzschneider argues,

In ihr [Rahlfs’s Handausgabe] lesen wir, was — sagen wir — die grole Mehrheit
der antiken LXX-Leser seit dem ersten vorchristlichen Jahrhundert gelesen und
verstanden haben. Darin repridsentiert sie nicht nur die Lesegeschichte der LXX
besser als die Gottinger Edition, sondern bringt auch die literarische und
thematische Struktur der LXX in einer mehr entfalteten Version zur Geltung. Das
Kriterium des ,besseren” Textes ist hier also nicht sein hoéheres Alter, sondern —
historisch gesehen seine textgeschichtliche Etablierung in der griechischen
Leserschaft und — literarisch gesehen - sein hoéherer Grad an Eigenstindigkeit und

»Stimmigkeit™ (Utzschneider 2001:21).

Utzschneider proceeds to point out that Ziegler, the editor for the Minor Prophets
(1967) in the Gottingen series, tended to conform to 2t in disputed instances. For him
this warrants a closer examination of each individual case.”” For example Utzschneider
examines Mic 4:13 where Ra™ has xai Katatéelg &v avtolg £€0vn kal AemTuvelg
Aaovg moAAoUg and GO kal kataméelc Aaovg TOAAoUG. AT has DAY NipTM
o2, which, according to Utzschneider shows that “Die Fassung Zieglers...ist
phédnomenologisch eine Kontamination aus dem ersten und zweiten Glied des Rahlfs-
Textes” (Utzschneider 2001:23), since Aemtuvelg (RaHa) = nipTM, not katatn&elc.
Although Utzschneider regards G6 as the more likely older reading, being the shorter

. . . . H .
one, the question of which one is “better” is less clear. Ra™ continues the

7See a similar sentiment later in Utzschneider (2001:29): “In seinen ,,Recherches sur I'Histoire
Textuelle du Prophéte Michée hat M. Collin das Stidtegedicht als einen Beleg dafiir angesehen, dass
der hebrdische Vorlagentext der MiILXX von dem des masoretischen Michabuches signifikant
unterschieden ist. Auf der anderen Seite hat Joseph Ziegler festgestellt, ,daB der Ubersetzer seine
Vorlage sehr gewissenhaft, aber nicht immer richtig wiedergegeben hat. Selbst wo man eine ,freie
Wiedergabe zu finden glaubt, ergibt sich bei ndherer Untersuchung ein engster Anschlul an die jeweils

mifverstandene oder verlesene Vorlage.”
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“nation/people” thematic link (cf. Mic 4:3, 5:6, 7) that GO misses, and in this sense
Ra™ is more developed in terms of the internal structure of the OG of Micah
(Utzschneider 2001:22-23).°® Following another example comparing Ra™ with Go,
Utzschneider (2001:26) states,

Unsere Beobachtungen stiitzen die Vermutung, dass der in diesem Sinne bessere
Text der ist, der eine gewisse Zeit hatte, sich zu entfalten. Dies ist sicher mit
Ergidnzungen und Fortschreibungen aus der Lesegeschichte des Textes

verbunden gewesen.

Since AT is the culmination of an interpretive “unfolding” in its final or received form,
Utzschneider advocates, rhetorically, the validity of treating the Greek (Ra™) similarly.
That is to say, if Ui, which is a received text, is the basis for comparisons with the

Greek, why would the Greek be treated differently?

Aber wir legen ja auch fiir die Lektiire der Hebrdischen Bibel einen entfalteten
Endtext zugrunde, bevor wir mit der Rekonstruktion é&lterer Textgestalten
beginnen. Weshalb sollte dies — allerdings auf einer textgeschichtlichen Ebene —

bei der griechischen Bibel anders sein? (Utzschneider 2001:26-27).

2.4.2.2 Freedom in Translation

With respect to understanding the Greek as a translation as well as a Greek text,
Utzschneider does not agree with Harl’s insistence on translating the Greek without the
aid of the Hebrew. Instead, Utzschneider contends that one has the freedom (and
justification) to read the Greek as a translation (i.e. along with the Hebrew), but is not
limited to that fact. The Greek is also an independent “ceuvre littéraire,” a clear
reference to the stance taken by BdA (see 2.3.1). For Utzschneider (2001:27), “Die
LXX kann jederzeit mit und neben dem hebrdischen Text gelesen und iibersetzt
werden, allerdings ohne sie nur auf diesen hin zu lesen.” This may be understood to

mean that, although the Septuagint can be read “with” and ‘“alongside” the Hebrew, as

% LXX.D renders Go in the main body with the different Ra™ reading in a footnote, as is the custom

(Kreuzer 2001:43).
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a translation, the Hebrew should not be read “into” the Greek so as to level the
Septuagint’s unique interpretive and literary qualities. Kraus (2006:83) sums up
LXX.D’s novel orientation with the claim that any Septuagint book is “a work that is
dependent on a Hebrew original (Vorlage) but nevertheless stands on its own.”

Utzschneider provides many examples on the level of the word (including calques),
sentence, and text whereby the translator took the necessary freedom to make
interpretive adjustments to the Vorlage in translation, despite his evident “literal” mode
of translation. Certain purely graphic and phonetic explanations notwithstanding (e.g.
trading n and 2, 'n/3), Utzschneider considers the difficulties the translator had to
overcome in terms of polysemous consonantal strings that differ neither graphically nor
phonetically (e.g. 78w as Hebrew noun or Aramaic infinitive). Likewise, it is evident
that the translator also had an Aramaic lexical inventory to draw from in making sense
of the text (Utzschneider 2001:32).

An additional example of interpretive freedom involves an ambiguous instance of
delimitation in the textual traditions. Micah 2:5 ends with oxowiov év kAnow é&v
éxkAnola kvplov (indicated uniformly among the Greek witnesses by superscripted
dot after kvpiov), whereas in 0t (BHS) the placement of the Soph Pasug construes the
syntax differently; in 21 v. 5 ends with 51i33 (év kArjow) and v. 6 begins with 51pa
(¢v &xxAnoia).” The translator evidently made an interpretive decision — and had
freedom to do so — that affects the meaning of the line. Kraus (2006:73-78) traces the
theme “Isracl and the Nations” throughout a wide array of texts (e.g. Psalms, Isaiah,
Ezekiel) to demonstrate theological updating.

As mentioned above, Utzschneider also regards the Greek as an independent “ceuvre

2

littéraire.” As a result he moves beyond the word and sentence levels and examines
large portions of Micah as a literary text. His concerns center on structural and literary
clues at the discourse level including plot, sequence of scenes, point of view, and shifts

in person and speech, thematic words or word groups, tenses, and formulas

®BHK differs from BHS in that it was evidently influenced by and follows the Greek order

(Utzschneider 2001:34).
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(Utzschneider 2001:34-50). Even at this level Utzschneider juxtaposes the Greek with
the Hebrew, since for him “Die literarische Eigenstindigkeit eines Textes héngt

wesentlich an dessen thematischer Struktur” (Utzschneider 2001:34).7

2.4.3 LXX.D and the Greek Psalter
Following the hermeneutical “intermediate” position of LXX.D as explained by
Utzschneider and Kraus, Bons, the chief editor of the Psalms in the LXX.D project,
concludes that neither the minimalist nor the maximialist approaches adequately
account for the complexity of the translation situation one actually encounters when
investigating the operative translation technique. In the light of this he disagrees with
Pietersma’s interlinear paradigm.

Bons appeals to the Greek Psalter for examples that illustrate the complexity of the

2 (13

translator’s task. These he subsumes under the headings “translation,” “interpretation,”

and “correction” (2008:454). Bons distinguishes for heuristic purposes between
“Ubersetzung” (translation) and “Auslegung” (interpretation) — both are ambiguously
conveyed with the Latin interpretatio — as follows: The concept of “translation” is

reserved for instances in which the Hebrew and Greek texts differ insignificantly in
terms of word order, parts of speech, syntax and lexical meaning. The concept of
“interpretation” is reserved for the aforementioned aspects that do in fact differ
markedly (2008:453). “Correction” is reserved for instances in the Hebrew Vorlage
(and At by extension) that may have been regarded as theologically
offensive. According to Bons the Greek Psalter shows a tendency to intervene and
“correct” in such instances (2008:464-470). For example, in Ps 83(84):12 the Hebrew
text says that the God of Israel is a wnw (“sun”) and pn (“shield”). According to Bons
(2008:467), the Greek translator changed the text to &Aeoc (“mercy”) and aAnOewx
(“truth”) in order to circumvent any association of the true God of Israel with a sun

deity.

70 See also Kraus (2006:70-71) for an overview of Utzschneider’s literary treatment of Micah.
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2.4.4 Reactions

Despite a dearth of reactions in the literature to LXX.D as its companion volume has yet to
appear in print, Stipp already offered some critique to Utzschneider’s (2001) approach in an
article published in 2003. Stipp (2003) reconsiders Utzschneider’s preference for Ra™ over Go
as the “better” text, even though LXX.D utilizes G6 as the foremost edition (and Ra"™ when G&
is lacking) for the actual published edition. For Stipp, the terminology “better” is unfortunate
since such value judgments are so often used by scholars to indicate the “older,” and thus the
“genuine” text (2003:105). For Utzschneider, however, Ra™ is “better” from a literary and
historical perspective since it is based on B S and A and shows a more “LXX-typical” flavor and
mirrors what ancient readers would have experienced in their reading (Utzschneider 2001:117).
In this way, although G0 represents what the translators read and understood (or misunderstood)
in their Hebrew Vorlagen, Ra™ approximates a virtual “textus receptus” (2003:104) over against
G6. With this “reception” characteristic, Ra™ better displays the literary and thematic structure
of the LXX in a more developed form (so Utzschneider).

Stipp, however, points out that Utzschneider’s question regarding the “better” text is not about
the earliest wording of the books, but about the wording that is most suitable to a modern
translation project. Although, as Stipp admits, Ziegler sometimes emended G toward 2t (and
thus Ra™ is closer to ®*), there are numerous instances in which the opposite is true. In the case
of the doublet in Mic 6:16, for example, Ziegler eliminates one of the members of the doublet.
This type of choice is, according to Stipp, for Ziegler, usually closer to 2t (Stipp 2003:109-111),
and thus Ziegler accepts the lemma of ®* that is farthest removed from the 21i. Ra"™, however, is
forced to include the doublet. Thus, Stipp contends that Ra™ has preserved a correction toward
Ut, and has thereby lost its own character, precisely the opposite affect that attracted
Utzschneider to Ra'™. According to Stipp, Utzschneider’s preference (which is untenable to
Stipp) views the historical development of the LXX as gradually moving away from 2IT (so B S
A and hence Ra™) rather than toward it (Stipp 2003:108).

In the second part of his article Stipp contends with numerous points of style and
interpretation in LXX.D, particularly with respect to Utzschneider’s analyses of Micah. For
Stipp, in light of the fact that the Greek of the Septuagint almost always adheres to the word

order of Hebrew and is loaded with Hebraisms, “Es gehorcht also weithin den Regeln einer
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Interlineariibersetzung” (Stipp 2003:115). From this perspective, Stipp critiques Utzschneider’s
translation into German as being occasionally too smooth (Stipp 2003:117), for an
Interlineartibersetzung is anything but smooth. More importantly, Stipp contends that the rigidity
and Hebraic nature of the Greek text of Micah must have been a deliberate feat, since the
translator must have been extremely well-versed in the Hebrew Scriptures and did not need to
labor over deciphering it. In this way, instances in which the translator brought forth an “ceuvre
littéraire” were done so, in most cases, unwittingly (Stipp 2003:123). Stipp then proceeds with
numerous penetrating interpretations of examples that are indicative of the minimalist

hermeneutic.

2.5  SEPTUAGINT COMMENTARY SERIES

Two notable commentary series in English are currently in process. The first, referred
to as the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint (SBLCS), is
related to NETS and sponsored by the International Organization for Septuagint and
Cognate Studies (IOSCS). A published prospectus can be found in Pietersma (1998)
and a more recent version is available on-line at http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu
/ioscs/commentary/prospectus.html. The second series is the Septuagint Commentary

Series, published by Brill, and thus abbreviated SCSB.

2.5.1 Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint (SBLCS)

Since the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint (SBLCS)
commentary series is related to NETS, its methodological principles need not be
rehashed in any great detail. Like NETS, the SBLCS is based on the best critical texts.
The commentary is designed to comment on the OG, and thus the perceived original
meaning (i.e. the translator’s intended meaning). Although the SBLCS will regard the
Greek translated texts as original compositions, it will take recourse in the Hebrew to
arbitrate meaning when necessary. Finally, the SBLCS operates with the “principle of

linguistic parsimony.” Simply put, “as a general rule, no words or constructions of
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translation-Greek shall be considered normal Greek, unless attested in non-translation

writings.””!

2.5.2 Septuagint Commentary Series, Brill (SCSB)

To date there are published commentaries available for Genesis, Ezekiel, Tobit, 3 Macc
and 4 Macc in the Brill (Leiden) Septuagint Commentary Series (SCSB). Susan
Brayford’s recent commentary on LXX Genesis (LXX-Gen) articulates a distinctly
receptor oriented approach, following the focus of the SCSB. In order to remain
consistent with the history of interpretation of LXX-Gen, Brayford’s commentary is
based on Codex Alexandrinus, both a representative codex of its transmission history,
and according to Brayford (2007:8), the “best manuscript for Genesis.”’” Other
witnesses fill in the “gaps” where A (“ALEX” in Brayford’s discussion) is lacking.
“The purpose of E. J. Brill’s commentary series is to promote a commentary on the
Septuagint in its own right. Therefore reference is to be made to the Hebrew text only
when necessary” (Brayford 2007:25). Thus Brayford rejects the notion of authorial
(translator) intent as an impossibility, preferring instead to focus her commentary on
what the readers may have understood. In this way, although she explains that At is
juxtaposed with Alexandrinus in her comments, she does not clearly explain why this
is helpful.” Presumably the significance in the differences is understood, not on appeal
to tramslation procedure, but on appeal to final form. Fernandez Marcos’s (2001:239)

query to Harl and the BdA project concerning the rejection of authorial intent in

! http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/ ioscs/commentary/prospectus.html accessed on 2 Mar 2010.

?One wonders why BdA did not also comment on individual Mss as an alternative to both
Gottingen and Rahlfs.

7 Brayford (2007:26) is clear that “...it is impossible to ascertain the intention of the author or the
translator. However, it is possible and appropriate to analyze the significance of the differences between
the Hebrew MT and ALEX’s LXX-G — regardless of how and when the differences occurred.” Later, on

3

the same page, Brayford states, “...the guiding principle for the comments is that of reflecting on the

manner in which the readers of ALEX might have understood and interpreted their Greek Genesis.”
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preference for reader understanding may be appropriate here as well: “Now, is that not

an exercise in guessing similar to that of guessing the intention of the translators?”’

PART II: TRANSLATION & COMMUNICATION

2.6  SEPTUAGINT AND COMMUNICATION

2.6.1 Introduction

Having considered the hermeneutical orientations of NETS, BdA, LXX.D, and two commentary
series, the remainder of this chapter will survey and interact with literature pertaining to both
communication studies and translation studies. Part II will: (a) focus primarily on relevance
theory as applied to translation studies as a theoretically principled way of understanding
translating and translation, and (b) account for the Septuagint as an anthology of mostly

translated texts. The chapter will close with theoretical remarks pertaining to the whole chapter.

2.6.2 The Intended Design of a Translation is Extra-linguistic

With the minimalist/maximalist polarity in mind and any conceivable variation in
between, [ recently attempted to illustrate that the Septuagint version of the Psalms
appears to offer clues to the translator’s interpretation in a way that makes for
communicative sense, specifically by way of its plus material (Gauthier 2009a). Pluses
offer communicative clues to the translator’s interpretation, permeating all levels of
grammar and syntax. Added relative pronouns, for instance, provide such
communicative clues by exploiting what was evidently implicit for the translator in the
source text with additional clarifying information.” If attributable to the translator as
opposed to the transmission history of the text, even such subtle clues in the Greek give

credence to its role as an act of interlingual communication. In so doing, I concluded

™ Naudé (2008:235-236) calls attention to the simplifying tendencies of translation, often in the form
of disambiguation (of the source) and additions (in the target), relative to the findings of corpus-based

translation studies.
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that the Greek Psalter is perhaps not as uniformly a “literal” translation as some have
argued.

It is worth mentioning that whatever the intended design of an LXX translation was,
be it to communicate or not, that question is ultimately a matter of the translator’s
intention, which we do not know. If we claim a socio-linguistic approach, we must be
informed by “socio” as well as “linguistic” strata.”” Put differently, the intended design
of the translation is an extra- or non-linguistic issue, not a linguistic one.

Nevertheless, on the assumption that various LXX translations were designed to
communicate, which is at any rate indicative of translation generally as we shall see,
and on the assumption that human communication for the Septuagint translators

6 it therefore

proceeded along similar lines to the way humans communicate today,’
seems fitting to look to translation and communication studies to help clarify our
understanding of how translation works. One productive possibility stems from

developments in the 1980s and 1990s.

" Even an application of translation-sociological approaches such as Skopostheorie (e.g. Reil &
Vermeer 1984) and other “action”- or “goal”-oriented theories (e.g. Holz-Ménttdri 1984, Nord 1997) to
the LXX would necessitate making guesses about how translation was culturally derivative for the
translators. While not denying the origination of LXX texts within a cultural matrix, accounting for
cognition considers the task on the deeper psycho-contextual level, which has clearer ramifications for
hermeneutics.

One of the assumptions of the present contribution is that for the LXX translators the human mind
operated similarly to the way it operates for humans today. Whatever evolutionary biology might offer in
terms of communicative models among humans for the last two or three thousand years has not been

considered here.
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2.7  LXXAND TRANSLATION STUDIES: RELEVANCE THEORY (RT)

2.7.1 Semantics & Pragmatics

With the advent of the 20th century has come a flurry of interest in both general
linguistics as well as studies in the cognitive sciences.”’ Indicative of such advances,
the seminal 1986 joint publication by Sperber and Wilson (Relevance: Communication
and Cognition) culminated in a rather late interdisciplinary theory of human
communication under the umbrella of cognitive linguistics.”® Against the backdrop of
the older though highly prevalent “code” model of communication (sometimes called
the “message” model),” and partly in reaction to, and further refinement of, Grice’s
(1957) pioneering work on pragmatics, Sperber and Wilson (1986) developed a new

approach to understanding communication.®

"For helpful surveys of recent trends in Translation Studies, see especially Naudé (2002), Snell-
Hornby (2006), Pattemore (2007:217-263). For recent advancements in cognitive linguistics, which over
the past two decades has become widely accepted in linguistic practice, see especially Geeraerts and
Cuyckens (2007).

78 Sperber and Wilson updated their 1986 publication with an additional “postface” in 1995.

?Using Shannon-Weaver (1963) as a typical example, though tracing its presence even to Aristotle,
Sperber and Wilson (1986:4-6) critique the “code model” that reduces meaning to a circuit board of
transmitter, channel and receiver. As an engineer for Bell Telephone Laboratories, however, Claude
Shannon’s (1948) original model of communication was designed as a theory for communication
technology, not as a model for Auman communication, even though it was popularly adapted as such (cf.
Sperber & Wilson 1995:281 n.2). For Shannon, successful communication would entail five parts: (1) an
information source, (2) transmitter, (3) channel, (4) receiver, (5) destination (Shannon 1948:380).
Sperber and Wilson (1995:6) further remark that the view of communication of De Saussure (semiology)
and Peirce (semiotics) “is a generalization of the code model of verbal communication to all forms of
communication.”

% Grice was the first to offer a pragmatic approach to communication and was reacting to the

otherwise one-dimensional and linear explanations of communication transfer and decoding. In 1957
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Sperber and Wilson discuss the deficiency of the code model by demonstrating its
inability to account for the inferential nature of both verbal and non-verbal
communication. Communication can and often does occur without a semantic
representation (= code). A wink after a statement may communicate to the observer
that the speaker is only kidding, quite apart from a semantic code. Additionally,
languages are used primarily for information processing, not communication. Sperber
and Wilson (1995:172) thereby emphasize that there is no mnecessary link between
communication and language, though clearly the two interface in the unique act of
human verbal communication.”’ Whereas the semantic representation of an utterance
entails a “core shared meaning” (Sperber & Wilson 1995:9), its intended
communicative meaning may and usually does convey something altogether different
when applied to its originally envisaged context (Carston 2002:15). At issue here is a
distinction between the study of formal representations (semantics) and the study of the
interpretation of utterances (pragmatics). Any verbal stimulus (code) is therefore
ultimately subservient to the inferential realities of communication (Carston 2002;

Sperber & Wilson 1995:176).%

Grice noted that the judging of linguistic intentions is “very like criteria for judging nonlinguistic
intentions and vice versa” (Grice 1957:388).

¥ Gutt (2005:31) likewise states, “In distinction to other paradigms, though the use of coded meaning
is clearly recognized, human communication is seen as a phenomenon quite independent of the existence
of any code.”

2 While acknowledging that “linguistic meaning underdetermines what is meant” and that “what is
said underdetermines what is meant,” Carston (2002:19-21) moves further by articulating the principle
of “underdeterminacy,” where linguistic meaning is context-sensitive, i.e. even “linguistic meaning
underdetermines what is said,” beyond the well-known problems of disambiguation and reference
assignment. Carston (2002:29) states that “Underdeterminacy is universal and no sentence ever fully

encodes the thought or proposition it is used to express.”
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2.7.2 Translation is Interlingual Communication

But it was Gutt (1991/2000) who first extended the implications of Sperber and
Wilson’s (1986/1995) research into the realm of Translation Studies by demonstrating
an integral connection between communication and translation within the framework of
relevance theory (RT).® For Gutt, translation can be understood as communication that
crosses a language boundary and need not presuppose any a priori notion of what

“translating” or “translation” is, unlike other descriptive explanations.*® That is to say,

¥ Gutt included an epilogue in his 2000 edition where he responded to various critiques that had
accumulated in the nine years since the appearance of the first edition. In this updated publication Gutt
also made reference to some slight changes Sperber and Wilson had made in the “postface” of their 1995
update. In no case was any change crucial to Gutt’s argument. I shall engage with the earlier and later
editions as they are most appropriate to the current argument.

¥ Gutt’s communicative approach to translation is simultaneously a challenge to descriptive
approaches such as Toury’s (1995) Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS). Toury’s cultural analysis of
translations recently associated with Septuagintal Studies (see 2.2.2.1) shows a novel attempt to account
seriously for the Septuagint as a translation with a descriptive mechanism serving as a scientific basis.
For Van der Louw (2007:20-21) the main drawback is that DTS “presupposes an intricate knowledge of
both source and target culture,” but this difficulty is inevitable for anyone wishing to interpret any
ancient text. Nevertheless, DTS has been critiqued in other more serious ways that question the validity
of a “descriptive” or “objective” approach to begin with.

First, on an epistemological level, Arduini (2007:185) has called attention to the descriptive aspect of
Holmes’s seminal 1972 essay that set the theoretical foundation for much research in Translation Studies
since, most notably DTS. Since the descriptive stance taken by Holmes (1972) and later adopted by
Toury so closely resembled the descriptive epistemologies of the previous centuries that had already

2

been “criticized by most twentieth-century epistemology,” Arduini recalled the critique of Bachelard and
Popper, both of whom rejected the notion that observable facts could be described outside of an already
pre-ordered “code.” This is to say that “descriptions of facts are influenced by the code and are described

in light of a specific socio-semiotic system” in which they exist. Therefore they do “not describe

‘reality’, but what is considered describable” (Arduini 2007:186), i.e. what is already preset and ordered
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since translation can be explained as an act of communication, its domain is cognition
and the scope of its study naturally falls within the parameters inherent to verbal

communication.®

by the very system utilized in describing them. Thus, the epistemology of a “descriptive approach”
belies its own objectivity. Arduini’s scathing critique extended from “anarchist” epistemologist
Feyerabend to “critical realist” Niiniluoto as a way to show that a descriptive science put forth and
developed as late as the mid-1980s was “epistemologically naive” by consensus (Arduini 2007:186).

Secondly, Gutt (2000:7) pointed out that since Toury (1985:23) “allows translation studies even in
‘cultures that do not at all distinguish ... between original compositions in the target language and
translations into it,”” Toury’s formulation of DTS is in fact “not culture-determined but does make a
priori assumptions about translation, or rather ‘translating’: it is assuming that people of any culture
universally realize that they translate when they translate.” See Tymoczko (2005; 2006) for examples of
languages and cultures that do not distinguish “translation” or “translating” as is done in English and
other Western languages. As a solution to this problem, Toury (2006) allows for what he calls “assumed
translations” as viable candidates for DTS, whether they are “factual” translations or not (Van der Louw
2007:21). Thus Gutt calls attention to a practical outworking of the epistemological problem intrinsic to
the descriptive claim, critiqued by Arduini and others.

®In this way Gutt (1991) has argued that there is therefore no need for a separate theory of
translation (i.e. an explanation for how a human communicator conveys in one language what was
expressed in another language), since a cognitive approach to communication (RT) has sufficient
explanatory power. A word of caution is in order, however. Gutt refers to a “theory of translation” as “an
explanatory theory in the sense of a cause-effect account of translation as a phenomenon of
communication” (2000:235, italics original). It is not, therefore, to be equated with Translation Studies
as “an organized investigation into any phenomena associated in some way with translating, translators,

and translations” (2000:235), from which there is yet much to discover.
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2.7.3 A Shift in Domain

However, the implications of RT for the LXX a /a Gutt might prove to be too radical
for some,” since with RT comes a shift in the domain of study, namely, a shift from
texts to the mind, and clearly we do not have the ancient translators of the LXX to
consult.’” In direct contrast to a shift in domain of this type, Boyd-Taylor (2008:205)

remarks,

Such a model [a descriptive model of translation for the LXX, e.g. the interlinear
paradigm] 1is, properly speaking, a theoretical entity rather than a psychological
one. It does not involve us in claims regarding the mind of the translator, but

rather the conventions that underlie his or her translation.

And yet we would posit that to ask the question of original meaning (what the text

% For an application of RT to biblical literature see Smith (2000). See also Pattemore’s (2004)
excellent treatment of the book of Revelation.

¥’ RT has also been misunderstood. For example, Van der Louw (2007:21-22) incorrectly located
Gutt’s (1991/2000) application of RT as a prescriptive argument for translation, and thus inappropriate
for an existing translation such as the Septuagint. In two sentences he both addressed and partially
rejected the works of Nida, Hatim and Mason, and of Gutt for application in LXX research on that basis.
Gutt, contrary to Van der Louw’s analysis, was explicit that his work puts forth an explanatory model,
not a prescriptive one:

Against this backdrop [i.e. translation accounts such as Catford’s linguistic model and Toury’s

Descriptive Translation Studies], the relevance-theoretic study of translation presented in this

book intends to be a (theoretical) account of translation; its focus is to explain how the

phenomenon of translation works. It does mnot constitute or advocate a particular way of

translating. (Gutt 2000:203; italics original)
From the standpoint of cognition generally, and relevance theory specifically, Gutt explains that when
one translates, X and Y are what occur. His formulation, if correct, would be true of translating as an act
of human communication across epochs, and so should not be misconstrued as a prescriptive or

pedagogical approach as to how one should go about translating.
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meant to the translator), i.e. original semantic meaning, is an irreducibly cognitive
question to begin with. The “conventions” underlying translation are indeed

psychological, as Gutt (2000:20) notes:

[T]t is the aim of this study to explore the possibility of accounting for translation
in terms of communicative competence assumed to be part of our minds. This
does not mean that the host of different factors noted as important in recent years
are ignored: they are naturally covered in the only way in which they can have an
influence on translation anyway — and that is as part of our mental life; no
external factor has an influence on either the production or interpretation of a
translation unless it has entered the mental life of either the translator or his

audience. Its mere existence ‘out there’ is not enough to influence the translation.

RT therefore necessarily abandons structuralist presuppositions for an inferential
model. As Naudé (2002:48) explained, in Gutt’s framework ‘“communication depends
on the interplay between the psychological context, i.e. the cognitive environment of an
utterance (an individual’s store of knowledge, values and beliefs) and the processing
effort required to derive contextual effects.”*®

Indeed it was the sensed need for context that led Schaper (1995:21) to lament
certain interpretive methodologies for the LXX which, he perceived, suffered overtly
linguistic controls, methods in danger of producing a-historical insights. In the shifting
sands of LXX hermeneutics, Schaper’s work evoked some criticism (e.g. Pietersma

1997:185-190) as he took liberties to contextualize the Greek Psalter within the

“thought world” of ancient Judaism for exegetical leverage.

2.8  RELEVANCE THEORY AND INTERLINGUAL COMMUNICATION

2.8.1 Introduction
Since RT is extremely complex, I shall only be able to extrapolate a few points most

pertinent to the present discussion. Instead, and at the risk of some oversimplification,

% For a helpful review of Gutt, see Van der Merwe & Winckler (1993).
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the entire following section is an overview summary of Gutt’s insights deemed most
pertinent for my present purposes, borrowing heavily from Gutt (2005; 2006), among
other important works as cited. The reader would benefit greatly from a thorough

reading of these.*

2.8.2 Ostensive Inferential Communication
Relevance theory explains that communication that intends to be understood as
intending to  communicate  something to someone (i.e. ostensive inferential
communication),”’ is naturally processed by the human mind within a cost-efficiency
process called the “relevance theoretic comprehension procedure” (Sperber & Wilson
2002:3-23).”! That is to say, in an act of communication the mind automatically
attempts to derive psychological benefits (cognitive effects)’® from what is being
communicated. The more psychological benefits there are, the more relevant the
information. Conversely, an increase in the effort required to obtain psychological
benefits means that the listener’s expectation of relevance will likewise increase.
Relevance is measured in cognitive effects.

As a psychological reality the human mind automatically scans for relevance by
seeking the path of least resistance, namely, by optimising memory resources and

thereby utilizing the least possible amount of processing effort. When the mind is

% For a more comprehensive grasp of RT, see especially Sperber & Wilson (1995), Gutt (2000) and
Blakemore (1992).

“RT is a theory of communication that seeks to explain how ostensive communication works, not
communication that is arbitrary, circumstantial, accidental, or unintentional. Stimuli in our discussion are
assumed to be ostensive in the sense that they “must attract the audience’s attention” and “focus it on the
communicator’s intentions” (Sperber & Wilson 1986:153).

?! See Yus’s bibliography for other articles pertaining to relevance theory: http://www.ua.es/personal/francisco.y
us/rt.html.

“In relevance-theoretic terminology, psychological benefits were initially called contextual effects

(Sperber & Wilson 1986: 108-109) and later cognitive effects (Sperber & Wilson 1995:265).
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satisfied with the psychological benefits derived, it assumes it has recovered the
intended interpretation, that is, what the communicator intended to convey. Otherwise,
the process stops and additional information must be sought. It is precisely the
exchange of stimulus, context (non-stimulus) and inference within the relevance-

theoretic comprehension procedure that allows for successful human communication.

2.8.3 Stimulus and Interpretation

In any event, be it verbal communication (e.g. spoken or written words) or non-verbal
communication (e.g. a wink or a nod), a communicator uses perceptible phenomena as
evidence for the thoughts (s)he may wish to communicate. With this in view ostensive
communication naturally proceeds bifocally with a stimulus (S) and a body of thoughts,

i.e. an interpretation (I).
2.8.4 Higher Order Act of Communication (HOAC)

2.8.4.1 Intralingual Communication

In verbal communication the stimulus takes the form of a coded message with a
semantic representation (Gutt 2000:25). Very often the “intended meaning” represents
the communicator’s view (interpretation in RT) of some state of affairs in the world,
what Gutt (2005:33) refers to as a “first order act of communication” (FOAC), or
lower-order act of communication. Yet, equally true, communication often does not
attempt to reveal a communicator’s view of the world, but is rather about another act of
communication (as a type of metacommunication), akin to direct quotation or a
summary of someone else’s message. An act of communication about another act of
communication, again in Gutt’s terminology, may be regarded as a “higher order act of

communication” (HOAC).”> He states, “Since the lower-order act of communication

% The terminology “lower-order” and “higher-order” acts of communication specifies the ordinal
sense in which the two statements relate. Like the floors of a building, the “original” statement is the

“lower” or “first”-order communication. The second statement that parallels the first (lower) statement is



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE OVERVIEW 90

itself consists of a stimulus (S) and meaning-intention (I), there is automatically a
choice as to which of these two aspects the higher-order communication will be about”
(Gutt 2005:34). Will the HOAC emphasize “what was said” by the FOAC, like a direct
quotation, thus proceeding along the orientation of the original stimulus (s-mode), or
will it emphasize “what was meant,” like an indirect quotation, thus proceeding along
the orientation of the originally intended interpretation (i-mode)?”* Consider figure 2

taken from Gutt (2005:34).

the higher-order communication. The terms lower and higher in this sense also conceptualize the vertical
dimension that naturally exists between source and target of any translation.

It should be noted that relevance theory applied to translation has undergone several developments
since Gutt’s original 1991/2000 publication. Based on Sperber and Wilson’s (1995:224-31) original
conception of “direct” and “interpretive” use of language, Gutt (2000:58-59) developed an applicable
system for understanding translation. In terms of translation: (1) The direct use of language is
tantamount to ‘“covert” translation. For Gutt, covert translations fall outside the realm of translation
proper, since they achieve their relevance in their own right, not by virtue of their relationship with other
utterances. (2) From the interpretive use of language, however, Gutt (1991:24) envisaged “direct” and
“indirect” translation, akin to direct and indirect quotation. Since his 2000 update (and in reaction to
further developments, e.g. metarepresentation in Noh 2000, Wilson 2000a, Sperber 2000, Garcia 2002),
Gutt (2006:418-419) argued that utterances (oral or written in RT) about other utterances are not
“representations” (i.e. metarepresentations) at all in the way that thoughts are, but are ostensive acts of
communication, i.e. higher-order acts of communication. The “i-mode” discussed above correlates to the
older term “indirect translation,” whereas the “s-mode” “covers all cases involving metalinguistic
resemblance, as well as cases involving the sharing of properties other than linguistic ones” (Gutt
2006:419). Thus, as applied to translation, the terminology unfolds: (a) direct use of language = covert
translation; (b) interpretive use of language = direct/indirect translation, which in modified form became
s/i mode HOACs. Gutt (2005) also discusses a “hybrid” s/i mode, but for our purposes the basic s/i

polarity will suffice.
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Fig. 2

Higher-order communication: {S, 1}
s-mode i-mode

Lower-order communication: {S, 1}

Consider the following exchange where an HOAC expresses not the speaker’s view of

a state of affairs, but instead refers to another act of communication:”

Wolfgang: [to Anna] “Do you want to go with me to the dance?”
Anna: [to Wolfgang] “I don’t think it’s a good idea.”

Max: [to Wolfgang after not hearing Anna’s reply] “What did she say?”

s-mode, “what was said”
Wolfgang: [to Max], She said, “I don’t think it’s a good idea.”
i-mode, “what was meant”

Wolfgang: [to Max], She said that she doesn’t want to go to the dance with me.”

2.8.4.2 Interlingual Communication

To this point our discussion has centred on an intralingual setting, where an s-mode
HOAC is able to replicate, verbatim (e.g. direct quotation), all of the formal
characteristics of the FOAC, including its lexical make-up. Clearly the i-mode has
inherent flexibility and need only offer a token of the original to convey its intended

meaning.

% This illustration is modified from Gutt (2005:33-34) and Wilson (2000:413).

%Had Max not even heard Wolfgang’s question, he would have been without a context for Anna’s
reply and would have thus been mystified by what she meant by it. In the light of this it is clear that the
i-mode is able to supply a context for the audience with its interpretation in a way the s-mode cannot (cf.

Gutt 2005:35).
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However, Gutt (2005:40) also places the s- and i-mode HOACs within an
interlingual ~scenario.”’ Since languages share a high level of properties (e.g.
phonological, morphological, syntactical, semantic, etc.),”® we may speak of the s-
mode (direct quotation) analogously where certain properties of the stimulus are shared
and retained in an interlingual exchange. That is to say, in cross-language
communication the s-mode — which at any rate cannot retain the actual lexemes of the
original, otherwise it would remain intralingual — is determined by properties shared
between languages. This means that as an umbrella category the s-mode need not be
determinative of lexical reduplication. In fact, typically only a fraction of language
properties play a (significant) role in conveying the intended meaning, what Gutt
(2005:40) refers to as ‘“communicative properties.” If communicative properties are
linguistic  properties that aid in the conveyance of the intended meaning,
“communicative clues” are instances in which one property in language A is traded for
a different property in language B, but in which B nevertheless extends the
communicative sense of A, thereby drawing attention to the translator’s intended
meaning. Thus interlingual communication often falls to “clue giving” for making

interpretive sense. Gutt (2005:42) states,

Thus, although in cross-language communication the new stimulus belongs to a
different linguistic system than the original one, and will therefore, differ from it
in many concrete properties, it often can still function as another token of the
original stimulus for interpretive purposes: that is, to the extent that it provides

the same clues for the intended interpretation as the original did, it would lead to

7While it may be debated as to whether translation should be described in terms of intercultural
communication, that point is not so clearly the case for the Jewish Greek scriptures, which may have
been rendered by Jewish translators for Jewish consumption within the same “culture.”

% For an early assessment of language universals see Chomsky (1976; 1981; 1986). Though Steiner
(1975:93-109) and others are skeptical of Chomskyan universals, see the summary in Cook and Newson

(2007), and later developments especially in Haspelmath (2001).
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the original interpretation - if processed wusing the original context. (italics

original)

2.8.5 HOACs and Quotation

Since natural language offers a complex range of communicative possibilities, it is of
course possible for variations of the s-mode and i-mode to take place. That is to say,
there is no set criterion as to exactly what constitutes an s- or i-mode HOAC, per se;
rather s- and i- are modes, i.e. orientations within which there is a range of
possibilities. Wilson (2000:413) in fact illustrates four main types of quotation: direct,
indirect, mixed, and free indirect. Picking up on the prior example, consider the four

types of quotation as HOACs.

Wolfgang: [to Anna] “Do you want to go with me to the dance?”
Anna: [to Wolfgang] “I don’t think it’s a good idea.”

Max: [to Wolfgang after not hearing Anna’s reply] “What did she say?”

(1) direct quotation, Wolfgang: [to Max]
She said, “I don’t think it’s a good idea.”
(2) mixed quotation, Wolfgang: [to Max]
She said that she doesn’t think it’s “a good idea.”
(3) indirect quotation, Wolfgang: [to Max]
She said that she doesn’t want to go to the dance with me.
(4) free indirect quotation, Wolfgang: [to Max]

She said no, it’s not a good idea to go dancing with me!

The range of quotation types above may then be said to occur analogously in
interlingual communication, superimposing over the modal continuum where (1) and
(2) represent types of s-mode HOACs, moving toward (3) and (4), which would

represent i-mode oriented HOAC:s.
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Fig. 3

s1 2 i3 4
2.9  RELEVANCE THEORY AND SEPTUAGINT STUDIES

2.9.1 Semantically Coded Information is Evidence for Meaning

Where HOACs are operative, it follows that all of the semantic coding available serves
as evidence of the translator’s intended meaning. As pointed out earlier, the degree to
which a higher-order act of communication achieves its relevance by virtue of its
relationship with a lower-order act of communication, is the degree to which the same
can be extended to Septuagintal texts that were designed to communicate. On a
continuum that moves from stimulus to interpretation-oriented modes, then, various
LXX translations may fall along it analogously to the four types of quotation
mentioned (see Fig. 3).

However, since interlingual communication entails the sharing of linguistic
properties, we should not expect to locate an exact designation along an s/i continuum,
which is nevertheless non-crucial for exegesis. More important than what precise
“mode” characterizes an LXX translation is the determination of ‘“communicative
clues” as already discussed (though the mode may actually offer some guidance toward
selecting communicative clues). Thus, the following examples are merely meant to
illustrate how various translations may be aligned on such a continuum, without

seeking systematic precision.

2.9.2 Characteristically s-mode examples analogous to direct quotation

—
Lam 3:6 FOAC HOAC

o5 NN MW DDWNNa €V OKOTELVOIC EkAOLOéV e WG VEKQOUG
alwvog
In dark places, he made me sit, like those In dark places, he made me sit, like the dead of

who died long ago. long ago.
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The Hebrew and Greek are quite close in formal characteristics (cf. qal ptc mn, which
is used adjectivally, for the adj. vexpodg). The Greek would appear to be a
straightforward s-mode HOAC.

Ps 94(95):7 _

MY DY MMIRITOR K173 GTLavTOs €0ty O 006 U@V Kol 1)PLElS
WHWN 9P DR O IRY A0 VOUTIS adTOD Kal TeORata XELQ0g
avTOL OTHEQOV €V TNG GWVNS AVTOL
axovonte
Because he is our God, and we are the Because he is our God, and we are the people of
people of his pasture, and the sheep of his  his pasture, and the sheep of his hand. Today if
hand. Today if you would listen to his you would listen to his voice.

voice.

LXX-Ps 95:7 replicates many of the formal features of the Hebrew. Yet we may also
observe basic communicative clues involved, most of which do not involve differences
as such in the translated text over against the Vorlage. Such instances (subtly) include a
fully inflected translation intent on making semantic sense on a micro-level (i.e. Greek
cases used make for grammatical sense and mood, e.g. €&v + the subjunctive
arxovonte for the DR clause), semantic replacements that offer a similar contribution
to the sense of the verse (e.g. mooPata for iR¥), even an added copulative verb
(¢otwv) that explicates predication. The s-mode does not deviate far from the formal
features of the source, and yet it is able to do so sensibly by utilizing communicative

clues.
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2.9.3 Characteristically s-mode examples analogous to a mixed type quotation

Ps7:3
P18 WAl TIRD 770 1A

Hoen R

Lest he tear my soul like a lion;
dragging away and there is no one

rescuing.

The genitive absolute participles

FOAC —

(6vtog

HOAC

U TtoTe AOTAOT) WG AéwVv TNV PuxV

Hov ur) 6vTog AVTEOVEVOL UNdE
oqCovTog

Lest he drag away my soul like a lion, while

there is none to redeem, nor to save.

AvTOLHEVOL o@lovtog) take

interpretive liberties in this verse, over against the otherwise s-mode orientation in the

first half of the verse. The translator evidently felt at liberty to smooth out the difficult

Hebrew.

Job 1:21
AWK DY AR JOIN NIRRY DAY IR

Than M ow W I'IPI7 MM N1 mn anw

And he said, “Naked I came from my
mother’s womb, and naked I shall return
there. YHWH gave, and YHWH has
taken away. May the name of YHWH
be blessed.”

o ] —

AVTOS YUUVOG €ENADOV €k Ko lag
HUNTEOS OV YUHUVOGS Kal amteAgvoopat
€Kel O KUOLOG EdwKEV O KUELOG adeidato
WG T KLELW £do&eV OVTWG KAl €yéveto
&in to Ovoua kvplov evAoyNUEVOV

[he said] “I myself came naked from my
mother’s womb, naked also I shall return
there; the Lord gave, the Lord has taken
away, as it seemed good to the Lord, even so
it has happened. May the name of the Lord
be blessed.”

Aside from a small interjection (wg T kLElW £do&ev oltwe kKat €yéveto), the

Greek shadows the Hebrew in many of its formal characteristics.
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2.9.4 Characteristically i-mode examples analogous to an indirect quotation

Job 6:6 [ Foac | ==| noac |
non *Han San Harn el PowbNoeTAL &OTOG AVeL AAGG el O¢ Kal
mnbn "3 opv W R £€0TLV YEDUO €V OIJUAOLY KEVOILG
Can something tasteless be eaten Shall bread be eaten without salt? Or indeed, is
without salt, or is there any flavor in there taste in empty words?

the juice of a plant?

In LXX-Job 6:6 we may note instances where the HOAC follows its presumed source
closely, but then clarifies other instances where the source may have been unclear.
Where in the Hebrew 5om designates something “tasteless” or insipid to be eaten (93R),
the Greek HOAC offers its interpretation, &otog. Where et flags a question in both
clauses, 0¢ joins the two clauses followed by an adverbial xkai. The added conjunction
aids the comparison of stichs enhanced by Onuaowv kevoig, “empty words/things,”
which glosses the difficult mnm 73 “juice of mallows” (though note “white of an
egg” NIV, KJV). As to the “mode” utilized, Job 6:6 could be either a “mixed” type or
regular i-mode. Perhaps the verbal nuance of 5an “utter stupidity, speak foolishly”
(HALOT 1775) influenced the later choice for ¢Onjuaoctv kevolg in the translator’s
interpretation. Whereas the Hebrew retains the “taste/food” imagery in both stichs, the

Greek opts to reveal its presumed concrete meaning in the second stich.

Ex 4:13 | FOAC

—>| HOAC |

nown T3 81 MHW IR MR kad elmev Mwvong déopat kvgLe

npoxetoloat duvapevov aAAov Ov

ATIOOTEAELG
And he said, “O my Lord, please send by And Moses said, “I ask, O’ Lord, choose
the hand you will send.” another capable person, whom you will

send.”
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The Greek does not offer a semantically unintelligible translation for the idiomatic
Hebrew, as the English illustrates. Rather, the translator recasts the FOAC indirectly

into new communicative language.

2.9.5 Characteristically i-mode examples analogous to an indirect-free quotation

A distinction between indirect and free indirect is arguably arbitrary. Here it is only
intended to illustrate that even in the i-mode, the interpretive range can become highly

expansive.

Dan 5:4 | FOAC | —>| HOAC |

RWMI RO RAAT *HOKRD 1AW KIAN POWUKR

RIARY RYR KOO

They drank the wine and praised the gods
of gold and silver, of bronze, iron, wood,

and stone.

The periphrastic, if not targumic, nature of the preceding verse highlights that in the i-

mode,

even composition would theoretically fit within its

KAl MUAGYoLV Ta eldwAa T
Xewpomointa avtwv, kKat tov Beov tov
alwvog OVK eVAOYNOAV TOV €XOVTX

Vv ¢£ovolav ToL TVEVHATOS AVTWV

And they blessed their handmade idols and
they did not bless the eternal God who had

authority over their spirit.

insofar as it attempts to convey the translator’s intended interpretation of the FOAC.

Prov 1:7

| FOAC | —>| HOAC |

nyT WKk Mt nkY

112 0OMKR 0 NN

The fear of Yahweh is the beginning of

knowledge, fools despise wisdom and

apx1n codlag popog Beov ovveoic O
ayabr) maot Tolg TToLLOLY AVTHV
evoéBela O¢ eig Oeov doxr) aloOnoews
codlav de kal mawelav aoeBelg
¢Eovbevrioovotv

The beginning of wisdom is the fear of God,

and understanding is good for all those who

open-ended parameters,
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instruction. practice it, and piety practiced for God is the
beginning of discernment, but surely the

ungodly will despise wisdom and instruction.

As a preliminary illustration with cognition in view, figure 3 shows how various books
could relate on a communicative continuum, spanning from the stimulus-oriented mode
(s-mode) on the left, to the interpretation-oriented mode (i-mode) on the right.”” Since
the s-mode, when reduplicated verbatim in an intralingual setting, would stipulate a
definite end point on the left side of the continuum, it is more likely that a highly s-
mode oriented act of communication that crosses a language boundary (i.e. a

translation) would nevertheless incorporate a range of communicative clues.

Fig 3.
Communicative modes of LXX HOACs

Genesis "

°
s-mode

i-mode

Every book portrayed above shows a potentially complex communicative mode.'”
Trading notions of “literal” and “free” for concepts better suited to cognition, the
translator would be offering an interpretation of the lower-order act of communication

regardless of which mode (s)he saw fit to utilize. The list of lexical-semantic variations

% Where individual books/smaller divisions within books fall along such a continuum is of course a
matter for further consideration. Figure 3 is therefore intended to merely illustrate the point.

1% Further, note that there is no clear demarcation between the s- and i-modes.
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noted in chapter 1 and the appendix may reflect a similar spectrum, but only insofar as

they are demonstrably attributable to interpretive decisions for the translator.

2.10 SEPTUAGINT HERMENEUTICS AND EXEGESIS: IMPLICATIONS

Having considered cognition as a fit for the LXX in terms of ostensive communication
that crosses a language boundary, as well as the notion of higher-order acts of
communication, we shall consider a number of preliminary implications toward a
hermeneutic for the Septuagint (with ramifications for exegesis) as we attempt to scale

the “minimalist ... maximalist” polarity discussed in part I of this chapter.

2.10.1 The Minimalist Hermeneutic

2.10.1.1 Equivalency
As long as we approach LXX translations bound to “equivalency” as the basis for

o we shall find it difficult to make substantive exegeses of translations

interpretation,’'
that are characteristically “literal” (e.g. Psalms), to use a more conventional term.
Cognition not only circumvents this hierarchy as its basis for interlingual
communication, it also necessitates that a translator does not withdraw his/her
understanding, but in fact provides it as a higher order act of communication. It

follows, then, that all of the LXX translated text becomes grist for interpretation, not

just instances where the translator deviates from equivalency or supposed set defaults.

""In her advocacy for the German functional approaches to translation, Snell-Hornby (2006:153)
lamented that translation scholars tend to reinvent the wheel by reintroducing ideas from which the rest
of the scholarly community had long since moved beyond. In her estimation, “considerable sections of
the scientific community” had not only vehemently debated the quest for equivalence in the 1980s, but

had likewise discarded it.
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2.10.1.2 Exegesis

Since context is a psychological construct, there is no conflict with the “mode” (s/i) in
which an LXX translation operates, for the sake of interpretation. This means that
translator interpretation is fundamental to (ostensive) interlingual communication
regardless, and thus any mode warrants the same approach to exegesis within the
normal boundaries of communication.'” Since there is often an unclear distinction
between indirect quotation, paraphrase and composition, cognitive considerations
should help redress certain methodological presuppositions that support only a narrow

band of interpretive interaction between the translator and his/her translation.

2.10.1.3 Textual Coherence

There are often instances of source interference that disrupt the natural usage of the
target language. However, it is noteworthy to point out that the minority of textual
instances are characteristically “unintelligible”'® (see 2.2.2.7) or “irregular,” which at

any rate need not be explained as non-communicative or as intending to communicate

192 Within a historical-grammatical approach to exegesis, cognition of course still requires all of the
usual exegetical sensitivity (e.g. an account of genre, context, occasion, date, provenance, etc.). Likewise
every book needs to be treated separately and commensurate with its unique profile.

19 Boyd-Taylor (2008:197) even states, “While it is conceded that the language of the Septuagint is
at times obscure, unintelligibility is viewed as being the exception. And statistically speaking, it is. But
to press a cliché into service, the exception proves the rule — which is to say, the obscurity of the text,
sporadic though it may be, is not without theoretical import.” With the proven ‘“rule” being that of
intelligibility, one might just as well ask why an interlinear translation would produce mostly coherent
and intelligible Greek. It is therefore questionable whether a paradigm such as interlinearity, which
seems to account for the minority of instances, i.e. unintelligible ones, indeed operates with the most
general explanatory power for the Septuagint. Nevertheless, interlinear proponents do argue that the

interlinear paradigm is able to do justice to all or most of the LXX (Pietersma 2004:1012-1013).
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nonsense. This in turn means that clarity and coherence are characteristic of the

majority of the Greek Psalter (and presumably other translated LXX texts).'*

2.10.1.4 Interlinearity

Until there is more than just internal support for interlinearity (extra-linguistic support
is needed), it should not be adopted as a universal explanation/heuristic for the text-
linguistic make-up of the Septuagint.'®® If history does reveal that various LXX texts
were designed in subservience to their Vorlagen, they should still be interpreted within

the parameters of communication.
2.10.2 The Maximalist Hermeneutic

2.10.2.1 A Freestanding Composition?

Since a higher order act of communication (LXX) achieves its relevance by virtue of its
relationship with the first-order communication (Semitic Vorlagen),'” the reception
audience would be expected to expend sufficient processing effort for commensurate
cognitive effects. That the LXX became revered as the word of God (cf. Wasserstein &
Wasserstein 2006) shows that its relationship to and relevance as biblical literature was

recognized. Ironically, this FOAC/HOAC relationship argues against treating the

104 Nevertheless, the mechanism for translation, be it atomistic or logo-centric, should not be
confused with communicative import. Admittedly, translations that are rigidly s-mode in orientation do
at times hinder the full range of receptor language usage and, exceptionally, result in difficult or
unintelligible readings. It is in these exceptional cases that the interlinear paradigm is at its strongest.

% 1n contrast Pietersma (2002:359) articulated the following “methodological dictum” akin to a
scientific law: “There can be no doubt: not all translated books in the Septuagint collection will turn out
to be interlinear texts. Yet since that paradigm fits the vast majority of books, one might go so far as to
formulate a methodological dictum: the translated books of the LXX are interlinear, until proven
otherwise.”

1% The translator does not say, “Y and Z represent a state of affairs in the world,” but that “X says

that ‘Y and Z represent a state of affairs in the world.””
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Septuagint like a free-standing composition; it was not a freestanding composition for
the translator. Put differently, even though the translator could certainly read his
product independent of its source (and probably did), he could not compose it as such.
Thus statements about the text as a tramslation ought to consider both source and target
texts. In its reception, possibly even very early on, it seems more plausible to say that
the Jewish Greek Scriptures in essence became first-order acts of communication when
the relationship with the Hebrew/Aramaic was no longer crucial to their relevance as
documents.'”” A hermeneutic entirely focused on reception history ought to not make

comments about the translator, lest it confuse ® for ®*.
2.10.3 The Middle Hermeneutic

2.10.3.1 A Complementary Approach

Since the hermeneutical problem (inception vs. reception) polarized by NETS and BdA
is not so clearly an either/or situation (Kraus 2006:63-83), it would appear that, of the
three projects surveyed, LXX.D is the most complementary approach to the cognitive
model presented here. While taking the translated text as a translation — and thus
considering a close comparison with the source text — LXX.D also expends energy on
the coherence of what is actually said. In more traditional terms, there is a balance

struck between both the process and product.

2.11 CONCLUSION

To the degree that context is crucial to the communicative process, so a Septuagint
hermeneutic should necessarily garner its interpretive strategies from both external and
internal criteria, if possible. To the degree that we lack historical insight — and much

evidence is unfortunately lacking in terms of specific historical information — to that

7 In fact, there were likely many in the ancient world (e.g. Philo), as there are in the modern world,
who would have regarded the Jewish Greek Scriptures as a composition or a product of divine

inspiration, the linguistic derivation entirely unbeknownst to them.
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degree must we submit that positivistic expectations may not be fully realistic in the
present state of scholarship.'® It would appear that an accounting for cognition is
complementary (not subversive) to many of the exegetical studies of the Septuagint
already available. In this sense, a consideration of cognition in formulating a
Septuagint hermeneutic, the ramifications of which support a common sense approach
to exegesis anyway, can help us better grasp how the Septuagint works as a translation.
This in turn might offer further guidance as to how one might approach the Greek text
exegetically. Without offering a theory of origins, cognition is able to account for the
translated texts as interpretation in all of its modes, assuming of course that it was

intended to communicate in the first place.

"% Thus it would appear that the approach adopted by Schaper (1995) would appeal to the
external/inferential needs of a cognitive model. That being said, whether his context selection was

accurate, which makes a crucial difference in interpretation, is debatable.
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Having overviewed the text-critical aims and procedures for the present research (ch 1) as well as
various hermeneutical stances pertaining to Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies (ch 2),
this chapter will briefly review and formulate key methodological considerations that will be

assumed and/or operative throughout the analysis of Ps 38 and 145.

3.1 Grammatical, Syntactical, Lexical Comparisons

The commentary that follows is a systematic, detailed, verse-by-verse, word-by-word
comparative analysis between the texts of Greek (primarily PCO and secondarily the
daughter versions) and the Hebrew (primarily BHS and secondarily other editions and
versions) for Ps 38(39) and 145(146). Every word shall be carefully compared
grammatically, syntactically, and lexically in the Greek and Hebrew. Where words are

repeated, the reader will be redirected to the appropriate section of discussion.

3.2 Versions

As stated in 1.3.4 (also 1.2.1.1), textual criticism must necessarily engage the
transmission history, and to an extent the history of interpretation in order to make
sense of the OG. The ancient sources can be used in a sense to “triangulate” not only an

earlier form, but also an earlier interpretation.

3.3 Context

Assuming that the psalms were translated with communicative intent, the following
analysis also assumes that the OG was intended to be an act of (interlingual)
communication (so chapter 2). In this way all of the translated text is evidence for what
the translator intended, and this naturally involves a consideration of the known
context. What is known of the translator’s context includes, minimally, the text itself,
including certainly the Vorlage, other Greek Psalms, and potentially but only where
verifiable, other texts such as the Pentateuch. Naturally the historical context is also

crucial to wunderstanding the significance of the Psalms for the translator(s).
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Regrettably, for the Greek Psalter this is presently a matter of conjecture and guess
work, for there is little confidence about the date or provenance (assumed here to be in
the 2™ cent. BCE), much less the intimate details of daily living or religious use.
Because of this the present work does not attempt creative reconstructions using later
rabbinic literature or other literature to “fill in the gaps,” however interesting they may

be.

3.4 Dual Emphasis

Smith (2005:7) rightly illustrates a basic dichotomy between inception and reception
by pointing out that creating a translation (= inception) and reading a translation (=
reception) are two fundamentally different activities. Likewise, if anything has become
evident from the overview of translations in chapter 2, it is that there is tension
between understanding the Septuagint as an independent text (product) or as a set of
translational choices (process) that culminated in the text. Both emphases, the process
and product, have a tendency to prize either the point of composition or the reception
audience respectively.! The following paragraphs pertain to the inception of the OG

text, with interest in both the processes and the product.

3.4.1 Translational Processes

The present analysis attempts to pay attention to what can be determined on a linguistic
level regarding the choices made in translation. Likewise, great care will be taken to
understand the translation technique in order to not only clarify the form of the text, but
also the decision to produce that form, along with its meaning. Insofar as translation
technique is a methodological prerequisite, the present research is also in agreement

with the following stated principle in NETS:

In the light of what has been argued, it is thus appropriate to think of NETS along

the lines of the Gottingen Septuagint: as the Gottingen editors attempt to establish

! Although, in actuality none of the translation projects discussed in ch. 2 would condone such a

simplistic binary “opposition” between product and process.
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the original form of the Greek text and in so doing draw on the Hebrew for text-
critical leverage, so NETS has availed itself of what leverage the Hebrew can
provide in arbitrating between competing meanings of the Greek” (Pietersma &

Wright 2007:4).

The present work assumes, however, that the ancient translator, as a member of Jewish
scribal circles, was in the unique position to function as both composer and reader.
Careful decision making by the translator aside for the moment, it is true that any
translator can act as a reader (just as another person can) and appreciate and understand
his/her composition without a comprehensive recall of the innumerable choices that
produced it.> That is to say, the translator could also read his own translation as an
independent text; he would not in a sense “retranslate” his work in order to read it.
Because of this it might be helpful to distinguish, if only for methodological control,
between the translational product and the independent product. Conceding that both
are one and the same text, the distinction comes only in how one approaches it, either

as writer or reader (so Smith).

3.4.2 Translational Product

Although, broadly speaking, both of the psalms in the present study may be
characterized as isomorphic, it is not enough for mere statistics about individual words
to satisfy our understanding of the Greek Psalter. What is also needed is a close reading
of the Greek vis-a-vis the Hebrew within contiguous textual units, in this case entire
psalms, to shed greater light on how the target represents its source. While a study of
textual criticism and translation technique is precisely the kind of task appropriate for
discussion in a commentary, it is also evident that an exclusive emphasis upon word-
level translational choices or ‘“segmentation” runs the risk of overlooking the larger
discourse that the translator actually produced, i.e. that it is a genuine Greek text with

literary features.

? Indeed, it is unlikely that this could even be possible.
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Moreover, it is one thing to study the process of translational choices (see 1.2.1),
and yet another to consider the coherence or lack thereof regarding what is actually
“said” in terms of discourse and thematic structure. Just as the meaning of an utterance
is more than the sum total of the words that comprise it, so too is a translation (product)
more than, and thus “other” than, the sum of the translational decisions that produced
it. The present commentary also approaches the translated text at the literary (product)
level as a representation of the Vorlage, perhaps as an amalgam of mixed modes of
quotation as discussed in 2.8.5° The “modal” aspect of interlingual communication
also builds in concessions that the translator had freedom to wupdate language for
contemporary purposes (so LXX.D). This would suggest that even discourse level

considerations can still be traced alongside select translational choices.

3.4.2.1 Ps 18(19):10-14
Ps 18(19):10-14 is an example of a translational unit that is heavily oriented toward the

source text. An over-emphasis of this fact, however, may overlook subtle clues as to

*In relevance theoretic terms, a crucial piece of the contextual puzzle for the OG as a higher-order
act of communication is the lower-order act of communication from which it achieves its relevance.
Indeed, the FOAC (the Hebrew Vorlage) is a manifest and integral part of the translator’s context. It
only follows then that one should, if possible, account for the Hebrew/Aramaic source text within its
interpretive tradition in order to contextualize the target text. Here of course textual criticism and
exegesis converge. Qumran texts/traditions, which may be contemporaneous with some OG translations,
must also be considered. A more controversial point to be made, however, is that exegesis of the Greek
should assume exegesis of the Hebrew/Aramaic. It is in this vein that one may grasp to what degree an
HOAC is geared toward a particular communicative mode (s/i) in the first place. Lest one fall into the
trap of merely describing an LXX text in the process of being translated, on the one hand, or regarding it
as a first-order act of communication (i.e. a composition), on the other, it would appear methodologically

incumbent on a modern Septuagint exegete to consider both source and target together.
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the translator’s global understanding of the pericope. The translator often had the

larger discourse in view while translating as well; in this case his level of segmentation

was not limited to the word or phrase but, minimally, to several verses.

' The fear of YHWH is
clean, enduring forever;
The judgments of YHWH
are true; they are

righteous altogether.

" More desirable than
gold, even more than
much refined gold;
sweeter also than honey,
even extracted honey
from the honeycomb.

> Moreover, your servant
is warned by them; by
keeping them there is
great reward.

" Who can understand
(my) errors? Leave me
unpunished because of
my hidden (wrongs).

' Also spare your servant

MR DR
nTAY AN
H

M wawn

TR IPTR DNKR

miniialninisighiy]
a7 1am
waTn o'pinm

Dok Nan

a1 7TaY DA
Baa

17 2py onwa

132 M MR3Y

1P1 MANoaN

TN 0¥ 03

0 PpOog Kvplov ayvog
dlapévav elg alwva
alwvog Ta kplpata kKvelov
AANOwa dedikatwpéva

7L TO a0 TO

ermOvpnpata Ve
xovoiov kat AiBov tipov
TIOAUV

Kal YAvkUTeQa UTTEQ HEAL

Kal knplov

Kol Yo 0 000AGS oov
dLAGOOEL AVTA €V T
dvAaooev avTa
AVTATIOd001C TTOAAT)
TAQATITWHATA TIG
OLVNOEL €K TV KQUPIWV

Hov kaBA&QLooV pe

K&l amo aAAotolwv petoat

The fear of the Lord is
pure, enduring forever
and ever; the judgments
of the Lord are true,
having been justified
altogether.

Things desired more than
gold, and much precious
stone; and sweeter than
honey and the

honeycomb.

For indeed your servant
keeps them; by keeping
them there is great
reward.

Who will understand
(my) offenses? Cleanse
me from my hidden
(sins).

And/also spare your

*As has been demonstrated up to this point, it is true enough that individual features of translation

can be examined atomistically (e.g. v. 10 ¥ =

\

€Ml TO avto; v. 11 comparative 1 [27m] explains

vmép [xovoiov]). This type of insight is critical to a close text-comparative analysis, but only engages

one step toward understanding the translated text.
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from (his) insolent (acts); TTIY  TOL doVAOUL OOV v U servant from strangers: if
let them not rule over me; ™R ™AW OR  LOL KATAKLOLEVOWOLY they do not subdue me,
then I will be blameless, PPN DR TOTE AHWHOC 00Ul Kal then I shall be blameless
and I shall be acquitted of 2 ywan  kabaglodnoopatl amo and I shall be cleansed
great transgression. apagtiag peyaAng from great sin.

The judgments of the Lord (mnwawn / ta koilpata kvEiov) serve as the governing
subject from 10b through 11 at which point the Hebrew engages the macro-syntactic
discourse marker D3 to begin verse 12.° o) governs both verses 12 and 13, all the while
building on the argument about the value of the Lord’s judgments in 10 and 11. As a
near-synonym to f&, DX can likewise indicate noteworthy addition.’ In this sense the
Lord’s judgments are true and precious, moreover (03), the Lord’s servant is warned by
them (12). Verse 13, then, supports and amplifies v.12 with a rhetorical question. D3
thereby creates more interesting poetry by building the argument rather than stringing
each verse together in simple coordination, or by asyndeton.

The Greek likewise treats tax woipata as the controlling idea throughout these
verses. In this case the subject is grammatically neuter and plural. Whereas v. 12 in 2t
reads ©N2 9N TTAY “your servant is warned by them” (3 mp suff + instrumental 1),
the Greek renders the niphal ptc 271 “to be warned” as a present active indicative verb
(pvAdaooer). Following wat yao (B3 in v. 12, the antecedent of the neuter plural
direct object avta (2x) is evidently kpipata (“your servant keeps them,” ie. T

Kot kvEtov), 26 words earlier (v. 10).> Deictic features like this support the

° BHRG (40.19.3.iii) regards this verse as one of the few instances where “D3 governs more than one sentence. In
these instances it functions as a macro-syntactic connective.”

® BHRG §40.19.4.iii

" BHRG §39.6.3

¥ It is examples like this, which pervade the Greek Psalter, that mitigate against a narrow logocentric view of the
LXX-psalmist’s translation technique. Generally with a single word, phrase, or clause in view as a guiding unit of

translation, we would expect to see many more grammatical infelicities where translated pronouns, in a sense, lose
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contention that kat yao (“for indeed”) serves as a macro-syntactic discourse marker as
well, even in translation. Even though kai ydo does not carry the precise semantic
force of D3, in isolation, its macro-syntactic significance should not be overlooked,
since it serves to strengthen the importance of kolpata in the Greek. Where D3 occurs
but two verses later it is treated as a simple coordinating conjunction in the Greek:

kaOapoov ... kai ... ¢etoatr. The variation in translational choices evinces, not
“faithfulness” to translation as we may understand the term, or even as we may
understand the Hebrew text today, but that D31 was understood by the translator as a
fluid connective and was treated contextually. With this the Greek “hangs together” on

its own and may have been appreciated as such at the point of inception.

3.4.2.2 Ps 7:4-6

A second example may be seen in the complex conditional sentence found in Ps 7:4-6.

O YHWH my God TOR M | KOoLe O Bedg pov O Lord my God
protasis (BR + gatal) protasis (et + indicative)
If I have done this, nRtrwy ox 44 el ¢moinoa TovTo if I did this

if there is injustice

S wror P

® el Eoty aducia if there is injustice

in my hands, 801 | év XeQoilv Hov in my hands
if I have rewarded mHnx DR > el qvTamédwka if I repaid those who
evil to my friend Salavil/ TOLG avTamodovoiv  repaid me with evil,

and plundered my
adversary without

cause,

op™ MR ARHARI
5b

| poL Kaké

apodosis (&Qa + optative string)

5b

anomécow aoae  then may I fall away

amo Twv éx0owv from my enemies

the gender/number assignments of their antecedents far removed. Not only does LXX-Ps 18:10-14 not do this, but it

likewise employs two discourse markers in variation to aid in the logic of the text.
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apodosis (jussive string) HOU KeVOG empty,

then let an enemy war R 411 * | * kataduwEat doa  then let the enemy

pursue my soul 0 €x0p0¢ TV pursue my
Yoy pov soul
i

and overtake it. awm | P ai KataAdBot and overtake

And let him trample "1 pIRD o 6 kai katamatioat  and trample my life to

down to the earth my L eigynv v Loy the ground

life : Lo

and place my glory in 12w 9apb mam ¢ o kat Vv d06Eav and make my glory

the dust. HOV &lg XOUV encamp in the dust
KATAOKNV@OAL

In this example the translator represents the first three oX-clauses of a complex-protasis
with ei-clauses. However, the waw consecutive yigtol form in 5b (n¥5nN1) evidently
prompted the translator to begin the apodosis early, thereby uniquely creating and
sustaining a two-part apodosis. The first part in 5b is introduced explicitly with doa +
a first person optative verb (amoméocowv) referring to the psalmist. The second part
pertains to the psalmist’s enemy (6a). The translator reinstates &ooa to underscore this
shift, while introducing the psalmist’s enemy with an aorist optative (Katadiwéar).
The double statement of &pa in conjunction with the optatives not only demonstrates
the translator’s concern for more than a word, phrase, or clause, but attempts to convey
the modal nuance of the 779, 3w, o7, and jow" with its own variation.

Thus, while the literary structure of these text units is not significantly “different”
than the Hebrew, they subtly betray discourse sensitivity with grammatical and
structural markers ever so scarce in Hebrew poetry. The present analysis of LXX-Ps 38
and 145 also investigates micro and macro-level translational choices for the sake of

gaining greater clarity on the meaning of the translated text as a product.
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3.4.3 Independent Product

Insofar as the translator was a composer and a reader, both the translational and
independent literary aspects of the translation stood before him. However, while it is
true that the ancient translator could (and probably did) read his/her text independently
of the source text just as the reception audience of which he was a part would, to
proceed on this point without first considering translational choices on both the micro
and macro levels (see 1.2.1; 3.4.2), i.e. without first considering the translational
product, runs the methodological risk of stripping away any reproducible steps the
modern interpreter can take in tracing the translator’s interests.” If one is interested in
the OG, then only after the translational product is considered should the text be
treated as an “ceuvre autonome” (so BdA) dislocated from an integral portion of its
literary context, the Vorlage. Once this is accomplished the translational interpretation

can be compared with its potential meaning in independence.

modern interpreter

translate translational product
translator R
read _ independent product
- I reception
! audience

3.5 The Lexica and Lexicography
A similar distinction between inception and reception may be seen in two prominent modern

Septuagint lexica. The introduction to LEH (2003) puts it this way:

’Here we are faced with, not whether the translator could or did read his translation independently,

but with the scientific limitations of making statements about what that means.
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When we study the Greek Bible, we are an entirely new public. Do we have to
search for its meaning with the eyes and ears of 3™ c. bee Jews in Egypt, or in
Palestine, or of the early Christians? Do we have to try to find out what the
translator meant or should we read the Greek Bible as a timeless literary work in
its own right, disregarding the author and its original public? (Lust, Eynikel &
Hauspie 2003:x).

For LEH, the chief lexicographical orientation is that of the Greek as a translation, i.e.
in terms of what the translator intended. It therefore makes regular concessions to the
presumed Vorlage insofar as it may aid in determining a range of meanings in the

Greek.

If one decides that such a lexicon is to render the meaning of the words as they
were read and understood by a public that had no knowledge whatsoever of the
Semitic text underlying the Greek, perhaps no reference should be made to the
Hebrew. However, if one opts for the other approach which seeks for the
meaning intended by the translator, then this view can hardly be adopted. Indeed,
the translator appears initially to have wished to render his Vorlage as faithfully
as possible. He wanted his translation to communicate the same message as that
intended by the original text. When deviations occur, it seems reasonable that

they should be indicated in the lexicon (Lust, Eynikel & Hauspie 2003:xii).

Lust further contends: “Although it may be based on it, LXX Greek cannot simply be
characterized as Koine Greek. It is first of all translation Greek” (Lust, Eynikel &
Hauspie 2003:viii). Here Lust evidently has in mind the aspect of LXX Greek that is
affected by its relationship to a Semitic Vorlage. In “literal” Greek translations — which
characterizes much of the LXX - this is seen most prominently in terms of the
replication of Semitic word order, non-idiomatic Greek language, and the occasional
difficult word or construction. For Lust “the result is that the syntax of the LXX is
Hebrew rather than Greek” (Lust, Eynikel & Hauspie 2003:ix).

However, it is certainly strange to juxtapose Koine Greek with “translation Greek,”

as though they are interchangeable categories for fluid stages in the history of the



CHAPTER 3: OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 115

Greek language. This seems no more appropriate to the Septuagint than it is to call the
English of the King James Version or the Revised Standard Version “translation
English,” in distinction from Elizabethan or Modern English. Rather, the Greek of the
Septuagint has a “translation character” (as Lust more helpfully says on page ix), and
this may be characterized largely by its adherence to the word order of the
Hebrew/Aramaic Vorlage. In this regard the style of the Greek found in most of the
translated portions of the Septuagint often does not reflect the normal spoken language
of the Koine. However, a translation is a unique kind of communication in any
language and always comes with a greater or lesser measure of source interference.
This does not warrant a new category for what “kind” of language it is. Further, Lust’s
comment that “the syntax of the LXX 1is Hebrew rather than Greek” is somewhat
mystifying. Whatever Lust meant by this statement,'” it should at least be pointed out
that since the Greek language is highly inflected, its own syntax is not only regularly
employed, but is done so rarely with “error.” Whereas Hebrew syntax is word-order
dependent, one must take care not to project this limitation upon the Greek of the
Septuagint, which otherwise handles the relationships between words in the normal
way Koine Greek does.

Although the present work concurs with the orientation of LEH — and indeed LEH
will be consulted as an invaluable tool at every step in the present research — Muraoka
(GELS) seems to have a more productive approach to explaining the Greek of the

Septuagint.

...we regard the language of the Septuagint to be a genuine representative of the
contemporary Greek, that is to say, the Greek of the Hellenistic and Early Roman

periods, though necessarily influenced by the grammar and usage of Aramaic and

"In footnote 30, Lust says, “At the beginning of the first chapter of his Verbal Syntax in the Greek
Pentateuch. Natural Greek Usage and Hebrew Interference, Oxford, University Press, 2001, p. 1, T.V.
Evans quotes this paragraph and then misinterprets my words, making me ‘assert generally that LXX
syntax equals Hebrew syntax’. In another contribution I will provide a more substantial refutation of his

allegations” (Lust, Eynikel & Hauspie 2003:ix).
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Hebrew from which the bulk of the Septuagint was translated, the nature and degree
of that influence varying from translator to translator and from question to question

(Muraoka 2009:ix).

In contrast to LEH, GELS has taken a “reception” approach to determining meaning,

though with the concession that the Hebrew/Aramaic was also consulted.

Following a series of exploratory studies and debates, we have come to the
conclusion that we had best read the Septuagint as a Greek document and try to
find out what sense a reader in a period roughly 250 B.C. - 100 A.D. who was
ignorant of Hebrew or Aramaic might have made of the translation, although we

did compare the two texts all along (Muraoka 2009:viii).
Additionally, Muraoka states:

It is in line with this approach that we consider it justifiable and useful to refer,
where appropriate, to daughter versions based on the Septuagint on the one hand,
and Greek patristic commentaries on the Septuagint on the other, although we are
not particularly concerned with specifically Christian interpretation necessarily
embedded in those daughter versions and commentaries, for our basic starting

point is the Septuagint as a document of Hellenistic Judaism (Muraoka 2009:viii).

Notably both lexica concede that the “meanings” of Greek words in the Septuagint
must be determined in the context of the Greek. For this reason, ironically, both are in
agreement more often than in non-agreement, making both tools largely
complementary. Indeed, where applicable, the same can very often be said of Bauer,
Arndt, Gingrich & Danker (2000) (BDAG). Though focused primarily on the NT and
other early Christian literature, BDAG not only treats much of the Greek vocabulary in
the LXX within the context of the Greek text, it does so in a far more exhaustive

manner than either LEH or GELS."' Finally, although LSJ is a lexicon of Attic Greek,

""Even though GELS uses descriptions of meaning or “definitions” (and LEH mere glosses), BDAG
generally includes far more substantive definitions, but also situates the LXX within other reception

Greek literature.
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it too is indispensible for the study of the Septuagint. All four lexica — LSJ, LEH,
GELS, and BDAG — shall be consulted throughout.

The present commentary proceeds on the view expressed in GELS, that Septuagint
Greek is a “genuine representative of the...Greek of the Hellenistic and Early Roman
periods, though necessarily influenced by the grammar and usage of Aramaic and
Hebrew from which the bulk of the Septuagint was translated.” The fact that the Greek
at hand is a translation provides some leverage in determining why a particular word in
Greek was used — hence the need for the Vorlage to arbitrate in certain ambiguous
situations — and less what that word necessarily means. The meaning of words in Greek
must be determined in the Greek context, and it is the context of the translated Greek
text (so LEH) that we are after.

Finally, in the same way that it is deemed inappropriate to define Greek words with
Hebrew meanings (i.e. practically speaking, one should not use a Hebrew lexicon to
understand the Greek vocabulary of the LXX) — so also NETS, BdA, LXX.D, LEH and
GELS - the present author also deems it to be inappropriate to refer to a commentary
on the Hebrew text to understand the translated Greek text in instances in which the
Greek is considered to be “equivalent” to the Hebrew.'> Thus, in harmony with the
position concluded in 2.10.1.1, that all of the words of a translation are evidence for
the translator’s intended meaning, the present work comments on the full text of Ps

38(39) and 145(146) as complete acts of interpretation.

21t may be further noted that commentaries on the Hebrew primarily work with the MT, not the

Vorlage of any given translated text of the Septuagint.
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4.1 TRANSLATION

Eic 10 téAog t@ IdtBovv @dr) T Aavd

Eina DuAdéw tag 6do0¢ pov tod un)
AHOQTAVELY €V YAWOOT) LoV

£0£unVv 1@ otopaTi Hov GLAAKNV €V TQ
OLOTAVAL TOV AUAQTWAOV EVaVTIOV Hov
ExwPONV kat EtamevaOny kat éotynoa €€

ayaBov kat 1o aAynua pov avekawiodn

€0eoudvOn 1) kaEdia pov Evtdg pov kal €v i)

peAétn pov ékkavOroetat mOE EAGAN oA év

YAoor) pov

I'vaplodv pot kHLe TO TEQAS POV Kol TOV

AQLOLLOV TAV T)LLEQAV OV TiC €0ty tvar Yv@ T

VOTEQW £V

0oL maAaotag €00V TaG NUEQAS OV KAl T

vméoTaoic pov woel 0VOEV EVAOTIOV 0OV TIATV

TX COPTIAVTA HATALOTNG TS avOowTog LoV
dupaApa

pévtorye év elkdvi damogeveTal &vOowmog

ANV HAaTnV tapdooovtat Onoavilet kat ov

YW@oKeL TiVL CLUVAEEL aDTA

Kal VOV TiG 1] UTTOLOVT] oL 0UXL O KUQLOG KAl 1
vndoTACIC OV TTARX OOV €0TLV

ATIO MACWV TV AVOULWV HOL QoAL e

For the end, to Jeduthun, an ode to David

I said, “T will watch my ways so that I do not sin with
my tongue.”

I appointed a guard for my mouth when the sinner was
in my presence.

1 was rendered speechless and humiliated and I said
nothing about good things, and my grief was
reinvigorated.

My heart grew hot within me and a fire shall be
inflamed in the course of my meditation; I spoke with
my tongue.

“Reveal to me, Lord, my end and the number of my

days. What it is, that I may know what I lack.”

“Look, you have made my days as handbreadths, and

my existence is as though it is nothing before you! In

any case, everything is futility: every living person.”
Interlude on Strings

“Indeed a person passes through /ife as a mere image.

In any case they trouble themselves in vain; he stores

up treasures and does not know for whom he shall

gather them.”

“And now, what is my expectation? Is it not the Lord?

Even my existence is from you.”

“Rescue me from all my lawless deeds; you made me



CHAPTER 4: PSALM 38 (A1 39)

Oveldog adovt EdWKAG e
PNV kat ovk fjvolEa To oTéUA HOL
6tL oL &l 6 momjoag e
QATOOTNOOV AT EUOD TAG HATTLYAS OOV ATIO
Yoo TG loxVog TG XEROG 00V €yw EEEALTIOV
&v éAeypoic VTtEp avopliag Emadevoag
avBpwmov kat EEétnéac wg apdxvnv v
PuxNV a0TOD ATV HATIV TAQACTETAL TTAG
avOpwTog

dudpaAua
€lOAKOLOOV THG TTEOTEVXTG HOL KUQLE Kol TNG
deNOTEWS POV EVATIOAL TV dAKQEVWYV LoV W)
TAEACLWTNOTG OTL TTAQOLKOG €YD el TTAQ
ool Kl TaQeTdN oS kabBwe mavTeg ot
TATEQES OV
aveg pot tva avapvEw 1o Tov pe ameAbetv
Kat ovkéTL ur) vaofw

4.2  OUTLINE OF PSALM 38:1-14

I. Description of prior trouble (1-4)

an object of criticism for a fool.”

“I was rendered speechless and I did not open my
mouth, for you are the one who made me.”

“Remove your torments from me, for I have come to
an end because of the strength of your hand.”

“You discipline a person with reproofs because of
lawlessness, and you melt his soul like a spider’s web.
In any case, every person troubles himself in vain.”

Interlude on strings.

“Hear my prayer, Lord, and my request, pay attention
to my tears, do not pass by in silence, because [ am a
stranger with you and a sojourner, just as all my

fathers.”

“Leave me alone so that I may find relief before I

depart and am no more.”

AV Superscription
B. '*® 1st person reflection on prior resolution
C vv.2b-4

II. Prayer (5-14)
1. Transient Life (5-7)
A v.5

B. "® brevity of human lifespan

parenthetical description of difficulty in the presence of sinners

imperative prayer, realization of transient life

119
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C. ¥/ futility of storing up treasures
2. Hope in the Lord (8-9)
A. " Acknowledgment that the Lord is his hope and source of existence
B. '’ Prayer for rescue
3. Discipline comes from the Lord (10-12)
A. V1! The psalmist’s discipline
B. ¥ Description of discipline generally
4. Final Appeal (13-14)

A. ¥ Plea for an answer to prayer

B. v Plea for relief from torment

4.3 TEXTUAL SOURCE DESCRIPTION

Rahlfs utilized only 17 manuscripts including daughter versions for his reconstruction
of Ps 38 in PCO. Following his groupings, these include: (UE) Sa®' Sa", 2013, and the
fragments 1220 (= 38:1-10) and 2034 (= 38:8-39:3); (LE) B, S; (W) R, La% La®; (0)
Ga, Uulg; (L) Syh, T, (Mixed, i.e. unclassified) A, 55, 1219. Rahlfs and Frankel
(2004:489-491) also adds the following fragments: 1205, 1208, 1250. See 1.3.2.3,
1.3.2.4 and 1.3.4.1 for a more detailed description of the MsS. Since 2110 (Bod. Pap.
XXIX) was not previously available to Rahlfs and is arguably one of the most
significant Mss for the OG Psalter, it shall be placed separately below the initial text of

each verse (PCO and A1), for the sake of reference.

'Sa® is badly damaged and incomplete with only portions of vv. 1-5, 8b-13 with intermittent

lacunae.
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44  THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

In the DSS, the Hebrew of Ps 39(LXX 38) is only extant for vv. 13-14, and these in
11QPs®. In 11QPs, Ps 37:1-4 precedes 39, and 40 follows (Flint 1997:138). In 4QPs’,
however, Ps 71 immediately follows 38; 39 is omitted (Flint 1997:262).

4.5  INTRODUCTION

MT-Psalm 39 has been called an ‘“elegy” in which the psalmist struggles with some
unspoken affliction (Briggs 1906:344-345). For Dahood (1966:239) the “psalmist
prays for healing from a serious sickness,” though Craigie (1983:307) maintains that
illness is merely incidental to the psalmist’s greater sense of mortality; his “awareness
of the nearness and inevitability of death.” LXX-Ps 38 follows the overall message of
the Hebrew. Although isomorphic on the whole, Ps 38 can hardly be regarded as
isosemantic. In many instances ®* deviates from his presumed Vorlage for new or
different imagery.

Psalm 38 is self-reflective in its realization that life is transitory. Ps 38 alternates
between embedded prayer (v. 2a, 5-14) and a parenthetical description of the psalmist’s
circumstances (v. 2b-4). The entire psalm is a recollection of prior events, namely, the
internal decision to keep quiet before the wicked (v. 3, 10), a prayer, and the plight vis-
a-vis the wicked (v. 2) who contextualize it. For ®* the psalmist’s affliction is, in part,
that the Lord has made him an object of criticism, a disgrace, before unbelievers.
Divine punishment is meted out for sin and the psalmist’s realization of his own
punishment for sin brings about the notion that the prosperity of the wicked is but
futility in the end. Musing about the transitory life (v. 6, 12), the psalmist introduces
themes in common with Ecclesiastes and Job. The psalmist has possibly suffered from
some ailment, but his chief realization is that life is transitory; human existence comes
from God and is frail at best. With a total of 228 words and just over 16 words on
average in each line in the Greek version, the superscription is the shortest with just 8

words, and v. 13 is the longest with 28.
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4.6  COMMENTARY

4.6.1 Verse 1 (Superscription)

PCO m
el T0 TéAog @ 1oLV Q1) T Aavid. STYTY Dinm pnrTy nranh
For the end, to Jeduthun, an ode to David To the music leader, to Jeduthun, a Psalm to
David
Bodmer XX1V(2110)

[dn tw da]Jud [e1c TO TeAOC T 1]dEBOLY

“An ode to David, for the end, to Jedithun”

It is generally agreed, at least among modern Psalms scholars, that the superscriptions
in the Hebrew Psalms are in most cases later additions and are not part of the original
compositions. It is also argued that the superscriptions were added at different phases.
Much debate has centered on the technical terms found in the superscriptions of the
Hebrew Psalter, and no less significant are the issues bound up with the Greek Psalter.
On an interpretive level, the superscriptions practically defy robust interpretations,
much less a consensus, since they are generally lacking in significant context. Scholars
must “fill in the gaps” to make sense of the superscriptions, and the Greek translator(s)

and scribes were evidently some of the first to begin that work. Upon comparing select

* Jonker (2004:66), for example, states: “The phase during which the names Asaph and Korah were
added in headings, coincided with the post-exilic phase during which the Asaphites were still the most
prominent part of the Levitical priesthood. A next phase, coinciding with the rising to prominence of
other Levitical families (Heman, Ethan/Jeduthun), gave rise to a number of further additions. These
names were exclusively added to Psalms in Books II and III in the Psalter, because Books IV and V were
not stabilized at that stage yet.” On a textual level, phase-specific superscribing would explain why the
titles are regularly juxtaposed as a series of musical terms, attributions to individuals, and other technical

terms, often syntactically unrelated or ambiguous.
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Mss (e.g. 2110, 2149, 2119), the Greek superscriptions are surely the most edited and
reworked material in the Psalter.

For this reason the OG superscriptions pose unique challenges and may prove to be
the most elusive text to recover or interpret. One such issue, as Pietersma (2001:100)
has noted, is that the superscriptions of the Greek Psalms have often been added to in
comparison to those found in Ut. This of course does not mean that the Greek adds to
all of the superscriptions known from the Hebrew, which is clear from Ps 38(39)
insofar as each Hebrew term is represented in the Greek, but that, if anything, the
Greek superscriptions tend to be longer than the Hebrew (Ut) superscriptions. This may
be easily observed in the “David” psalms insofar as T Aavid is plus material in
thirteen superscriptions over against M, which lacks T in those instances.” The
Vorlage, however, likely did have additional superscriptions not represented in 21T, for
Rosel (2001:130) observes that, against It but in agreement with Greek (Tt Aavid),
7175 occurs in 4QPs® 32(33) and 11QPs® 136(137).

Ps 38(39) begins with a superscription or title ascribed to David (7179). On
syntactical grounds, the Hebrew superscription 9 + X is notoriously ambiguous; it
could imply “of X,” “for X,” “to X.” With regard to the Greek case used to represent
the Hebrew, 72 of the 90 occurrences of t@ Aavwd in the main text of PCO equate to
775 in the Psalms of Mi.* In five instances Rahlfs placed to0 Aavd (= T79) in the
main text of PCO, each of which includes evidence for ©@ Aavtd in the apparatus.’

Similar to the syntactical ambiguity of 7179, what the dative might have meant to ®&*
rather than a genitive is also unclear. For Pietersma, however, the issue is certain that

the OG translator did not intend to attribute Davidic authorship with tw Aavid, since

3 Ps 32(33):1; 42(43):1; 70(71):1; 90(91):1; 92(93)-98(99):1; 103(104):1; 136(137).

*See instances in which @ Aauvd = TT9 in the superscriptions of Ps 3-15(16); 17(18)-24(25);
28(29)-31; 33(34)-40(41); 50(51)-64(65); 67(68)-69(70); 85(86):1; 100(101):1; 102(103):1; 107(108)-
109(110); 130(131):1; 132(133):1; 137(138)-144(145). Note also that TTH (again T Aaud) occurs in
the body of several psalms including: Ps 88(89):36, 50; 131(132):11, 17.

5Ps 16(17):1; 25(26):1, 26(27):1; 27(28):1; 36(37):1.
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he just as easily could have used Tov Aavid. Pietersma (1980:217) concedes that the
distinction between the genitive denoting authorship and the dative denoting something
else was “widespread” among the Church Fathers, though he only cites a single
example in support of this point from Didymus the Blind (IV CE) in the Tura
commentary on Ps 24:1 (Pietersma 2001:103).° Since for Pietersma only the genitive
signifies authorship, one is left to deduce from the translation “pertaining to David” in
NETS that t@w Aavd is a dative of reference or association. In this way, again for
Pietersma, the content of the psalm for ®* is putatively about David and his exploits,
rather than originating from David himself.

The strength of Pietersma’s argument is not in the historical view of Davidic
authorship (so Didymus the Blind), but in the syntax of Greek. Simply stated, the
dative of agency such as implied by Thomson’s translation (“an ode by David”) is
uncommon in Greek, since a true dative of agency occurs with (perfect?) passive verbs
(BDF §191). Its presence here would be possible only if an assumed passive verb has
been elided (e.g. @O1) Femotppevr T Aavd). Such an option is conceivable in the
Psalm titles since they are generally truncated in form, but the genitive is the more

natural and usual expression for signifying authorship.” See for example Hab 3:1,

S (aAuog @ davd) eig TOV david O PaAuog Aéyetar dAAo yaQ €0Tiv “tob dawvid” elvat
Kal dAA0 “t@ david.” “tob david” Aéyetar Ot<o>v 1) avTOC AUTOV TEMOMKWS 1) PAAAwv.
“avt@” elc avtov Péontar. “With respect to David, the psalm says, ‘a Psalm to David,” for others are
‘of David’ and others ‘to David.” It says ‘of David’ whenever he made it or sung it, ‘to him’ when it was
presented to him.” From this comment, it is evident that Didymus believed both forms, tov and T, had
arisen from the original. Pietersma evidently agrees with Didymus’s grammatical distinction while yet
disagreeing that the grammatical distinction actually applies to ®*.

"Roésel  (2001:130) and  Stichel (2007:171) also concede that the genitive signifies authorship.
Presumably Pietersma has in mind a genitive of source/origin. However, the genitive alone would not
necessitate authorship, since an objective genitive (or even a genitive of reference) could achieve a
similar meaning to the dative — a psalm about/with reference to David. See for example, Ps 29(30):1,

PAAUOC @ONG TOL EyKAWIOHODU TOoL oikov, @ Aoavd. “A Psalm. An ode of (i.e. about) the
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where  mimw 5 81 pipanh nban is rendered  with  the  genitive:  TTgooevxn
ApPakovp Tov TEOPTOL HETX WOT)G.

Although Pietersma’s conclusion is compelling, with no point of comparison within
®*, as Pietersma contends, this line of reasoning is somewhat weakened. Had ®&*
actually represented T75 with both the genitive and dative forms, one would have
greater leverage to compare the two in the way Pietersma does, for in his view (contra
Rahlfs) there was only the one form (tq) in ®*. What t@ [d1Oovv might mean as an
identical dative expression, however, remains unexplained.

Returning briefly to the five contested instances of Tov Aavid noted above,
Pietersma (1980; 2001:102-104) has argued that each 1is a secondary reading
attributable only to the transmission history of the text, which arose to contend for
Davidic authorship. Accordingly, the problem at stake is in Rahlfs’s methodology;
Rahlfs, for Pietersma, had apparently been more concerned at this juncture with how
many external witnesses attested to To Aavd than to translation technique, per se.

On the one hand, the external support for T Aavid in Ps 16(17) is only attested by
the majority of vulgar readings (L?). On the other hand tov Aavd has superior support
in B, Bo, U, L° (i.e. half of the L readings, which are in this case e silentio), and A’.
Had Rahlfs had access to 2110, Pietersma contends, he might have been persuaded
against elevating tov Aavd to the main text of PCO. However, a closer examination
of 2110 respecting the five verses in question reveals that t@ Aavid is clearly
represented only in Ps 25(26):1 and 36(37):1. Ps 25(26):1-3 is repeated where 27(28)
would normally begin,® and a lacuna unfortunately disrupts the superscription of

26(27):1.° The other instances are no longer extant. Thus, at best, 2110 is only a

dedication of the house, to David.” Ps 73(74):1 (5085 52wn) ambiguously reads with a genitive in the
Greek (so also 2149): Yuvvéoews 1@ Aocad “Of [with respect to?] understanding, to [pertaining to?]
Asaph”.

¥ Its repetition should therefore not be regarded as a representation of 27(28):1.

’In its place the editors have reconstructed the text as to0 Aauvid, undoubtedly following Rahlfs’s

text.
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fractional witness to t@ Aavld for the five instances in question. See also 5.6.1.7.3 for
more discussion.

It is apparent that ®* may not have been entirely consistent in rendering the
superscriptions — as is true of the Psalms proper — creating some danger in relying too
heavily upon strict concordance in terms of translation technique for the determination
of the critical text. Though the Greek overwhelmingly prefers the dative for 5-
constructions, other constructions also appear such as UTé¢p t@v viov Koge for 135
mp in 45(46):1 and 46(47):1,' and eic Tadwpwv for AndwY in 71(72):1. Caution is
also warranted since the DSS reveal a Hebrew text that was itself in flux (so Rosel),
though in all other added instances of t@w Aavuid the case is not so clear. Rather than
explaining the genitive in every instance as a secondary adjustment, it seems at least as
plausible, if not more so in the light of external witnesses, that ®* typically, though
inconsistently, merely replicated 5 stereotypically with the dative in the
superscriptions. This would also explain the presence of mooevx] @ Aavd in
85(86):1. In this way, in the superscriptions, mQooevx1] TOU Aavw and TEOCELXT)
T Aavd are not appreciably different and may be interchangeable forms of the same
idea — both are David’s prayers."' Finally, unlike 25(26):1, 26(27):1, 27(28):1, and
36(37):1, the genitive in both 16(17):1 and 89(90):1 modifies a head noun.'” Since
2110 also has the genitive in Ps 89(90):1, unknown to Rahlfs, it is conceivable that Ps
16 could have had the genitive as well, but this point must remain speculation.
Whereas 7175 takes the initial position in the Pss 25-27, the fact that three consecutive
occurrences of tov Aavid are held in relief against Psalms 24 and 28 (YaApoc tw
Aavld) is suggestive of a liturgical collection in the Greek analogous to the Ayyawov
kat Zaxapwov group of the Final Hallel (see ch. 5). Whether the grouping by

delimiters is secondary or not is uncertain.

1 More often mp 2% is represented with Toic vioig Kooge (e.g. 41[42]:1 and 43[44]:1).
""In NETS, punctuation separates the individual constituents of the superscriptions. Thus TQOTEVXT
T Aavd is “A Prayer. Pertaining to David,” rather than “A prayer pertaining to David.”

2 Ps 89(90):1 has nwnb nban = meooevxr) 100 MwuoH.
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In any case it is evident that the genitive expression was already in use by the time
Didymus the Blind had written his commentary, for we find it in the titles provided by
both Aquila and Symmachus, according to the testimony of Eusebius (Field 1875:148).
Accordingly, Aquila reads t@ vwomowp Umeo IOOoLV  peAwdnua ToL david,
and Symmachus reads émwvikog VUmép IdOovv  @d1) Tov davd. Theodotion,
however, uses the dative eic t0 vikog IdtBovv @dN T dawid."? Variations are also
present in the Latin Psalters, though La® ambiguously reads “In finem, Edithun,
Canticum David.”'* In contrast to Eusebius’s remarks, the marginal note attributed to
Aquila (~) in Codex Ambrosianus (Ceriani 1874) does in fact support the genitive for
both proper names with wad.nws (TOU 101000H) and aow (TOU dawd), in lieu of
wadon) and a.oal in the main text! Evidence of a double genitive construction (so ),
much less a single genitive, parallels the ambiguity of the more typical dative
construction in the text (so PCO). In any case, a solution is hardly an obvious or simple
choice.

Whatever position is taken, it may be productive to keep in view the fact that
nuanced grammatical rebuttals to a Davidic attribution of the Psalter are traceable to
post-NT developments. Previously there had been a far more pervasive and apparently
extra-grammatical tradition that upheld the Davidic origin of the Psalms. Illustratively,
2 Macc 2:13 refers to @ toU0 Aavd “the writings of David,” no doubt a reference to

the Psalms."” Indeed, the attribution to David as author of (at least numerous) Psalms

" Origen’s LXX is identical to PCO in this verse (Field 1875:148).

' According to Sabatier (1743:78), the various Latin Psalters (e.g. the Old Latin, Mozarabic,
Gallican, and Roman) betray extensive variation with regard to the relationships involved with Idithum
and David, including: pro Idithum, Canticum ipsi David; pro Idithum, Psalmus David; Idithum,
Canticum David.

2 Macc 2:13: ¢&nyovvio d¢ kai v Taic Avayoadaic kai €V Toig UTOUVNUATIOHOS TOIg
kata tov Neggav ta avta kKat @g katafaAddpevos PBAL0ONKNYV Eémovviyayev Ta mepl
v Pacréwv  PPAlc kal moodnt@wv kal T@ TOD Aavd Kol EMOTOAXG PacAéwv  TeQl

avaBepatwyv. “The same things are reported in the records and in the memoirs of Neemias, and also
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was pervasive throughout both second Temple Judaism and Christianity, as can be
demonstrated with examples from the Hebrew Bible, Dead Sea Scrolls, New

Testament, Patristic writings, and Rabbinic sources.

4.6.1.1 Hebrew Bible

Considering the testimony of Samuel, the Chronicler, and the 73 “Davidic” Psalms
themselves,'® the Hebrew Bible offers extensive support for the Davidic attribution of
some Psalms, of which the translator(s) of the LXX was undoubtedly aware. Obvious
examples include the “historical” psalms that provide a Davidic background in the
superscriptions (e.g. Ps 3, 34, 51, 52, 54, 56, 57, 59, 60, 63, 142). The well-known
modified reduplication of 2 Sam 22 and Ps 18 as well as the depiction of David as a
musician and the inventory of musical instruments are also relevant (e.g. Ezra 3:10;
Neh 12:36; 1 Chron 23:5; 2 Chron 7:6). It may even be argued that the final redaction
of the psalms, ending with Ps 145, a Davidic Psalm, places the MT-150 within a

Davidic framework as well.

that he founded a library and collected the books about the kings and prophets, and the writings of
Dauid, and letters of kings about votive offerings” (NETS).

' In 217 these are: Pss 3-41, 51-56, 68-70, 86, 101, 103, 108-110, 122, 124, 131, 138-145.

7 Wilson (1985a:226-227) has cogently argued that 145 is the final psalm of Book V, with 146-150
(the Final Hallel) serving as the final doxology for the entire book of psalms. It is worth noting that Ps
145 is the final “Davidic” Psalm in the MT-150, albeit forming an inclusio with Ps 151 in the LXX.
Wilson (2005b:230-231) also poignantly states with reference to David, “Prior to the investigations of
the last twenty years, the most widely recognized structural indicator in the Psalter was probably the
division by doxologies into five ‘books’. This division was known to the rabbis and was interpreted to
imply a Davidic corpus of five books of psalms on a par with the five books of Moses. These five books
are indicated by the presence of similar doxologies at the end of the first four books (Pss. 41; 72; 89;
106) and an extended grouping of ‘hallelujah’ psalms (Pss. 146 - 150) at the conclusion of the fifth. The
five-book structure may be intended to strengthen the authority of the Davidic collection by association

with the Torah.”
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4.6.1.2 Dead Sea Scrolls: 4Q177 (4QCatena A) & 4Q397 (4Q Halakhic Letterd)

The Dead Sea Scrolls attest to the Davidic authorship of the Psalms (see 1.3.3ff). A
few examples must suffice to illustrate the point. Schiirer (1986:188-191) discusses the
nature of the “Davidic” apocryphal psalms found in 11QPs", including Ps 151, a
“poetic midrash on 1 Sam 16:1-13,” which ends the Greek Psalter (as well as other
additional Psalters surviving in Syriac). The Hebrew text of Ps 151 B whose origin
must predate the Greek translation shows signs that the Greek and Syriac represent an
abridgement and reworking of two Hebrew poems. The superscription of LXX-Ps 151
contends that David wrote the Psalm (so O0yoadog eig Aavtb),lg which may
indicate that it had been a contentious point for some."” Indeed, the order of 11QPs® is

»20 Flint describes the

suggestive that it is to be regarded as a “Davidic Psalter.
“Davidicization” effect the order of the psalms has in 11QPs®, once inclusios,
superscriptions, and additional works such as “David’s Last Words” are accounted for.

Flint (1997:194) remarks,

Whereas the MT-150 collection ends with the untitled Psalms 149 and 150, in the
11QPs"-Psalter these are followed by the Hymn and the Last Words which
identifies the whole cluster with the final words of David. Additional instances of
Davidicization can be provided, but enough has been presented to indicate the
organizational principle that is operative: by dispersing titled Davidic Psalms
among untitled ones, the compiler of 11QPs" has succeeded in permeating the
entire collection with a Davidic character and in giving “orphan” Psalms a

Davidic home.

Moreover, the Qumran sect believed in a massive Davidic tradition that even

superseded Solomon’s putative output of 4,005 (cf. 1 Kg 5:12). In David’s

'8 The OId Latin also has “Hic Psalmus sibi proprie scriptus est David...”
' The Hebrew and Syriac editions of Ps 151 simply treat it without apology like other Davidic
psalms (DJD 1V, 54-60).

% See Sanders (1966) for an early argument in this regard.
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Compositions found in 11QPs" (Col. xxvii, 1l. 2-11, here line 11), the Psalms were
deemed not only prophetic — 15 185n 1% N3 WK AR 3T OR 92 “All these he
spoke through prophecy which was given him from before the Most High” (translation
from Sanders (1965b:92) — but they are also enumerated according to David’s
prodigious output. According to this passage, “David wrote not only Psalms but also
‘songs’. Of the former he composed 3,600, and of the latter, 450,” thus equaling 4,050
in David’s total catalog (Sanders 1965b:91; 1966:84).

As for a few other specific instances, one might consider 4Q177, which provides a
commentary on various texts including Ps 6:1-4. This text, ascribed =AM
TTPaApos 10 Aauld, clearly portrays David as speaking (WnR) the verses from Ps
6:

1A ]in 2R3 SR AN]R 7T R WK o] nnRy[ ]
“[This refers to] the last days, of which David said, “O Lord, do not [rebuke me] in

your anger...” (DJD V:68)

4Q397 (14-21 C, lines 9-10) speaks of the book of Moses, the prophets, and David

(referring to the Psalms), which Luke 24:44 also reiterates more explicitly:

7172 ©Ra[30 *]1a0a[1] AwIn 1803 PAnw AR 1[and
“we [have written] to you so that you might understand the book of Moses, the book[s

of the Pr]ophets, and Davi[d” (DJD X:27, line 10)

Luke 24:44
ovtol ol AdyoL pov oUg EAGANoa mEOg Vuac €t wv ovv LUy, Ot det
mANowONVaL  mavta Tt yeyoapuéva &V t@w VOpw Mwioéwe xal Ttolg

TEoPN TS Kl PAAUOLS TTeQL EHOV
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These are my words that I spoke to you while I was still with you—that everything
written about me in the law of Moses, the prophets, and the psalms must be fulfilled.

(NRSV)

4.6.1.3 New Testament

Noting that there are some variants involved, Matt 22:43-45 involves a discussion
between Jesus and the Pharisees in which LXX-Ps 109(110):1 is cited on the
assumption that the psalm was spoken by David (see also the synoptic parallels in
Mark 12:26; Luke 20:42). Only the superscription in Ps 109(110) attests to David, and
there it is @ Aavd (= T119). Likewise Acts 2:25 refers to the words of Aauid as the
assumed psalmist, quoting LXX-Ps 15:8. Once again, the superscription is the only
content within the Psalm alluding to David, and it remains uncontested in the
apparatus criticus of PCO. Other attributions to Davidic authorship include the use of
LXX-Ps 109:1 in Acts 2:34, LXX-Ps 68:22-23 in Rom 11:9, LXX-Ps 94:7-11 in Heb
4:7 (cf. 3:7-8), and more significantly, LXX-Ps 2:1 in Acts 4:25, even though the latter
Psalm has neither superscription nor reference to David at all. Thus, it is evident that in
the NT David was believed to be the composer of the psalms in question, despite the
presence of the dative in the superscriptions or in some cases the lack of a

superscription altogether.

4.6.1.4 Patristic & Church Fathers

Although examples among the Church Fathers are extensive, only a few examples are
needed for illustration. In 1 Clem 52:2 of the Apostolic Fathers, LXX-Ps 68:32-33 is
attributed to David, whereas only the superscription t@ Aavid/T179 mentions David in

the Psalm.

1 Clem 52:2 LXX-Ps 68:32-33

éonoitv  yap O  éxAektog  Aaveld:
‘E€opoAoynoopat 1@ kuoiw, kat apéoet Kal  &Qéoel

avt@  UméQ  pOxov  véov  kéoata | t@ Oe VUMEQ pooxov véov Képata

EKPEéQovTa Kkal OTIAAG WETwoav TTwYOoL | EkPEéQovta kal OTIAAG. WDétwoav TTwyol
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Kat evdpoavOnTwoav.

For the chosen David says, “I will confess the
Lord, and it shall please him more than a
young calf growing horns and hoofs. Let the

poor see it and rejoice.”

132

Kal evdoavOntwoav, Eklntoate ToOV

Oeov, kat (joeta 1] Puxr) VUV

And it will please God more than a
young calf growing horns and hoofs. Let the
poor see it and rejoice; seek God, and your

soul shall live

In Barnabas 10:10 David speaks the words of LXX-Ps 1:1, for which there is no

superscription (see also LXX-Ps 109:1 in Barnabas 12:10-11).

Barnabas 10:10

AauPavel d¢ TV AVTWV TELWV dOYUATWY
yvwow Aaveld xkat Aéyer Maxaglog
avro, Oc ovk €moEevdn &v  [BovAn
aoePwv, kabwg katl ot ixOveg mogevovTal
é&v okotel elg tax PAOnT kal &v 0dQ
oK kabwg ol

AUAQTWAQV éotn),

dokovvteg  Pofetobar  TOV  KVELOV
AUAQTAVOLOLY WG O XOIQOG, Kal emi
ka0£dpav Aoty ovk éxkabloev, kKabwg
T METEWVA KAONUeva €ig aQmaynv. €xete

teAelwg kal TeQl NG Bewoewg

And David also receives knowledge of the
same three decrees, and says, “Happy is the
man who did not walk in the council of the
ungodly, even as the fishes go in darkness into
the depths; and in the way of sinners did not

stand, just as they who pretend to fear the Lord

LXX-Ps 1:1

Maxagrog

avrg, Oc ovk €mogevdn &v  PovAn
aoePwv
Kat &v 00
AUAQTWAQV OVK €07TN
Kat Emi

Kka0£dpav Aoty ovk ekabioev

Happy is the
man who did not walk in the counsel of the
ungodly

and in the way of sinners did not

stand
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sin like swine; and on the seat of the pestilent and on the seat of the pestilent
did not sit, as the birds that are seated for prey. | did not sit
You have the complete lesson concerning

eating.”

In homily 84, Jerome interprets the dimensions of Noah’s ark (i.e. penance = 50 cubits)
in the light of King David’s prayer of repentance (Ps 50).' In his commentary on
Matthew (27:14) Jerome also attributes the prayer found in Ps 67(68):31 to David
(Hurst & Adriaen 1969:73-74), and Chromatius likewise attributes Ps 35(36):9 to
David (Etaix & Lemarié 1974:259).”* Indeed, it is the Christology of the Church
Fathers that overwhelmingly interprets Christ as the central figure to which David’s
psalms pointed, and David, like Moses, is chief among the testifying prophets. More
comprehensively, the Psalms commentary by Theodore of Mopsuestia, from the
Antiochian school of exegesis, gave rise to new headings in the Eastern Syriac tradition
altogether. Theodore’s belief that David wrote all of the Psalms likewise furnished the

Syriac alternatives that he and his followers provided (Bloemendaal 1960:1-12).

2 Jerome  states, “Legimus in Genesi, quia illa arca, quae facta est a Noe, trecentorum cubitorum
habuerit longitudinem, et quinquaginta latitudinis, et triginta in altum. Videte sacramenta numerorum. In
quinquagenario numero paenitentia demonstratur : siquidem in quinquagesimo psalmo Dauid regis egit
paenitentiam” (Morin 1953:499). See Ewald’s (1966:190-191) translation: “We read in Genesis that the
ark that Noe built was three hundred cubits long, fifty cubits wide, and thirty cubits high. Notice the
mystical significance of the numbers. In the number fifty, penance is symbolized because the fiftieth
psalm of King David is the prayer of his repentance.”

*See also Chromatius’s attribution of Ps 131(132) to David, which has no Davidic superscription

(Etaix and Lemarié 1974:272).



CHAPTER 4: PSALM 38 (Ui 39) 134

4.6.1.5 Rabbinic Literature (b.Pes 117a & m.Aboth 6:10)
The Talmud attests to the rabbinic view of the Davidic authorship of the Psalms. Rabbi
Meir comments about the colophon of Ps 72 in Pesachim 117a as though all of the

praises in the psalms came from the lips of David:

W 12 7T mHan 192 MKW IR TIT 192 90N 9902 MTINRKRA MNawIn 52
“All the praises which are stated in the book of psalms, David spoke all of them, as it is said, ‘the

prayers of David the son of Jesse are ended.’”

Likewise in Aboth 6:10 of the Mishna, the book of Psalms, citing Ps 119:72

specifically, is said to come from David:

7021 2N A5RN T MAN 5 21 SR THn M7 T Sy ©ban 1503 2102 1
“And thus it is written in the book of Psalms by the hands of David, king of Israel,

“The law of your mouth is better to me than thousands of gold and silver.’”

We must concede that the superscriptions, whatever they originally meant in the
Hebrew, were likely added to in the course of any given psalm’s usage, which is
undoubtedly true of the Greek superscriptions as well. The Psalm titles consist of
technical terms, musical and performance instructions, etc. As Glueck (1963:30) notes,
“It 1s doubtful whether the early scribes understood the meaning of these professional
remarks; the later scribes certainly did not, as is evident from their persistent
mistranslation in the Septuaginta and onwards.”

®* in our Psalm, however, did take pains to render the Hebrew title in a logocentric
manner, and thus it may just as well be that ®* traded 9, generically, for a dative
(hence “to” in our translation, following Brenton). Without a coherent syntactical
cluster, say, a sentence, even a nominal one, it likewise becomes difficult to apprehend

integrated syntactical connections, or to read much into the ones that are present. Thus,

it seems more advisable to regard Tt Aavwd as a token, stereotypical, and isomorphic
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representation of T79, and allow the prominent Davidic authorial tradition to
contextualize the work of ®* as a Jewish translator. It is true of course that whatever
Didymus the Blind or any other source believed with one view or another does not ipso
facto equate to what ®* believed at the inception of the psalms. However, with only 14
psalms showing some level of support for the genitive among the MSS noted in the
apparatus of PCO,” Pietersma’s view is suggestive that Davidic authorship was
textually contended for in only 14 psalms in their history of interpretation.’* Rather, the
context of ®* most likely involved the same “Davidic” tradition discussed above, and
this was evidently not contingent upon grammatical distinctions, such as between the

genitive or dative.

As with 56 other psalms, MT-Ps 39 is described as a =W, a song sung to a musical
accompaniment.”> The Greek represents WA with PaApog “song of praise” 54
times,”® which may also be accompanied by musical instruments; the three remaining
instances of = are rendered with the near-synonymous on “song”™’ (cf. La

Canticum; @"° nnawin “praise”; Sa“ Twawu). In the Psalms, wdn normally represents

¥ LXX-Ps 3, 4, 16, 25, 26, 27, 29, 31, 34, 36, 55, 85, 143, 144.

* Conversely, if Pietersma is correct and the genitive did arise secondarily to vie for Davidic
authorship, it really only proves that the genitive, at some later stage, had become important as a
grammatical clarification for some copyist, whereas in the ages prior the Davidic “tradition” had
sufficed.

» Codex Ambrosianus (Syh) has <hsaned “hymn” whereas Aquila has ~iases “a psalm.”

% See the superscriptions of Ps 3, 5-6; 8-9; 11(12)-12(13); 14(15); 18(19)-23(24);  28(29)-30(31);
37(38):1;  39(40)-40(41); 46(47), 48(49)-50(51); 61(62)-67(68); 72(73)-76(77); 78(79)-79(80); 81(82)-
84(85);  86(87)-87(88); 91(92); 97(98);  99(100)-100(101);  107(108)-109(110);  138(139)-140(141);
142(143).

Ps 4:1; 38(39):1; 47(48):1. Rosel (2001:129) concedes: “In Ps 39(38) ist mir die Verwendung von

@O nicht erklarlich.”
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9928 9929

MW “‘song as well as n"w “song, min “playing” (of music?),”® and four plus

occurrences.”’ Additionally we find variation in ®* as at times "W and "WAA were
juxtaposed (MM W) resulting in constructions such as YaApog @dng (47[48]:1)
and o1 PaAuov (65[66]:1).>> Of all of the material in the psalms, these technical
terms are likely the first and foremost to have become confused, conflated, rewritten,

and maligned, for even in 2110 the order of the superscription had already shifted®® and

2119, though beginning similarly to 2110, ends uniquely.**

PCO: elg o téAdoc T [dBovv  @dN T Aavd
2110: [wdn tw daJud [e1c TO TeAog Tw L]detBovv
2119: [wdn) Tw da](ev)d elg avapvnov Tepl oaBPatov

“An ode to David, for a memorial, concerning the Sabbath.”

With isomorphic representation in mind, the identity of Pn™% is debated. However, as
is the case with most proper names elsewhere, ®* transliterated both 7175 and PR Tb.
For 1% ®* wrote t@ Aaud, and thus we find in the Latin versions David, the
Targum (%) 7175, and Sa“ NAaA (also dat). Although pmTy is a Qere reading, ®&*
followed the Ketib form po1h with t I[dBovv (so La® Edithun, Galiuxta Heb.

Idithun, Sa" wiaeyn [also dat.] and Sa® 2a iaie[yn] “for Idithun”), but @" attests to

®Ps 29(30):1; 41(42):9; 44(45):1;  64(65):1; 65(66):1 [@d) WaAuod = Tinm W] 66(67):1;
67(68):1; 68(69):31; 74(75):1; 75(76):1; 82(83):1; 86(87):1; 87(88):1; 91(92):1; 107(108):1; 119(120)-
133(134); 136(137):1; 143(144):9.

¥ Ps 17(18):1.

30'Ps 9:17; 91(92):4. The meaning of this term has not been adequately explained in the literature.

31 Ps 90(91):1; 92(93):1; 94(95):1; 95(96):1.

32 See also Ps 82(83):1; 87(88):1; 107(108):1.

33 However, neither the Latin versions, Syh, or Sa" betray this order.

3 Similarly, see also 37(38):1.
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the Qere form with pmT1. Against the idea that prvm, related to 1m-nT “to praise,
give thanks,” is a liturgical technical term (so Mowinckel 1962b:216), it is likely that
Jeduthun attributed in our Psalm is the music leader and Levitical psalm singer of 2
Chron 5:12, to whom the Psalm was purportedly given for a musical setting’® In 1
Chron 16:41-42 we find a description of nmT (= Ketib of Ps 39, though also utilizing
iota in ®, note also omega I01OwvV) associated with both Heman and Asaph (1 Chron
25:6), who were choirmasters under the king and would oversee the musical direction
of their sons (I Chron 25:3). Their sons in turn would prophesy’’ with lyres, harps, and
cymbals. The three, Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun, were under the direction of King
David, hence the association with David in Ps 38(39), and similarly 61(62):1 and
76(77):1.>® In this regard the purported composer may just as well have been Jeduthun,
who presented or composed the psalm for David.*® Syntactically both are treated
homogenously with %/t@, and such interpretive options may have prompted the shift in

word order found in 2110.

Much discussion has focused on the term nwin% in the Psalms. If meanb is regarded as a
piel ptc ms (abs) from I nx3 “to inspect,” it is still uncertain, as HALOT (1:716)
concedes, that it should be glossed “for the director of music,” or “to the leader,” as
many English translations suppose (so NRSV, JPS).* The notion of “leader” (of

music) goes amiss in the versions as both Schaper (1995:31-32) and Pietersma

35 Elsewhere the Qere form of Ps 39 (nmi) is used.

3¢ See also Neh 11:17; 1 Chr 9:16, 16:38, 41, 25:1, 3, 6; 2 Chr 5:12, 29:14, 35:15.

37 Or, act as prophets, see K/Q.

®Ps 61(62) Ty MAm pmT Sy nwnd  (eic ™ Ttédog, Umio IdBovv, PaApos 1@ Aavd) and
similarly 76(77) Mmm qox T Sy nean’ (eig to téAog, vTEQ [dBoLV, T Aoad PAApOC).

* However, in comparing 38(39):1, 61(62):1, and 76(77):1, Delitzsch (1897:28) contends that “By b
Jeduthun is denoted as the person to whom the song was handed over for performance; and by 5y, as the
person to whom the performance was assigned.”

“ BDB 664 says that nzanb in the psalm titles likely means “musical director” or “choirmaster.”
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(2006a:42-44) have noted. ®* represents nranh with eic tO TéAog “for the
conclusion/end” (Thomson, Brenton), or “regarding completion” (NETS).

It is clear that ®* did not interpret his Vorlage as 1 nx1 (verb), but as the noun Inw)
+ 5 glossed variously as “eminence, endurance, everlastingness, perpetuity” (BDB
664), or even “splendor, glory, duration, successful” (HALOT 1:716), since elsewhere
in the Psalms it is rendered with (eic) TO ’cé/\og.‘“ With the nominal form in view, i.e.
“splendor, glory,” sense is also made of those versions that represent the Hebrew, or
attempt to correct toward an eventual At reading. Hence, on the one hand Sa and
La%Ga follow ®* with enxwk esox “for the completion” and in finem respectively,
whereas following the Hebrew, iuxta Hebr reads pro Victoria ‘“for victory,” Aquila
(*ha_a) VvikoTolog “make victorious, conquering” (Reider & Turner 1966:163), so
also Symmachus with émvikog and Theodotion with vikog “victorious.” The Targum
reads 8Mawh (pael infinitive const + ) “in glorification.” Jastrow (928) likewise
concedes that the related Aramaic verb n¥1 (pa.) means “to conquer, overpower” (Targ.
Y. Num XVI, 14), though other stems attest to “smiling, cheering up” (Aph) and
“succeeding/excelling” (Ithpe) as well.

Schaper (1995:31) points out that although ®* did not clearly differentiate between
the verb and the noun, discussed above, he does render the noun In¥l “perpetuity”
correctly in Ps 9:19; 43(44):24; 73(74):19; and 102(103):9, i.e. with a temporal nuance.
It is evident that Is 34:10 juxtaposes the common idiom obpb with omeinwid, as Ps
102(103):9 does similarly in a parallel construction. In line with a temporal
interpretation, Rosel takes the discussion further by positing an eschatological
trajectory to the Psalms with eig t0 téAog. Rosel (2001:137) argues that since eig TO
téAoc is so far removed from mxin5, whatever nxan5 may mean in musical
terminology, it also follows that the Greek did not arise from a liturgical setting, and
thus is not Palestinian, at least in terms of a temple milieu. For Rosel (2001:137-138),

the distinctly articular form (eic 10 TéAoc) over against mranb, which has no article,

Ps 97, 19; 9:32(10:11); 12(13):2; 15(16):11; 43(44):24; 48(49):10 [v.20 = aiwvoc]; 51(52):7;

67(69):17; 73(74):1; 73(74):3, 10, 19; 76(77):9; 78(79):5; 88(89):47; 102(103):9.
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suggests that the translator was intentional about the form and that, in parallel with eig
OV aid@va elsewhere (e.g. 48[49]:10), likely has “die Endzeit” in view.*

Against Rosel’s interpretation, Pietersma (2006a:43) maintains that téAoc as a
nominal in non-philosophical Classical and Hellenistic literature “means nothing more
often than ‘conclusion’ (natural or logical) and as an adverbial it means nothing more

2

frequently than ‘in conclusion’ or ‘completely/finally,”” with no eschatological nuance.
To what “conclusion” or “completely” refers is equally ambiguous. In fact NETS
renders each instance noted by Schaper above (Ps 9:19; 43[44]:24; 73[74]:19;
102[103]:9) with an adverbial sense “completely, totally,” etc. Despite its more
obvious temporality in I, even nXl conveys the adverbial notion of “completely” in
many instances, although the difference between ‘“completely” and “forever” is not
always clear.  Pietersma  likewise  dismisses certain  eschatological  patristic
interpretations (e.g. Asterius, Didymus the Blind) since they are reception sources that
tell us nothing directly of the OG. Logically then, for Pietersma, &ig t0 TéAOG is
merely isomorphic and, as is typical, has no temporal dimension at all.

It seems reasonably clear that TéAog is quite often temporal. BDAG (998) lists
numerous examples where téAog pertains to (1) the point of time making the end of a
duration “end, termination, cessation” (7TestAbr A 1, Luke 1:33; Heb 7:3; 1 Pet 4:7,
etc.), or even as the last part of a process ‘“close, conclusion” (e.g. Apocalypse of
Esdras 3:13; 1 Cor 1:24; Rev 1:8). Indeed GELS (675.3) regards téAog as “the close of
a period or process,” placing the majority of instances under this heading. If the
superscriptions were eschatologically motivated, then ®* viewed his Vorlage this way
as well. And yet, as we argued with t@w Aavd above, the fragmented syntax (see e.g.

n. 11) unique to so many of the superscriptions likely did not birth such exciting

2 Rosel contextualizes eic O TéAoc in reference to the re-dedication of the temple after the Seleucid
desecration. Considering a late 2™ century translation for the Psalter, he looks to the book of Daniel for
historical clarity. Rosel (2001:138) says: “Diese Notiz [i.e. the superscription of LXX-Ps 29] wird im
spaten 2. Jh.,, der mutmallichen Entstehungszeit der Psalmen-LXX, kaum anders denn als Bezug auf die

Wiedereinweihung des Tempels nach der seleukidischen Entweihung verstanden worden sein.”
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interpretations, if any. Taking the translation technique of ®* into account, one readily

sees that the translator(s) did not clearly differentiate verb from noun (so Schaper

above) and thus more likely did not intend to imbue the text with eschatology either (so

Pietersma). Unlike the majority of the Psalms proper, the translator was more likely

content with mere lexical reduplication in the light of the syntactical and contextual

dearth of his source text, which proves to be difficult well into the modern age.

4.6.2 Verse?2
PCO

Eima ®uAdlw tag OdovE pov TOL i)
AUAQTAVELY €V YAWOOT) MOV, €0€unV t@
OTOpATl pov PLUAAKTV €V TQ ovoThnval

TOV AHAQTWAOV €VAVTIOV HOV.

I said, “T will watch my ways so that / do not
sin with my tongue; I appointed a guard for my

mouth when the sinner was in my presence.”

Bodmer XX1V(2110)

Ui

07 MWK BiYH3 KiPNRITT MIRYK HIER

I37 YW Tha Dionn

I said, “I will watch my ways, from sinning
with my tongue; I will keep a muzzle for my
mouth as long as the wicked (one) is before

me.

[ettar pvAal]w tag 0dovg p[ov Tov pn apapTavel]v ev T YAwoon, pofv 0epunv tw]

[oTO]paTt pov pvAaxnv : [ev tw cvoTnVaL TOV] AUARTWAOV. evav[TloV Lov]

I said, “I will watch my ways so that I do not sin with my tongue; I appointed a guard for my

mouth when the sinner collaborated in my presence.”

Following the title, verse two begins the first strophe of the psalm proper.

slma TINANR

The first word of Ps 38(39) 'nnN/eimax sets the stage for recurrent reported speech

throughout the psalm. The psalmist’s lament alternates between embedded prayer (v.
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2a, 5-14) and a parenthetical description of his circumstances (v. 2b-4). Verse 4 ends
with another verb of “saying” 'nI37/éAdAnoa, thus anticipating the vocative of verse
5. The remainder of the psalm exchanges first and second person pronouns/suffixes and

imperatives, as the psalmist pleads directly with God. The discourse may be mapped as

follows:
1-2a
Eina
“DuAdEw Tag 6dOVG pov”...
2b-4a
(¢0éunv...
ExwPwonv...
£¢0eouavon)...)
4b
EAdANoa
5-14

“T'vaolodv pot kvLe TO TEQRAS HOVL™ ...

In this respect, ®* follows the cues of his presumed Vorlage closely, the many other
difficulties of the psalm notwithstanding. The qal perfect lcs form *nInX in AT occurs
18x throughout the Psalter and is rendered in Greek 14x, as here, with the aor. act. ind.
Is eima, associated with /\éyw.43 The first portion of v. 2 is a direct quotation, and the

aorist in 2b initiates the psalmist’s parenthetical resolution.

“ Though coming from *#mw (eimeiv LSJ), eima in Hellenistic Greek is associated with Aéyw
‘say’ (BDAG 286; BDF §101, p. 46). The four remaining occurrences consist of 2 aor eirtov 39(40):8, 1
aor eimag 88(89):3, and imperfect EAeyov 72(83):15; 93(94):18. Symmachus has eimov (Field

1975:2:148).
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PLAGEW TG GDOVGS pov 1997 TIAWKR

The gal imperf/cohort 1Is form mnwWR (ANW “to keep, guard”) occurs 8x in the Psalter,
five of which occur in MT-Ps 119, and two in this verse.*® “In the profane realm 9w
gal is wused like =%1 whenever the protection (keeping) and maintenance (also the
storage) of a good is involved” (Sauer 1997:1380). ®* renders mINWR with PLA&GEW
(fut act ind 1s PvAaoow) in all instances except for its second occurrence in 2b. As a
semantic near-synonym with 20w, however, ¢pvAdoow makes for an obvious choice
when the object in view is one’s lifestyle, ie. "™237/1xc 6d0UG pov.45 The psalmist
swears to watch his “steps” or behavior in the presence of wicked people, a point that

echoes Ps 1 (cf. v. 1, 6).

TOU 1) ApaQTAVELY €V YADOOT) Hov mwha RN

This concern is made explicit in ®*, which interprets ;3 + qal infin const Kvn (“from

sinning”) with a final clause utilizing the genitive article Tov + ur + infinitive,** “so

that I do not sin.”*’ The English translations and commentaries often draw a similar

* Ps 38(40):2[2x]; 58(59):10; 118(119):17, 44, 88, 134, 146.

* Gunkel (1929:166) and Kraus (1960a:299) emend *377 to ™37 (cf. v. 4) since 277 “ways” does not
fit the parallel imagery of tongue and mouth. Dahood (1966:239) retains *277 as “my steps.”

% Cf. also LXX-Gen 20:6 and 1 Sam 12:23 for the only other instances in which the qal infinitive
R1onn occurs in this form. In both instances ®* renders it with Tov + &dpagtdverv.

0Or “so as to not sin.” B, S, 2013, 1220, R, 1219' witness the text of Psalmi cum Odis. L' and A,
however, follow apaptdverv with the accusative subject of the infinitive pe “so that I do not sin” in
parallel to the accusative subject (dpaQtwAov) of the infinitive in 2b. Both ¢ and 0° opt for the aor

infin &paptetv in lieu of the present in ®* (Field 1875:148).
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connection from the Hebrew (e.g. NRSV, Briggs 1906:345; Dahood 1966:238).*" The
metonymic image of sinning with the 1iW%/yAdoon (i.e. the instrument [tongue] is put
for the result [speech]) is conveyed in both the Greek and Hebrew instrumentally; ®*
employs instrumental é¢v (GELS 231.6a; BDAG 328.5b) as an equivlanent for 2 (BDF
§219).* It is possible that ®* included the article as in 2110 év T yA@oon pov (cf.
v. 4; also &v 1) peAétn pov in v. 4), though Pietersma (1991) has argued that the

addition of articles is indicative of transmission history.”

¢0€unVv t@ otdépati pov GvAaxnv o1onn 85 MINWK

Alliteration in the Hebrew parallel line (2a and 2b) is pressed into service with a repetition of

mInwR followed by two syllable words that begin with nn:

2a RONND/AINWR

2b oionn/nMINnwK

* Dahood’s (1966:239) rendering “I stumble over my tongue” recalls a strained connection with Ps
15:3. The common denominator for Dahood (1966:84) is Ugaritic, for which ®&* appears to know
nothing.

* Robertson (533-534) argues that Blass overemphasizes the influence of the Hebrew on the NT in
the light of instrumental év (= 1) since it is a “classical idiom,” though he does admit the &v/a
equivocation via the LXX made the idiom more abundant. Symmachus has dwx ¢ yAwoong pov
(Field 1875:148).

0 Pietersma  (1991:201) contends “on the question of the definite article, the Old Greek text of
Psalms reflected the Hebrew more closely than we recognized before the discovery of 2110.”
Pietersma’s study on the whole reflects a phenomenon opposite to what we find in Ps 38:2, 4, since
Rahlfs’s text displays an anarthrous construction and 2110 is arthrous. Nevertheless, his research has

emphasized the importance of 2110 as an early witness to OG.
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S likewise attests repetition with i\~ “keep, guard” (CSD 337). However, for ®*, the
poetics are lost in translation in that the Greek deviates from 2T in 2b. Whereas in 2t
the psalmist promises to keep a “muzzle” for his mouth, ®&* has the psalmist
appointing a guard, sentinel, or watch, for his mouth (so also Sa 2ape2 “guard” Crum
708°'; La custodiam). In proverbial form, the psalmist’s concern is echoed in Prov 13:3
0¢ PpuvAadooel tO éavtov otopa TnEet TV Eavtov YPpuxnv (“He who guards his
own tongue keeps his own soul”) and 21:23, 6¢ PpuAdooel TO OTOUX AVTOL KAl TNV
YAwooav dxtneel éx OAlpews v Puxnv avtov (“He who guards his mouth and
tongue keeps his soul out of trouble”). Quite clearly the hapax legomeon DM poses
some difficulty lexically. Tomback (1978:171) regards Dwon as the ‘“neo-Hebrew”
equivalent of DIONN, meaning “to muzzle” and the lexica likewise gloss Dwnn as “lip
covering, muzzle” (HALOT 1:571, BDB 340). owonn is undoubtedly related to nDon
“tie, muzzle, attach a basket-like contraption to an animal” (cf. Deut 25:4, see also
11QT 52:12, which quotes the Deut passage), though the Greek translates non in Deut
25 with Pyuwoec (fut ind Puow “to muzzle, silence”). Furthermore, in our verse
Aquila and Symmachus had already corrected toward the Hebrew with (PLuoc)
“muzzle” (Field 1875:148).°> S, however, evidently confused Dwnn for ~ \as _—
(“from iniquity” from Heb ©nnn) as it too must have struggled with the meaning of the
hapax.

Donn receives short shrift in the extant ancient literature. A Phoenician inscription

nevertheless attests nomn as a golden “lip plate,” the ANE background of which

' Note this equation between 2apez (Sa) and PvAaxn) (®) also in LXX-Ps 129:6; Prov 20:28 (not
apparent in 2IT); Hab 2:1.
32 According to the marginal reading in Ceriani (1874), Aquila has ress\s (Pruoe).
>3 The inscription in Donner and Réllig (1962:2) reads:
abnb wrno 1ah pan oonm *Hy wran moa naow nbya 1m0 Hyavba 13 Has 7on Hyaw 75n bR Dana TR T INa
785 10 wR
Donner and Rollig (1964:16) provide the following German translation: “In diesem Sarge hier ruhe ich.

BTN‘M, Mutter des Konigs ‘ZB‘L, Konigs von Byblos, Sohnes des PLTBL, Priesters der ‘Herrin,” in
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attests to the practice of sealing the mouth of a dead person with metal, and even the
use of silver masks to refuse entrance to demons.’® However, it is unlikely that such a
notion, even by figurative extension, underlies the Hebrew Psalm insofar as a wicked
or impious person (Yw7) is present before the psalmist. Both Hatch (1889:17) and
Mozley (1905:70) regard ¢puAaxnv as a “paraphrase,” but it is possible that ®&* either
knew nothing of the meaning of Dwnn, or Ui as we have it did not represent his
Vorlage at this point. Without manuscript support for the latter view, we must remain
cautious.”

Concerning the repetition of #MWR in 2b, Gunkel (1929:166) says it is
“unzuldssig,” Kraus (1960a:300) says “ist wohl kaum urspriinglich,”® and Craigie
(1983:307) calls it a “scribal error.” Emendations abound: Mozley (1905:69) assumes
vy, Duhm (1922:163) suggests nmiwx and Oesterley (1953:230) contends for
R (qal  impf/cohort  1s ow).”’ However, based on an assumed formal
correspondence between ®* and the Vorlage such an equation still does not explain

why dvAaxni,”® which is an obvious parallel with puAdoow in 2a, would represent

einem Gewande und einer Haube (auf mir) und einem goldenen Lippenblech an meinem Munde, ebenso
wie die weiblichen Verwandten des Konigs, die vor mir waren.”

* Donner and Réllig (1964:16) state: “Der Toten war nach einem in der Agiis (B. Maisler, s.0.) und
seit dem ersten Jahrtausend auch in Vorderasien herrschenden Brauch der Mund durch ein Metallstiick
verschlossen, um Damonen den Eintritt zu verwehren. Auch in Karthago wurden in Gridbern des 6. Jh.s
Silbermasken bei den Toten gefunden.”

%3 Ps 39 at this point is not extant in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

0 Kraus cites 2 Kg 19:28 as a parallel. However, 2 Kg 19:28 is not only a mismatch in terms of
genre, it employs the qal perf 'nnw.

>7 See this form attested only in Gen 44:21 and Deut 17:14.

 GELS 72.1* “act of keeping guard”; BDAG 1067.2 “the act of guarding embodied in a pers.,

3

guard, sentinel.” Note, “watchman, guard” is placed in category 5 of GELS (p. 72). The distinction is
subtle, but in GELS 1 the act of guarding is emphasized (to set a watch), whereas category 5 emphasizes

the person, the guard.
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monn.” Another option is that ®* traded verbal-ninwR for nominal-nnwWR  (i.e.
7INWR  “night watch” see MT-Ps 90:4), or 7Inw (“guard, watch”). This option has
support since ¢puAakr renders *nw-words in 6 of 7 occurrences in the Psalms.®
However, neither option fully explains the shift in &* (pvAd&w > €O&unv), since
both exploit 71INWRK for clarification; D1onn still needs explanation.

A more productive alternative is that the translator maneuvered around the
(presumably) unknown hapax by representing the text differently, though still within
the contextual sense of the prayer. Even though Aquila interpreted Dionn with ¢uuog
“muzzle” (Reider & Turner 1966:250), ®* opted for a parallel only obvious from the
Greek text itself, where TiOnut also takes ¢puAaxrv as its object, with concomitant

T otopati pov in Ps 140(141):3.

38(39):2 dvAaEw Tag 0dovg pov MwHa RIONN 17T TINWKR

TOV UT) AHAQTAVELY €V YAWOOT) LoV

¢0£unv T otéuati yov GuAaxny D1onnN a5 TN
140(141):3  B0oU kVELe PLAAKIY TQ OTOUATL UOV Y gpw M anw

Several options are viable: (1) It is possible that “to set a guard” was incorporated into
LXX-38:2 from LXX-140:3 (i.e. as an inner Greek influence). (2) ®* could have
simply “filled in” a known idiom for sense. (3) The Vorlage in this instance could be

divergent from 2.°' Without evidence for (3) and since the presence of “to set a

% Mozley (1905:xiv) argues that ®* tends to replace Hebrew “figures” with “literal expressions,”
such as, in this case, ¢pvAaxn] for monn. This of course assumes that ¢uAakr] was intended to be
understood “literally.”

“See 38(39):2; 76(77):5 (ninaw); 89(90):4 (AnWR); 129(130):6[2x] (oMnwn); 140(141):3 (nY).
In 141(142):8 puAaxr) renders 73010 “prison.”

"1t is also possible that mAYW ..MW/ TiOnuL.. PuAaxy is idiomatic, in which case the translator

could have drawn from the idiomatic association known from the Hebrew. However, there are too few
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guard” may indicate an idiom known from other contexts (1), which (2) accounts for,
(2) is the most compelling explanation. ®* has aptly contextualized ‘“guard duty”

imagery into the Psalm as a novel counterpart to 2a.

€V T CLOTNVAL TOV AHAQTWAOV EVavTiov Hov 1315 YW TYa

Verse 2 of At ends with a prepositional phrase pertaining to pwa (the wicked person),
an adjective that occurs 82 times in the Psalms. w9 is rendered in the Greek Psalter
variously, though the predominant equivalents are aoefnrc (15x) and AQpAQTWAOG
(60x), which are sometimes used interchangeably; a&vopiax and dvopog are
uncommon. ®*, with few exceptions, retains the singular (Y7 = d&oepng,
apaptwAog) and plural (DWW = doefels, apaptwAol) number of the Hebrew (see
ch. 5, Ps 145:9 for further discussion). Here the singular dpaQtwAov (&oePnc in
Aquila, see Reider & Turner 1966:33) renders singular pwn, the latter of which
evidently represents an unspecified enemy, guilty of impiety and unrighteous deeds
(Van Leeuwen 1997). In Ps 38(39), the singular represents the collective.” By
refraining from uttering his feelings (v. 3), the psalmist in ®* does not sin
(qpaptavew = Kwnn) and is thereby distinct from the sinner (ApHAQTWAOG = PwM).
Yuviotnut could, in accordance with LEH (593), be glossed “to associate, to join,” or
to “organize” (so NETS), join together, or collaborate against. GELS goes too far by
glossing it “meet in fight” (658.11.2%). Yvotnval, being both second aorist in form and
intransitive could mean “to stand in close association with” (BDAG 973.Bl), or better,
merely “to exist” (BDAG 973.B3) — “when the sinner was in my presence.”

The final clause in v. 2 in AT is a nominal temporal adjunct (BHRG 519; IBHS

11.2.12b) ywaTpa “as long as the wicked one,” i.e. 2 + defective TP (W), whereas ®*

attestations of MY ..MY/ tiOnuL... GvAaxn to make this a compelling explanation. Apart from Job
7:12, which uses o'W, there are no other examples in BH.
% This is especially clear in v. 7, where singular W&/&vOowmoc exchanges with a plural verb

RnY/Tapdoooval.
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utilizes a temporal infinitive governed by an accusative subject év t@ ocvotnvar tov
ApaQTWAOV  “when the sinner stood/organized.”®  Though Dahood (1966:240)
strangely glosses TY as “glee” based on its Ugaritic meaning, the temporal nuance in
the Hebrew is obvious enough. Alternatively, Mozley (1905:69) and BHS suggest that
the infinitive construction év 1@ ovotnvat rendered ThYa (qal infin const TRY + 1),
instead of Tpa, which Kraus (1960a:300) rightly rejects.*® To determine this one must
consider the translation technique employed, as follows: In the Psalms T + 2 occurs
elsewhere as »tpa (103[104]:33; 145[146]:2), which ®* renders with £wc UVmdoxw

(9965
“as long as I exist.”

Mozley (1905:69) points out that cuvviotnut often occurs “with
hostile context” (e.g. Exod 32:1; Macc 2:44). In the Greek Psalter ovviotnut occurs
in only three other instances: 106(107):36 12 “to establish”; 117(118):27 20X “to
bind”; 140(141):9 wp* “to ensnare.” In 140:9 ®* likewise makes room in his rendering

to introduce a relative clause ()¢ ovveotrjoavtd pot), which renders the gatal Wwp

(not Thp2): *H Wp* N MM TINW.

140(141):9
GVAGEOY pe amd  mayidog g IR YOV MWpN1 Y WP Na TN 1w

OLVEOTI)OAVTO HOL KAL ATIO OKAVOAAWV

TV £0yalouévwy TV avopiav
Keep me from the snare which they set for me, Keep me from the trap they laid for
and from the traps of those who work me and from the snares of evildoers.

lawlessness.

% Aquila and Symmachus convey temporality with s= (¢t1) so Ceriani (1874), Field (1875:148), Reider and
Turner (1966:98).

% Instead Kraus looks to 2 Kg 19:28, where N1 (qal pf) occurs as a parallel.

g + 2 occurs only 20x in the Hebrew Bible, preferring the plene spelling mwa, over the defective

form Tp2 (here, and MT-Jer 15:9).
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Once again common imagery and language brings to light both genre and lexical
similarities between 38(39) and 140(141) (e.g. aAvopia, AQUAQTWAOG, GLAaKT,
PvAdoow, TiONuL, ovviotnut). But the point to be made here is that ®* once again
attempted to communicate what his Vorlage meant (cf. i-mode representation in ch. 2),
as he interpreted it, in a way that does not adhere rigidly to the formal features of the
source text. The suggested emendation Thpa is therefore unwarranted. ™% occurs in
the Psalms in 7 instances, 6 rendered with the “improper preposition” évamiov + pov
(cf. v. 6 and comment),”® and once in our verse with évavtiov pov.67 The two options

68
appear to be near-synonymous.

5 Ps 15(16):8; 17(18):23; 49(50):8; 53(54):5; 85(86):14; 89(90):8.

57 According to Reider and Turner (1966:81) Aquila has évavtioc here, though Field (1875:148)
lists é€evavtiag. Compare with v. 6 where Aquila uses évavtt for .

% However, in the Greek Psalter, nin with prefixed % is typically rendered by évcmiov + genitive,
whereas other prefixed and non-prefixed instances are typically rendered by mEdowmov + genitive.
Thus évamov is frequently reserved as a stereotyped expression in the Psalms (Sollamo 1979:16, also
1975). According to Sollamo (1979:17) évwmiov and évavtiov occur “exclusively in contexts where
the reference is to living beings (mostly humans).” In any case, évwmov is a product of Hellenistic
Greek whereas évavtiov has an older classical representation (Sollamo 1979:18-25). Further Pietersma
(1978b:43) remarks, “Both words obviously belong to the original text though évdmiov appears with
greater frequency than évavtiov chiefly due to the fact that it was the favoured rendering of /pny. In the
process of textual development the two words were easily interchanged with the result that the frequency

of évwmiov was reduced.”
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4.6.3 Verse3
PCO at
exwdpwbnv  kat  Eramevwbnv  kal 27201 "R 2N MWD M AR
gotynoa €€ ayabwv, kal T0 AAyNUd pov
avexavioon.
I was rendered speechless and humiliated I was mute with silence; I was silent from

and I said nothing about good things, and my | good, and my pain was stirred up.

grief was reinvigorated.

Bodmer XX1V(2110)

[ekoPwOnV  kat  etagaxOnv  kat  etamewvwbnv  kat  eotynola €€

alyaBwv kat to aAynua pov ave]kaviodn

“I was rendered speechless and toubled and humiliated; I said nothing, even about good

things, and my grief was reinvigorated.”

Commentators have attempted to reconcile in various ways the apparent tension
between the psalmist’s claim to silence on the one hand (vv. 3, 10) and his actual
reported speech elsewhere. Briggs (1906:344) says the psalm is a “resolution to repress
complaint for suffering in the presence of the wicked, which can only partly be carried
out because of internal excitement, and which therefore takes the form of prayer that
Yahweh may make him know the brevity of life” (emphasis mine). Dahood (1966:239)
states, “At first the psalmist refrains from complaining about the apparent injustice of
God (vss. 2-3), but when no longer able to contain himself, he bursts into a frank
expression of his feelings and asks for deliverance from his affliction (8-9).” Kraus
(1960a:301) likewise states, “Aus dem Schweigen brach die Klage hervor. Ein ldngeres
Verstummen war nicht mehr moglich (Ps 32:3; Jer 20:9).” Craigie (1983:309) remarks,
“But the determination to keep silent, even on “good matters” (v. 3b) or safe ground,
was too much for him. The questions were burning within him and couldn’t be

contained (cf. Jer 20:9).” The assumed chronology appears to place the impulsive
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psalmist in the awkward position of spouting his prayer in the presence of sinners as a
direct result of their influence. In a flash he utters forth his prayer, and thus a new
tension arises in v. 10 when the psalmist recapitulates by once again claiming to be
silent  (¢ékwP@OONV/AANORI). However, the tension may be alleviated when the
psalmist, who recalls a former prayer, also offers parenthetical background information
for the audience, hence the three aorist verbs in 2b-4, £0éunv, exkwPwONV,
£€0eouavOn. The entire psalm is after all a recollection of prior events, namely, the
internal decision to keep quiet before the wicked (v. 2), the prayer, and the plight vis-a-
vis the wicked who contextualize it. Thus the psalmist’s silence in both v. 3 and 10 is
one and the same. V. 10 is more sensibly to be understood as the psalmist’s prayerful
confession by means of an internal monologue in which, at some prior time in the
presence of sinners (v. 3), he had resolved to keep his mouth shut. Only at those
moments, however, was the psalmist committed to his silence; the prayer itself is

charged with emotion.

EKWOOONV Kal tamevddny 1T nndRa

The psalmist sets aside his reported prayer and resumes with a description of his plight,
beginning with *nnbx3 (I o8 niphal perf lcs “to be dumb, unable to speak™),”” which
®* renders with the aorist passive &xwdPwONV (kwPow) “to be rendered speechless”
and Aquila dAaAeioBat “to be speechless” (Reider & Turner 1966:11),”° though Field

(1875:148) records the lengthened form nAaAnOnv.”' In fact & utilizes four aorist

%1 obx only occurs in the ni.

"BDAG (580.2*) indicates that in biblical and surrounding literature kwPow is only found in the
passive voice, even citing Ps 38:3. See also GELS 421* “to keep one’s mouth shut.”

" According to Field, o' reads qAaAnOnv, owwmf éoiynoa &amod dyabod and o has d&Aalog

&yevouny, oyn éownnony, U ov év ayabo (Field 1875:148).
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verbs in v. 3,”% three of which are passive,” thus verbally shifting prayer to narrative.
Kwddw occurs only 2x in &* (38:2, 10) and renders 'nn®1 both times. YetDo®
elsewhere is rendered with a variety of Greek synonyms.”* Though kwPow also has
the attested meaning of “to become deaf” (e.g. Philo Det. Pot. Ins. 175), akin to the
compound form dmoxwdoouar (cf. Ezek 3:26, 24:27), it is clear from éotynoa just
four words later (cf. also v. 10) that the psalmist has chosen to keep his mouth closed
before the sinner, though he prays to God in 4b (MW9a mMIaT/EAGANOK €v yAwoon
HOV).

In some cases D98 occurs in company with humiliation (cf. MT-Ps 31:19; Dan
10:15), though in this case 1"7 (fem sing noun, absolute state) poetically expresses
(for emphasis?) the manner of the verb “with silence,” what GKC (§118q) classifies as
an adverbial accusative. Duhm (1922:163-164) suggests that the Vorlage read 'ninw
(mmw “to bow down,” hence tamewow; cf. 34[35]:14), instead of M7, which a
corrector glossed in Mi.” Aquila (Reider & Turner 1966:216), however, evidently
understood M7 as owrr] “silence.” Mozley (1905:xix, 69) argues that the Vorlage

read ma7 (727), confusing n for 2. More convincingly, at least, Gunkel (1929:166)

> The reconstructed reading in 2110 is possibly based on other UE readings such as xiqyTopTp in Sa"
in order to account for space in the line. Note that €tapdxOnv (aor pass Tapdoow) also occurs in
37(38):11 and 38(39):7 (also wTopTp). There is, however, clear Hebrew warrant for tapdoow in the
other verses, making the addition here a less appealing representation for ®*.

2013’ adds o étapaxOnv “and 1 was troubled” (cf. 54[55]:3; 76[77]:5; 118[119]:60) after
ExwdaOnv, which evidently persuaded Kasser and Testuz (1967:84) to reconstruct it in brackets for
2110.

™ Ps 30(31):19  &AaAa  “speechless”; Is 53:7 ddwvog “silent, mute,” Ezek 3:26, 24:27
anokwdodouatr “become deaf’; Ezek 33:22 ovvéxw “to keep shut (mouth)”’; OG-Dan 10:15 ocwndw
“keep silent.” Th-Dan has katavioooopat “pierced with grief.”

” Unfortunately, Duhm’s (1922:164) assumption that the Greek does not gloss its Vorlage leads him
to speculate as to what the Hebrew should have said: “Der urspriingliche Text ihrer Vorlage lautet also:

ich bin verstummt, gebeugt ohne Gliick. Dieser Text is besser als der MT.”
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suggests 'nNANT (qal pf 3ms onT “to be silent”) as the Vorlage reading. However, such
emendations do not account for 7'M7 in its 3 other appearances in Psalms, all of which
®* evidently struggled to render as well.”® On the assumption that Ni represents the
Vorlage here, then ®* explicitly draws the association of humiliation by glossing '17

with kai étarervaOny “and I was humiliated.””’

kat éotynoa ¢€ dyabwv 200 TN

Once again ®* inserts a coordinating conjunction (kai) where the Hebrew remains
terse and asyndetic.”® (Kai) ¢oltynoa (GELS 621.2* “stop” talking) represents "W

(hiph perf lcs nwn “to be silent”). ®* does not interpret 21N in the comparative sense

1 was evidently a difficult word for &+, seeing that it is rendered differently in all four of its
instances (21[22]:3; 38[39]:3; 61[62]:2; 64[65]:2). In 21(22):3, mm7 is rendered with eic avowav
“for/as folly.” Mozley (1905:39) in fact states that ®* “did not know the word,” which calls into
question his need to emend M7 in 39:2 for lack of equivalency. In 22:3, however, it is possible that ®*
drew from the Aramaic &n7 (I '»7) (Jastrow 313) “to be dumb” (i.e. stupid? silent?), or “right,
permitted” (cf. gloss from Jastrow 313.2), under the heading, “to imagine, consider”) instead of the
Hebrew m"m7. nnT also has other attested forms such as N7 (see also XM7TR in the pass fem ptc). Yet
Aramaic ® and 1 are often interchangeable, thus the possible form m'n7. Note the same defective spelling
T in MT-Ps 65:2. This would also explain the issue in LXX-Ps 64.2 (MT-65:2), where moénw
“fitting, suitable, what is right” is found. Of course the lexica do associate dvowx (“folly”) with “human
ignorance” (BDAG 84), “want of understanding” (LSJ; GELS 54).

"BDAG (990.2b) says of tamewvow, “to cause someone to lose prestige or status, humble,
humiliate, abase, done esp. to slaves, fig. ext. of 1; b. w. focus on shaming, w. acc. of pers. or thing
treated in this manner.” GELS (670.le*), however, classifies the middle form of tamewow (so Gen
16:9; 1 Pet 5:6) to signify an intentional submission to another’s authority. It is unclear why our verse,
with and aorist passive (étametvawOnv), is classified here.

™ Bandstra (1995:52) remarks that in the Psalms, “asyndesis is the unmarked case and is associated

with semantic continuity.”
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of 51(52):5 (Vméo ayaBwovvnv = 2107?), but with &£ dyaOwv. Elsewhere in
Rahlfs’s LXX, where it is translated, 21on appears as: &mo ... twv dyaBwv (Gen
45:23); &év evdooovvn (Is 65.14 = 2w), &v ayaboigc (Zech 1:17). With no norm of
expression, the Hebrew introduces a rather cryptic statement; what it means that the
psalmist is silent 21on has incited many interpretations.” The Greek is likewise cryptic
by representation and virtually all nuances of éx seem forced to fit the dense poetic
language.*® The preposition €& (éx) + gen. rendering 0 is not unusual, serving as a
marker of separation, in which the psalmist severs himself from speaking even about
good things (BDAG 296.1d).»' Likewise in is privative here.* The Greek is
undoubtedly elliptical and most likely conveys something to the effect of “I kept silent
from (speaking about) good things,” though Aquila and Symmachus maintain the

neuter singular dya0ov (Reider & Turner 1966:1).% As a possibility in the marginal

” Duhm’s (1922:164) annoyance with the seeming redundancy between M7 and 2o nwRn
further leads him to make several emendations throughout this verse: “Dessen 'm17 ist nicht blo
unniitz, sondern lastig (verstummt mit Stillschweigen!) und nach meiner Meinung eine Glosse zu v. 4c;
das aion nwna; ist kaum zu Ubersetzen, denn dies Verbum wird sonst nicht mit j» konstruiert, und man
begreift nicht, warum der Dichter vom Guten nicht reden wollte oder durfte.”

% Aquila and Symmachus evidently represent jn with €& évavrtiac (Reider & Turner 1966:72); cf.
also Ps 22(23):5; 34(35):3; 37(38):12 where €& évavtiag occurs in ®.

8! Unfortunately 2110 has too many lacunae to offer a point of reference. In this case only &£ is
clearly readable.

% IBHS §11.2.11e(2), p. 216.

¥ A similar possibility is that the psalmist keeps silent because of good things. In this sense the
memory of or respect for good things may have prompted the psalmist’s silence in the presence of

sinners.



CHAPTER 4: PSALM 38 (Ui 39) 155

2984

note NETS offers “I stopped saying good things. This comports with Craigie’s

(1983:307) translation, “I kept quiet even about good matters.”

KAl TO AAYNUA pov avekatvioOn  T2p3 AR

Waw joins the final Hebrew clause to the preceding clauses of v.3; katl had served this

purpose all along.

v.3  aor pass EKWOOONV mnoR1 ni. perf
aorpass  kKal Etamevwonyv YT noun
aor act Kat  €oltynoa ¥Zan! hi. perf
aorpass  Kat ... &vekawioon 2op3 (1) ni. perf

v.4  aor pass ... €0eopavon on qal perf

Gunkel (1929:166) and Oesterley (1953:230) argue that*agd1 “and my pain” should be
read as *722 “my liver” as a parallel to "3% “my heart” in v. 4, but ®* does not read it as
such. 282 occurs 14x in the HB and is rendered in Rahlfs’s LXX with 9 near-
synonyms.* AAynua, on the other hand, occurs only 3x, and renders 282 (here) or the

cognate 21821, and even the related verbal form dA&Ayéw (above) occurs in the

¥ The psalmist may “stop” talking (GELS 621.2) about good things, or, by subtle contrast, refrain
from saying anything good in the first place (GELS 621.1; BDAG 922.1a “say nothing, keep still, keep
silent”).

% AA\yéw “to feel pain” (Ps 68[69]:30; Job 5:18, 14:22[cf. verbal form]); &Aynuoa “pain, sorrow”
(Ps  38[39]:3); dyxoewdw “become unprofitable, worthless” (2Kg 3:19); Odwxotoédpw “to mislead,
pervert” (Ezek 13:22); Avméw “to grieve” (Jer 15:18); odvvn “pain, sorrow” (Ezek 28:24); mAnyn?
“plague, wound” (Job 2:13); movoc “pain” (Gen 34:25; Is 65:14); toavpa “a wound” (Job 16:6); See

also mpoopetyvutau? “to unite” (Prov 14:13); wg matro =ax + 2 (Is 17:11).
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Psalms.® The conjunctive regularity of v. 3 in ®&* explicitly associates the psalmist’s
aAynua (emotional grief) with being rendered speechless and humiliated.

Now we learn that the psalmist’s &Aynua was “renewed” or reinvigorated
avexoawvioOn (aor pass ind 3s avakawilw).¥ Strangely Briggs (1906:345) refers to
Map1 (ni. perf 3ms "2p) as a hapax legomenon even though it occurs 15x in the HB.™
As a ni. “to be stirred up” (HALOT 1:824; BDB 747b), however, 72p also occurs in
Prov 15:6 (&amoAAvut), a marginal reading in Sir 37:12 (ovvaAyéw “to share in
sufferings with”),” and 4Q0Sefer ha-Milhama (4Q285f4:8).° =2y is otherwise well
attested in later rabbinic literature with the same meaning (Jastrow 1079-1080).
Mozley (1905:xiv) cites dvexatvioOn as a “smoother” or “less obtrusive” word than
Q0yp1, later calling it a “paraphrase” (Mozley 1905:70). However, although other
occurrences of avaxkawiCw take on positive connotations (Ps  102[103]:5;
103[104]:30; Lam 5:21), 1 Macc 6:9 further exposes what appears to be a collocation
in Greek by juxtaposing AVm peydAn with dvexowvioOn.” It is more likely that &+
misunderstood this singular occurrence of 92y in the Psalms and replaced it with a

more accessible collocation. Aquila and Symmachus both “corrected” once again

86 983 “pain” (Ps 38[39]:3); 21821 “pain, suffering” (Eccl 1:18, 2:23).

¥ Aor pass ind 3s avakawilw, “to cause to revert to a former condition” (GELS 41%); “restore,
renew” (BDAG 64%); “renew” (LEH 28%).

% Perhaps Briggs had in mind the form 1293, which occurs nowhere else.

¥ See Ms D (Beentjes 1997:155), which reads 7ap* “pass through” instead of 12y

% 4Q285 describes the final battle with the Kittim in Ezek 38-39 as follows: D%y mMayn oady miny
“he shall make a stand against them and they shall be stirred up against them” (DJD XXXVI:236-237;
Line 8 of frag. 4). However, it is suggested that y72p1 is a mistake for the more common militaristic
collocation in which 13911 (“to organize™) is employed. See also J-M §51c.

Tiat fv ékel Nuéoag mAelovg, 6Tl AvexawioOn ém’ avTov AT ueydAn, xai éAoyioato

Ot amoOvijokel. “And he was there many days because intense grief was renewed in him and he

thought that he was dying.”
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toward 1 with d&vetapdxOn “to be greatly disturbed” (Field 1875:148; Reider &
Turner 1966:18).

4.6.4 Verse4
PCO At

¢0eQuavON 1] KaEdla HoL EvTog pov, kKad | WY "ANAT WRTIWAN 3303 37pa Ay on

év ) peAétn pov ékkavOnoetat moo.

EAaAnoa €v yAwoon pov

My heart grew hot within me and a fire shall | My heart was hot within me; in my sighing a
be inflamed in the course of my meditation; I | fire burned; I spoke with my tongue

spoke with my tongue.

Bodmer XXIV(2110)

g[0eoparvOn 1 wkaEdwx pov  evtolg pov o kat ev  [tn] peAet[n pov  ex]
[kavOn]oetal v : eAaAnoa v ) YA[woor) pov]
“My heart grew hot within me and a fire shall be inflamed in the course of my

meditation; I spoke with my tongue.”

Continuing the narrative speech of the psalmist initially begun with the aorist verb in
2b, verse 4 closes the parenthetical commentary and segues back into the main portion

of the psalmist’s prayer.
£€0eQuAvON 1 KaEdIA HovL €VvTOC pov 17pa b on

The psalmist’s figurative language reveals the mounting emotional pressure to air his
grievance to God in the light of remaining unjustly silent before wicked people (vv. 2-
3). The ingressive verb onn is followed by '3%; ®* likewise opts for a passive verb

with kadia as its subject.”

” Kagdiw (BDAG 509.1¢) refers figuratively to the psalmist’s emotions, wishes, or desire, i.e. the

seat of emotions (GELS 363.4%).
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on (qal perf onn “to grow warm”) occurs 22x in AT and is rendered with
Oeopaivw (pass. “get warm” GELS 328.2* BDAG 454) 11x in Rahlfs’s LXX.”
Beyond Oeouaivw, onn is also rendered with several cognates: dwxOeopaivw (Exod
16:21); magaBeguaivew (Deut 19:6); Oeopog (Job 6:17; Eccl 4:11); Oeouaoia (Jer
28[51]:39); as well as related words avOoal (Isa 47:14); OdAnw (Job 39:14);
npookalw (Ezek 24:11).>* In 38(39):3 ®* renders on with the fifth aorist verb, the
fourth aorist passive verb in vv. 4-5 of the psalmist’s memoir. The aorist passive
£€0eouavOn is glossed as a real passive in LEH (204) for 1 Kg 1:1 “to be warmed” but
intransitively (still under the passive category) for Ps 38(39):4 “to grow hot.” As Crum
(677) aptly notes for emom “be hot,” the Coptic rendering here (so Sa), £¢0eouavOn is
also simply intransitive. The intransitive/stative sense of ©nPN  comports well with
£0eQudvOn, and in fact both words occur only one time in the Psalms.”

Occurring “approximately 150 times in the MT,” Sollamo (1979:235), says of 17p +
2 “As a rule it functions as a semipreposition,”® on only six occasions has the

component 21 undoubtedly preserved the function of an ordinary noun” (emphasis

» @eguaivw occurs 11x in Rahlfs’s LXX, rendering DN in every instance except Ezek 24:11
(99M). Note however, its presence in Wis 16:27; Sir 38:17 Ms B (BN and the marginal reading D7,
see Beentjes 1997:166).

*onan is also rendered with few unrelated instances maQaxaAéw Isa 57:5; &ua Neh 7:3; not
translated? Job 30:4.

® BDAG (454) likewise claims that the lexical form of Oeopatvew in the literature surrounding the
NT is the middle form Oeguaivopat In Rahlfs’s LXX it occurs in 1 Kgs 1:1, 2; 2 Kgs 4:34; Isa 44:15,
16[2x]; Hos 7:7; Hag 1:6; Ps 38[39]:4; Job 31:20; Eccl 4:11. GELS (328.1) locates an active form (+
acc) only in Sir 38:17, meaning “add enthusiasm to.”

% Sollamo  (1979:1-2) classifies 27p2 as a “semiproposition” following Brockelman’s (1913:383)
“Halbpraposition.” According to Sollamo (1979:1), “semiprepositons may be defined as combinations of

a preposition and a noun but whose function is prepositional.”
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original).” As a so-called semipreposition 272 means “in(to) the inward part of the
body” or “within, in(to)” (Sollamo 1979:235). 'Evtog occurs only 7x in all of Rahlfs’s
LXX. In its articular construction t0 €vtog refers to the content of an object, or as T
¢vtoc “the inside” of an object (BDAG 340.2; GELS 242%).”® As an anarthrous
construction, as in our verse, €vtOG pertains to what is inside, within, or within the
limits of something else (BDAG 340.1). In Ps 108(109):22 évtog also refers to the
psalmist’s “heart” within him, and by figurative extension, his emotions.” Excepting
only 1 Macc 4:48 and Song 3:10,'” évtdc always renders *31p(3).'”' Though the
idiom may refer merely to intense emotion as is the case in Luke 24:32,'” Oesterley
(1953:231) concludes that the burning heart is anger and rage, and indeed the following

parallel line may support this.

Kat v ) peAétn pov éxkavOnoetal oo WK pan auna

Most English translations regard 33 temporally: “While I mused, the fire burned.” In

fact many English translations render the “b” colon as a temporal protasis: “a” and “b”

" HALOT (I:1135) classifies 27p “entrails, inward parts” primarily as a noun, though its
prepositional function “in the midst of” is also recognized. See also BDB 899.

%In 1 Macc 4:48 évtoc refers to things inside the temple; Ps 102(103):1, to bless the Lord with all
that is inside (*27p) the psalmist; Sir 19:26, évtog as content = deceit; Isa 16:11 (*23p) €vtog as content
= feelings; Matt 23:26, évtdg refers to the inside of a cup.

% In the NT the Kingdom of God is said to be évtog Ou@v.

1% Song 3:10 uses £vTog avTOL (= 1210) as the interior of Solomon’s sedan-chair.

% Sollamo (1979:235) argues that évtdc is an equivalent to 29p3 in only two instances: Ps 38(39):4
and 108(109):22. Evidently she does not regard *17p (= €vtog) as semipreposition.

2 kai eimav mEOg AAAAOLG oUXL 1) KaEdia Mu@V Kawopévn [see ékkavOnoetal in Ps 38:4]
NV &v NUIv wg EAdAeL Uy év T 00, g dujvoryev MUV tag yoaddc; “They said to each other,
“Were not our hearts burning within us while he was talking to us on the road, while he was opening the

scriptures to us?” (NRSV)
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are ambiguously linked but culminate in the apodosis (“c”), though 2T remains terse.'”

Note the NRSV rendering below.

a My heart became hot with me;
b while I mused, the fire was burning;

c then 1 spoke with my tongue

In At the yigtol =pan in 2b follows the preceding gatal bn in 2a. It is possible that

9pan is a preterite or past progressive in force (so NET).

a "27pa "2 on
b WR AN 302
c MWwHa naaT

® deviates from the Hebrew asyndeton by explicitly coordinating clauses with waf.'™

Put differently, the clausal apposition in the Hebrew is removed by the Greek

conjunction. Thus the first two cola are circumstantially linked.

a £€0eouavOn 1 kaEdia pov évtog pov
b kat &v ) peAétn pov ékkavOnoetat o

c EAaAnoa év yAwoon pov

1931 ikewise JPS generally opts for more terse language throughout this psalm. It juxtaposes cola a
and b in synonymous parallelism: “My mind was in a rage; my thoughts were all aflame; I spoke out.”

1% Symmachus, however, does not use a conjunction and rewords the second clause: ¢EeOeoudvOn
N KaEdlot HOUL E€VTOG HOU. €V T AavamoAelv pe avekawounv mupi (Field 1875:2:148). Avaxalw
“light up” in the passive idiomatically pertains to being angered — “while I reconsidered, I was lit up

with fire!”
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In the Greek ¢év (GELS 231.3; BDAG 329.10a) naturally represents 1 beginning a
temporal prepositional phrase.'® MeAétn (GELS 447.1 “act of pondering”; BDAG
627 “meditation”) occurs 15x in Rahlfs’s LXX, 10 of those in the Psalms,'* and the

remaining 5 in Eccl, Job, Isa, and Lam.'”’

MeAétn semantically levels a number of
related Hebrew words: i “meditation” Ps 18(19):15; Lam 3:62'%; an “sighing” (in
prayer) Ps 38(39):4; nun “meditation” 48(49):4; a5 “study” Eccl 12:12; nsn “sigh”
Job 37:2, and in Ps 118(119) juxtaposes opwyw “desire, delight” 118(119):24, 77, 92,
143, 174 and nmw “meditation” 118(119):97, 99. The underlying Hebrew 47 occurs
elsewhere only in Ps 5:2, where ®* renders it with kooavyr “shout.”” Thus &*
represents the psalmist’s emotional urge to speak (= mvQE) as brimming while he
silently thinks about (év Th peAétn pov) his situation,'” ie. the fact that he is
surrounded by sinners (v. 2 év T@ OLOTAVAL TOV QHAQTWAOV Evavtiov HOov).
ExkavOnoetar (éxkalw BDAG 303.1 “to kindle, be inflamed”; the passive may
have an active sense — kalw BDAG 499.1b* “to light, to have/keep burning”; GELS
208.2* “to ignite”) is wused figuratively for emotional agitation and parallels
€0eoudvOn of 2a. ®* renders the yigtol 7wan with a future passive form, which
correlates with the tendency to render verbal forms rather stereotypically''’; &+
typically trades aorist forms for gatal and wayyigtol forms, and present/future forms for

yigtol/modal forms.''' In this Psalm, however, 7pan likely follows the verbal sequence

'%5°Ev may be used temporally to indicate an action or occurrence within which another takes place.

1% Ps 18(19):15; 38(39):4; 48(49):4; 118(119):24, 77, 92, 97, 99, 143, 174.

197 Beel 12:12; Job 33:15; 37:2; Isa 28:8; Lam 3:62.

1% Job 33:15 probably confused the 1 of Ptn “vision” for 3 (= [1an).

109 Th peAétn pov obviously does not refer to “scholarly” activity, in this context.

"0 Flashar  (1912:105) coined the term Stereotypen for consistent Greek representations of
Hebrew/Aramaic words.

"TOf the 332 waw consecutive verbs in the Psalter that are translated, and operating with the
working assumption that 2IT is a close equivalent to the LXX Vorlage, roughly 90% are rendered with

aorist forms (299), 7% future (22), 2% present (5), and 1% imperfect (3). While these statistics do not
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as a progressive past (“during X, Y was happening”). In the Greek, the same
collocation, with vQ as grammatical subject, occurs in Ps 105(106):18 with the aorist
passive form, and again in Sir 16:6 (hoph. Tp*) with parallel future and aorist passive

forms.

Ps 105(106):18
Kat EEekavln o €v T cCLVAYWYT) And fire was kindled in their assembly;

avtV PAOE katépAelev apapTwAovg  a flame consumed sinners.

Sir 16:6
&V oLVAYWYT) AUAQTWAQV In an assembly of sinners a fire shall be
ExkavOnoetat o kal v €0vel kindled, and in a disobedient nation
amelOet EEekavOn ooy wrath blazes up. (NRSV)

account for why the LXX Psalter translator(s) rendered Hebrew verbs in this way — for instance, perhaps
a pointed (A7) waw consecutive as we have it was interpreted as a jussive in the unpointed Vorlage by
the translator(s), etc. — they do show what is typical of how ®&* represented verbal forms,
morphologically. Further, yigtol/modal forms in the Psalter (2IT) are highly abundant and more flexible
than waw consecutive forms; there are some 2088 imperfect verbs alone in the Psalter (2I7). The
flexibility of modals (e.g., jussive, cohortative) spread out among present and future indicative forms in
translation far more than do wayyiqtol and qatal forms, the latter of which, again, tend toward aorist
forms in translation. For instance, there are some 1792 gqatal/wayyigtol forms in the Psalter (Ut), with a
rough correspondence (1943x) of aorist indicative forms in the LXX-Psalter. 1426 aorist verbs in the
LXX-Psalter comprise imperative, subjunctive, optative, and infinitive forms, roughly corresponding to
imperative, jussive/cohortative and infinitive forms in the T Psalter. All of this is to say that the Greek
Psalter tends toward a formal and even predictable relationship with its presumed Hebrew parent with
respect to verbal “tense”. Although Barr (1987) does not provide these statistics, he does draw a similar

conclusion.
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Both ®* and the presumed Vorlage betray parallelism, but ®* furthers the parallelism

morphologically with verbs built on the sixth principle part (aorist and future passive).

EAGANOQ €V YADOOT) pov mwHa MaT

The final clause of v. 4 once again serves as a transition into reported speech
(éAdAnoa / °n7a7) that has already taken place. 'Ev (rendering 1) is used
instrumentally (“with”), a construction that is attested as early as Homer (BDAG 328-
329.5b; BDF §219). Once again &v 11 YAwoory pov finds support in 2110 (so also
2013) and may well reflect OG. In any case the point is semantically insignificant. See

v. 2 for a comment about the metonymic usage of the 17W%/yAwaon.

4.6.5 Verse5

PCO (i
I'vaweLoov pot, kogLe, TO TEQAS POV KAl TOV NOTN RN MY NI e 171 e Tin
aQlOUOV TV MUEQWV MOV, TIC €0Ty, (Vo 2R SI0n

YV T VOTEQW €Y.
“Reveal to me, Lord, my end and the| “Lord, make me know my end; and

number of my days. What it is, that I may | the measure of my days, what it is!

know what I lack.” Let me know how transient [ am.”

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

YVW]OWoOV pOL K€ @ TO TEQAS MOL : Ka[t tov aglf]Hov Twv MUEQWV HOUL TS

€0TLV : V[ YV TLV]OTEQW €YW

“Reveal to me, Lord, my end, and the number of my days, what it is, that I may know what I

lack.”

Verse 5 resumes the psalmist’s recorded prayer (1-2a), which now extends to v. 14 with only

liturgical interruptions (dtxpaApcr).
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YV@ELOOV HOL KUQLE TO TEQAG LoV wp M YN

KAl TOV AQLOHOV TV NHEQWV HOV m NI

Distinct from earlier material in this psalm, v. 5 begins the second round of reported
speech with an imperative (hi. sg) ™71 (V7°), which takes two objects “to let
someone know something” (cf. MT-Ps 32:5; 51:8, HALOT 1:392.1). »pmn (hiphil +
pronominal object) occurs only here and two other times in the Psalms. ®* represents
1M with an imperative of request, yvwoloov (aor act imperative yvwoiCw “to
make known, reveal” BDAG 203.1; GELS 134.1), followed by the dative indirect
object pot, and in fact yvwioov pou represents all instances of "' in the Psalms
(see 24[25]:4 and 142[143]:8)."% Gunkel (1929:166) proposes an unwarranted
emendation by shifting 21 to qUTIR (hiphil imperfect 1cs) “I let you know,” in
order to circumvent the fact that the psalmist laments his own mortality while
simultaneously decrying the futility of human life just one verse later. However, such a
free emendation ignores the Greek translation (yvwouoév por) and overlooks the fact
that this type of thematic tension is not uncommon elsewhere, most prominently in Job
and Qohelet.

Interrupted by the vocative addressee, kvUQLe = 113

the imperative governs two
object clauses: ¥p/to mépag pov and N NN “measure/end of my days”/tov

GOOUOV TV MUEQ@V pov “the number of my days.”''* Briggs (1906:346), Gunkel

"2 The imperative of 7 occurs only five times in the Psalms. See also 89(90):12 where pTin =
Yvwotoov, and 104(105):1 where "7in = dnayyeidate.

"3 For a discussion of the rendering of the divine name see Jellicoe (1968:270-272), who concedes
that the LXX translators originally retained the divine name in paleo-Hebrew, Aramaic, or with the
“imitative” Greek construction IIIIII (= m7). For more recent considerations that argue more
convincingly for the originality of wvplog for M, see especially Pietersma (1984), Wevers (2001), and
Résel (2007).

" A lacks pov here (tOV &QOUOV TV TNpeg@v), thus offering a potentially eschatological

reading.
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(1929:166) and Craigie (1983:307) see at issue here the psalmist’s concern for the
transience of life, the reality of his own mortality. Clifford (2000:59) argues that
commentators, by consensus, have misinterpreted the psalmist’s plea in MT-Ps 39:5
and 90:12 by associating the object clauses with respect to the end of the psalmist’s

life. He states:

The vocabulary in v. 5 does not support the common explanation. Hebrew yp v.
5a refers to a definite term or boundary, not general shortness of time. The
unique phrase D' NN, “measure of days,” is illuminated by the semantically
similar 07 920N, “the number of days,” which means a set period of time in
Exod 23:26; Qoh 2:3; 5:17; 6:12. The idiom D7 990, “to count the days,”
occurs in Lev 15:13, 28; 23:16; Ezek 44:26 in the sense of counting off or
noting a predetermined time period. The phrase ©7' nTn thus is simply a set

period of time, not an undetermined period (Clifford 2000:60).

For Clifford (2000:60), these “lexical and semantic problems” are rectified when the
psalmist’s plea is understood not with respect to the end of his life, but with respect to
the end of a set period of affliction. Clifford concedes above that both o nTn and
o' 190N “number of days” are “semantically similar” and both denote a “set period of
time,” not ‘“general shortness of time” or an “undetermined period.” While yet
conceding that ®* interpreted our verse in the traditional manner — i.e. ®* has in view
the end of life with tov dolOuov twv Muepwv, not a set period of affliction (Clifford
2000:60) — Clifford seems not to notice that aQLOuOG is a near-synonym with 9200, or
at least regularly represents -8on across Rahlfs’s LXX, and indeed represents -920n
o7 in all of the verses he cites as exemplars.

Secondly, Clifford does not offer an alternative Hebrew word/phrase for what would
represent according to his phraseology a “general shortness of time.” HALOT (1:547)
classifies 17 as in reference to the “measured length” of the psalmist’s days. Among
the preceding and following parallel lines, it is evident that the psalmist’s concern is in
fact with how many days are left to him, of which v. 14 seems also to support. yp may

in fact refer to the “end” of the psalmist himself, as it is used elsewhere of the “end” of
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people (cf. Gen 6:13 xawog; Lam 4:18 kapdc; Dan  11:45 ovvtéAewr). Jer
28(51):13 also uses mépac (= vp) in reference to the “end” or “conclusion” of a person
(GELS 545.2; BDAG 797.2), and the Greek daughter versions render mépag with, 2ae
“end” (Sa), xwk “completion, end” (Bo), finis “end” (La), and ~xis “extremity” (from
the root 1w~ “latter part, end”) (both Syh and $S). Thus, the length of days is more
likely a conglomerate in terms of a span of time. The fact remains that 07 nI1 occurs
only here in all the HB, and ®* represented it with a more attested interpretation that
clearly does reference the number of days left to the psalmist, presumably of life.

Thirdly, Clifford does not explain why the end of one’s affliction should be
categorically different than the end of one’s life. He does not consider that affliction
might be integral to the psalmist’s realization of mortality. Presumably both mortality
and afflictions would be known or determined by God and unknown (i.e. not set or
determined) in the psalmist’s experience, regardless of how long either should last.
Thus the issue here seems not to be a lexical-semantic one, and Clifford’s lexical-
semantic distinctions do not convince; the tension in the psalm remains. In any case it

is clear that the meaning of Ps 89(90):12 is not the same as 38(39):5.

TiC 0TIV K7 N

K811 follows the previous clause appositionally, what Briggs refers to as an
“emphatic reiteration.” &1 77 consists of an interrogative pronoun followed by a
feminine personal pronoun and occurs elsewhere in Gen 23:15 (RR = Tl av el
to0t0), Num 13:18 (X170 = tic €otw) and Zech 5:6 (®n7n = t éowwv).'” &
likewise represents &7 71 with an interrogative pronoun (tig), but interpreted &7, not
formally, but as a copula (HALOT 1:241.11) with éotwv (see the same in v. 8). ®*

queries the &pLOuOG of days left to the psalmist, hence the masculine form here.

"5 According to GKC §321, the writing of 817 for &7 in the Pentateuch “rests on an orthographical
peculiarity which in some recension of the Pentateuch-text was almost consistently followed, but was

afterwards very properly rejected by the Masoretes.”
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va yvo tl votepm €y R 5T AN YR

Whereas 2t begins the final clause of v. 5 with the hiph. imperf/cohortative npIR “let
me know,” ®* utilizes a purpose clause, where (va governs the aorist subjunctive verb
Yvo (Ywawokw, GELS 132.1 “come to know, find out by observation or inquiry”)
followed by an indirect question (BDAG 200.1c*). Some Hebrew manuscripts read
npIR1 (De Rossi 1788:27), in which case the Vorlage could have prompted the telic
interpretation on the part of ®*. Once again the interrogative pronoun is used, now to
quantify how (7n) transient 510 (adj. HALOT 1:293.2) the psalmist’s life really is. That
is to say, the psalmist expresses concern as to just how quickly he will pass through life
as though the end is near. In contrast ®* introduces an object clause with an accusative
neuter interrogative pronoun Ti embedded in an indirect question (e.g. 1 Sam 14:38;
25:17; 2 Sam 18:29).

Yoteow “lack, be lacking, go without, come short of; not have” (BDAG 1044.5a*;
GELS 707.3*) breaks semantically from %1m; &* explicitly asks the Lord to know
(Yvawotoov) how many days are left to him so that (iva) he may understand: (a) how
many of his allotted number he lacks (ti Votepw é€yw), i.e. how many of his allotted
days he has yet to experience (so Clifford 2000:60), or (b) what is still missing in the
®-psalmist’s life (Cf. Matt 19:20 i &1t Voteow “In what respect do I still fall
short?”). Occurring only 3x in the Psalms, 77n is elsewhere rendered with BovAopat
“want, desire” (35[36]:4) and wxomalw “cease, stop” (48[49]:10[9]). Whether &*
regarded the adjective 5Tn (“forebearing, lacking”) as the verbal 1 5Tn (“cease, refrain,
fail to appear” = wkomdlw?), Votepw must still be understood within the Greek text.
510 rendered elsewhere does not help us decide. Thus &* attempts to offer the
meaning of the Hebrew as he understood it by taking the necessary liberties in

semantic representation and sentence structure.
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4.6.6 Verse6
PCO

oL maAawotag £€0ov tag MUEQAS HOv,

kat 1 Umoéotaolc Hov woel ovBev
EVOTIOV  oov, TANV T CUUTIAVTX
Hatadtng, TG avOowmog Cv.
dxpaAua.

“Look, you have made my days as
handbreadths, and my existence is as though it
is nothing before you! In any case, everything
is futility: every living person.”

Interlude on Strings

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

dov maAawag €Bov t[ac Mueoag] pov

168

DA
937792 I8 TIN 1R Tom R nnnd [ninov nan

N7R 39 DIN3

“Look, you have made my days as
handbreadths, and my lifetime is as nothing in
your sight; surely, every man is entirely
even the one who is

transitory, firmly

established.” Selah

kat 1n [v]mootaolc pov wg ovBev

[evwTtiov] cov ANV ta ovpmavta [platao[tne mag] avog Cw[v] dxpaAp[a]

“Look, you have made my days old, and my existence is as though it is nothing before you! In

any case, everything is futility: every living person.” Interlude on Strings

Verse 6 continues the appeal to the Lord from v. 5 and closes the first stanza of the
psalm with ddpaAua/nyo. Musing about the transitory life (cf. v. 12), the psalmist
introduces themes similar to Ecclesiastes (to be discussed).

tole}y) nan

Verse 6 begins with the deictic particle nin, which draws the hearer’s attention to the

propositional content of v. 5.''® More specifically, by initiating v. 6 with nn the

"3 (and nam) primarily functions as a deictic particle whereby the audience is directed toward

some spatial, temporal, or propositional proximate (BHRG §40.21.4.1.).
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psalmist builds upon the imperative in v. 5, i.e. the N7 statement provides a supporting
ground of reason for the directive just stated (BHRG §40.21.4.13)."7 ®* renders nin
with the demonstrative/presentative particle ©o0 (BDAG 468.1a; GELS 337.3), which
prompts the audience’s attention to the following clause. In fact ®* represents 28 of the
31 instances of M in M with ©ov.'" In this regard, nin, and oV by representation,
function as sentence deictics; their scope does not appear to be that of macro-syntactic

discourse markers.

TaAALOTAG €00V TAG NUEQAS OV 1 NN MNAY

At some point early in the textual transmission of ®*, presumably before the translation
of Symmachus,'” maAawotdc was corrupted with maAaudc (omitting ot), thus
representing “you made my days old” in 2110, as well as the following manuscripts:'*’
B, S, Bo, 2008, 2014, 2019, 2037, 2039, 2042, 2044, 2049, 2051, 2013; Sa (naxac),
M, 1220; R, La®, LaG, Aug, Tert, Cyp, and minuscules 115, 141-144, 146, 151, 167,

185, 276, 281. Ironically, the textual corruption in the Greek brought about entirely

""See similar instances where the nn clause grounds a preceding directive in Gen. 38.23; Exod.
32.34; Isa. 35.4; 38.17; 41.15; 47.14; 62.11; Ezek. 3.25; Zech. 9.9; Ps. 119.40; Job 33.2; Prov. 1.23. Also
1 Kgs 1.14; 14.2 and Jer. 17.15.

"8 Though 0 and nin are sometimes near-synonymous as deictic or demonstrative particles, n
“expresses the attitude of a speaker” whereas nin more often presents (points to) something, either as a
full discourse marker or clause deictic (BHRG §40.20.1. p.419, also 4.21.1, p.424). Of its five
occurrences of in the Psalms, jn is rendered four times with ©o0 (once in 77[78]:20 with émei).
Irrespective of the distinction between |7 and 7in, as we understand it, the Greek translator did not offer
any semantic evidence of such a distinction between the two. Tdooy was evidently regarded as a close
semantic representation for both.

" Instead of correcting toward TaAaiotdg, Symmachus chose the near-synonym omOaur] (~hi),
meaning “span,” equaling the distance between the thumb and little finger, or about 23 cm (BDAG 938).

120 See also Rahlfs (1907:44, 52, 230).
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opposing views in the Latin, for whereas in La® the psalmist’s days have been made
veteres ‘“‘old,” in iuxta Hebr. they are breves “brief.” Ga, however, has mensurabiles
“measure, estimate” and Syh i “span.”

®* fronts the accusative complement (taAawotag) of a double accusative object-
complement before the main verb (tiOnui, BDAG 1004.5ap) with the direct object
(tac Npéoac) following. The fact that ®* opts for a formal rendering of Hebrew word
order likewise brings about hyperbaton. Even though it is not a case of compositional
hyperbaton, it is a case of translational hyperbaton, and the Greek text has its own
significance. That is to say, the fronted object following dov invokes emphasis upon
just how brief human life really is that the Lord appoints (£€8ov/nnni). Likewise
lexically, maAawotr)c, rendering nNoY  “handbreadth” (<hwa_e= “measure” S)
represents a very brief moment in time, by simile. Literally maAaiotrg signifies the
“length equivalent to 4 fingers” or “77-78 mm” (LEH 457) and Craigie (1983:309) also
states: “The “handbreadth” (1 Kgs 7:26; the measurement was that of four fingers, Jer
52:21) was one of the smallest measures in the Hebrew system of measuring, so that
the metaphor reduces the span of human life to something tiny from the perspective of

God.” The imagery in ®* is the same as it is in 2I1.

Kait 1) UoéoTaoic pov woel 0VOEV EvaTdOV oov TT33 PRI TOM

A key difficulty in Ps 38 is determining the meaning of UTMOoTaoIC. Dorrie’s (1953)
extensive treatment of UmOotaolg primarily considers its philosophical background
with a dizzying array of nuances including such glosses as: “foundation, ground, basis,
reality, substance, life, and refuge.” Not only is it fraught with semantic difficulties as
attested by the lexica,'”” ®&* represents two different Hebrew words with vmdotaoig
in our psalm: 751 in v. 6 and n5mn in v. 8. Indeed Mozley (1905:70) states that

vmootaolg is “very common in Gk. authors esp. from Aristotle onwards in widely

ZILEH (637) glosses Umootaoic in 38(39):8 with “protection, re-course,” while erroneously citing

two instances in v. 6 “(actual) existence” and “expectation, hope” respectively.
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different senses,” and that its meaning in v. 6 and v. 8 is “obviously” different.'* Both
NETS and GELS (705.4*) maintain “existence” in both verses, and certainly a reader
without recourse to the Hebrew might draw a similar conclusion. Compounding the
problem with regard to its 22 occurrences in Rahlfs’s LXX, as Dorrie concedes, the
translators employed Uméotaowg for 12 different Hebrew words, and in many
instances UTOOTAOLC does not clearly convey the meaning of the Hebrew word. “So
ist Umoéotaolc an vielen Stellen keine exakte Ubersetzung; mit diesem Wort wird
haufig etwas in den Text hineingetragen, was das Hebrdische offenbar nicht besagt”
(Dorrie 1953:45).

Likewise, in the Psalms vUmdotaolc represents Tom  “lifespan” (HALOT 1:316),
“duration” or “duration of life” (BDB 317), nbmn “expectation, hope,” Tnpn (“firm
ground” = Umootaoilg “place to stand” Ps 68[69]:3), and ‘nnpa (138[139]:15) “to
weave, embroider.”'” With this in view, 751 in Ps 88(89):48 offers the closest parallel
to 38(39):6, even interpreting the psalmist’s words in the following verse plainly with

reference to human mortaility.

Ps 88(89):48-49

LWVAoONTL TiG pov 1) DTooTATLS, UT) YA | DR *12 53 NRI2 XIW 73 5Y TN A IR At
Hataiwg #KTIoag MAVTAG TovG LIOVG TV ©  IRW TR WA VI MA AR 8 7MY 923 N

<Y

avOownwv 1tic Eomwv  avOowmog, O¢
(Moetat  kat  ovk  OYetar  Odvartov,

ovoetal TNV YPuxNV avToL &K XELQOG

adov;

Remember what my substance is. For, surely, Remember how short my time is, for what

you did not create all the sons of men in vain? vanity you have created all mortals! Who can

122 Cp. Heb 3:14 with 11:1.
'2 The BHS apparatus suggests that 'nnp7 was understood as 'nAPY “height” in &+, though the
cognate languages attest to “form, shape, existence” (see nnp HALOT 11:1098). LEH, however, suggests

a more compelling Vorlage reading from the root p*™/p7 “empty, vain.”
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Who is the person who shall live and not see live and never see death? Who can escape the
death, shall rescue his soul from the power of power of Sheol? (NRSV)
Hades? (NETS) :

As a euphemism for the psalmist’s death, Aquila renders 751 (= PCO vmdotaoig, NI
T90) with s “immersion, a dip, a dive” (so Ceriani 1874), for which Reider and
Turner (1966:128) have xatadvolg (“going down, descent” [LSJ], though “hole,
hiding place” so LEH 313 cf. 1 Kgs 15:13)."* Symmachus has Blwolc “manner of
life” (Field 1875:148).

Both ®* and At coordinate the nominal clause in v. 6 with kaih. The disjunctive
waw governs the temporal expression T9m, which parallels 1 of the previous verse
with a chiasm. Thus “handbreadths” (ninav) are “as nothing” PR + 2 and the psalmist’s
“days” m refer to his 75n “lifetime.” Once again, the parallelism argues against a mere

length of affliction as Clifford (2000) posits.

m >< mnav

P82 5N

According to BDAG (1040.1¥) Umootaolg in v. 6 represents the psalmist’s ‘“actual
being” or “existence” (LEH 637; GELS 705.4*) and for Dorrie (1953:44) “life.” Indeed
the psalmist vexes over his mortality and brevity of life. Ut describes the duration of
the psalmist’s life and human life generally (75m) as fundamentally transitory, brief,
inconsequential, i.e. “as nothing” (X2, 38[39]:6), and therefore “trivial” or “worthless”
(R, 88[89]:48). The psalmist in ®*, however, turns the spotlight on his “existence”
(Omootaolg) as insignificant before God, i.e. as if it is nothing (woel ovOEv,
38[39]:6), and therefore “futile,” “vain” (n&tatog, 88[89]:48).

The supposed divergence in meaning of UTOOTAOLS between its occurrence in v. 6
and v. 8, based on the difference in the Hebrew, has also prompted additional
guesswork among commentators. In v. 8 Hatch (1889:88) maintains that UTOoTAOLG

means “ground of hope” (so also LSJ, Brenton and Thomson). Doérrie concedes that

124 9512 cf. Song 7:10, Pr 23:31 hitp; T1?
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vnootaotg, which represents PR “standing ground” (so “place to stand” LEH 637)
in 68(69):3, does indeed approach the sense of “hope” in that one instance. Against this
Turner (2001:293) has argued that “hope, grounds of hope has no Greek pedigree,”
unless one concedes that Ps 38(39):8 is the exception. Mozley (1905:70) glosses
vmootaolg as “support” (cf. GELS 704.5), and Dorrie (1953:40) with “refuge.” To
draw out the sense of the Hebrew more clearly, Aquila has kapadokia “eager
expectation” (BDAG 508*; (Reider & Turner 1966:125),'* thus expunging the notion
of existence from the verse. BDAG (1041.3*) glosses Umdotaolg in our verse with
“situation, condition, frame of mind” (Cicero, Ad Attic, 2, 3, 3 nostram = our situation;
Dio Cass. 49, 9; Josephus Aniquities 18, 24; Polyb. 6, 55, 2), but these too appear to be
exceptional. If once accepts ‘“situation,” or “condition” (so BDAG), vmootaoic could
have in view the fact that God had made the psalmist a reproach before fools (v. 9).

More problematic, however, is the fact that each proposed nuance — situation, life,
refuge, hope — can be slotted sensibly within the context. Meanings central to (a) the
psalmist (i.e. the psalmist’s “life, existence, situation, or condition”) overlap to some
degree and meanings central to (b) God (i.e. “refuge, hope” in God) do as well. In this
way NETS may have opted for the most practical solution with “existence” in both
instances, although the wide semantic range of UTMOoTaolc could just as well have
conveyed either (a) or (b), for the translator. However, one must contend with the fact
that ®* created ambiguity by leveling the Hebrew vocabulary with UmooTaOLC.
Instead of forcing UMOoTaoIC to adopt the underlying Hebrew meaning which is not
clearly attested in Greek literature (“hope”), the more typical meaning (“substance,
existence”) should be assumed.

The comparative particle woel “as, as if” (BDAG 1106.1; GELS 749.1a) takes a

predicate nominative (neuter negative) particle ov0év,'*® which, when used as a

1% Aquila reads 1) kxagadoria pov pet 0oo.
26 Ov0év is a variant spelling (— ovUOeic — oUdeic) attested as far back as Aristotle, BDAG (735).
See Thackeray (1909:58-62). In fact the more commonly spelled variant ovdév occurs in B, S, 1220,

Symmachus, and ‘Theodoret, though 2013 is dubious. Thackeray (1909:58) states: “The form ovUBeig
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substantive means ‘“nothing” (GELS 513.Ic), and by figurative extension, ‘“worthless,
meaningless, invalid” (BDAG 735.2bB), so nihilium (Ga). It is true that woel occurs
67x in the Psalter and only 119x elsewhere in Rahlfs’s LXX, whereas wg¢ is much more
common with 134 occurrences in the Psalms and 1830x elsewhere in Rahlfs’s LXX.'*’
Both lexemes regularly render 2 and are interchangeable in the manuscript witnesses in
both the LXX and NT, etc. (BDAG 1106).128 Nevertheless, w¢ is much more varied in
usage (e.g. in predication) than comparative woel (see also womeg/womepel, BDF
§453.3). Here, however, woel lit. “as if” or “as though” (i.e. “my existence is as though
it were nothing in your estimation”) may take the sense further than g. Scribal
preference accounts for some of the variation in the copies. Likewise, the more
commonly spelled ovdév finds plentiful support elsewhere (e.g. wg ovdév Sir 8:16;
40:6; Is 40:17, 23; Aristeas 211, 271; TestJob 47:7; Acts 20:20; Mpolycarp 8:3),
whereas woel ovBév is limited to our verse. As is so often the case, Aquila rendered
the Hebrew with ovx €éotwv (Field 1875:148; Reider & Turner 1966:81).

In both Ut and ®*, however, the underlying issue is comparative: the psalmist has
not thrown up his hands in despair, but emphasizes the grandeur of God in the light of
the comparably minuscule, brief, and seemingly insignificant human existence, i.e. the
“nothingness” of human life. For a discussion of T/évwmiov see verse 2 (evavtiov,

see also Sollamo 1979:17). In Psalm 38 évavtiov points to the psalmist and évamiov

(unBeic) is one which we are in a position to trace from its cradle to its grave. First found in an
inscription of 378 B.C., it is practically the only form in use throughout the Greek-speaking world during
iii/B.c. and the first half of ii/B.c. In 132 B.C. the d forms begin again to reassert themselves, and the
period from that date to about 100 B.C. appears to have been one of transition, when the O and 6 forms
are found side by side in the same documents. For i/B.C. we are in the dark, but in i/A.D. we find that
ovdeilc has completely regained its ascendancy, and by the end of ii/A.D. ovBOeic, which still lingers on
in ii-ii/A.D., mainly in a single phrase unOev fooov, is extinct, never apparently to reappear, at all
events not within the period covered by the papyri.”
127 For additional remarks see ¢ in v. 12 and kaOdc in v. 13.

'28 Thus we see that coc is attested in 2013(uid.) 55.
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to deity.'” As a Hebraism (GELS 243.112, see n. 68, preposition from &vmioc)
évwmov may convey a value judgment, thus ®&* expresses “my existence is as

nothing in your estimation” (BDAG 342.3).

TATV T&X COUTIAVTA HATadT G Tas GvOewog Cov 2% 07X 93 530 53 N

The final clause of v. 6 begins with X, which is classified in HALOT (1:45) as a
particle that emphasizes (“yea, surely”), restricts (“only”), and as an antithetical
(“however, but”) particle. Here, as in “most instances (41x of 166) where X governs a
verbal sentence, a nonverbal constituent is fronted” (BHRG §40.8.3.iia, p. 380, 383).
More commonly TR is a focus particle or conjunctive adverb (BHRG §40.8.1, p. 378),
but in 39:6 it is probably a modal word (“surely”), though Gerstenberger (1988:167)

130

regards it restrictively. ™ TIANv renders X 12x out of its 24 occurrences in the Psalms;

other words evenly distribute among the remaining 12 as such:

Kal Yao 1/22, 4% Ps 61(62):3

pévrorye 1/22, 4% Ps 38(39):7[1°]

opoiwg 1/22, 4% Ps 67(68):7

ot 1/22, 4% Ps 61(62):7

ovx( 122,4%  Ps61(62):2

woTe 1/22, 4% Ps 36(37):8

@ 2/22,8%  Ps22(23):6; 72(73):1

doo /el doa 3/22,17%  Ps 57(58):12[2™]; 72(73):13; 138(139):11 / 57(58):12[ 1%
ANV 12/22,50%  Ps 38(39):6, 7[2"], 12; 48(49):16; 61(62):5, 6, 10; 67(68):22;

72(73):18; 74(75):9; 84(85):10; 139(140): 14

2 Evavtt so Aquila (Reider & Turner 1966:81) and avtikQug  “opposite” Symmachus (Field

1875:148).

1 Quizzically, Cheyne (1888:106) speaks of TR as a particle that expresses “triumphant faith.”
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[TA)v may function either as an adversative adverb used as a conjunction marking
added consideration by contrast (“only, nevertheless, in any case”) or as a preposition
followed by a genitive that marks exception.'’

Otherwise unrecognized by the grammars and lexica, LEH (498) glosses ATV as
an affirmative (“surely”), which apparently finds motivation from Tx8.”** It would be
premature to conclude that &* infelicitously rendered “focus particle for focus
particle” at the expense of meaning, since TR in the next verse is represented by
pnévrorye (to be discussed). Barring certain stereotyped representations (e.g. '3/0t,
see v. 10), less frequently occurring particles evidence interpretive flexibility in the
Psalms. Thus, if we accept “surely” (so LEH, NETS), the perceived difficulty is
resolved. Otherwise, ®* concedes his original contention (aimed at the psalmist
himself) by extending it with a truism about humanity generally. We might paraphrase

[3

the comparison as such: “...You have made my existence as if it is nothing! In any

case, every person is the sum total of futility.”'*?

Following &, 53n %3 is the predicate in a nominal sentence, while TR 53 is the
subject. BDB treats the niphal participle a®1 (“to stand”) adverbially, presumably based
on the disjunctive accent r‘bi* migras of T (a1 oiN-H3). With this interpretation,
following NET, 2ax1 introduces a concessive clause: “Surely all people, even those who
seem secure, are nothing but vapor.” 2x1 in this instance then has a broader social
viewpoint; even those who are firmly established in this life are but a disappearing

¢

vapor. The majority of English translations, however, disregard r°bi*‘ miigras and

render 1x3 as a simple adjectival participle (e.g. NRSV, “Surely everyone stands”).

BlSee Smyth (§2966); BDF (§449); Robertson (1187); GELS (564); BDAG (826); Wevers
(1990:110-111).

12 Brenton glosses TA1jv with the negative “nay.”

3 Or, “But, mind you (GELS 564.A1), every person is the sum total of futility.” For its first listed
category GELS (564.A1) classifies mA")v as an emphasizing particle when it is “at the beginning of a

clause, and interrupting a discourse and emphasising what is important.”
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Likewise ®* interprets 23 adjectivally insofar as it utilizes Cwv figuratively. That is to
say, in contrast to those who are already dead, people who “stand” (a1) are (av."**

Like the Hebrew, the final clause of our verse (T OUpTTAVTA HATALOTNG TG
avOowroc'® (@v) is also nominal, though somewhat syntactically ambiguous.
Although some argue that 5an5> should be 5ana (Oesterley 1953:230), 5an TN
(Gunkel 1929:166), or 5anb I8 (Baethgen 1892:113), ®* plainly read 92 and glossed it
with oVumag, a “strengthened” form of mac. Articular ovpmag refers to the
collective body, or sum total of the parts (Smyth §1174)."°° The construction 6 +

ovuTag occurs 14x in Rahlfs’s LXX as follows:

2 Macc (5x):

3:12 xatax Ttov ovuTavta koopov “the whole world”

7:38 ¢mi O oUUTIAY... Yévog “the whole nation”

8:9 10 ovunav g Iovdaiag yévog “the whole race of Judea”

12:7 10 ovumav tov lonmitwv moAltevua “the whole community of Joppa”

14:8 10 ovumav... yévog “the whole nation”

Psalms (4x):
Ps 38(39):6 ta ovpmtavTa (93) patoudtng “the sum total of vanity” (NETS)

Ps 103(104):28 Tt ovpunavta (--) tAnoOnoovtat xonotdtntog “all things together will be
filled with kindness” (NETS)

Ps 118(119):91 t&x ovumavTa (531) dovAa “all things together are slaves” (NETS)

Ps 144(145):9 xonotog k0ELog toig ovpmaoty (939) “the Lord is kind to all things together”
(NETS)

B4 Cp. éotnAwpévos “to set up, stand” (so Aquila; Reider & Turner 1966:222), see the participial
form weon (from »ao) attributed to ~ in Ceriani (1874); or é0twg “stand” o’ (Field 1875:148).

1% Aquila, Symmachus, and Quinta (Reider & Turner 1966:21) also have dvOowmtoc.

® Some Hebrew MSS lack the first instance of 3. Although its inclusion may be dittographic, it was

evidently present in the Vorlage of ®*.
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Others (5x):

Job 2:2 v ovumaoav (--)

Job 25:2 v abpmacav (B9 “peace”)
Nah 1:5 1 odunaoa (5an “world”)

Isa 11:9 1) oOpmaoa (PR “earth”)

Ezek 7:14 t& ovpmavta (53an)

Ezek 27:13 1) ovumaoa (92n “Tubal” = 2, though certainly read as 5an “world,” cf. Nah 1:5)

Since 2 Macc is compositional Greek, Hebrew does not factor into the discussion. In
every instance in 2 Macc, 0 + ovumac modifies a noun attributively where there is
necessarily grammatical concord with respect to gender, case, and number. In contrast,
barring Ps 38(39):6 to which we will return below, all other instances of 0 ovumag are
substantival. Further, 0 + ovumag sometimes refers to the “world” (Nah. 1:5; Is 11:9;
Ezek 7:14, 27:13) and in the parallelism of the latter three psalm passages, all of
creation (i.e. the universe) may be in view. The marginal note in NETS likewise
suggests that the translation proper “all things together” might alternatively be rendered
“the universe” in Ps 103(104):28, 118(119):91, and 144(145):9. The same cannot be

said for Ps 38(39):6,°7 which poses its own grammatical and syntactical challenges,

37 Contra Thomson (“the universe”) who may have been swayed by wuniversa “whole, all together” in
D. Noting a large number of Psalters written in Latin from the West (e.g. Mss 27, 156, 1037 so de
Lagarde and 188 so Holmes-Parsons), Rahlfs (1979:32-33) discusses one example from Ms 156
whereby mAnvtacvu is found in Ps 48:16; 61:6, 10 and mAnvtacvv in 61:5 instead of mAnv, which
corresponds to Latin verumtamen “but, yet, nevertheless.” Rahlfs had previously noted that Tacvu must
somehow be connected with famen “yet, nevertheless” (Rahlfs 1907:97), but only later realized with the
aid of Emil Grofe-Brauckmann that in Ps 38:6 verumtamen universa corresponds to the Greek mAnv 1«
ovumavta. Since the Western texts adapt mavta for wuniversa, so from mAnv ta ovp (ie. mANV @
ovv) was adapted verumtamen, and from there mAnvtaocvu was transferred to other places where

verumtamen stood in the Latin interlinear version.
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not to mention that its parallelism does not comport with the cosmic ligaments present
in the other occurrences noted in the psalms. Grammatically t@ oVunavta is plural.
Its case, however, could be nominative or accusative. Matawotng is clearly a
nominative feminine singular noun. Thus it is not likely that Tt oVumavia was
intended to modify patawdtng, since the result would be a numerical mismatch. Only
2 Macc 3:12 affords a parallel construction where 0 ovumac is followed immediately
by a noun (tov ovumavta koopov), but here we have grammatical concord in an

attributive relationship;'*®

thus our construction is unique. Syntactically, Ps 38(39):6
may be explained in two different ways depending on how one understands the case of

tax oOpmtavta. In either explanation T cvuTavta is a substantival adjective.

() If T oVumavta is accusative, it is an adverbial accusative, and more precisely,
arguably an accusative of respect. Thus, “every man living is futility with respect to all
things,” or “In every respect every living man is transitory.” In this explanation
matawotne would be the predicate nominative and avOpwmog the nominative
subject. However, in the light of how ta oVOumavta represents the Hebrew in other
instances, as noted above (esp. 921/93), an adverbial accusative is perhaps not the best

explanation.

(2) It is more likely that T oOumavta is nominative in which case the entire line is a
compound nominal sentence. Tax ovumavta in this instance would be the nominative
subject and patadtne the predicate nominative, with mag d&vOowmog Cwv
subjoined as an epexegetical clause, thus “All things are futility, namely, every living

person.” Mozley (1905:71) likewise states that mag dvOowmog Cwv is in “loose

P81 Chron 23:26 1 mavra oxevn “all vessels”; 2 Chron 34:33 ta mdvta PdeAVypata “all
abominations”; In the NT, Acts 20:18 offers a comparable instance and there is of course number
agreement (TOv mavta Xeovov “the whole time”). Acts 19:7 and 27:37 could offer parallels, but those

occur with numbers (“12 in all” cf. Smyth 1174 N).



CHAPTER 4: PSALM 38 (Ui 39) 180

39

apposition” to the prior clause.””” This option also gains support when the usages of

Hatawotne elsewhere are considered, especially when the transitory life is in view.

Mataiotng alone renders Yan in Ecclesiastes,'”® and elsewhere in the Psalms

9141 99142 59143

Hatawotne renders 1 “futility, R  “emptiness, i “destruction, am

99144 99145

“enemies, and 5an  “emptiness, purposelessness, transitoriness. Conversely, in

the Psalms 9an (9x) is rendered with pataiomg,'*® udrtaog,'’ and patnv.'*® Only

" Thomson takes this approach with: “The universe—every man living—is vanity.” NETS (and
similarly Brenton) rendering “every person alive is the sum total of vanity” is appropriate in meaning,
but leads one to imagine a different syntactical construction, in which a genitive pataidtnrog would
modify the substantival predicate nominative Tt cOpTaAVTA.

0 Anderson  (1999:60 n. 11) “corrects” Seybold, since he (so Anderson claims) erroneously
attributes &tipog as a rendering of 53n in Eccl. Rather, Anderson claims that the LXX typically renders
5an with “atpoc” [sic?] or kevos. However, kevdc occurs only 3x and Anderson supplies no verses
for a&tpdc “steam, vapor,” though d&tinog “dishonored” occurs 5x, but never for ban. In the same
footnote Anderson (1999:60, 64) argues that the adjective patawdc occurs in Ecclesiastes. However, I
was unable to locate a single instance in which &tudg renders 93m (except for Aquila and Symmachus,
s0 ~a_m\ “vapor, steam, exhailation,” Ceriani 1874), nor any instances in which patatdg occurs in
Eccl. Thus it would appear that Anderson’s spelling errors make his argument difficult to follow.
Anderson (1999:62) later ties 5an in the Psalms to the “breath of life” in Gen 2:7, citing Ps 39:6 as a
prominent case in point. Such a connection, however, seems tenuous at best.

41 ps 4.3,

142 ps 25(26):4; 30(31):7; 118(119):37; 138(139):20; 143(144):8, 11.

143 ps 37(38):13; 51(52):9.

14 Ps 39(40):5.

5 Ps 61(62):10; 77(78):33; 143(144):4.

146 ps 30(31):7; 38(39):6; 61(62):10; 77(78):3; 143(144):34.

7 Ps 61(62):10; 93(94):11.

148 ps 38(39):12.
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in this verse, as in Ecclesiastes, does patadtng occur with ta (ovp)mavta.' 93
5an in Qoh 1:2, 4 (cf. James 4:14) speaks of transitory vapor/breath (5an5an), from
which the Greek represents a substantival nominative subject (tax mdvta) followed by
a predicate nominative (patawdtng). The punctuation TX OVUTAVIA HATALOTIG,
nag avOpowmoc Cwv in PCO is also suggestive that Rahlfs may have understood the

syntactical arrangement in this way.

didpaApa 9o

AdpaAua is a stereotyped rendering of n%0 in the psalms found regularly in the
witnesses (Rahlfs 1979:77)."° As a neologism, its meaning is unknown."”! LEH (112)
glosses it with “leading motif,” stating that didxpaAua expresses a central idea in a
Psalm,” though it could also indicate a musical interlude, or pause (so NETS), or

instructions to repeat the verse (Stieb 1939).">

Supporting this sense is ~ and o (so
Ceriani 1874), who have ~xua s “response, alternate verse” (CSD 405), or cantilena
“refrain” (Field 1875:149). Gunkel (1929:166) says that 150 “steht an falscher Stelle,”

but here it was, nonetheless, for ®*.

9 This is not intended to suggest that ®&* borrowed from Eccl, especially when one considers that
Eccl, if equated with Aquila (Barthélemy 1963:21-33; Vinel 2002), would in all likelihood postdate the
translation of the Psalms. If anything, ®* would have influenced Eccl, though Qoh could have still
played an influential literary role.

150 According to Snaith (1952:46), mbo follows the second and third stanzas of the Psalm. He states,
“Selah is found after vs. 6(5) in MT, LXX, Jerome, and the Greek VSS., and also after vs. 12 in LXX
and Jerome. In each case Cod. R. (LAGARDE) has semper half a verse early.”

U Aquila has aei (Reider & Turner 1966:5), Quinta dwamavtoc, and Sexta eic téAoc (Field
1875:148).

32 According to Kasser and Testuz (1967:16-17), dukpaApa  was used to indicate major

subdivisions in the manuscript of 2110.
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4.6.7 Verse7

PCO
pévrorye  €v elkOvL  dlamogeveTal
avOowmog, MANV pATNVv Tapdooovial,
Onoavollet kat oL yvwokeL Tivt ovvaéet
avta.
Indeed a person passes through as a mere

image. In any case they trouble themselves in

vain; he stores up treasure and does not know

182
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Surely, man walks about as an image, Surely
they make an uproar in vain, he accumulates

and does not know who gathers them.”

for whom he shall gather them.

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

pevtorye e[v  ewovi] dwxmoge[v]etar avo[c mAnv  patnv  tlaoaccov]tal
OnolaJuolet k[at ov yY]ivwoxke[l] Tvi ovvalEetavta [ ]
“Indeed a person passes through as a mere image; only, they trouble themselves in

vain; he stores up treasure and does not know for whom he shall gather them.”

With numerous parallels with Ps 48(49), verse 7 poses several grammatical/syntactical
difficulties and interpretive ambiguity for the modern reader, as well as for ®* that

center around (1) the meaning (or emendation) of R,

(2) the shifting of plural
(o) and singular (79000, 93w) verbs, (3) the elided object of -3y, and (4) the
antecedent of 3mp pronominal suffix of DOOK.
uévrorye év elkOvL dlamogeveTal dvOQWMOGg WK o0 oHea R

Immediately following m%0/ddbaAua  the psalmist continues his complaint to the

Lord. Fokkelman (2001:214) regards v. 6¢-7 as the second strophe of the second stanza

of the poem. Thus all three occurrences of X unify the strophe, despite the liturgical
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disruption with n50. ®&*, however, once again deviates from our present Hebrew text,

by introducing the hapax pévtouye, for R, only to return to TANv in 7b.!53

® Thomson Brenton NETS At NRSV

6¢c ANV “nay” “surely” IR “surely”
7a pévtorye “indeed”  “surely”  “in fact” IR “surely”
7b ANV “still” “nay” “surely” IR “surely”

Mévtorye, or pévrtor ye (so B) as printed in manual edition of the Cambridge LXX
(Swete 1887), is an adversative particle (BDF §450) meaning “nevertheless” (LEH
392), or “though, to be sure, indeed” (cp. Justin Dialogue 5, 1 o0 pévtor ye “though
not”; BDAG 630.2 see pévtor). GELS (448%) says that pévtourye is a “particle which
expresses one’s agreement with the preceding utterance, ‘yes, indeed.”” Meévtorye
occurs nowhere else in Rahlfs’s LXX, and pévtot occurs only in Proverbs (5x). In no
case does the translation technique in Proverbs of pévtor aid us in understanding
pévrorye in Psalms. Assuming that 21t represents the Vorlage here, ®* opted for a
unique interpretive representation for X, apparently unconcerned to translate

according to lexical solidarity.

The idea that humanity is transitory like vapor, breath, shadow or phantom, comports
with the idea that human existence is a D52, or “merely an image” (Craigie 1983:306),
i.e. fundamentally insubstantial in relation to deity. The translations and lexica nuance
ob¢ as “silhouette,” or “fleeting shadows” (HALOT 11:1029.4b), so NRSV “shadow”
(38[39]:7, eixkwv) and “phantoms” (72[73]:20, eixwv). Eybers (1972:32) suggests that
oo% comes from the root 5¥ “shadow” or ‘“darkness,” from which one may derive the
meaning “image” or “likeness.” Indeed he goes so far as to suggest that D52 may
better be understood as “in darkness” in 39:7 (Eybers 1972:30). Clines (1974:21-23),

contra Eybers, contends that ©b%¢ parallels with 5an “unreality” or “unsubstantiality”

153 Sl also follows &* with NAHN, MENTOIFE, NAHN.



CHAPTER 4: PSALM 38 (Ui 39) 184

[sic] in 39:6 (see also 61[62]:10). 5% does not pertain to the imago Dei in this verse,' ™
but Clines does contend that both imago (“statue, picture,” though also “phantom,
ghost, apparition”) and eikwv “display a similar shift in meaning from ‘image’ to
‘unreal appearance.”” Thus 0% (parallel to 5a7) may “denote the unreality or
inauthenticity of an image,” much like the unsubstantial “dream-images” of Ps
72(73):20, which have nothing to do with darkness or shadows. Thomson translates v
elkovt with “as an image,” Brenton “in a shadow,” and NETS, following LSJ (see also
GELS 192.1%),'”> “as a phantom.”"”® One need not over-systematize an explanation of
é¢v with the usual glosses “in, among, by, with” as is so often done. Ev represents beth
essentiae (GKC §119i, IBHS §11.2.5¢)"”7 — “as an image” — and ®* and his audience

would have easily understood the nuance.'*®

At juxtaposes DTR 93 (6¢) and wR (7a) for poetic interest, which &* flattens with
avOpwrog, and the NRSV with “everyone.” Indeed a&vOpwTmog is generic and
illustrative, having been qualified in the previous verse with Cwv. Awxmopevopat

occurs 9x in the Psalms, representing the hithpael of 751 “to walk about” 6x,'” qal

1 62

1x,' piel 1x,'®" and =2y “pass through” 1x.'"? Conversely, T5nnn occurs 14x in the

" Note the Roman Psalter and Ambrosianus include “dei” (Rahlfs 1907:72), though Sa“ merely
OYNEIKWN.

%5 Unlike BDAG and LEH (130), GELS (192.1%) offers “phantom” as a viable gloss for eikwv in
our verse, though no other verses are classified with this nuance.

% davraoua would more readily convey “phantom,” though in & it appears only in Wis 17:14.

137 Dahood (1966:241) calls this an “emphatic preposition.”

8 Of év BDAG 326 warns, “The uses of this prep. are so many and various, and often so easily
confused, that a strictly systematic treatment is impossible. It must suffice to list the categories, which
will help establish the usage in individual cases. The earliest authors/readers, not being inconvenienced
by grammatical and lexical debates, would readily absorb the context and experience little difficulty.”

159 Ps 38(39):7; 57(58):8; 67(68):22; 76(77):18; 81(82):5; 100(101):2.

10 Ps 90(91):6.
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Psalms. Beyond Owamogpevoual, the following equivalents are found:  meQumatéw
“walk around” (Ps 11[12]:9); eVapeotéw “please, be pleased” (25[26]:3; 35[36]:14;
55[56]:14; 114[116]:9); mogevopar (42[43]:2; 118[119]:45); and Odiépxopar “go
through” (104[105]:13). See further comment in v. 14 for T5n. Thus, we might have
expected ®* to represent 75nnn with another term like meoumatéw “walk around” (Ps
11[12]:9), Odtéoxopar “go through” (104[105]:13), or even EumeQumatéw  “to
walk/move about” (cf. Lev 26:12; Deut 23:15; 2 Sam 7:6; Job 1:7, 2:2), since
damtogevopat (pres mid ind 3s Owxmopevopat) generally conveys the notion of
passing through a locale (BDAG 235.2).'® Whereas T5nnn is intransitive and is likely
metonymic for the “life” of w'RX, ®* evidently extends Owxmopevopal a transitive

verb, figuratively.'®

That is to say, elliptically, dvOowmog presumably passes through
“life” like a transitory image in a mirror, as he unwittingly heaps up treasures

(Onoavoilet) along the way.

TAT|V HATINV TaQAOTOVTOL R Han IR

Once again mAnv renders IR (see 6¢ and 7a above). AvOowmog (7a) is the assumed
subject of plural tapdoocovtar (pres. mid. indic. 3pl Tapdoow “trouble, stir up, be
unsettled,” BDAG 990.2; GELS 671.1b*). In contrast to 2T, this clause is recapitulated
verbatim in v. 12 of ®* (to be discussed), though the Greek verb there is singular.
Tapdooetat corrects toward grammatical concord with &vOowmog and finds support
in Sa, R, LaR, LaG, Aug, Tert, Cyp; Ga, L”> and A’ (so also Thomson and Brenton), and
Briggs (1906:347) contends that the Hebrew plural is a copyist’s mistake in “attaching

the conjunction 1 to the previous verb, so making it 3 pl.” Rahlfs suggests that the

191 ps 103(104):26.

192 ps 8:9.

1% Symmachus interprets the Hebrew with dvaotoedw “turn, turn back.”

' GELS (157.2%) offers a figurative sense here by defining dlamogevopat as “conduct oneself or

one’s life in a certain manner.”
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singular is an adaptation from v. 12. Nevertheless, grammatical oscillation of person in
the Hebrew Psalms is not unusual, and the Greek in any case follows 2t reading
formally, which once again draws attention to the representative nature of &vOowmog
for humanity generally (cf. discussion of apaQTwAOS/YwI v. 2).

The NRSV renders p"nm 5an I8 as “Surely for nothing they are in turmoil,” though
the lexica regard 1 (qal imperf 3 mp nnA) with the meaning of “to moan, make a

noise, or be in an uproar.”'® Evidently the form e, which occurs only 3x in the

presumed Vorlage of ®* (nnn occurs 35x), lends itself to some confusion, for in Is
17:12 mAnOog “multitude” likely represents Pnn. In fact, on morphological grounds
and because of a break in the sense of the parallelism, Craigie (1983:307) emends the
text to PN “wealth,” thus rendering the line: “Man walks about, merely an image; he
heaps up wealth (pnn), merely vapor.” NET likewise emends 1?5320 to 1inn *5an
“vain things of wealth” so as to provide a plural antecedent to DaoR (he gathers
“them”) at the end of the verse.'® Similarly, one might emend the Hebrew so that the
object of 7a¥ is own () “treasure” (see 7a¥ HALOT 11:999). Though one may wish
to clarify the difficult Hebrew text via emendation, ®* does not. Rather, ®* was at
least aware of 1"n* morphologically to represent it in 82(83):3 with 1xéw (“sound,
ring out”).'”” In terms of tumultuous noise making nnA (“murmer, growl, roar”) may
be exchanged with pnn and 9p, and represented by 1jxoc and nxéw in the LXX.

Tapaoow occurs 114x in the LXX and 35x in the Psalms, rendering (in the Psalms)

1 GKC (§75a) classifies nnn as of the type that originally ended with . With respect to nm it is
stated, “The original * sometimes appears even before afformatives beginning with a vowel (cf. above, h
and 1), especially in and before the pause, and before the full plural ending 13, or where for any reason an
emphasis rests on the word” (§75u).

' Dahood (1966:241) says the final mem of DSDOXR may be an enclitic, or else DooR is a defectively
written plural participle.

" This of course assumes only one translator of ®&*. More work needs to be done in the area of how
the LXX Psalms were translated, for what purpose, and by whom, which includes the question of how

many translators were involved.
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20 different Hebrew words as well as occurring as plus material including v. 12 of our

psalm. Note the following breakdown:

With

+38(39):12; 67(68):5

5ra “to terrify/be terrified; make
haste” 2:5; 6:3, 4, 11; 29(30):8;
47(48):6; 82(83):16, 18; 89(90):7;
103(104):29

230 “to stagger” 106(107):27

017 “to confuse” (?) though perhaps
from nnn (?) 54(55):3

55 “to pierce” 108(109):22

nnn “to moan” 38(39):7; 45(46):7
1N “noise, multitude, wealth”
64(65):8

151 “to writhe, tremble” 54(55):5

N “ferment, boil, foam up”45(46):4

11 V115 “to devour” 56(57):5

1N “to hesitate” 118(119):60

1 “to change” 45(46):3

771 “flee, wander” 63(64):9

no “trade, pass through” 37(38):11
wwy “become dark, clouded”(?) 6:8;

30(31):10, 11

oya “be troubled” 76(77):5

137 “to tremble” 17(18):8; 76(77):17
wpI “to quake” 45(46):4

W “be dissolved” 41(42):7

55w “be plundered” 75(76):6

onwY “be in amazement” 142(143):4

such dramatic semantic leveling (many-to-one Hebrew-to-Greek equivalents) at

work, there is little evidence that 1ni* confused the translator; Tapdoow, rather, was

deemed appropriate for a host of mostly negative terms throughout the Psalms.

With 5an ®* shifts from the noun pataidtng in 6¢ to the adverb pdtnv “in vain,

to no end,” or “for no good, justifiable reason” (GELS 443.2) just two clauses later.'®®

It is partly patnv that suggests that tapdoocovtat could be regarded as a reflexive

middle (so Thomson, contra Brenton and NETS), meaning, “they trouble themselves in

vain,” i.e. they trouble themselves for material wealth, but life is fleeting like vapor.

168 Madtnv stems from the noun pérn “folly, fault” (BDAG 621).
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Onoaveilel kai 0V YIVWOKEL TIVL CUVAEEL AVTG  DADR M YT 81 12

In v. 6 the psalmist extended his perspective about the brevity of his own existence in
7a-b (1] vméoTaoic pov), to every living person (mag dvOowmog Cwv; 7c). Verse 7,
then, continues the psalmist’s commentary about people generally, including himself;
thus the dpaQtwAdc/ywa (v. 2) are not exclusively in view, but are among humanity
in general. Once again ®* follows his presumed Vorlage and returns to singular verbs,

though &vOpwToc/w 'R remains the subject.

damogevetat, 1onm (s) = tapdocovtat, AN (pl) —» Onoaveilet...ywvdoked (s), 7 ...

Y7 (s)

Just as dwamopevetar lacked an object (“life”?) in 7a, so too Onoavgilet (pres act
ind 3s Onoavoilw), rendering 7a¥* (qal imperf 3ms 92¥) “to pour into a heap,” elides
its object. Though both OnoaveiCw and 932% occur only once in the Psalms, we shall
consider what objects both words govern throughout Rahlfs’s LXX in the hope of

understanding the ellipsis.

In A1, 7ax (7x) takes as its object:

e 11 “grain” (Gen 41:35, 49), 2% = ovvdayw “to gather”

o YTIaY “frogs” (Ex 8:10), = ovvdyw

e 19y “dust” (Hab 1:10) = BaAAw “to throw”

e D2 “silver/money” (Zech 9:3) = Onoavoilw “to store up/store up treasure”

e qo2 7aY) “silver like dust” (Job 27:16) = ovvdyw

In Rahlfs’s LXX, Onoavollw (14x), takes as its object:
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e TAVIa T €v T@ Oolkw oov “all the possessions in your house” (2 Kg 20:17),
Onoavpilw = T¥R “to store”

e A&yabodv “good treasure” so NRSV (Tob 4:9)

e xovolov “gold” (Tob 12:8)

o TOAAXG DWTIKOV XONUATWV pvolkdac “tens of thousands in private funds” so
NRSV (4 Macc 4:3)

e  Onoavodg “treasure” (Mic 6:10), IR “treasure” = Onoavoilwv Onoaveovg

e doYyvolov “silver, money” (Zech 9:3),= 92¥ “to pour into a heap”

e doYyvolov “silver, money” (Baruch 3:17)

e TAovtog “wealth” (Prov 13:22),=18% “save up”

o Kkakog “evil” (Prov 1:18),= 9% “save up”

e owtnola “salvation” (Prov 2:7),= 1a¥ “save up”

e rroE “fire” (Prov 16:27),= n7a¥ “scorching”

e (o “life” (Ps Sol 9:5)

o adwia “unjust deed” (Amos 3:10),= ¥R “store up”

With the exception of Wisdom poetry (Job and Proverbs) and Amos 3:10, OnoavotCw
often takes an object of treasure, riches, or possession. It conveys more than to
generically “lay up, store up, gather” (BDAG 456.1*) or “hoard” GELS (330), but to
“store up treasure” (cf. James 5:3; Luke 12:21), as it is contextually warranted. Related
to it is the noun OnoavEdg “treasure box” or “store house.”'® In LXX-38:7, by
utilizing a lexeme readily attracted to collocations of wealth, ®* moves beyond the
more general term 92%, and probably had in mind an elided object pertaining to money
(xovotov e.g. Zech 9:3; Bar 3:17, Zech 9:3 dQyvolov), possessions, or riches
(mAovtog = pnn e.g. Ps 36[37]:16). Thus ®* partially accomplishes with
OnoavpiCw what the modern commentators and lexica wish to alleviate with a textual

emendation.

' Likewise the two are also found in the NT. In Matt 6:20 we read: Onoavgilete d& VUiV

Onoavooig év ovpav “But store up for yourselves treasures in heaven.”
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The remainder of the verse, coordinated by kat (1), raises the question as to who or
what the antecedent is of avtd/p. Certainly &vOowTmoc/w'R remains the subject of ov
ywokeUyT 8. The NRSV remains enigmatic like i, opting not to emend: “Surely
for nothing they are in turmoil; they heap up, and do not know who will gather.” Yet,
with tivt and avta ®* makes two interpretive moves to alleviate some of the
ambiguity. D2OR is a predicate participle (/BHS §37.6, 623-624) withn as the
expressed subject. The psalmist thus points out that w'R goes about his brief life
“hoarding up” (goods/wealth?) only to lose “them” (@), when someone else (*n) takes
“them” over. Whether the suggested emendations suffice to “reconstruct” the original
Hebrew, ®* represents a non-emended reading in which 'n is rendered with a dative
interrogative pronoun tivt (“for whom”), which functions as an indirect object or even
dative commodi “for whose benefit.” Thus ®&* represents the participle oKX with a
finite verb ovva&er (fut act ind 3s ovvayw; GELS 651.1b; BDAG 962.1),'® and
avOpwTrog remains the assumed subject. Whereas dvOowmog stores away treasure
(OnoaveiCet) in 7b while it is in his grasp to do so, it is transferred to other people
unbeknownst to him when he dies; he ovva&et wealth ultimately for others. Thus the
unexpressed object of OnoavpiCet becomes the antecedent of the neuter plural
pronoun avt& in 7c; the object clearly does not refer to people and ®* provides an

interpretation that is more explicit in this sense than in 217.'""

170 See OULAAEYw “to collect, gather” in a” and 0 (Reider & Turner 1966:225).
"'In Aquila and Theodotion, however, Tic is the subject of near-synonymous OCUAAéyw “to

collect.”
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4.6.8 Verse8
PCO DA
Kal VOV Tig 1) OTopovn pov; oV0XL 6 KOQLOG; | :R7 T7 "HYNiF TR "Mip-n Npw

Kat 1] VTO0TACIC OV TTARX 00V E0TLV.

“And now, what is my expectation? Is it not | “And now, what have I hoped for, O Lord? My

the Lord? Even my existence is from you.” expectation, it is for you.”

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

Kat vov [t 1 vro]uovn [pov ovx] o kg : kat [n] vnootaois pfov mapoe cov)
EOTLV

“And now, what is my expectation? Is it not the Lord? Even my existence is from you.”

Following the psalmist’s realization and articulation that human existence and gain is
futile, v. 8 begins a contrastive section where, by means of a series of rhetorical

questions, the psalmist begins to acknowledge that there is hope only in the Lord.

KaLvov oy

nny occurs in the Psalms as both an adverb “now,” and as a text-deictic functioning as
a discourse marker “and now, so now” (BHRG §40.38.1). nny (3x) and nny1 (5x) are
mostly interchangeable, although nnyy (3:2) is more frequently a discourse marker than
nny (1:2). ®* follows the Hebrew closely in this regard with xat vov = nny1 and
vov/vovle = nny (BDAG 681.1aB3), thus retaining the adverb/deictic functions within

the boundaries of Greek usage.'”

2 Kai vOv also functions as an adverb and discourse marker in Greek literature elsewhere. Kai vOv

occurs 26x in the NT as both a discourse marker (e.g. John 17:5) and adverb (e.g. Acts 16:37).
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2:10 KaLvov o deictic
26(27):6 KaLvov o deictic
38(39):8 KaLvov 0oy deictic
73(74):6 ? nnpynyy - adverb
118(119):67 waitvov 1oy adverb
11(12):6 VOV nny adverb
16(17):11 VOV ny adverb
19(20):7 VOV nny deictic

In 5 instances in the Psalms nnyn occurs within a temporal collocation (e.g. 71NN
oy = amod tod vOv) “from this time on and forevermore” (NRSV).'” Ps 73(74):6
evidently reflects a difference in the Vorlage.

With 7np1, waw introduces a temporal transition indicating discontinuity with the
preceding verses (Bandstra 1995:51). The representation with kat vov likewise shifts
the discourse from description about the transitory human condition (GELS 478.3),
which is universally true, to its present existential application with the psalmist in the

form of rhetorical questions.

tic 1] bopovr) pov ™R AN

Once again ®* represents interrogative nn with tig (cf. v. 5), where tig functions
substantivally (i.e. as a pronoun) in a rhetorical question (BDF §298.2; Robertson 735-
740). In this instance ti(g is a feminine predicate nominative in relation to the (fem)
nominative subject Otoplovn.

Mozley (1905:72) calls the fem. sg. noun Umopovr] (“that which helps one endure,

source of strength to endure”; GELS 704.2%)'* a “periphrastic” rendering,'” since it

3 ps 112(113):2; 113:26(115):18; 120(121):8; 124(125):2; 130(131):3.
174 See also vmopovr] BDAG (1039.1) “patience, endurance, fortitude, steadfastness, perseverance.”

173 Cf. also Ps 9.19; 61(62):6; 70(71).5; Jer 14.8.
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renders ™p (piel perf lcs mMmp) “await, hope” (HALOT 11:1082.1bi). In &*, both
vmopovr] (4x) and UVmopévw (19x) “to endure, wait for” occur, as do the
corresponding nominal and verbal forms in the Psalms of At (Mpn “expectation, hope”

6 .
elsewhere in

and Mp). In all three of its instances, Mpnis represented by fmopovﬁ;”
the Psalms Omopovn) is found only in 38(39):8, apparently rendering the verb mp, not
the noun. Mp, on the other hand, occurs 17x and in every instances is represented by
vmopévw, excepting of course 38(39):8. Not only is this lexical correlation otherwise
100% (i.e. Omopovyy = Mmpn, dmopévw = Mp), but ®* renders every Hebrew part of
speech for a correlating Greek part of speech: piel perfect/waw consecutive for aorist
finite verb (1371ép€tva),177 participle for participle (ﬁﬂOpéVOVTég),178 imperative for
imperative (f)népewov),m and piel imperfect for future finite verb (fmopsvcb).lgo
However, ®* represents a single instance of an infinitive absolute with a participle
(Omopévawv), since there is no corresponding infinitive absolute in Greek."®! Needless
to say, Mozley’s original contention may require a readjustment since Umopovr] in
38(39):8 is an apparent anomaly to the translation technique of ®*. Though ®* breaks
from the formal features of his source text in 38(39), as we have repeatedly seen, there
is precedent to suggest that the Vorlage read *mpn rather than nmp (see also n. 184). In
any case, ®* asks the Lord, rhetorically, what his capacity (“endurance, perseverance’)
is to bear up under difficulty consists of (i.e. the realization that life is fleeting), or

perhaps better and in accord with the sense of the Hebrew, what his “expectation” is

(see BDAG 1040.2).

176 Ps 9:19, 61(62):6, 70(71):5.

177 Ps 24(25):5, 21; 39(40):2[2™]; 55(56); :768(69):21; 118(119):95; 129(130):5[2x].
178 ps 24(25):3; 36(37):9; 68(69):7.

179 Ps 26(27):14; 36(37):34.

180pg 51(52):11.

181 Ps 39(40):2 consists of a participle + aorist (bmopévwv Omépevar).
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oVLX1 O KVUQLOG IR

If we accept Rahlfs’s punctuation (;), then vocative 178 evidently furnished ®&* with
arsenal for another question, this time in the form of a negative rhetorical question.
Multiple Hebrew MSS read mn instead of 378 (De Rossi 1788:27), which likely
reflects the Vorlage here, since kvQlog regularly renders m.'"®? Though the article is
lacking in L’, it is present in 2110 (0 kg). In the Psalms, the strengthened form of ov
(oUx() is common enough in questions (BDF §427.2). Ovx( occurs 14x in the Psalms
and is a plus in our verse. Unless the Vorlage read mm 89n,'®® for which there is
insufficient evidence, Mozley’s contention of periphrasis should have been directed
toward ovXL O kvVQlog rather than 1 Umopovr) pov. With his second rhetorical
question, assuming the answer “yes,” ®* in function proclaims that the Lord himself is
the psalmist’s mainstay, or in truncated poetic language, the basis for his endurance or

substance of his expectation.

Kai 1) VOoTAT(S LoV TR TOV E€0TLY 871 7% 'nomn

See the discussion in v. 6 for the meaning of UTOOoTACIC “existence” in both vss. 6 and
8. Though At is asyndetic, several MSs begin with waw, and thus ®* begins with a
coordinating conjunction. % dislocates *nomn by fronting it in a nominal clause, “my
hope, for you it is.” ®* produces assonance with the second occurrence of UTOoTACLG
(Omopovn}), which now renders nbmn  “expectation, hope” (HALOT 11:1697, BDB
404) instead of 7om, as it did in v. 6."™ Although we might have expected something

akin to €Amic to parallel Umopovny and represent nomin (cf. Lam 3:18), we have no

%2 See Wevers (2001). However, k0o10g does also render »7& with some regularity.
'8 Mozley (1905:16) seems to suggest that ovx( interrogative does render 9.

'8 1f the Vorlage read *mpn in the previous line then the Hebrew too would be assonant ("nrmn).
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other precedent in the Psalms since n>min occurs only one time, and only 6x altogether
in Rahlfs’s LXX.'®

Kat may be ascensive “even” insofar as the psalmist’s Uméotaolg draws an
additional emphatic answer to the two rhetorical questions. Once again, ®* follows the
Hebrew word order (cf. tic éotwv/®nnn v. 5), and renders X7 as a copula (HALOT
1:241.11) at the end (éotwv), which also occurs in v. 5. In the Hebrew, the psalmist’s
hope is “for” (79) the Lord, whereas in ®* the psalmist’s existence is “from” (TaQd,

GELS 522.1; BDAG 756.3) the Lord.'®

4.6.9 Verse9

PCO DA
ATO MAC@V TOV AVOULOV Hov Quoad R OR 5235 nan en wwa-han

He, OVELDOG APEOVL EdWKAC HLE.

Rescue me from all my lawless deeds; you | Deliver me from all my transgressions; Do not

made me an object of criticism for a fool. make me the object of fools’ insults.

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

QATI0 MACWYV TWV AV[OULWV oL Quoal Le 0]vedog a[dp]ooot dedwkag He :
“Rescue me from all my lawless deeds; you have made me an object of criticism for a

fool.”

'8 In Job and Proverbs nmin is rendered with great variety.

% n 2013, M, Sa, 1220, and Arab®™™ (Rahlfs 1907:156, 221), ovxi (mn) precedes X715, which
comes “aus dem vorhergehenden Stichos.” The fragment 1220, which connects the Sahidic and Greek
texts, offers on very rare occasions specifically Upper Egyptian readings (e.g. 38:8, 48:3, and 56:2, see
Rahlfs (1979:29). According to Emmenegger (2007:53), ovUxi is an “Anpassung an den ersten Stichos.”
Unfortunately the lacuna in 2110 — assigned to the upper Egyptian group by the editors — following p[ov

does not allow a comparison, though the editors did not deem it to fit on the line.
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As a result of the acknowledgment that the psalmist’s existence comes only from the Lord, verse

9 begins his prayer for deliverance from unfortunate circumstances.

ATO MACQV TOV AVOULDV OV QUOAL e 15 wwa Han

Verse 9 introduces the first imperative since v. 5. The psalmist’s plea for deliverance
from transgressions (*ywa) evidently comes from the realization that the Lord is
himself what he hopes for (7% °nbmin), not wealth or a long life. In &*, since the Lord
had brought about the psalmist’s existence (Umootaols v. 6, 8), the Lord is likewise
the solution to the problem of his transitory life and present trouble.

Once again v. 9 provides an example of poetic fronting, where the prepositional
phrase ywa 531 emphasizes what is foremost on the psalmist’s mind. ®&* likewise
follows the Hebrew word order. Of the 15x 9an occurs in the Psalms, ®* renders it

with a preposition + mag, either in the genitive or accusative cases.

Prep + gen.
€k + mavtog, Ps 7:2 (Ouwwkdéviwv “pursuers”); 24(25):22; 33(34):7, 18, 20; 53(54):9
(OAlewv  “tribulations”); 33(34):5 (magowiwv  “sojourning”); 118(119):101

(000U movnpag “way of evil”); 129(130):8 (avopwv “lawless deeds™)

A&mo + mavtog, Ps 38(39):9 (avouwwv “lawless deeds™); 120(121):7 (kakov “evil”)

Prep + acc.
Q& + Tavta, Ps 30(31):12 (€x0p00¢ against/with enemies); 134(135):5 (Oeovc against/with

gods)

vrmép + mavta, Ps 86(87):2 (oknvwpata “more than...converts”); 118(119):99

(Oaoxkovtag “more than...those who teach”)
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It is evident that both éx (129[130]:8) and am6 (38[39]:9) are interchangeable in ®*
for this construction, since avopwwv “lawless deeds” (BDAG 85.2; GELS 55.1) is the
object of both prepositions. Here amo denotes “separation” by figurative extension.
The hiphil of 521 “to remove, withdraw, pull out” (HALOT 1:717) confirms the notion
of “separation,” to which gvoai (aor mid imper 2s Qvouat) corresponds in ®*. Within
the chain tiva &md twvog, QUopal often means to “rescue, save, deliver, or preserve
someone from someone or something” (BDAG 908; GELS 615). Indeed, so BDF
(§180), “the genitive of separation has been driven out for the most part by and or éx
(both are classical in addition to the regular genitive, Smyth §1393. LXX and pap.
often have &nd.”

Kraus (1960a:300) conjectures that the masculine plural construct noun of 2T ("wwa)
should be read as a masculine ptc + lcs suff (GKC §1161), so wwh “those who rebel
against me” (cf. Is 66:24; Ezek 20:38), since the psalmist is praying for deliverance and
ywa has been in his purview. ®*, however, represented "wWa (so also S with ,halsow
“my transgression,” @' 7 “my rebellion,” iuxta Hebr. iniquitatibus meis “my
iniquity”) with twv avouwwv pov (cf. Ezek 37:23 Quoopat... &mo maocwv TV
avopwv, 44:6; Matt 7:23, Titus 2:14). S, Bo, and 2034 attest to the aorist imperative
kaOdpwoov (cf. 50[51]:4) instead of Qvoal, evidently feeling the tension created by
requesting “rescue” from lawless deeds, and the NT has similar expressions with
o@lw (e.g. Matt 1:21, owoel TOV AadOV aUTOL ATIO TV AUAQTIWV ALTWV), and
kaOapiCw (e.g. 1 Jn 1.7, kaBapllet Mpag amo maong apatiag). Nevertheless,

2 13

by metonymy the action avouwwv (or ywa “transgressions,” “wrongdoing”) is put for
its consequence, i.e. “guilt,” or “punishments” (Cheyne 1888:108), and so ®* prays to

be delivered (Qvoat pe) from such consequences.'®’

'8 Also see comment in v.12 where &vopia occurs.
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Ovedog APovL EdWKAS e IwN HK 521 naan

In At 0w is sometimes used in a double object construction with the force of making
“something into something else” (HALOT 11:1324.18.dii*). Similarly, in Ps 44:13 the
psalmist and his companions are “made” (0'W) a reproach to neighbors and in Ps 40:5
Yahweh is “made” (o'w) the object of one’s trust. By figurative extension O(dwuL may
pertain to causing something to happen (GELS 166.13*; BDAG 242.4). In this sense
OdwuL is be a semantic near-equivalent to ©'W even though TiOnuu is its typical
representation in the Psalms.'™ However, though Nt has a yigtol jussive of DWW negated
by 58, which elsewhere occurs only in 1 Sam 22:15 (and there the Greek negates an

imperative with w']),189

there is no support for negation in the Greek witnesses, nor
La% Ga, or Sa. Aquila, Symmachus, and Quinta Hebraize with un + subjunctive (Field
1875:148), and S, @", iuxta Hebr. also include the negation. Rahlfs’s text attests to the
aorist indicative &dwkag and 2110 (also minuscule 55) the perfect indicative
dédwrac.' In either case we might have expected a present or future verbal form for
a yigtol in ®*, regardless of whether 5% was overlooked or not."”' Thus the shift in the
Greek verbal form, if anything, argues against the supposition of the commentaries that
this is a case of plain haplography. Though haplography is an option, one wonders why
®* would take pains to syntactically work around what would have been an otherwise
straightforward instance of translation Greek. It is more likely that the Vorlage lacked
5%. Evidently no later scribe took issue with the “positive” reading of ®*, which

reflectively makes God culpable for the psalmist’s reproach at the hands of &dowv, as

though it has already happened, whereas 21T pleads for such to not be his end.

188 o and O(dwyL are aligned elsewhere only in Ps 65(66):2.

"% See also 2 Sam 13:33, though the LXX appears to regard ow “put, place” as ow” “be desolate,” so
TiOnuL

1% Aquila uses tiOnut (Reider & Turner 1966:236).

1 See Barr (1987) and the comment on v. 4 (n. 110).
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The psalmist in 2T prays that the Lord will not make him a naan “disgrace, shame,”
or “insult, taunt,” of the foolish (521),'* who in the Psalms has already appeared as the
“unbeliever” (cf. Ps 13[14]:1; 52[53]:2; 73[74]:22). Likewise in Job 2:10 the foolish
women (MYA1n/adeoévwv) are those who speak as though only good (not adversity)
comes from God. Job, in contrast, does not sin with his lips.

Evidently Ovewog “disgrace, reproach, insult” or even “object of reproach” (BDAG
711) was a close fit with naan, for ®* (so also Aquila), since 19 of the 20 occurrences

3

of no9n in the Psalms are rendered with either &vewoc,'” or (’)vetéwp(’)g.194 GELS

195 but

(498.1a) treats Ovewog like a stative verb (“being disgraced, humiliated”),
renders the line “you allowed the fool to humiliate me” (166.13*). Thomson
ambiguously translates Ovewog ddoove as “reproach of a fool,” as though the
psalmist could be the fool (i.e. dvewoc d&doovog), or the object of some other fool’s
reproach. Brenton’s rendering draws out the dative ddoove (from d&dowv) with
“foolish, ignorant” (BDAG 159) more clearly indicating its part of speech as an
adjective.

Syntactically, Ovewog 1is an accusative (complement) of a double accusative

6

object/complement, pelg being the direct object and &doovt the indirect object,

2 Given the following remark in HALOT (1:663), one wonders if Y21 was not chosen to parallel an
in v. 6 and 7: “5a1 is someone who, within a particular sphere of influence, counts for nothing, has
nothing to offer, gives no help, commands no respect, is nothing.”

3ps  21(22):7; 30(31):12; 38(39):9; 44(45):14; 77(78):66; 78(79):4; 88(89):42; 108(109):25;
118(119):22.

194 pg 68(69):8, 10, 11, 20, 21; 73(74):22; 78(79):12; 88(89):51; 118(119):39. See a single occurrence
of atoxvvn in 70(71):13. Aquila, however, has dmoppetv “to flow from” (Reider & Turner 1966:28).

95 GELS (498.1a) illustrates the stative quality of dvewdoc with examples that seem better suited to
its abstract nominal (“humiliation; disgrace; reproach”) sense (see 498.2).

1% About half of the Byzantine readings (L°) in Rahlfs’s list (designated Lucianic) and Hesychius of

Jerusalem attest to pot here. The result is in an awkward reading that appears to be an attempt to shift
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which NETS brings out in translation: “As a reproach to a fool you gave me.” Once
again the issue of grammatical number arises in that 2110, Sa, and 2013 (not frag.
2034) have a dative plural indirect object (&dpooot), but the meaning is hardly affected.
The singular foolish person (&doovi) is once again collective as is TOV AUAQTWAOV,

in v. 2.

4.6.10 Verse 10

PCO DA
EKGOONV kal ovk Tjvola TO otopa ;WY QR "2 '8 NRaR N PN

pov, 8TL oV el 6 Tomoag pe.

I was rendered speechless and I did not open | “I have become mute, I do not open my

my mouth, for you are the one who made me. mouth, because it is you who have done it.

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

g[kwdwOnV k]at ovk N[v]oEa To oTOHA HOV : OTL OV g[TTOMNTAC e

“I was rendered speechless and I did not open my mouth, for you created me.”

Following the prayer for deliverance in v. 9, verse 10 opens with the psalmist’s
realization regarding discipline in his life. In ®*, over against I, we learn that at least
part of the psalmist’s originating plight was that, in the psalmist’s view, God had made
him an object of criticism/reproach (6vewdog v. 9) from the mouth of the foolish (i.e.
unbelievers). In an act of faithful allegiance the psalmist once again states his position:
it is only to God that he will look for answers. Thus the recapitulation of éxwdPwOnv
recalls his opening vow of silence (see introductory comments for v. 3 and

ErwdPwOnv), to be discussed further below."”’

the blame away from the Lord. It is textually preferable as well as syntactically more sensible to regard
e as original.

¥ Asinv. 3, a’ has BAaAOnv and 0" has &AaAog (Field 1875:148).
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EKWOOONV Kal ovk VoLEA TO OTOUA HOV 0 MNar &Y "NNORI

With «kai, ®* coordinates synonymous parallelism between two aorist verbs
(ExwdOONV ... fjvo€a). It is possible that kai oVk represents &7 (see BHS app; 2
Vrs, see also De Rossi 1788:27), though its two Hebrew attestations are late. In the

Psalms, avoiyw (15x) normally renders nmna “to open” in reference to body parts:

9 0 1 2

Ao’(vaE,lgs Grépa,lg ovg,? xsi/\og,zo and xeiQ,zo though also of the “gates of

203 204

righteousness” (TOAac  ducatoovvng), “doors of heaven” (OVoag ovEAvVOD),
and “earth” (y).”” Thus we would expect fjvola TO OTOMA HOU to represent NN

'y based on the pattern established.

OtL oV el 6 momoag pe WY OnK 1

Of the 443 occurrences of "> in the Psalms, the Greek represents it with Ott 396x
(89.4%). From the Greek side, of the 432 occurrences of Ott in the Greek Psalter, '3 is
its equivalent 396x (91.7%). Thus, Ot represents '3 roughly 90% of the time, as here
and v. 13. See Fig. 1.

'8 Ps 5:10. Ps 13(14):3 offers a Greek plus where dvoiyw and AdQuY£ are juxtaposed.

9ps  37(38):14; 38(39):10; 77(78):2; 108(109):2. However see 21(22):14 avolyw for n¥a and
118(119):131 pa.

200 pg 48(49):5.

21 ps 50(51):17.

22 ps 103(104):28; 144(145):16.

20 ps 117(118):19.

204 ps 77(78):23.

205 ps 105(106):17.
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Fig. 1 »2 and its Greek “equivalents” in the Psalms

At lexeme ® lexeme Percentage Verse and comments regarding the Greek text
] o0 1/443,02% | Ps. 115:1(116:10)*
D D) €av yap kadl 1/443,02% | Ps. 22(23):4*
] 1T 1/443,02% | Ps 89(90):4b*
2 ™™ 1/443,0.2% | Ps. 12(13):6 (clausal restructuring, followed by plus)
(evepyetoavti)
] eav 2/443,0.5% | Ps. 12(13):5; 61(62):11*
N /YN éwc o0 2/443,05% | Ps. 93(84):15%; 141(142):8
o) Kal 2/443,05% | Ps. 32(33):21b*; 70(71):24b*
D/ORD | AAA&/ GAA' T 5/443,12% | Ps. 1:2 (DR "3 = GAA’ 1)), 4 (DR ™ = GAA’ 1)); 43(44):4b* (0 =
GAAG); 113:9(115:1)% (3= GAA’ 1)); 117(118):17 (3 = GAAG)
o) Yo 7/443,1.6% | Ps. 24(25):11; 43(44):4c*, 7%, 8, 22*; 49(50):12*; 118(119):39
g - 9/443,2% | Ps. 23(24):2*; 91(92):10a*; 115:7(116:16); 117(118):10, 11*, 12;
127(128):2, 4; 146(147):1b
2 otav 16/443,3.6% | Ps. 2:12; 36(37):24*; 48:10(49):11%*, 16*, 17[2x, 2nd time kot
Otav] *, 19b*; 57(58):11%; 70(71):23*, 24a*; 74(75):3%;
101(102):1%; 118(119):32, 171; 119(120):7[:1]; 126(127):5
pnl otL 396/443,89.4% |1. Causal (365/396, 92.2%) Ot introduces a cause, reason,

motivation, or explanation “for, because’: 1:6; 3:6, 8; 4:9; 5:3, 5,
10, 11, 13; 6:3[2x], 6, 9; 8:4; 9:5, 11, 13, 19, 9:24(10:3),
9:35(10:14); 10(11):2, 3, 7; 11(12):2[2x]; 13(14):5, 6; 15(16):1,
8, 10; 16(17):6; 17(18):8, 18, 20, 22, 23, 28, 29, 30, 32; 20(21):4*,
7*, 8, 12*%, 13; 21(22):9, 10*, 12[2x]*, 17*, 25%, 29%; 22(23):4*;
24(25):5*, 6%, 15%, 16, 19%, 20*, 21%; 25(26):1%*, 3*; 26(27):5%,
10%*, 12%; 27(28):5%, 6; 29(30):2*, 6*; 30(31):4*, 5% 10*, 11%*,
14%2, 18*?, 22; 31(32):3*, 4*; 32(33):4, 9, 21a*; 33(34):10;
34(35):7*, 20%*; 35(36):3*, 10*; 36(37):2*, 9%, 13a*, 17*, 20%,
22% 24* 28* 37* 40%; 37(38):3*%, 5%, 8*, 16*, 17*, 18*, 19%;
38(39):10%, 13*; 39(40):13*; 40(41):5%, 12b*?; 41(42):5%?, 6%,
12%; 42(43):2*%, 5%, 43(44):.4a*, 20%, 23* 26*; 44(45):12%
46(47):3*, 8%, 10*; 47(48):5; 48(49):18*, 19a*; 49(50):6[>2110],
10*; 50(51):5%, 18*; 51(52):11[2x]*; 52(53):6[2x]*; 53(54):5, 8,
9; 54(55):4, 10, 13, 16, 19; 55(56):2, 3, 14%*; 56(57):2%, 11%;
58(59):4*, 8*, 10*, 14, 17*, 18%; 59(60):4*; 60(61):4*, 6;
61(62):6*; 62(63):4*, 8%, 12%; 64(65):10* (1973 = 1L 00VTWG);
65(66):10%; 66(67):5%; 68(69):2*, 8*, 10*, 17*, 18%*, 27* 34*,
36%*; 70(71):3*%, 5%, 10%*, 11*, 15%; 71(72):12%; 72(73):3*, 4*, 21,
73(74):20%, 27; 74(75):7*, 8*, 9%,  T5(76):11%; 76(77):12%;

77(78):22%; 78(79):7, 8; 80(81):5%; 81(82):8%; 82(83):3*, 6*;
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83(84):11%, 12*; 84(85):9%; 85(86):1%, 2%, 3, 4, 5%, 7*, 10*, 13*,
17%; 87(88):4*; 88(89):3[2110 = wo?], 7*, 18, 19; 89(90):4a*,
7, 9% 10%; 90(91):3*%, 9%, 11%, 14[2x1?, 2*]; 91(92):5*, 10b*;
03(94):14%; 94(95):3*%, 7; 95(96):4*, 5*, 13[2x]; 96(97):9%;
07(98): 1%, 9%; 98(99):9%; 99(100):5%; 101(102):4*, 5*, 10%, 11%*,
14[2x1?, 2], 15, 17, 20; 102(103):11, 14a*, 16*; 104(105):38*,
42%; 105(106):1[2x1*, 2?], 33; 106(107):1[2x], 9, 11, 16, 30%;
107(108):5%;  108(109):2%, 21%, 22%  31%* 111(112):6;
114(116):1%, 2, 7%, 8%; 116(117):2; 117(118):1[2x], 21, 29[2x] *;
118(119):22, 35, 42, 43*, 45, 56, 66, 74, 77, 78, 83, 91, 93, 94, 98,
99, 100, 102, 111, 118, 131, 139, 153, 155, 168, 172, 173, 176;
119(120):5; 121(122):5; 122(123):3; 124(125):3; 129(130):4, 7;
131(131):13, 14; 132(133):3; 134(135):3[2x], 4, 5a, 14;
135(136):1[2x], 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26; 136(137):3; 137(138):2, 4, 5, 6;
138(139):4, 13, 14 [ bp]; 139(140):13; 140(141):5, 6, 8;
141(142):7[2x]; 142(143):2, 3, 8[2x], 10, 12; 146(147):1a;
147:2(13); 148:5, 13; 149:4

II. Object (24/396, 6%) Ot introduces an object clause after
verbs of perception “that”: Ps.4:4; 19(20):7*; 21(22):32[2110 =
ov];  33(34):9; 36(37):13b*;  40(41):12a*?;  45(46):11%;
55(56):10%;  61(62):13(12);  77(78):35, 39;  82(83):19%;
91(92):16%; 93(94):11%; 99(100):3%; 102(103):14b*;
108(109):27*; 117(118):2b*?, 3b*?, 4b*?; 118:75, 152, 159;
134(135):5b

1. Ambiguous instances (4/396, 1%): (a) Ot either introduces a
cause (reason/motivation) ‘for, because” or an object clause
“that”: Ps. 47(48):15; 61(62):13*; (b) 6t either introduce a cause
(reason/motivation) or an explanatory (i.e. epexegetical) clause
“that, namely, in that”: Ps. 118:50; (c) Ott introduces a subject
clause (?) “that™: 118:71

IV. Consecutive (3/396, 0.8%) Ot introduces a result “that, so
that”: Ps. 8:5[2x]; 113(114):5
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Ot and its Hebrew “equivalents” in the Psalms

ot NS 1/432,02% |Ps. 61(62):7*
otL b 1/432,02% |Ps 138(139):12
el pun ot 15 4/432,0.9% | Ps. 93(94):17*; 118(118):92; 123(124):1, 2
ot 1 5/432,12% | Ps. 44(45):12*; 98(99):3*; 141(142):5; 143(144):3[2x] [both
result?]
6t TWR/Y | 7432, 16% |Ps.  8:2;  30(31):8%2;  94(95):4*, 5% 118(119):158;

135(136):23(w); 138(139):20

oTL - 18/432,4.2% |Ps.  9:21; 15(16):2; 30(31):24%*; 32(33):20; 48(49):10%;
49(50):21* [obj of verb of precep]; 98(99):5%; 113(114):5b, 6 (
both result? Cf. consecutive above); 117(118):2a[>2110],
3a[>2110], 4a[>2110], 28; 118(119):104 [spurious? from 102b,
represented in ...., lacking in ]; 135(136):16, 26; 137(138):1;

142(143):9

ot ) 396/432, 91.7%| See the "2/6tt equivalency in the chart above.

Bodmer Papyrus 2110:

The above entries marked with an asterisk (*) indicate instances in which the particle in question
is also found in the Bodmer Papyrus (2110), i.e. as a reading that supports the text of PCO. 2110
supports PCO in all but six verifiable instances: 21(22):32 [6Tt = ov in 2110]; 49(50):6 [2110 >
ot]; 88(89):3 [6tL=w0o1? in 2110]; 117(118):2a[2110 > 6t1], 3a [2110 > 6t1], 4a [2110 > OT1].
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Fig. 2
Otav, 16, 3.6%
Plus, 18 _-- .
420~ Minus, 9, 2%
WK 7, I,’ yéo, 7, 1.6%
. A
1.6% ~T~ otL " ‘: JAAG ] A T (or DX 73), 5
waw 5, " 396/432,  396/443, 1.2%
1.2% \ o1.7% 89.4% 'II éo’(\./ £wg oV (or TV "), ki ea. 2x.
Y= el pn 6t d, % ca. ’ o
0% " /7\ A 0.5% ea.
020 ML D16, Eav yaQ kat (3 03), fuie, e ea. 1x,
0.2% 0.2% ea.
Statistics:

The statistics in figure 2 above show that Oti and "3 are equated in roughly 90% of all

. 206
occurrences in the Greek Psalms.

The troubling ambiguity of 3 was, for good or ill, handled
with a Greek particle (Ot1) with nearly as much ambiguity. As is well known, the translator
thereby treated Oti as a near-equivalent of *2, meaning that in most instances '3 was most likely
regarded as (1) a marker of cause, reason, motivation or explanation (see Aejmelacus 1993a), or
(2) a marker of an object clause following a verb of perception. We shall note, however, that in

only a minority of instances does this binary equivocation fold under the pressure of semantic

sense.

Returning to Ps 38(39), in both instances OtL (so also *3) is “causal,” broadly speaking,
in terms of a cause, reason, motivation, or explanation.””’ Hence, it is generally causal
(92.2% percent of its occurrences, or 365/396) where '3 represents the presumed

Hebrew Vorlage.

29 That is to say, "3 is rendered with 611 in 89.4% of its [*2’s] occurrences, and *3 is likewise responsible for the
presence of 61t in roughly 91.7% of its [Ot1’s] occurrences.

7 See  Aejmelacus’s (1993a:18) discussion, in which these categories are introduced. For our
purpose her designations will suffice. See also J-M (§170, p. 637), which distinguishes between nuances
of causal "> in terms of “ordinary” causality (Engl. because, Lat. cum), explanatory causality (for), and

supposedly known cause (since).”
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The clause Ott oL el 0 mowmoag pe as represented in PCO is integral to a larger

h,” though it is but a single stich in La“ Further, it is lacking altogether in

stic
Hesychius of Jerusalem, and is part of 11:1 in R and La®. A greater difficulty, however,
lies not in the stichometry, but in establishing what ®* might have been. Based on the

available readings, three options prevail:

1. (PCO) dtL oV €l 6 momoag e
2. (La% 6t ob énoioag e

3. (M) StLov énoinoag

4.6.10.1 Linking verb + Participle (el 6 moujoac)

Some Mss have a substantival participle that functions as a predicate nominative (O
rniomjoag) following an added linking verb (ei), whereas UT has a yigtol verbal form.
Ei 0 mouoac finds support in B, S, R, La®, the Greek column of R (1979:38), and
Augustine. Contesting this reading are 2013, La®% Ga, L”” A’, and possibly 2110, with
ov ¢moinoag (= Ut). With respect to 2110, the editors reconstruct ott ov g[... with
énoinoag, and the following line begins explicitly with the direct object pe. Thus
2110 could agree with La® (quoniam tu fecisti me), or it could be reconstructed as ott
ov gt o momoag (so PCO). In this case a scribe may have included or overlooked 10
(i.e. ov er—o—mowmoag). Unfortunately the lacuna prevents a definitive answer. In any
case 2110 does not agree with Ut. Since oU el O, albeit expansive, is a regular and well
attested construction in the Greek Psalter as a representation of nnX"™ (e.g. Ps
15[16]:5; 21[22]:10; 24[25]:5; 30[31]:5, 15; 39[40]:18; 42[43]:2; 70[71]:5; 76[77]:15;
85[86]:10; 141[142]:6; 142[143]:10), the shorter readings (2) and (3) with émoinoac

may be Hebraizing corrections.

4.6.10.2 The Additional Direct Object (LLe)
With regard to the (ambiguous) Hebrew text, Briggs (1906:348) states: “The reason

[for the psalmist’s silence] is a different one from that given v. 2-3, and, indeed, an

2% 1n PCO all of v. 10 comprises a single stich.
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additional one not inconsistent therewith: because Thou hast done it” (so also KIJV,
ASV, NRSV). The only other instance of nwyp nnK in the Psalms is rendered with ov
énoinoag (98[99]:4), as would be expected. However, in 98(99):4 a direct object is
present (ApPTYY vAwN), as is also expected. Thus, it is also true that the elided object in
our verse may have prompted a “smoother” rendition with the addition of a direct
object either by ®* or a later scribe. Support for pe (against 2IT) is extensive, however,
with B, S, Bo, 2008, 2014, 2019, 2037, 2039, 2042, 2044, 2049, 2051, 2013, Sa°, Sa",
R, La®, La“ Aug, Tert, Cyp, and A. In support for Ui are Ga, L, and 55. Rahlfs’s
preference for B over L and the fact that the expressed object (against 2IT) finds support
among the three old text forms (see 1.3.2.2) presented for him an obvious textual
choice. NETS apparently sides with 01 (Ga, L”’, 55) with “it is you who did it,”
evidently regarding émoinoag as original while rejecting the explicit object. In such a
case L and the Hexaplaric recension preserve the more terse reading, albeit the reading
that supports 2It.

It is possible that ®* read 1wy (MY, qal participle + Ics suff) such as is found in
Job 31:15 and 32:22, or even *wp (HWy) as in Job 35:10.2” Both options account for
the participle and the object as in PCO. Furthermore, both S (haias ¥owy) and T
(xn72Yy nIR 7) reflect a Hebrew Vorlage similar to A1 (“for you have acted”). The
longer readings, (1) and (2), could be explained as expansions intended to offset the
difficulty of an elided object. However, although ov émoinoac is the lectio difficilior
in isolation, oU €moilnoag pe and oL €l O mowjoag pe create greater trouble in the
broader discourse since the Ott clause is somewhat strained for sense given the first
part of the verse. With the emphasis upon existence (Vmootaoig) in the Greek, pe
likewise leads one to interpret Toléw in terms of the psalmist’s creation. The more
expansive participial construction also places emphasis confessionally on what is
characteristic of the Lord, rather than upon a “once off” act he performed in history.
Put differently, options (1) and (2) pertain explicitly to the psalmist’s

creation/existence and in this way they are related. Nevertheless, it is easier to explain

299 Although "wy in Job 35:10 is a plural construct form, it was obviously singular for &*.
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(2) and (3) as derivatives of (1) rather than (1) from (2) or (3). If (3), in accordance
with 1, reflects ®* (so NETS), then the Oti-clause provides an explanation for the
psalmist’s silence (10a) for which the Lord himself is culpable — the Lord made the
psalmist a reproach and this caused him to remain quiet. Thus the assumed object of
énoinoag must be sought in v. 9 — dvewog adoovt €dwrdc pe — rather than in e,
which loosely motivates the double presence of UMOoTaoIc (v. 6 and 8) in terms of
creation. Though admittedly very difficult to decide, it seems plausible that ®* was
indeed the longer reading (1) in light of both translation technique and external
witnesses. This reading also supports the view that & increasingly “corrected” toward

Ut (so L in many cases).

4.6.11 Verse 11

PCO DA [
ATOOTNOOV AT €OV TAG HATTLYAS
00V, ATIO TNG LOXVOG THS XELQOC OOV €YW
eEEALTIOV.

092 38 T NN T3 20R 00

Remove your torments from me, for I have | Remove your affliction from me, from the

come to an end because of the strength of | hostility of your hand I have come to an end.

your hand.

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

amo[ot]noov atm euov 1ag paotry[ac cov] amo yap ¢ wxv[[w]]lc T[n]c
X€LQOG OO0V g[yw e&e]AtTtov
“Remove your torment from me, for I have come to an end because of the strength of

your hand.”

Looking back to the explanatory Oti-clause regarding the psalmist’s existence (v. 10),
and hence his submission to the Lord, verse 11 further interprets what it is that the Lord

has done to the psalmist in the form of an imperatival appeal.
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ATOOTNOOV AT €U0V TAG HATTLYAS OOL Tv31 *Hyn “on

In the Psalms adiotnut renders 5 different words in Hebrew, distributed among 13
instances overall. Five of those instances render 990 in the hiphil (“remove”), as in our

* though adiotnut also renders Mo qal “turn aside” in 6:9.2"" Since the

verse,”!
imperative is an entreaty to the Lord in context of a prayer it should not be confused for
a direct command. Although middle, second aorist, perfect, and pluperfect forms are
intransitive, ddiotnut “to go away, withdraw” is often followed by twvoc “from
someone/thing™'? in both transitive and intransitive constructions. In our verse
andotnoov is a first aorist active imperative, and thus transitive, followed by A&’
¢uov (BDAG 157.2), representing *oyn.

La% trades the second person personal pronoun (cov) for the first person possessive
adjective “meas,” but it is clear in ®* that the object clause tac pa&otTryag ocov
(which represents Tpa1) refers to the “whips, lashes” that the Lord brings upon the
psalmist.”'® By figurative extension paotiE (“whip”) likely refers to the psalmist’s
“torment” or ‘“suffering” (BDAG 620.2*%; GELS 442.b*), and thus oov is a subjective
genitive (so likewise NNekMacTIz in Sa). ®* occasionally read Pi1 as a verb and as a
noun and both parts of speech are distinguishable in It. However, it is not always clear
whether ®* understood P31 nominally or verbally in every instance, since the part of
speech does not always correspond between the Greek and At. In some instances the
verbal form px1 (Hi) “to touch, reach up to, arrive” was rendered with €yyiCw “to draw

near,”214 and the qal was rendered with Aamtw “to touch, take hold of”?® In three

219 ps 17(18):23; 38(39):11; 65(66):20; 80(81):7; 118(119):29.

M See also pmn “be far, remote” 21(22):12; 34(35):22; 37(38):22; Ty “stand” 9:22(10:1); Mo “turn
back, withdraw” (ni) 44(45):19; 79(80):19; naw “to stray, do wrong” 118(119):118.

2 Indeed adiotnut + &mé occurs 10x in the Psalms overall.

213 S has ng “scourging, castigation, punishment, torment, pain” (CSD 327.b).

214 See Ps 31(32):6.

215 Ps 103(104):32; 104(105):15; 143(144):5.
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instances, including this verse, pdotiE represents P31 “plague, blow” (Ps 38[39]:11;
88[89]:33; 90[91]:10) and in two other instances the cognate verbal form paoTrydw

99217

“to whip, scourge.””'® From the Greek side, pndotiE represents IRIN  “pain, N3

2220 and i

(723) “broken,”'® pY¥ “stumble, fall,”*" px1 “affliction, plague, infestation,
“body, belly.””*' Evidently the psalmist suffered from divine punishment because of

some untold sin.

ATO TNG LoXVOG TG XELROG 00V EYw EEEALTIOV mHa AR TT 0NN

Despite the fact that Rahlfs does not include Y& in the main text of PCO (= Ut) for
our verse (AmO yaQ TNG loxVog TG XEWOC oov &yw €EEALTToV), it is attested in Sa,
Bo, 2013’-2034, L, A, 1219, 55 + 21 fragments,”* but also in 2110, of which Rahlfs
was unaware. Thus, on external grounds it is an excellent candidate for ®*. With the
greatest number of occurrences of y&o in Isa, Job, Wis, and Sir, poetic (and Wisdom)

LXX literature has an affinity for ydo, though it is by no means excluded in prose (e.g.

Gen, Ex, 4, 2 Macc).
D Isa 184 2 Bar 37 2 3Macc 10 ¥ EBeel 1
? Job 171 B Lev 36 ) 2Chron 9 ¥ Mic 1
) Wis 157 9 Jdth 36 2 2 Sam 4 ¥ Zech 1
Y Sir 141 ] Macc 31 ) Ezek 3 M 1Kg 0
> Gen 105 19 Esth 25 - Judg 2 ® 2Kg 0
9 Prov 102 1 Esd 24 ®  Ruth 2 ¥ Ezra 0

21 ps 72(73):5, 14.

217 ps 31(32):10.

218 ps 34(35):15, though HALOT (1:698) conjectures 0232 “like strangers.”

219 ps 37(38):18.

220 ps 38(39):11; 88(89):33; 90(91):10.

21 ps 72(73):4.

222002, 2003, 2004, 2006, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2016, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2025, 2027, 2029, 2030,

2031, 2036, 2043, 2047, 2048, 2054.
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D Ex 93 8 Josh 23 2 1 Sam 2 4 Neh 0
4Macc 82 " Dan/Th 23 9 Hos 2 " Song 0
9 2Macc 52 20 Num 22 I 2 2 Amos 0
10 pg 50 sl 18 2 Lam 2 ¥ Joel 0
' Deut 39 2 Tob 12 3 1Chron 1 " Hag 0

Despite the fact that Isaiah has more occurrences of yd&o than any other LXX book,
vao hardly factors into the other prophets, Daniel being the next highest at 23. In fact
we find that the poetic books, the Pentateuch, and the apocryphal works (both
translation and composition) register high on the list, whereas the prophetic and
historical literature, on the whole, registers but few, if any instances (e.g. 1 and 2
Kings). The LXX-Psalms come in 10th place in terms of the number of instances of
yéo among other books of Rahlfs’s LXX.**

0°** in the main

When we consider other occurrences of y&Q in the Psalms, some 5
text of PCO,”” we notice that in 27 instances (54%) Y& occurs as an isolated particle,
and 23 instances (46%) in the combination kai y&o.”® Where ydo renders T8, g8, and

. . . . . . . . . \ , 22
D3, it retains an adverbial conjunctive force in combination with xai ydo.*”’

**3 This count comes from Accordance 7.4.2.

2% Aejmelaeus (1993a:28) counts 27 instances of Yo in the Psalms, presumably based on H-R.

2 However, other occurrences of Y& may be found in the apparatus of PCO. The most notable and
debatable instances are LXX 26:3 and 88:6. Note the following: Ps 26(27):3 éav yap 2110, U; 61(62):7
OtL kat yao Bo, Sa, L% and Psalt. Rom. from v. 3?; 78(79):13 fueic d¢ yao B, Bo, Sa; 88(89):6 xat
Yao 2110 Sa Ga L A’; 98(99):7 épvAacoov yao Bo; 105(106):37 éBvoav yap Bo; 113:15(115:7) +
ovde yaQ €0tV mvevpua &V T@ OoTtopatt avt@wv Sa, Hesychius, 55 and complures Latini, from
134.17? see Rahlfs (1907:2); 118(119):41 kat ydo 2014.

6 Kawye (ko ye) never occurs in the psalms.

*?TKai yd&o occurs often enough in the Greek Psalms as a rendering for Hebrew particles without
waw that it may be construed as a collocation or formula, rather than a combination. It certainly is not
explainable as an isomorphism. Denniston discusses the difference between kai yd&o as a collocation

and kai yao in combination. Kail ydo is a formula in Greek, but it is often unclear which of the two
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Fig. 3
Ut lexeme ® lexeme | Percentage Verse and comments regarding the Greek text

NS Kol yaQ 1/50,2% | Ps. 61(62):3%* [=2110]

nn oy (u1) Yoo 1/50,2% | Ps. 88(89):48 [=2110]

IR Yéo 2/50,4% | Ps. 54(55):20; 88(89):22

1 Yéo 2/50,4% | Ps. 106(107):17; 118(119):120

] Yao 7/50,14% | Ps. 24(25):11%%%; 43(44):4, 7, 87, 22; 49(50):12; 118(119):39%"

a8 KAl yaQ 9/50,18% | Ps. 15(16):6; 57(58):3; 64(65):14; 67(68):9; 67(68):17; 76(77):18;
92(93):1; 95(96):10; 67(68):19 (qx1)

X KL YA&Q 13/50,26% | Ps. 18(19):12; 24(25):3; 36(37):25%%; 40(41):10; 70(71):22;
82(83):9; 83(84):4, 7; 84(85):13; 118(119):23, 24; 128(129):2;
138(139):10

1] YdQ 15/50,30% | Ps. 9:27(10:6), 9:32(10:11), 9:34(10:13); 22(23):4; 25(26):12;

50(51):7, 8; 53(54):6; 61(62):2** [=2110]; 68(69):20%*;

72(73):25, 80(81):11%%; 106(107):17; 118(119):120%; 121(122):4

words is an adverb and which is a connective (Smyth §2814-15). When kat is a conjunction and y&Q an

adverb the force of the Greek approaches “and in fact, and indeed.” In such cases kal yd&Q introduces a

new and important thought. Likewise, in the opposite case we may have something to the effect of “for

indeed” or “for even/also” when kal is the adverb and vydo the connective.

See also Denniston

(1934:108-109, also Ixxiii), where he remarks that xai ydo may mean “yes, and” or “and further.”

Sometimes, however, kal (cf. etenim) in this combination loses its adverbial force (BDF §452.3).

8 o Yo etenim La® Aug nam et Ga] quia La®: ex 7.

298, S, Bo, 2008, 2014, 2019, 2037, 2039, 2042, 2044, 2049, 2051; U, 2013; 1220, La% Ga, A’] >

R’Aug, D, L7, 2021 = At

20> B in fine folii.

#'yéo S-2014 R' (Bo Sa?)] > La® GaAug L” A”.

232 .
Y etenim.
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The distribution of <yd&o in the Psalms vis-a-vis its presumed Hebrew Vorlage,
however, shows that it, more than any other category (30%, 15x), occurs as a discourse
compositional plus (). Thus, yd&o represents 8 categories showing a varied, even rich,
communicative approach on the translator’s part (in contrast to the ever-pervasive and
stereotyped use of 6t1).”’ In the case of Y& no single category monopolizes its use or
can be regarded as a norm for the translator, but there is certainly precedent for e-ydo
in the Psalms on both internal and external grounds.

On the level of etymology ydo is a conflation of the focus particle y¢ and the
transitional/inferential ~ (illative) particle d&oa (Robertson 1190; Denniston 1934:56;
Smyth §2803a). However, for Denniston, it is unlikely that “for” was the primary or
originating meaning of vyd&o in classical Greek. Rather it likely began with an
asseverative force that continued on even after it became a connective in combinations
(e.g. kai yao ovv).”® On the whole it is agreed that yd&o conforms in the NT to its
classical use (Robertson 1190; BDF §452), though by the time of the kouwvr] the robust

use of particle combinations had already diminished significantly (Thrall 1962).*° In

3 yao mag' avtov ab ipso enim GaAug] oti maQ' avTOL 0Ty quoniam ab ipso est R”: ex 61.6
sed R ibi non add. ¢otuv.

#>S Ga=m.

5 qutem La®.

2% Ga: autem La®.

7 Compare figures 1 and 3 in the present chapter.

¥ Though Denniston points out that it is unlikely Yao conveyed the asseverative meaning in
isolation. See Denniston (1934:56-114) for the fuller treatment.

29 Thrall’s work on particles in kowr] Greek, with specific attention to its NT usage, unfortunately
does not advance the discussion beyond Denniston’s treatment. Like the lexica and grammars, Thrall
classifies y&o as a causal conjunction, which of course still appears alone or in combination with other

particles. The “cause” is frequently an explanation of what is implied in the previous clause, or even

preceding the fact explained (“since, as”). Again, in accordance with the lexica, yaQ is often used in
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our verse, YA&oQ offers an explicit reason for the psalmist’s entreaty, whereas the
asyndeton in 21T leaves the relationship between the cola obscure.

Whereas with v. 11b, y&o provides a reason for the utterance in 1la, here &mo
indicates the ground of the psalmist’s “failing” (éyw é&E&€Atrtov) within 11b. ®&*
thereby indicates a ground of reason with amé (GELS 70.4; BDAG 106.5), by
representing i1, which likewise may offer a ground as it often does at the involvement

of a negative or threatening influence (BHRG §39.14.4ii, pp. 356-357).*

The meaning of NN (nM), only here in the construct singular with 77 (though note
the plural 77, De Rossi 1788:27), is disputed. The English translations and lexica
generally gloss it as “blow” (KJV, ASV, RSV, NRSV, NIV, JPS), “hostility” (ESV, so
BDB 173), and “wound” (NET note), so also La with plag (“blow, wound, injury”).
Some regard n7an as coming from 73 (Bauer & Leander 1962:495m), so =Jn in
Yemenite, I 80 in Aramaic “strife, complaint” II &n “crutch, staff” (Jastrow 1649),
Akk. tagritum legal process(?), though it has been contested that n7in is an unattested
verb with a similar meaning to n5w, and should be rendered “while your hand moves
against me” (see HALOT 11:1687-88).

®* glosses nun with 1 loxvog in the genitive following the preposition as
mentioned. The combination ioxVUg modifying xelo is uncommon, though similar and
near-synonymous imagery occurs with v xeloa TV kQatalkv ‘“‘strong hand.”**! In

242

two instances (OXUG represents m12.”"" Further, a3 never directly modifies T° as such

in the HB, though see Deut 3:24 (Apmn 77 “mighty hand”) and Jer 16:21 ( nXR oy MR

elliptical phrases, in questions, used to express a wish (with an optative), or to strengthen, positively nor
negatively, something said.

0 See for example MT-Ps 38:19 *nX0MA ARTR TR MY 2 “I confess my iniquity; I am sorry for my
sin.” (NRSV); 104:7 prame 5aya 5p ja pow nws i “At your rebuke they flee; at the sound of your
thunder they take to flight.”(NRSV)

! Deut 3:24, see also 8:17, 26:8; 9:26 i) pHeyAA).

22 Ex 15:6; Job 30:2.
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MmN R T “l will make them know my hand [power] and my might”), and

especially Ps 88(89):14:

006 0 Boaxlwv peta duvaoTelag, TR QN TT YN Ak oY YT T
KoatalwOnTw 1) Xelp oov, VYPwWONTW 1)

de&x oov

Yours is the arm with dominance; let your You have a mighty arm; strong is your hand,
hand be strong; let your right hand be exalted. ~ high your right hand.

(NETS) (NRSV)

Certainly 123 and n> are juxtaposed as near-synonymous in some instances (e.g. 1
Chron 29:12; 2 Chron 20:6), and so it is conceivable that ®* read n23n instead of
nann.** Indeed @ renders T nmnn with 77 nmax. It is more likely, however, that
®* chose loxUc — a’ and o' have adn “wound” and S ~haw= “blow, wound,
affliction” (CSD 263) — as an idiomatic association with n9in or in the light of an
interpretive tradition that made such a connection, for @" also apparently conflates the
readings of ®* and At with 770 nMay nnnn “from the blow of the power of your
hand.”** As we have noticed above and irrespective of the chosen lexeme, “power”
and “strength” are attributed to the “hand” of the Lord elsewhere. Here ioxUg
contextualizes pdotiE and the psalmist’s dilemma generally in relation to the Lord. By
metonymy TG OxVO¢ TS Xewog oov is most likely put for the affliction mentioned
in v. 9 (Ovewog adpoovt &dwrac pe), which the Lord had inflicted upon the psalmist
for some unnamed sin.

n53 occurs 23x in the Psalms, mostly in the qal, and is normally (19x) rendered with

5

¢kAeimw, as in our verse and the following examples.”* Problematic is the

3 See also Ezek 32:30 and Eccl 9:16 for mmas + 0.
** This does not necessarily mean that € actually used ® here.
*In other instances ouvvtéAewn 58(59):14; 118(119):87 “completion, close, end” and eic TéAoc

73(74):11 render 1192 in a temporal sense.
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exceptionally pluriform meaning it conveys since 192 can be used in numerous

contexts, including: the end of the Davidic Psalms as stated in the colophon of Ps 72,%*

the end of life, or time (i.e. days/years),”” the failing of one’s heart and flesh (i.e.

death),”® eyes/eyesight,”* strength,”® and soul.”!

The English translations also render
n92 in terms of one’s life/spirit/soul languishing (BDB 477.2b) (i.e. giving out by
exhaustion), thus even longing, pining away, while waiting for some act of the Lord,*”
a nuance not found with éxAeimw. The sense is frequently strained in the Hebrew (and
®* by representation), sometimes prompting the translations to “fill in” assumed
elliptical nuances. For example the NRSV in 118(119):123 inserts “from watching” to
make sense of, lit. “eyes fail for your salvation”: “My eyes fail from watching for your
salvation” (NRSV), perhaps assuming the nuance offered in BDB (477.2b).

Like m93, éxAeimw (“fail, die out” BDAG 306.3; “die” GELS 211.II12b) is also
intransitive and is used to convey a variety of nuances, though its semantic range is not
entirely identical to its Hebrew counterpart. ®* opted for éxAeimw in 32 instances in
the Psalter (187x altogether in Rahlfs’s LXX). Aside from n%3, ékAe(mw renders Dnn

253

(qal), which has in view the “end” of enemies (i.e. they perish),”” 213 “come to an

99255 99256

end,”254 II v “to withdraw, 871 ni. “be scattered/driven away, 310 gal “come to

8 In the pual, see Ps 71(72):20.

7 In the piel, Ps 17(18):38; 77(78):33; 89(90):9; in the qal 30(31):11; 36(37):20[2x].

8 ps 72(73):26.

M Ps 68(69):4; 101(102):4; 118(119):82, 123. In Ps 70(71):13 enemies are said to “vanish,” or
“expire.”

20 ps 70(71):9.

31 ps 142(143):7.

52 ps 83(84):3; 118(119):81.

¥ See Ps 9:7, where, in ®*, it is their swords that fail. See also Ps 63(64):7; 101(102):29;
103(104):35 and 1QM 14:7 (onn qal, “to be complete, come to an end”) and in the hiphil “to destroy”
(1QS 4:20).

2 ps 11(12):2.
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k 99259

“to be wea However, of the 264

occurrences of n%3 in the HB, only Ps 89(90):7 (qal lcs) offers a parallel instance with

our verse, once again, and there the psalmist’s tr.

Ps 89(90):7-10

7611 ¢EeAimopey v T 0QYT) 00U KAl &V TQ :

$¢0ov TiGC

Ouvuw oov  EtapdyxOnuev.

avopiag U@V EVOTIOV 00V, O alwv NHAV

€l PWTIOHOV TOLU TEOCWTOL COV.

naoat ai Nuégatl UV EEAToV, kal v

9 o
OTL :

ansitory lifespan is at stake.

15721 PR 7R 193 D

T8 MRNY OY T wnny anw®

137 12 11w 199 TN1apa 1n 5o’
DMWY N5 ORI W o'paw ona o w0

19y WM 132 IR Sny Dan mw

1) 00YN oov £€eAimouev, T TN MUV WS

b 7

aoaxvnv eueAétov. ' al fuéoat
TV NUWYV, &v avtolg eBdounkovta

gav d¢ &v duvaortelaig, oydonkovTa

TV
€, |

¢, |

Kal O TAgloV abT@V KOTOG Kal movog,

0t émnABev moavtng P mMuac, Kodé

nadevOnooueda.

7 Because we expired by your wrath andg
by your anger we were troubled, 8 you seté

our lawless deeds before you; our lifetimeé

became an illumination of your face.

Because all our days expired and by your

9 :

" For we are consumed by your anger; by your
wrath we are overwhelmed. ® You have set our
iniquities before you, our secret sins in the
: light of your countenance. ? For all our days

. pass away under your wrath; our years come to

33 Ps 54(55):12. Though W appears to be a hi

phil yigtol, HALOT (1:561) classifies it as a qal (cf.

4QpNah 2, 3 wi), “to withdraw from a place,” pertaining to oppression and deception.

26 ps 67(69):3[2x], pertaining to enemies that dissipate like smoke.

7 ps 72(73):19, pertaining to the “end” of life in paral
3% Ps 89(90):9, in parallel with 793 “to turn,” i.e. as in

%9 Pertaining to one’s soul or spirit, Ps 106(107):5; 14

lel with sinners being destroyed/perishing.
“pass away” of days, or “expire” (so NETS).

1(142):4.
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wrath we our

expired years

ponder like a cobweb. '© The days of ouré
years—in them are seventy years, but if 1n

acts of dominance eighty years, and theg

because meekness came upon us, and we :

shall become disciplined. (NETS)

I would

218

an end like a sigh. '° The days of our life are
seventy years, or perhaps eighty, if we are
strong; even then their span is only toil and

trouble; they are soon gone, and we fly away.

greater part of them is toil and trouble, (NRSV)

That the psalmist has “come to the end” éxAeimw/n%a (qal pf lcs), or “fainted” (so

Thomson, Brenton, NETS) is poetic hyperbole and refers to the psychological/physical

exhaustion of his affliction/punishment, which could culminate in his death.

4.6.12 Verse 12

PCO
év EAgypols VTEQ avoulag Ematdevoag
avOowmov kal £t éac wg dpdyxvnv TV
YUYV aVTOD, TATNV HATNV TaQAooEeTaL

g AvOpwTog. dixpaApua.

You discipline a person with reproofs because
of lawlessness, and you melt his soul like a
spider’s web; In any case, every person

troubles himself in vain. Interlude on strings.

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

e[v] eAeypolg UTIEQ  OVOMLAG

g[rat]devoac.

DA [
Tt 7921 WD ORM WK 119? iy hy ninding

;179 o892 937

You discipline a man with punishments on
account of sin, you melt, like a moth, what he
treasures; surely every man is transitory.

Selah

VoV Kkat efelnmoag ¢

aoa]xvnv v Puxnv avtov : mAnv pal[tv] mag avog tagacoetal dupaAua:

“You discipline a person with reproofs because of lawless deeds, and you seek his soul
like a spider’s web; In any case, every person troubles himself in vain.” Interlude on

strings.



CHAPTER 4: PSALM 38 (Ui 39) 219

The psalmist shifts from a personal depiction of his own affliction in v. 11 (p&oTi&/
¢ oxVOC TNG XEWOS Oov) to a general truism about the Lord’s punishment of
people for sin. The scope of v. 12 is gnomic and recalls themes introduced in v. 6 and

7, and thus the translation of aorist verbs is timeless.

év éAeypolc Ume avopiag énadevoag avOpwmov wR Mo w Sy mnana

Instrumental 2/év (GELS 231.6a; BDAG 328.5b) begins v. 12 with poetic fronting.*®
NN “reprimand (with a threat)” or “punishment” (HALOT 11:1699) occurs only three
times in the Psalms, twice rendered with éAeyuoc “reproach, rebuke, reproof” (BDAG
314),261 as here, and once with the near-synonym é&Aeyxog “reproof, censure, or
correction” (BDAG 315; “act of questioning” GELS 222.1).** Conversely EAeyUOG
occurs only 3x in the Psalms, rendering nnain twice, noted above, and the related word
nnon “rebuke, punishment” (i.e. to inflict punishment on) only once.*” Occasionally
EAeyuoc, €Aeyxog, and the related verb éAéyxw convey the notion of reproof or
correction. Likewise both nn21n and nnN2IN often convey “punishment.”

Whereas the Hebrew uses language of punishment, or a threatening reprimand, ®*
uses language that partially overlaps the Hebrew with pedagogical language
(émadevoac),’®* discipline, or instruction by reproof (&v éAeypoic). In the Psalms of
Ut o', which is always rendered with madevw, occurs in the sense of being

2
d, 65

warne rebuked or chastised,266 and instructed.’®’ TToudevw additionally renders 3w

29Ey is lacking in 2034.

261 ps 37(38):15; 38(39):12.

2 I the psalms éAeyxog occurs only one time in Ps 72(73):14.

283 In the psalms 7M1 occurs only one time in Ps 149:7. See also 2 Kg 19:3; Is 37:3; Hos 5:9.

264 Note the nominally related madelor “training, instruction” and madevTAG “instructor, teacher.”
%% Ps 2:10 ni.

266 ps 6:2; 37(38):2; 93(94):12; 117(118):18(2x) pi.

7 Ps 15(16):7; 93(94):10.
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“fly” in the qal (see 89[90]:10 in v. 11 above), 7oK (for 90'?) qal “to tie, bind”
104(105):22, and obn qal “to strike, beat” 140(141):5. Thus, the Greek vocabulary does
not preclude punishment enacted by a physical threat, since it is found elsewhere in this
way (e.g. Prov 3:12; Ps 6:2; 36[37]:2; 140[141]:5). Indeed madeVw may refer literally

® and discipline as divinely enacted (BDAG

to enforced “discipline” by whipping,™
749.2ba; GELS 519.2), so 38(39):12. In both ®* and A%, however, the precise form of
the Lord’s punishment is not explicitly mentioned, though, once again, in ®* O&veldog
(v. 9) must have something to do with it.

It is clear that UméQ + gen rendering 9 marks the cause or reason (BDAG 1031.2;
GELS 696.15,6) for the main verb in v. 12. Since multiple options were available to
represent %Y (e.g. M + acc. “beside” 1:3; xatd + gen. “against” 2:2; émi + dat.
“upon” 2:6, etc.), it is significant that &* opted for one that makes syntactical and
contextual sense; ®*’s segmentation is not strictly logocentric in Ps 38. It is precisely
because of (Umép) lawless deeds (&vopiag) that brings about chastisement/discipline
for people generally (&vOowmoc/w'R). Avouta in v. 9 represented the psalmist’s
“guilt” for which he pled for deliverance, and in contrast v. 12 has in view the iniquity
itself. However, the misdeed and its associated guilt cannot be easily distinguished.
According to HALOT (1:800) and BDB (730-731) 7w may denote a
misdeed/sin/iniquity (e.g. Ps 17[18]:24), the guilt caused by it (e.g. Ps 108[109]:14), or
the punishment that results from it (e.g. Ps 30[31]:11). Thus, the Hebrew juxtaposes
two near-synonyms ywa (“crime, wrongdoing” v. 9) and 1w (“misdeed, sin” v. 12),
which ®* semantically levels with the one word dvopia. Tov (1990:177) points out
that “different kinds of transgression (N&, nnY, 19, Tpw, etc.) are rendered uniformly

by the translator of the Psalms by d&vopia. Thus, according to this translator all these

transgressions constitute sins against the vouoc, the Law.”

268 1 Kgs 12:11, 14; Lk 23:16, 22.
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kat eE€tnéag wg apdxvnv v Puxn v avTov TN W2 onm

Chief among the difficulties present in the following sentence are: (1) that apdyvn
“spider web” renders wy “moth,” and (2) that v Ypuxnv avtov “his soul” renders
the qal passive participle 171 “what is precious to him.” First however, we begin with
a small textual difficulty pertaining to €&étnag, whose clause ®* coordinates with
kal, replicating Hebrew 1. Although 2110 reads éfeCrjtnoag “to seek” (aor act ind
éxlntéw), it is reasonably clear that ®* should read é&étnéac “to cause to melt” (aor
act ind 2s €kTrkw) as in the main text of PCO (La%/Ga tabesco “to melt”; Sa Bwa “to
melt”; Syh iza “to dissolve, melt”), so 0t non “to melt” (€ 'on “to melt”; but S ias
“pass over, remove” and iuxta Hebr. pono ‘“put, place, set”). The rarity of the word,
occurring only 8x in all of Rahlfs’s LXX, may be indicative of the fact that the copyist
of 2110 was uncertain about it and confused it for éx(ntéw. Unfortunately it is not
possible to compare the three other instances in the Psalms since they are not extant in
2110. In Ps 118(119):158 and 138:21 exktrkw renders vIp hithpolel “to feel disgust,”

and in 118(119):139 nn¥ pi. “to destroy.”*®

Only in our verse does €ktrkw render
non “to melt,”””® though the related ™mkw “to melt” (BDAG 1001; GELS 678.4) does
as well in 147:7(18),””" where the Adyiov of the Lord reduces snow, fog, and crystal
(ice) to their base elements.

Syntactically v Puxrnv is the direct object of the expressed verb é&étnfac. In

accordance with normal Greek syntax, &odyxvnv, is an accusative object of the

implicit verb (é£étn&ac) within an embedded wg clause, which is often elliptical in

29 See also Lev 26:16 ar1 “to pine,” Job 31:16 n93 pi. “to complete,” and Sir 18:18 (not extant in
Hebrew); 31:1 nnn qgal “to wipe out, annihilate.”

% In Ps 6:7 non is rendered with Boéxw “to send rain, make wet.”

271 Tfkw normally renders oon “to melt”: Ps 21(22):15, 57(58):9, 67(69):3; 96(97):5; 111(112):10.
However tkw also renders »n ni. “to wave” 74(75):4 and hithpo. “to come apart” 106(107):26, though

in the pi. “to soften,” i.e. melt.
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cases of comparison (BDAG 1103-1104.1bx). Comparative cc,”’>  rendering

comparative 2, establishes a simile whereby tnv {uvxnv is likened to doaxvnv, a
spider’s web. In instances of a simile the word following g is usually anarthrous
(GELS 748.6). For ®* the Lord melts the lawless person’s soul like one melts (i.e.
destroys) a spider’s web. Put differently, the simile is between Yuvxnv and &odyvnv
and so the soul that “melts” is as fragile as a spider’s web. In contrast R’Aug
personalizes the remark with pov instead of avtov, and so the psalmist speaks of
himself.

The Versions descending from the Greek are quite unified, with aranea “spider’s
web” (La%/Ga), 2axoyc “spider’s web” (Crum 671b) (Sa), and o “spider’s web”
(Syh). According to Field (1875:149) and Reider and Turner (1966:217) Aquila
interpreted Wy “moth” as owxvtp “small fly, gnat” even though Syh attributes to him
~iogie canker-worm, grub, locust” (CSD 485). The Versions descending from the
Hebrew differ some with ftinea “moth” (iuxta Hebr.), < _=s ‘“stubble, brushwood, dry
rubbish” (CSD 125) (S), and 1np “wool” (&%), though according to Stec (2004:84) P
has 0T “sleep” (i.e. death).””” Such variation may indicate confusion over a precise
meaning of WY, hence also the freedom in ®* with dodxv).

In contrast to ®*, At is also elliptical in its comparative clause, but it is more likely
that wy is the subject, not the direct object, thus the idea is that in the same way that a
moth devours/corrupts, so the Lord melts what is precious to the lawless person. Put
differently, since the moth is often a symbol of corruption/destruction,”’* here the
destruction of the sinner’s treasure at the hand of divine judgment is likened to the

destructive power of the moth.

2 [P"He attest to cooei. See comment in v. 6.
1 Stec’s translation: “With impoverishment for sin you have chastised the son of man, and
consumed Ais body like wool that is nibbled.”

274 E.g. Is 50:9, 51:8; Job 4:19, 13:28; Sir 42:13 and so o1|g in the NT, e.g. Mt 6:19f; Lk 12:33.
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Apdaxvn does not appear in other books of Rahlfs’s LXX beyond the Psalms, Job

.2
and Isaiah.’”

Moreover, there are other options that seem to be a closer semantic fit to
apdyxvn than wy. II p “thread,”’® 1 “thread, web,” vaw “spider’s web,” and II
oD “web,” w3y (apaxvn = Job 8:14; Is 59:5) seem to correspond to AqQAXVT
better than wp. In Is 50:9 and Job 4:19 wy is rendered with or|g “moth,”””” a more
intuitive and direct representation than dodyvrn. Likewise ontéBowrtog “moth eaten”
represents Wy in Job 13:28. Additionally, one may eliminate the possibility that
apdxvn in Ps 38(39):12 is a corruption of tapaxr) “disturbance,” such as is found in
Hosea 5:12 (Wp2 = w¢ tagaxn, ie. tagaxn instead of apaxvm), since Tapaxn
makes little sense in our psalm: “he melted my soul like trouble,” or (¢€eCntnoac, so
2110) “he sought my soul like trouble.”*”®

Since explanations based on assumed textual corruptions and emendations fail to
convince, a solution is better sought on interpretive grounds. Perhaps ®* knew of a
collocation where moth and spider (web) were juxtaposed (much like our present cat
and mouse), and supplied dopdaxvn to clarify the image. This finds some support in

LXX Job 27:18 where orc (= wp) is accompanied by &odyvn, which happens to be

either a doublet in the Greek, or simply a plus (WoTeQ ONtTeC KAl WOMEQ AQAXVT).

More convincingly, however, is the parallel passage found in Ps 89(90):9, where
a&pdxvn is also used in a context where the transitory life is in view. Like a moan,
grumble, or sigh (73n) that is inherently short lived — so too is a spider’s web (or

cobweb, so NETS) — and these are compared to the years of human life.

S Inls 51:8 X06vog “time” renders Wy, although the translator probably read ny.

7015 59:5.

7 In Job 32:22 ®* confused WY “my maker” (ny) for wy, hence onc. See also Sir 42:13(Ms M),
in which ofjc = oo, though Ms B has wp (Beentjes 1997:168). For an argument for the originality of the
Ben Sira Hebrew witness, see Di Lella (1966).

278 Tapaoow however does render the verbal form wwy “to waste away” (i.e. moth-eaten, cf. BDB
799) in Ps 6:8, 30(31):10, 11. However, it is nearly certain that 2110 read &pdxvnv, despite the lacuna,

since at least -xvnv is visible.
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Ps 89(90):9

0Tl maoal at Nuégat MUV EEEALTTOV, Kal :

€V T1) 0QYT) OOV £EeALITIOMEY, T ETT T|UQV

WS AQAXVNV epeAETWV.

Because all our days expired and by your wrath

we expired, our years I would ponder like a

cobweb. (NETS)

224

7130 172 13w 19 NNaYa 18w 9o 00

For all our days pass away under your

wrath; our years come to an end like a

sigh. (NRSV)

With respect to the wicked person, dopdaxvn in Job 8:14-15 and 27:16-19 (see 18)

underscores the flimsy and ephemeral nature of life and possessions.

Job 8:14-15

14 &olkntog yaQ avtov £otat O OiKOoG, !
Xodrxvn ¢ avTtod amoPrjoetal 1) oknvy.
éav Umepelon TV olkiov avTov, oV )

ot, émAapouévov 0¢ avToL OV W) :

UTtopLelv)

 For his house will be uninhabited, and his

tent will prove to be a spider’s web. ' If he

props up his house, it will not stand, and when

he lays hold of it, it will not remain. (NETS)

Job 27:16-19

16 . . S
% ¢av ovvaydyn Gomeo YRV AQYLOLOV, :
v \ - . SR T
o d¢ TAG étowudon xouoiov, ' TadTa

TAVTA dlKALOL TEQLMOU)OOVTAL, T OF '

Xonuata avtov dAnOwvol kabéEovoty.

ATtéPn 8¢ 6 0lkog AVTOL MOTEQ OTTES KA -

o s 1 , . L
omeo adxvn. ¥ mAovolog KonOeig kai -

18

ML W2IY N1 1) VIR WK

DI K912 PrIme TRy 89110 Yy pw P

14 . . -
- " Their confidence is gossamer, a spider’s

éhouse their trust. "> If one leans against its

house, it will not stand; if one lays hold of

it, it will not endure. (NRSV)

Ww1A5N P2’ 9nM21 402 9aY 72y ox
pHI P13 qo1 wab prv par
q¥1 WY N0 I wya M '

NIRRT APA PP QOKRT KDY 20w Py
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oL mEooOnoeL

"If he gathers silver like dirt and prepares

gold like clay, '"all these the righteousé

will gain, and his money the truthful will

18
POSSESS.

moths and like a spider’s web. 19 Thoughé

he lies down rich, he will not in fact add to

it. (NETS)

And his house turned out likeé

225

' Though they heap up silver like dust,
and pile up clothing like clay— '"they

?may pile it up, but the just will wear it,

and the innocent will divide the silver.
'8 They build their houses like nests, like

booths made by sentinels of the vineyard.

" They go to bed with wealth, but will do

so no more; they open their eyes, and it is

gone. (NRSV)

Therefore, it is evident enough that ®* took interpretive steps to readjust the text. Part
and parcel of this maneuver is that the accusative direct object tnv Yuxnv avtov
renders a qal passive participle TN “to be treasured,” which, in ®* continues in the
vein of the psalmist’s own plight in v. 9-11 (see especially 9 Ovedog &doovl EdwkAg
pe), for elsewhere Tnn as a ni. ptc is rendered with émOuuntog “desired” (18[19]:11)
and as a qal pf. with evdokéw “to be pleased” (67[68]:17); ®* understood Tman. Thus,
here we have a fantastic example of a “word for word” or isomorphic representation of
the presumed Hebrew source text, but with significant semantic deviation and,
arguably, clarification. Isomorphism does not equate to isosemantism, i.e. it does not
ipso facto dictate or govern semantic considerations (cf. 1.2.1.1).

ANV LAV TaQ&ooetal Mg &vOewmog didhaApa 190 OTR 53 Han R

Once again ®* represents TR with TANVv (so also Aquila, see Reider & Turner
1966:195). Whereas IR governs a constituent in a nominal clause, ®* makes use of a
singular verb (tapdooetat) and thus draws a conclusion about the nature of humanity
by recapitulating v. 7b, from the Greek. For a discussion of mAMVv/IR see the comments

inv. 6¢c and v. 7b.
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7o ANV HATNV TAQATOOVTAL RN Han IR

12¢ ATV patVv tapdooetat 5am I8

Clearly upon comparison, tagaooetat has no formal equivalent in AT, and Rahlfs
elevates it to the esteemed place within the main text. Tapaooetat (conturbatur, pres
mid ind 3s), marked with an obelus (+) in GaHi,”” is lacking in S, L, Su, A, and M (=
Ut). Emmenegger (2007:180) notes that M follows the Hexaplaric reading of Ga when
compared with the obelus reading in Ps 24:3 where omnes (mtag) also occurs.
Emmenegger quotes Jerome (Epistula CVI, 22, Vulgata 1953:16-17), who claims that
tapdooetal (conturbatur) is mnot found in the Greek. Supporting tapdooetal,
however, are B, Bo, 2110, 2013, Sa, R, La", LaG, Aug, Tert, Cyp, Tht’HeTh(uid.),
1219°. 2110 places tapacoetar after mag avog, which only further shows that early
in its transmission history this clause had been subjected to scribal alteration. However,
unless we also shift the adverb patnv (attested also by Aquila, Reider & Turner
1966:152) to a noun,® e.g. uatawotg (cf. v. 6) for which there is no support in this
instance, those manuscripts that lack Tapaocoetatr would appear to be the ones altered.
The absence of tapacoetar would alternatively mean that patnv would modify a
nominal sentence (i.e. assumed €otwv), but this does not occur elsewhere in Rahlfs’s
LXX or the NT. Tapaooetat is middle/passive in form, but since a passive leaves the
agent unexpressed, ambiguously, the middle makes better sense; it also parallels our
interpretation of tapdooovtar in v. 7. Clearly mag &vOowmoc/oTR 93 recalls v. 6,
and once again the grammatical number is singular. Thus “every person” troubles
himself in vain. Every person isan “vanity” or “transitory” in 21, but in &* he
troubles himself (tapacoetat) by vainly hoarding treasure (OnoavegiCet v. 7) and
inciting judgment for lawless deeds (Umép avoulag). In v. 12, didpaApa closes the

second section of the psalm (see comment in v. 6).

1980 also Origen’s LXX column (Field 1875:149).

0 Mdrtnv is lacking in Sa.
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4.6.13 Verse 13

PCO
€lOAKOVOOV TNG TIEOOEVXNG MOV, KUOLE,
Kal TG OeN0ews MOV, EVOTIOAL TWV
daKQUWV HOL UT TAXQACLWTINOTG, OTL
TAQOIKOG  €Yw &ML TaQx ool Kal
TaEeMON OGS kaOwg MAvVTeS ol TaTéQEg

Hov.

Hear my prayer, Lord, and my request, pay
attention to my tears, do not pass by in silence,
because I am a stranger with you and a

sojourner, just as all my fathers.

[
HYRTOR TR POV NI Ih7annpny

PIIR02 AWIF TRD "2I8 12 WINHTOR

Hear my prayer, Lord, and give ear to my cry,
do not be deaf to my tears, because I am a
stranger with you, a sojourner like all my

fathers.

Bodmer XX1V(2110):

[eloa]kovoov T[n]c TEooELXNG HOL Kat TS [deno]ews pf[ov] EVOTIOAL TWV
daxpvw[v] pov kar un mlaloacwnnong ot maEok[og eyw el v T[n] ym

KAl TaQemedNUog [kKabwc] mavteg [p]ov :

“Hear my prayer and my request, pay attention to my tears and do not pass by in silence, because

I am a stranger in the land, and a sojourner, just as all (pl!) of me.”

Following the gnomic depiction of human vanity in v. 12, verses 13 and 14 comprise
the final strophe of Ps 38(39) by shifting to the psalmist’s personal requests yet again.
The stichometric variation in the witnesses also reflects a division in the clausal
associations, for which Rahlfs utilizes punctuation. There are four stichs attested in

THe A’, and three in B, Bo, 2013°-2034, La“ 55! Syh, R and La®** and 2110.°*

31 (1) elodovoov (2) Evotioat (3) ur) TAQATIWTHONSG ...

22 (1) eloakovoov (2) évotoal (3) 6.
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PCO extends the verse over 5 stichs, and thus v. 13 with 28 words is the longest verse
of the psalm. Unfortunately little can be garnered from 11QPs’ (DJD, XXIII, 68), the
only known attestation of Ps 39 among the DSS (see 4.4), since even here the editors
have reconstructed most of the text with:

127Y IR 13 72 wAnn 5K MynT O 1R[]

Mar 9190 Jawin

€l0OAKOLOOV TNG TIEOOEVXTG OV KVQLE M mban nynw

It has long been known that in the Greek Psalms AxoVw and eiocakoVw are used in
distinct ways, with minimal exception, and yet both regularly render ynw. According
to Williams (2001:259), “There is a remarkable distinction between the use of
eloakovw when God is the (expressed or assumed) subject of ynw and the use of
axoVw when he is not the subject.” In such cases Munnich (1982) had already noted
that eloaxkoVw is used to indicate that God listens favorably, whereas axovw refers
merely to hearing. However, in 13 instances eloaxkoVw is an imperative, which often

284
d.®* Of course

means that one can only deduce an expectation for being heede
individual instances may be debated, but the point remains, nevertheless, that whereas
the Hebrew is content with ynw, &* makes a contextual distinction using different

lexemes.

(1) elodrxovoov (2) évotoar (3) Kat naQemednuog. 2110 contains 3 stichs in v. 13, the

second beginning with évcrtioar, which otherwise is included in the 1% stich in PCO. However, 2110
appears to deviate from the other upper Egyptian minuscules listed in the apparatus of PCO insofar as it
begins the 3" stich with ko TagemedNUOC, instead of ) QAT WTTONS (0 2013°-2034).

Bps 4:2: 16(17):1, 6; 27(28):2; 38(39):13; 53(54):4; 60(61):2; 63(64):2; 64(65):3; 83(84):9;

101(102):2; 129(130):2; 142(143):1.
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A closer look at ynw in the Psalms (80x), reveals that axovw (39/80, 49%),285
eloarovw  (35/80, 44%),”*° dicovotog  (2/80, 2.5%),”Y  awxovn  (1/80, 1.25%),%%

289

axovtilw (1x),” émaxovw (1x),”° and vmakoVw (1x) are used to render it;*’' the

majority of instances (93%) are between dxoVw and elcakovw.

Axovw

The subject of axovVw is varied in the Psalms, including: God, people, angels, children,
daughter, the humble, idols, Israel, Zion, Joseph, judges, kings, the nations, and the
psalmist himself. AxoVw occurs often in intransitive constructions or with no
expressed object (15x), and when an object is present, it is more often in the accusative
(16x) though it takes the genitive (8x) as well. There is no apparent semantic difference

between the genitive and accusative objects.

Elcaxovw

By contrast, in all but one instance of eioaxkoVw in the LXX Psalms, God is the

2

subject.”® Syntactically eicarxoVw nearly always takes a direct object in the genitive

B ps 17(18):7; 18(19):4; 25(26):7; 29(30):11; 30(31):14; 33(34):3, 12; 37(38):14, 15; 43(44):2;
44(45):11; 47(48):9; 48(49):2; 49(50):7; 50(51):10; 58(59):8; 61(62):12; 65(66):8, 16; 77(78):3, 21, 59;
80(81):6, 9[2x], 12, 14; 84(85):9; 91(92):12; 93(94):9; 94(95):7, 96(97):8; 101(102):21; 102(103):20;
113:14(115:6); 118(119):149; 131(132):6; 137(138):4; 140(141):6.

BSps 42, 4, 5:4; 69, 10; 9:38(10:17); 16(17):1, 6; 21(22):25; 26(27):7; 27(28):2, 6; 30(31):23;
33(34):7, 18; 38(39):13; 39(40):2; 53(54):4; 54(55):18, 20; 60(61):2, 6; 63(64):2; 64(65):3; 65(66):18,
19; 68(69):34; 83(84):9; 101(102):2; 105(106):25, 44; 114(116):1; 129(130):2; 142(143):1.

27 Ps 105(106):2; 142(143):8.

288 ps 17(18):45.

29 Ps 75(76):9.

20 Ps 144(145):19.

21 Ps 17(18):45.

2 In one instance snakes are the subject of the verb (57[58]:6).
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case, though in Ps 57(58):6, 9:38(10:17), 54(55):20 the direct objects are in the
accusative.””” In either instance the object may precede (1x, 9:38[10:17]) or follow
(33x) the verb, though in 65(66):18 eioakoVw does not govern an object.*** Even
though there is no apparent semantic difference in preference for the genitive over the
accusative object, it is quite typical of this expression that elcaxovw governs Tng
mpooevxns Hov as its following genitive object in 38(39):13. Of the 32 instances of

n%an in the psalms, TpooevXT) renders it 28x, as here.

EloakoVw is the more specialized word of the two, and perhaps its abundance in the
Psalms is no surprise since so many instances fall within the common genre of prayer.
Indeed, according to BDAG (293), eicakovw may be defined as (1) an act of obeying

“on the basis of having listened carefully,” and hence it is glossed “obey,””

or (2) an
act of listening, with the “implication of heeding and responding,” “to hear” (cf. Matt
6:7). Such a nuance is confirmed when we consider how Pnw and N1y “to answer” are
often juxtaposed in the Psalms. The request that the Lord pnw, regularly anticipates
that he will likewise mip. Barr (1980:67) contends: “In almost all cases MY in the

&

Psalms (about thirty-four are relevant)...” either elcakovw or émaxkovw is used, “and
among these about eight have eloakoVw in all manuscripts, and about sixteen have
émakoVw in all manuscripts.” According to Barr, though one would expect émakovw
to mean “hear,” in the LXX (not just the Greek Psalter) it often means “answer.” Since

eloakovw and émakoVw are nearly synonymous, it is no wonder that ®* used both

similarly (Cox 1981). Indeed eicakovw also renders my 14x,”° and in several

P In Ps 4:4; 21(22):25; 33(34):7; 33(34):18; 65(66):19; 68(69):34 the expressed object is a plus in
the Greek.

24 Certainly the word order placement of verb and object in ®&* is primarily a convention of the
source text.

5 Yrakovw also has this meaning (Barr 1980:71).

POps  4:2; 12(13):4; 17(18):42; 21(22):3; 26(27):8; 37(38):16; 54(55):3; 68(69):17; 85(86):7;

90(91):15; 101(102):3; 119(120):1; 129(130):2; 142(143):7.
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instances ynNW and NIy occur together in the same verse or contiguous verses, both

rendered with eioacovw. See for example Ps 4:2:%°7

Ev 1o émkalAeioBal pe elorkovoév WTY NHR 1Y ORIPA
Hov 6 Bedg TAG dukaoTVVNG Hov, &V "D nanan ea
OAlPeL éMAATUVAC poL, oikTignody e : nSan ynw 2n

Kal El0&AKOLOOV TG TTEOTEVXTG HOU.

When I would call, the God of my When 1 call, answer me, O God of my
righteousness would listen to me, in my righteousness, in my distress, you gave me
distress you gave me room; Have pity on room, be gracious to me, and hear my

me and listen to my prayer. prayer.

Although Rahlfs regarded it as OG, the psalmist’s explicit petition to kvUgte (7M") in Ps
38(39):13, which is supported by S, R, LaG, Ga, L7, A’, is contested by 2110, B, Bo,
2013, La“ and Augustine. Evidently, Rahlfs was persuaded by the fact that 21 includes
M and the (putative) support for OG, which includes the Byzantine witnesses, has a
wider distribution than the Egyptian witnesses. Since it is a tendency for the Greek
Psalter to add kvpie over against an otherwise silent U, it is indeed rare for it to be a
minus. Rahlfs also queries whether e preceding xai fell out in the contesting

witnesses. If 21T represents the Vorlage, then k¥gLe is probably original.
Kal NG OeN0ews oV EvaTioat NIMRA YW

The omission of xvUpte in 2110, however, is more than aesthetic, since, with it, the

298

sentence structure shifts,”” and thereby two traditions are evident. Specifically, in PCO

7 See also Ps 26(27):7-8; 54(55):3-4; 101(102):2-3; 129(130):2.
*® The sentence structure is not dependent upon the vocative, but appears to shift concomitantly with

its omission.
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Rahlfs displays the text such that the first two verbs each govern their own stich in
chiastic parallelism, and thus g moooevxng is the object of eioaxovoov (discussed
above) and g denoewc is the genitive direct object of évwrtioar The three verbs
preceding Ott each govern a genitive direct object, the latter two being fronted.

In contrast, 2110 eliminates the vocative, thereby ending the first line ( : ). In this
way elodkovoov governs a double direct object with Tng mEooevxng and TNg
denoews and begins a new sentence with évortioat The parallelismus membrorum
assumed by Rahlfs is further thrown out of balance in 2110 (so also R’ Syh), and
nagaolwrnong is left without an explicit object, which is typical of this verb (to be
discussed). In any case, évwtioat in 2110 still governs a genitive object, only now it is
v daxbwv, the object of magaciwmiong in PCO.* A comparative layout of

verbs and objects in PCO and 2110 follows:

PCO
ELOAKOVOOV —> TNG TEOTEVXTS HOV
NG OENTEWS HOL «— EvaTtioal

TV dAKQUWV ¢— MAQACLWTINOT)G

2110
ELOAKOVOOV —> TNG TEOTEVXNG HOV... TNG DENTEWS HOV
EVATIOAL = TOV dDAKQVWV

TIAQATLWTNOT)G

The accentuation in AT may also reflect the division of 2110. There are two instances
of ’azla [I‘Garmeéh in this verse: in the first occurrence pdséq follows [‘Garméh since

preceding word is conjoined, in this case with both maqgép and mér’ka

* The confusion of stich delimitation caused Mozley (1905:72) to express confusion as to which

genitive object évatioat actually governs.
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(PrannpnY).

The second instance also involves ‘azla [‘garméh, but since YW is
already long, it does not require a preceding conjunctive accent, as is typical (Yeivin
1980:217).°"" Verse 13 consists of a string of disjunctive accents following the second
occurrence of pdséq, thus PwW and hprea are “disjoined.””” Further, r°bi* parvum,
also disjunctive, precedes the major disjunctive accent in the verse, ‘6/¢ wjored (Yeivin
1980:267). In this way 'nynT and wInn-5x are also to be separated. In contrast to the
major English translations that opt for the more “sensible” division of Rahlfs (so KJV,

ASV, RSV, NRSV, NIV, NAS, NET), it is possible that Ut provides evidence of

alternative verse divisions as found in the Versions, thus:

MYWY mban «  ynw
MPNT <« NPIRD

wann

Hesychius Lexicographicus (V AD) explains évowrtiCopatr as wtiolg déxecOar “to
give ear(s)” and hence I pX (hi. use one’s ears, listen) in the Hebrew Psalms.*”
However, BDF (§123.2) and BDAG (343) only grant an accusative direct object on the
suggestion of Schwyzer and Debrunner (1950:460), i.e. that it is to be “explained as &v

with acc. following an old usage = eic.” Nevertheless, LEH (156) recognizes dative

0Tt is also possible that pdség merely separates identical letters beginning and ending i and
"nban respectively (GKC §15f, p. 59 n.2).

1 ni is accented with disjunctive pazeér.

%2 However, zarqd (sinndr) is disjunctive (hmxn) and may not go with RTS8, In such a case, we
might place nMKRA alone and join *nynT and wonn as a sense unit. The former option, however, is
reflected in the Versional variation as already discussed; the latter is not.

3% Since évwtiCopat always renders §1® in the Psalms, it may be regarded as a stereotyped
rendering (cf. Ps 5:2; 16[17]:1; 38[39]:13; 48[49]:2; 53[54]:4; 54[55]:2; 83[84]:9; 85[86]:6;

134[135]:17; 139[140]:7).
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and genitive objects, and Ps 16(17):1 offers a close parallel to our verse with its object

in the genitive:

Eloakovoov, xvple, g Odkaloovvng “Listen, O Lord, to my righteousness, pay

pov, QOO X EC ™ denoet uov, Cattention to my request, give ear to my

EvdToal TG TEOOELXAS MOL oUK &V prayer, with lips not deceitful”**

XelAeowv doAlolg

Although it is true that in the Psalms éva@tioat as an imperative is typically sentence
initial, in Ps 5:2 the object appears first. Nevertheless, in the Psalms évartioat takes as
its object ONua, duwatoovvn, Tavta, Gwvr), but most often mEooevxr) (so PCO).
Similar to the way that pnw is rendered regularly with elcaxovw with the expectation
of an answer (so also MY), évwtiCopatl can mean, not just to “hear” something, but to

pay close attention to” (BDAG) something, sometimes figuratively (hence

ducatoovvn). Adkouov, may just as easily be added to the list.
TV daKQUWV HOL UT] TTAQATLWTIONG wAnn 58 npnT 58

Dahood (1966:242) suggests that 58 should be regarded as a vocative of direct address
to ’€l, in parallel with mn* of the previous stich. ®* knew nothing of this reading and
instead glosses *NynT 5X, not with a preposition for 58 as we might expect, but with an
articular noun in the genitive. In the light of the above discussion it should be noted
that 7MR7 has zarga, also a disjunctive accent, and several Hebrew manuscripts read
TPYNT-ON), suggesting that it should indeed be read with wann5x (so PCO). By
contrast, in 2110, and in fact in the Upper Egyptian group as Rahlfs designated it (so
2013-2034), kat precedes pr) mapaowwnrong, which stands alone in its attestation (#
).

3% See for example Ps 5:2, where the object is accusative.
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Of the 6 occurrences of mapaocwwTaw (“to pass over in silence, to omit mention
of” LEH 467) in the Greek Psalms, five render wnnHx (qal imperf/jussive 2ms,
negated by 58) identically with un magacwrong.’” In  49(50):3  ov
nagaowwrjoetal renders wAn' 98, but in all cases God is the subject. Our verse
aside for the moment, it is noticeable that only in Ps 108(109):1 does wann5x/ un
TIAQACLWTNONG govern an object (v aiveolv pov); in other instances the psalmist
implores God to not “pass over ... in silence,” the object being prepositional &7

®  Not surprisingly this is precisely how the text was read across Rahlfs’s three

¢uov.”’
major text groups as attested by the Bohairic (Lower Egyptian), Sahidic (Upper
Egyptian) and the entire Western group (R’’), which partially explains the sentence
division in the UE witnesses, though 2110 does not include &’ ¢pov.

Needless to say, a choice between the two sentence divisions cannot be easily
determined for the OG and should not be pressed too strongly. All things considered,

however, it 1is entirely plausible, despite the fact that the poetic lines are

disproportionate, that the stichometry of ®* may have in fact originally been:

ELOAKOVOOV TNG TEOTEVXTC OV, KVOLE, KAl TNG OENOEWS HOV,
EVAOTIOAL TV dAKQLWV MOV,

1) TIAQACLWTIOTG

Although a similar case can be made for A%, the translation included in the present
commentary reflects the more typical punctuation of the NRSV for the sake of

comparison. In any case there is no major difference here between PCO and 2110. In

% Technically, the 2" occurrence of magaowTAwW in 27(28):1 is negated by pjmote.

% See  Ps  27(28):1[2x];  35(36):22. ®* undoubtedly represents the aorist subjunctive verb
nagaowwrjong with the jussive form I wan (HALOT 1:357, BDB 361), which Aquila renders with
kwdevery (Reider & Turner 1966:144) “to be silent.” Otherwise, it occurs nowhere else in the Greek

Psalter.
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both versions the psalmist calls upon the Lord with various synonyms so that the Lord

will listen to his plea.
OTL TAQOLKOG &YW ELLL Ttarpa oot TAY "IN 372

Once again Ottt represents "3 (see fig. 1, v. 10), both of which offer a reason for the
psalmist’s plea to be heard and answered. The psalmist refers to himself as a
TIAQOLKOG  “‘stranger, alien,” a short-term resident foreigner (GELS 536.2*; BDAG
779). Ildoowog occurs 32x in Rahlfs’s LXX and typically represents i “stranger,”"’
including its three instances in the Psalms.’®® However, it also represents the near-
synonym 2win  “resident alien, sojourner,” but this occurs almost exclusively in
Leviticus (esp. ch. 25).°” On the other hand, 13 is used much more frequently in the
HB with 93 instances. In the Psalms it also occurs in 93(94):6, for which ®* chose

#3109 quan occurs 13x in the HB, and apart from those instances

TEOONAVTOG “convert.
mentioned above (= mdowog), it also renders maeTONUOg “resident alien,
sojourner” (GELS 534%*; BDAG 775), as in our verse (Gen 23:4; Ps 38[39]:13).

In fact it is first in Gen 23:4 when Abraham approached the Hittites that we
encounter the near-synonymous couplet 73 and awin. While we find these two together,
and synonyms of these elsewhere in the HB, md&powog and maemidnuog occur
together in Rahlfs’s LXX only here and in Ps 38(39):13. In other instances, 23 and

awin are rendered with mEoonAvtog and magoucog (Lev 25:13, 47; Num 35:15).311

7 Gen 15:13; 23:4; Ex 2:22; 18:3; Deut 14:21; 23:8; 2 Sam 1:13; 1Chr 5:10 (read 23 for ™un
“Hagrite”); 29:15; Zeph 2:5; Jer 14:8. Ilagowcog occurs in Judith 4:10; Sir 29:26, 27 (not extant in
Heb); Solomon 17:28; Baruch 4:9, 14, 24.

308 ps 38(39):13; 104(105):12; 118(119):19.

9 Ex 12:45; Lev 22:10; 25:6, 23, 35, 40, 45, 47; Num 35:15. Once in Jer 30:12(49:18) mdooukog
renders j2W “neighbor.”

319 See discussion of tgoojAvTog in ch. 5 for Ps 145:9.

311 See also 1 Chron 29:15 where tédotkog renders 1 and Tagoukéw renders awin.
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In no other instance do we find a human identifying himself as a “stranger, foreigner,
resident alien” with deity, and it is perhaps for this reason that 2110 deviates from
nagax ool (so La, apud te) with &v T y1). But it was probably not Gen 23:4 that

influenced our verse, but LXX-Ps 118:19 (not extant in 2110).>"

TLAQOLKOG €Y ELLL EV TN Y1), TMEN 2101 IN0N YR PIRD IR I3
1) drokUYMG &Tt’ €HOU TAS EVTOAAS 0oL

I am a stranger in the land; do not hide your commandments from me.

Although one could regard év T yn as “in the earth” (so KJV), the global notion of
being a sojourner on earth only becomes fully realized in the NT.’"® In any case, B, S,
2110, Bo, Sa (2m nkaz), M, 2013,>'* 2034, La® and the commentaries by Hesychius of
Jerusalem and Cyril of Alexandria all support év 1t y1 (so also Thomson and
Brenton). The greatest weight for the variant is in the so-called Upper Egyptian group,
including an unclear reading in the UE exemplar 2013 where mapa oot and &v T v
may have conflated to read oot év ) y7 (so also La® apud te in terram).’” This may

suggest that both readings were extant for 2013 and thus év T yn was an addition,

321t must remain a matter for further research to determine whether the Greek Psalter was translated
in numerical order, from 1 to 151, as we might assume of a translation completed in a relatively
concerted effort. Otherwise, material from a numerically “later” (e.g. Ps 118) psalm found in an “earlier”
(e.g. Ps 38) one may be evidence of later scribal activity.

313 For example Hebrews 11:13 refers to the saints of the Old Testament (e.g. Abraham and Sarah) as
“strangers” (££vog) and “resident aliens” (magemidnuoc) on earth. In 1 Pet 2:11 Christians are urged to
avoid fleshly desires, since, in a spiritual sense, they are mapgoikovg kol TaQemdNovS. Mozley
(1905:72) also notes dAA0TQIO0LG...E€VOLg in Lam 5:2.

3% A lacuna in 2013 disrupts the text so that there is only a questionable efa visible. Emmenegger (2007:349)
reconstructs the text as el ev ).

315 See discussion in Rahlfs (1907:64, 90) and Rahlfs (1979:43).
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hence Rahlfs’s preference for the shorter reading (= M).*'® In ®* as well as 21, the
psalmist associates himself with (mapd + dat. “with,” BDAG 757.3) God as though
they (i.e. the psalmist and God) are alone among sinners who care nothing of
righteousness. Perhaps in this way, though only in a figurative sense, ®* conveys the
psalmist’s “proximity” (i.e. location) to God as a resident alien, as GELS (523.1Ia%*)

suggests.

KAl TaQemidNHOg kKaOwg MAVTEC Ol TATEQES POV "Max 533 2awn

Instead of awin, Aquila evidently transliterated 2ian “Tabor” with OaPwe (Reider &
Turner 1966:107). Whether his text read ™an or not, we can be sure that the Vorlage
reflected Ut here. Other than Gen 23:4, previously discussed, only our verse includes
the rare term maQemidnuoc in Rahlfs’s text, for in both instances maxpemidNUOg
renders awin. Here kal may have been motivated by 1 (and hence the Vorlage may
have read awym, so BHS app.), although the introduction of katl in the Greek tradition
has substantial precedent elsewhere.

In Ps 38, ®* uses three comparative conjunctions to render 2, woel (= wg &el) “as
if/though” (v. 6), wg “like” (v. 12), and xkaBwg “just as” (v. 13.), each with a slightly
different contribution toward the representation of the source text. Although g
typically represents 2 in the Psalms, ®* opts for its near-synonym kaBwg (cf. GELS
352.1a; BDAG 493.1; BDF §453) here, which occurs elsewhere only 2x.>'” In the same
way the psalmist associates himself with his forefathers or ancestors (matrjo GELS
539.2; BDAG 786.2), who were themselves strangers and foreigners. No doubt the

Hebrew psalmist appeals to his covenantal lineage for leverage with God with the

1 n Rahlfs (1907) 2013 is classified as L, though Rahlfs placed it in the Upper Egyptian group in
PCO.
317 Respectively woel occurs 67x in the psalms, coc 134x, and kaOdc 3x (see also 77[78]:57 and

102[103]:13).
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Genesis account in view (cf. Gen 15:13; 23:4, etc.); the Greek version likewise makes
this connection, by extension, although there is no way to know whether the translator
himself made the connection. It is clear that ol matégeg is the nominative subject in an
elliptical clause following kabwg (i.e. kabwg mAvtec ol matéPeg Hov Moav

TLAQOLKOL KL TTAXQETTONLOL).

4.6.14 Verse 14

PCO m
dveg pol, va avapvéw TEO TOL pe PIPRT TR 003 1P5INT WEN YW

ameABetv katl ovkétt un vrdolw.

Leave me alone so that I may find relief | Gaze away from me that [ may smile before I

before I depart and no longer exist. go and am not.
Bodmer XX1IV(2110):
aveg pov : ivaavaP[véw mEo] tov pe [ ] aneABewv kat ovkett o[v un]
vnagé[w ]

“Leave me alone so that I may find relief before I depart and no longer exist.”

Verse 14 ends the psalm with a rather cryptic statement in the Hebrew, which ®*
interprets with a smoother reading. The psalmist apparently draws from an idiom
known elsewhere in scripture. Briggs (1906:349) goes so far as to suggest that v. 14 is
based on Job 10:20-21. Like v. 13, 11QPs’ attests to very little of this verse. The
editors have reconstructed it as follows:

PRI TOR DIV AXPYIARY EAN YW
aveg pot RN Ywn

From the outset c&vec (aor act imper 2s A&vinui) poses a challenge since it occurs only
one time in the Greek Psalms (43x in Rahlfs’s LXX) and does not appear to map

closely with pwin (hi. imper. ms npw) “to gaze, look at.” Avinut is glossed widely in
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the lexica leaving its precise meaning in our verse somewhat unclear. Glosses include:
“to loosen, unfasten, abandon, desert, give up, cease from” (BDAG 82.1), and even
“spread forth, to ease, to forgive, to allow” (LEH 37). GELS (53.6%) prefers that
avinue + dat. pers. + (va conveys ‘to allow someone to do something’ (cf. Judg
11:17L). Elsewhere in the Psalms nyw occurs only in 118(119):117 and it represented
with peAetdw “think about, meditate upon.” Thus we must look elsewhere for
leverage in understanding the lexical connection made.

Three emendations are suggested: (1) De Rossi (1788:27) lists awn as a reading in
Kenn 874. However, awn (hi. imper. 21Ww) in the LXX Psalms is rendered every time as
amoddwut “repay, pay back” where the repayment or recompense for evil deeds is in

: 318
VIEW.

(2) HALOT suggests that ywn should be associated with 1 pyw (hi.) “to seal
over, paste over” as in Is 6:10 “to stop their ears, shut (ywi) their eyes.”' If we accept
that ywn comes from I pyw, however, we are still left without the notion of gazing or
looking, per se, as is made explicit in the example from Isaiah where 01 appears.
Further, kapudw “to close the eyes” in Isaiah does not help us understand the text of
our psalm. (3) An alternate option is to simply treat the hiphil as a gal, hence with jn it
is suggested that the text should read #pn NPYW, meaning something to the effect of
“look away from me.” This indeed makes the most sense of an unpointed Vorlage from
which ®* operated. nyw occurs in the HB 11x outside the Psalms,** but what is most
interesting for our purposes are other instances in which nyw exists in the collocation

1

of “turning one’s eyes away from” something.””' The language is strikingly similar in

318 ps 27(28):4; 78(79):12; 93(94):2.

319 See nyw hi. (HALOT 11:1610) and 1 pyw hi. (I1:1613).

0Gee 2 Sam 22:42 Podw “to shout”; Gen 4:4 édpoodw (aor émeldov) “gaze upon”; Ex 5:9
peovdw “be anxious, care about”; Is 17:7, 8; 31:1; 32:1 melOw “believe”; Gen 4:5 mpooéxw “pay
attention to.”

2! See similar language in Ps 118(119):37 Tap, anooteépw (NRSV: Turn my eyes from looking at
vanities; give me life in your way) and Song 6:5 110, dmootoédpw (NRSV: Turn away your eyes from

me, for they overwhelm me!).
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Is 22:4 adimut, Job 7:19 édw, and 14:6 a&diotnui, though there is no other instance
in which the imperative of nYWw (in the qal or hi) is represented with dvinu..

In contrast to 2110, which takes a genitive object (pov), and 2013 in which it is
lacking entirely, ®* places the direct object HOL322 in the dative’ and does not attempt
to render NN isomorphically (e.g. Ps 2:8 ma@ ¢epov). NETS seems justified in its

. 24
translation “let me be” (so Thomson and Brenton “spare me”),’

since ®* attempts to
convey the meaning of the idiom (cf. Is 22:4; Job 7:19, 14:6), in this case with &vinut
+ pe, rather than mapping the Hebrew isosemantically with some other Greek word

such as épooaw (Gen 4:4), or (¢p/em)-BAEmw, etc.

tva avahEw RO ToL pe ameABety 758 OV NHaAR

Following the imperative and with no intervening subject, nx5ax is expectedly modal
(IBHS §34.6). The verbal sequence “directive + waw cop. + cohortative” produces a
purpose clause (BHRG §21.5), which ®&* likewise conveys with (va + subjunctive
(BDF §369). Yet 352 in the hi. seems to mean “to become cheerful” (HALOT 1:132.2)
or “smile” (BDB 114), hence rideo “laugh” in iuxta Hebr. However, ®* prefers
avapv&w (aor act subj AvapVxw). When used transitively davaUxw pertains to
being relieved from an obligation “revive, refresh.” When used intransitively it pertains
to relief from some obligation or trouble pertains to provide relief from obligation or
trouble “be refreshed, revived” (BDAG 75-76) or “find temporary relief and respite”
(GELS 48.2%).

AvapUxw occurs only 7x in Rahlfs’s LXX, representing its Semitic source

99326

relatively well with wa1 (ni.)) “to be refreshed,”” mm (qal) “to live, m (qal) “to

2NETS translates dveg pot in Ode 12:13 as “relieve me,” even though “leave me be/alone” makes
contextual sense.

- Avinut may govern its object in the accusative (e.g. Is 2:9) and dative in ®.

4 Cf. 1 Sam 11:3: Aveg fpiv (1% 970) émta péoag “leave us alone for seven days.”

325 Ex 23:12; 2 Sam 16:14.
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get relief,*’ and twice in 2 Macc (4:46; 13:11). 2013 omits the prefix dva, thus
reading tva PO&w “that I might grow cold,” which explains refrigero “be made cool”
in La® and Ga. 193, on the other hand, occurs only 4x in Rahlfs’s LXX, and its meaning
was evidently obscure for the translators of Amos and Job as well the Psalms, since its

99328

renderings are semantically unrelated with dwxiQéw “to divide, otevalw “to sigh,

2 > . .
32 and avamavw “cause to rest.”*° Once again Job 10:20 offers a

groan, complain,
near-synonym parallel with avamavw, which Hesychius uses as an explanation for
our word (Mozley 1905:73). In any case, the reading in ®* suggests that some sort of
relief would come to the psalmist if the Lord would leave him alone, a veiled reference

to his affliction at the “strong” hand of the Lord (v. 11).*"

Here 010 prefixed with 2 and followed by a yigfol form (758) is a conjunction “before”
(BHRG §19.3.21, p. 147) that expresses the psalmist’s wish to find cheer again before
he “goes” (797). ®* represents this construction with mQEO + a genitive articular
infinitive ToU ameABelv signifying, temporally, the subsequent action of the main
verb avapvéw (BDF §395; BDAG 864.2). In lieu of the first person prefix of the
Hebrew yigtol, ®* emphatically fronts an accusative personal pronoun as the subject of

the infinitive (BDF §406).**

326 Judg® 15:19.

71 Sam 16:23.

328 Amos 5:9.

* Job 9:27.

% Job 10:20.

3! Mozley (1905:73) points out that some had understood avopvuxw as “to be strong,” hence David
Kimchi renders it “strengthen myself from the sickness.”

2 pva occurs only 3x in the Psalms, which ®* represents structurally with 700 To0 + infinitive
with acc. subj. See 57(58):10 and 89(90):2. Note, however, that the acc. subj. follows the infinitive in

57(58):10.
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Since the psalmist has his own mortality in mind it seems reasonably clear that 751
in our verse should not be understood in the sense of merely “going” somewhere. o1
is better regarded as a euphemism for death, which has precedent in 1 Kg 2:2 and 1
Chron 17:11 (so also HALOT 1:247; BDB 234.1.1).** Indeed the following clause
clarifies this. Of the 68 occurrences of 757 in the Psalms (see comment in v. 7 for
T5nnn), ®* represents it most often with the equally generic mopevopal (34x),
though in our verse he uses ameAOelv (aor act infin Améoyopar) “to go away,
depart” (BDAG 102.1a).”** Outside of the Psalms it is not unusual for amégxopat to
represent 797, but within the Psalms, ®&* makes the connection again only in the
superscription of Ps 33(34), which has no bearing on the present connection. Once
again ®* attempts to communicate the meaning of his source text, this time by

employing a euphemism for death (GELS 68.1a*) with dmtéoxopat (cf. Sir 19:19).

* The translator of Kings woodenly rendered Ton with mogevouat, but 1 Chron 17:11 depicts
death as going to “sleep” (xoLudw) with the ancestors.

3 nogevopar  (34x): Ps  1:1;  14(15):2; 22(23):4; 25(26):1, 11; 31(32):8; 37(38):7; 41(42):10;
42(43):2; 54(55):15; 77(78):10, 39; 80(81):13, 14; 83(84):8, 12; 85(86):11; 88(89):16, 31; 100(101):6;
104(105):41; 106(107):7; 118(119):1, 3, 45; 121(122):1; 125(126):6[2x]; 127(128):1; 130(131):1;
137(138):7; 138(139):7; 141(142):4; 142(143):8. Other construals include Olamogevopal “to  pass
through” (7x): 38(39):7 (see comment in verse 7); 57(58):8; 67(68):22; 76(77):18; 81(82):5; 100(101):2;
103(104):26; devte (6x): 33(34):12; 45(46):9; 65(66):5, 16; 82(83):5; 94(95):1; evageotéw “to be
pleasing” (4x): 25(26):3; 34(35):14; 55(56):14; 115(116):9; dtéoxopatr “to go through” (3x): 72(73):9;
103(104):10; 104(105):13; mepoumatéw “to walk up and down” (3x): 11(12):9; 103(104):3; 114(115):7;
moomogevopal  “to  go before” (2x): 84(85):14; 96(97):3; avtavawéw “to remove from” (2x):
57(58):9; 108(109):23; odnyéw “to guide, lead” (1x): 105(106):9; dudyw “to carry over” (1x):

135(136):16; €oxouat “to come, go” (1x): 79(80):3; amdyw “to lead away” (1x): 124(125):5.
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KAl OVKETL UM VTTAQEW IR

The final clause of the psalm begins with coordinating kat (= 1) and is rendered by
Thomson, Brenton, and NETS as “be no more.” The subjunctive follows pr] within a
compound infinitival clause: 7EO TOUL AmMeAOelv... kat un Vmapfw. The negative
particle PR, in this case 1 + PR does not find a morphological representation in ®*.**
The negation in the Greek is contested between ovxkétt pr] (B S R), which Rahlfs
regarded as ®*, and ovkétL o ur (2010, 2013, L', and A”’). Ovkétt urj occurs 28x in
Rahlfs’s LXX>*® whereas ovkétt ov un (ovk ét) “no longer” (BDAG 736.1; GELS
513) occurs only 3x.**” Although ov un occurs 38x in PCO, ovxétt occurs nowhere
else in the Psalms. Ovxétt pn is not only the shorter reading, it is distributionally
more likely when one considers all of Rahlfs’s LXX. The longer reading is not only
doubly redundant (ovVxk...o0 un), but may been secondarily influenced by the

relatively common occurrence of o ur] elsewhere in the Greek Psalter (so PCO).

Elsewhere nrX is rendered with oUkétt or ov,”® which suggests that UTAQXW s a
plus in this instance. Only in Esth. 3:8 does a (positive) particle of existence (V)
represent correspond with Umapoxw. "R is typically followed by a particle, and here
®* fills out the difficult expression with Uma&oxw, once again in reference to the
psalmist’s life or existence (GELS 195.1a; BDAG 1029.1). One need not read a
developed metaphysic into ®* with Umaoxw, much less Umodotaoig; there is no

evidence that the psalmist advocates nihilism, per se, but that his life will simply be

35See v. 6 for further comments about pPR. See also Gentry (2001) for a discussion on the
equivalences of X in the Greek Psalter vis-a-vis the putative katye group.

361 ey. 27:20; Tob 6:17; Ps 38(39):14; Job 7:9; Hos 9:16, 14:4; Amos 5:2, 7:8, 13, 8:2; Mic 4:3,
5:12; Zeph 3:11; Isa 10:20, 23:12, 30:20, 32:5, 10, 38:11, 47:3, 5, 65:19; Ezek 7:13, 12:23, 34:28.

37 Tob 6:8; Jer 38(31):40; Ode 11:11.

3 Ex 5:10 (ovkétl); Deut 4:22 (ov); Job 7:8 (ovkét), 21 (ovkétl); Isa 1:15 (ovk); Jer 7:16 (ovk),

11:14 (00K); 14:12 (0¥K), 44(37):14 (0VK).
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over, i.e. he will die and he will be no more. In Ps 37(38):10; 58(59):14 and
103(104):35 Omdoxw/rR is used to depict death poetically, and in our verse the
psalmist makes mention of such an end. A similar fate, although one presumably in
judgment over against the psalmist’s punishment, is shared by the wicked people and
enemies. Parallels can be found in Job 7:9-21 (esp. 9, 16, 21) and 10:20-21. However,
although lexical parallels are evident in 2%, there is no evidence that ®* made use of

the Greek text of Job.
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5.1 TRANSLATION

AAANAovi, [Ayyaiov kat Zoxooov]
Atve1) Puxr pov Tov KOELOV

avéow kvELov €v Cwi) pov

PaA® T Be@ pov, éwg VTIdOXW

urn) memotOate 1 doxovTog

Kkat €’ viovg avOpwWnTwWV oig oUK E0TLV owtnola
é€eAevoetal TO mvebua avToL Kai EToTEéet elg
TV YNV avTo

év &xelvn ) fUéoa dATTOAOLVTAL TTAVTEG Ol
dlxAoylopol avTwv

paraolog ob 6 Beog Iaxwp Bonbog

N EATTIC aVTOD ETTL KUQLOV TOV B0V avTOD
TOV MOUOAVTA TOV OVQAVOV KAl TNV YTV
Vv B&dAacoav kai Tévta T év avTolg
OV PuAdooovta aAnBeav eig TOV aiva
TOLODVTA KQIHA TOIG ADLKOVHEVOLS
dOOVTA TEOPT|V TOIG MEVDTLY

KUQLOG AVEL TteTedNEVOUG

KUQELOG dvopOol kateayévoug

KVEL0G 00Dl TVPAOVG

KVOLOG Ay dikaiovg

KVEL0G PLAGOCEL TOLVG TTEOONAVTOVG
00pavov kat xrjoav avaAnpetat

Kat 000V AHAQTWAWDV Adaviel

Paoidevoel KUELOG Eig TOV alva

8 Halleluia, [of Haggai and Zechariah]

! Praise the Lord, O my soul.

* I will praise the Lord in my life,

% 1 will sing praises to my God as long as I have being.
** Do not trust in rulers

3 and in sons of men, for whom there is no deliverance.

* His spirit will go out and will return to his earth,

“® in that day all their thoughts shall perish.

> Blessed is he whose helper is the God of Jacob
% his hope is in the Lord his God,

% the one who made the heaven and the earth,

% the sea and all that is in them,

5 the one who guards truth forever,

™ by making a fair decision for the wronged,

"™ by giving food to the hungry.

’® The Lord frees those who have been shackled.
% The Lord straightens up those who have been cast down.
¥ The Lord makes the blind wise.

% The Lord loves the righteous.

% The Lord protects the strangers,

% he will pick up the orphan and widow,

% but the way of sinners he will destroy.

1% The Lord will reign forever,
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0 Bedc oov Tiwv 1% your God, O Zion,

elc yeveav kai yevedv 1% from generation to generation.
5.2 OUTLINE OF PSALM 145:1-10:

I. Call to Praise and Warning
A. ¥ superscription
B. ' Imperative to praise (singular)

C. *** Prohibition against trust in mortal humans (plural)

I1. Lord, Creator and King, is Helper
D. **7 The Lord is sovereign helper in creation and justice
E. 7 The Lord’s six fold help to the downtrodden of Israel

F. '%°The Lord’s everlasting reign

5.3 TEXTUAL SOURCE DESCRIPTION

Rahlfs had only 14 manuscripts available to him (8 of which are daughter versions) for
his reconstruction of Ps 145 in PCO. Following his groupings, these include: (UE) Sa®,
Sa™; (LE) B, S; (W) R, La% La® (0) Ga, Uulg; (L) Syh, T; (Mixed, i.e. unclassified)
A, 55, 1219° (Rahlfs 1979:10-21)." Rahlfs and Fraenkel (2004:489-491) adds the
following fragments: 1205, 1208, 1240, 1250, 2055, 2177, and 0S-49. See 1.3.2.4,
1.3.4.1 and 1.3.4.2 for a more detailed description of the MsSs.

! Unfortunately Bodmer Papyrus XXIV (Kasser & Testuz 1967) is only extant for Pss 17:45-118:44.
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5.4  THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

In the DSS, the Hebrew of Ps 146:9-10 is partially extant in 11QPs® (11Q5), as well as
a questionable instance of mm%n in v. 1(?) of 4QPs®? Otherwise lacking among the
Dead Sea Scrolls, Ps 146 in 11QPs® (ca. 1-50 CE) is heavily damaged and is only
extant, in modified form, in vv. 9-10 (Sanders 1965b:9). 11QPs" intermixes Ps 146:9
with 145:10-12 and 33:8, what Skehan (1973:204-205; 1978:171) attributes to a
“liturgical” expansion.” Preceding and following Ps 146:9-10 in 11QPs* are 105:25-45
and 148:1-12 respectively. Beginning only with v. 9b, the second half of each line is
missing because of a lacuna. With v. 9c-d Sanders (1965b:23) has suggested that Ps
33:8a and, questionably, parts of Ps 145:10-12 (following i versification) comprise

the additional material.

I 7T anbxy o 9b
Jann paRn 5 e 9%
%2 vwyn Y wmna 9d
e 7he 10a rmas

mo%hn m 10b
9a the orphan and widow he helps up, but the way...
9b (Let) all the earth (fear) Yahweh, of him...(Ps 33:8a)
9¢ by making him known to all his works...(Ps 145:10-12?)

his mighty acts 10a Yahweh will reign...

2See Flint (1997:32; DID XVI:66, 73, 82). See also Sanders (1965b:115, 122; DJDJ IV), who notes
a questionable citation of Ps 146:10 in 4QPs’. This, however, may be better explained as a citation from
Ps 106:48 instead.

* According to Skehan (1973:204-205) this liturigical expansion is analogous to how the “Hymn to
the Creator” is an expansion on Ps 149-150. He reconstructs the Hebrew of our passage, with translation,
so as to read: vMMAI [O0TRA 12 99H IMIRNa rwyn Mah wmna “When he makes himself known to all

his creation; when he shows all men his mighty deeds.”
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10b ...and generation. Hallelujah

Since these additions are found in no other versions, including the LXX manuscripts,
we shall not consider them beyond this point. See also 1.3.3ff for more information

regarding the relationship of the DSS with the OG.

5.5 INTRODUCTION

MT-Ps 146 is both a “Hallelujah Psalm” by superscription and form-critically,
according to Kraus (1960b:952), an individual song of thanksgiving. Allen (1983:375-
376) calls Ps 146 a “solo hymn,” whose “Zion-oriented content” indicates that it was
“composed for a cultic setting.” Scholars generally regard Ps 146 as postexilic due to
its “late” language and form, though others have questioned the viability of dating BH
based on linguistic criteria.® Ps 146 is the first psalm of the so-called Final Hallel

collection (Ps 146-150), which closes the Psalter.’

* Briggs (1907:530), Duhm (1922:475), and Allen (1983:376) regard —w (v. 3, 5), nunwy (v. 4), and
Qaw (v. 5) as “Aramaisms,” and thus language indicative of a late, postexilic date. Although Dahood
(1970:341) likewise acknowledges nunWy and 92w in this way, he also admits that “the gradual
chronological extension of Aramaic Inscriptions coming to light no longer permits the automatic dating
of psalms which contain Aramaisms to the Exilic or post-Exilic period.” See especially Young and
Rezetko (2008:212-222) for a detailed discussion regarding the problems of dating BH by the presence
or absence of Aramaic influences.

> For Lipinski (1968:349-350) Ps 146 is a redaction from disparate sources: vv. 1-2 are derivative of
Ps 104:33 and 35b; having no internal connection to vv. 1-2, vv. 3-4 have been used independently in 1
Macc 2:62-63; vv.5-9 constitute an independent psalm that may be broken down into two stanzas of
equal length: (a) vv.5-7b constitute a homogenous section using the blessing formula followed by
hymnic participles, and (b) vv. 7c-9a is characterized by the repetition of Yahweh; V. 10 is derivative of

Ex 25:18. Others (e.g. Allen 1983) offer a literary explanation for the psalm’s cohesion. In any case, Ps
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Ps 146 and LXX-Ps 145 by representation juxtapose life and death in terms of
reliance upon the Lord for salvation (1-4). In the light of his everlasting kingship (5,
10), the psalmist/®* proclaims that the “happy” person (5) does not place his/her hope
in humanity (3), but in the Lord alone. In support of the Lord’s superiority, the
psalmist/®* proclaims in creedal fashion that the Lord is creator (6) and righteous
judge (7). He not only protects the oppressed, feeds the hungry, frees prisoners, makes
the blind person aware, and the inept person able, he is also the advocate for the
foreigner, the orphan, and widow (7-9), par excellence. In this way Ps 145(146)
elucidates ways in which the Lord is “helper” to the righteous.

In typical fashion for this psalm, ®* largely follows the semantic clues and formal
features of his source text. The translator attempts to clarify the meaning of the Vorlage

above and beyond mere lexical-semantic replication in only a few instances.

5.6  COMMENTARY

5.6.1 Superscription

AAANAovw, [Ayyatov kai ZaxaQiov]. m-3550

Halleluia, of Haggai and Zechariah Halleluiah

The opening title may be regarded as part of v. 1, as is the case in the text of PCO.
Since it poses the most challenging textual issue in the psalm, however, it is treated

separately for the sake of presentation.

146 was a whole Psalm when the LXX translator represented it in Greek, and form-critical assumptions

do not play a role in understanding it from a translational perspective.
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5.6.1.1 Hal€ld yah as Delimiter

7 W57 in the Hebrew Bible is unique to the Psalms, occurring 24x.° Mirroring this,
aAAnAovwx occurs in the text proper of 21 psalms in PCO with various degrees of
external support;’ other instances may be located in Rahlfs’s apparatus criticus.® In all
but one instance (Ps 135:3) " 1990 appears either in the opening’ or closing'® position
of a psalm, i.e. as a delimiter. In eight psalms it occurs in both positions, thus forming

" Of the 24 instances noted, 11550 is syntactically integrated within a

an inclusio.
Hebrew sentence only two times (Ps 135:3, 147:1) when it is followed immediately by

2.2 All other instances (22x) are syntactically independent forms, either opening or

mmbhn is comprised of a piel m/pl impv from II-55n (“to praise”) + the abbreviated form of the
tetragrammaton . Other yigtol forms also occur (e.g. 597 Ps 102:19, 115:17; m5%m Ps 150:6).
Since M ¥Hn is a “formula,” as Delcor (1955:145) rightly claims, an exhaustive study of 597 in the pu.
(to be praised/praiseworthy) and hith. (to boast/be praised, see HALOT 1:249, or to glory, boast, make
one’s boast, see BDB 238-239, also in the poel, poal and hithpo. act madly, or like a madman) is not
particularly enlightening.

TLXX-Ps 104:1; 105:1; 106:1; 110:1; 111:1; 112:1; 113:1; 114:1; 115:1; 116:1; 117:1; 118:1; 134:1;
135:1; 145:1; 146:1; 147:1; 148:1; 149:1; 150:1; 150:6.

¥ Inscription to Psalter [R®] (= &AAnAowr); 107:1 [1219°, Syh]; 109:1 [L™]; 136:1 [Syh, 1219];
147:9 [D]; 148:14 [D]; 149:9 [D].

P Ps 106:1; 111:1; 112:1; 113:1; 135:1; 146:1; 147:1; 148:1; 149:1; 150:1.

0ps 104:35; 105:45; 106:48; 113:9; 115:8; 116:19; 117:2; 135:21; 146:10; 147:20; 148:14; 149:9;
150:6.

" Inclusion is a type of literary parallelism (cf. Ps 8:1, 10). Eight Psalms begin and end with MmN
(106, 113, 135, 146-150), what Watson (1994:186) calls “the recurrent refrain” and “independent half-
line.” Schokel (1988:78) explains inclusion as emphasis this way: “...it is the function of the inclusion to
bring to the surface, to make perceptible, the essence of the poem” (191).

"2 Barré (1983:195-200), however, only regards the instance in 135:3 as unique; Ps 147:1 is classified
identically with all the other instances. Barré’s contention is that, based on i, ®, and @, 1 5N

originally formed an inclusion in Pss 105, 106, 111, 113, 116, 118, 135, 146, 147, 148, 149, and 150.
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closing a psalm. This syntactical demarcation finds support in ®&* as well, for all
syntactically independent occurrences in the Hebrew are transcribed” as aAANAovia,
whereas syntactically integrated instances are rendered as real imperatives (Ps
136[135]:3; 146[147]:1)." In both verses n 1%9n is translated in Greek as an
imperative that takes an accusative direct object (aivette TOv kUQOV), followed by
ott, a Greek stereotyped equivalent of '3 (see Ps 38:10). But this raises the question as
to what 7 1951 meant to the translator and how it was used.

In BH %50 is used as a real imperative when it is syntactically integrated into a
sentence.”” It may also have served as the non-imperative proclamation “Halleluiah”
itself.'"® In this sense it is an exclamatory formula in praise, or a “speech act” of

worship in its own right.'” As a terminus technicus, 1" 99n functions as a title or

" Smith (2006:141) distinguishes between transliteration and transcription. The former refers to the
representation of letters, and the latter to sounds. Since aAAnAoviwx attempts to represent the sounds of
1550, the term “transcription” is preferred. Smith contends for the spelling &GAAnAovia as a true
transcription aimed at the sound of the original.

" Flint (1997:117) remarks that there is a strong correlation between the stabilization of the Psalms
as a collection and the presence of titles (especially for Psalms 1-89). The structure of different
collections, most notably in 11QPs”, “is partially determined by the presence or absence of superscripts,
as well as postscripts and opening and closing formulae (particularly halleluyahs).” Although the LXX
Psalter as we know it follows the order of the MT-150 (unlike alternative orders attested in the 11-
QPsalter, see 3.2.3.3), its unique divisions are sometimes determined by the presence of superscriptions
in the Greek witnesses. This is also true of the daughter versions (cf. axaHaoyia in Sa" for Ps 114 [MT
115:4/LXX 113:12]). Thus the delimitation of LXX-Pss 145-150 hinges, in part, on the attribution of the
superscriptions. This becomes more important when MT-Ps 147 is divided into two psalms in the Greek,
i.e. MT-147:1-11 = LXX-146, and MT-147:12-20 = LXX-147.

'S BDB 238.2d praise ye Yah!; also HALOT 1:248.2.

16 HALOT 1:249.6, 11 55, cf. Ezr 3:11; 1 Chron 2:35; 2 Chron 5:13; 7:6; 8:14: 20:21; 29:30; 31:2.

" Though most English translations render 1 %971 with “Praise the Lord,” the Tanakh: Jewish

Publication Society (JPS) renders it with “Hallelujah.” 3 Macc 3:17 speaks of shouting t0 aAAnAouia,



CHAPTER 5: PSALM 145 (2t 146) 253

closing colophon in the Psalter. Unlike ®* (and Sa, by extension), it is not clear
whether a superscripted and/or postscripted usage of m° 157 may have also functioned
as an imperative. That is to say, it is unclear whether " 1951 as a title/colophon was
“desemantized” as a mere genre indicator, or whether it kept its formal imperatival
force. Did it merely provide information about the psalm or function like an operatic
overture, to call the audience’s attention to worship? Certainly postscripted instances
aided in closing the psalm as a unit.

The pervasive presence of 591 (“to praise, extol”) in Psalms 146-150 (37x) casts the
entire collection in grand doxology. This point alone is enough to delimit these Psalms
as an integral corpus. Additionally, the opening 71991 of MT-Ps 146-150, not only
frames each psalm within the collection of the “Small” or “Final Hallel” (in distinction
from the “Egyptian Hallel” Ps 113-118),'® but it also demarcates these psalms as a unit,
following the final “Davidic,” acrostic psalm, MT-Ps 145."” In the LXX, of course, Ps
151 is attributed to David as well.”” It is the presence of 1" 1%%1 at the beginning of
each of these Psalms that signifies not only their doxological genre, but 7" 15%n also
places them in the same category of so-called hal¢li yah psalms elsewhere (Pss 104-
106, 111-113, 115-117, 135).*' This unit of five psalms (six in the Greek) has no
“typical” superscription, thus 50 may perform this function (Wilson 1985a:155-

190), with the exception of MT-Ps 147 since it is syntactically integrated into the

which might pertain to the Halleluiah Psalms themselves. Unfortunately it is not clear whether Pss 146-
150 (the small or Final Hallel) is in view, or another collection such as the Egyptian Hallel (Ps 113-118).
In the latter, frozen, technical sense, axAAnAovia becomes an act of worship (cf. Rev 19:1, 3, 4, 6).

' For a treatment of the delimitation of the Egyptian Hallel, see Prinsloo (2003).

“Ps 145 is the last of the “Davidic” psalms based on its superscription 7177 npnm, Aiveols T@
Aavid.

**The well-known superscription to LXX-Ps 151 reads: O0tog O YaAuog ddygados &g Aavd
kol #£wbev oD AQOUOD bte Epovopdxnoev 1@ ToAwd. However, 11QPs™-151* reads: nm%5n
w7 12 7Y and 151° begins with nonn (DJDJ IV:49).

2! For a discussion of aAAnAovwa in the Psalter, consult Smith (2005:33-43; 2006).
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opening clause. As such these Psalms thereby serve as the concluding doxology for the

entire Psalter.?

5.6.1.2 Hal€lui yah Superscripts and Postscripts in Book 5 of 1T, ® & Versions

It becomes quickly evident when one compares the superscripts and postscripts of the
Hebrew Psalms with the Septuagint and Versions that these delimiters — in distinction
from the “text proper” of the Psalter — were somewhat fluid. It is reasonably evident
that ®* not only assimilated Hebrew postscripts as titles in the translation process, but

also, while treating them all contextually, updated and adapted them most likely for

22 Whereas the earlier generation of scholars regarded Ps 150 as the closing doxology of the Psalter,
it is increasingly more commonplace to see the view that Pss 146-150 served that purpose as collection.
Wilson notes the importance of the macro-structure of the Psalms, where the final form plays a distinct
role in how the text was used and understood. Wilson (2005a:392) notes that Ps 145 concludes the
Psalter and precipitates the concluding Hallel 146-150. As an explanation for the relationship between
144, 145, and 146, Wilson (2005a:392) states, “The appearance in Ps 146:5 of the wisdom term
(“blessed”), commending trust in Yahweh, links back to Ps 144:15 and serves to bind these three psalms
(144, 145, 146) into a unit spanning the conclusion of the Psalter. This whole unit links back to the
similar combination of Psalms 1 and 2 at the beginning of the Psalter while affirming the basic two-stage
development of the canonical collection” (see 1.3.3.3.3 for a description of Wilson’s supposed “two
stage” theory of the development of the Psalter). In another article Wilson (1984:349-350) remarks, “In
Mesopotamian hymns and catalogues, “praise” and “blessing” (Hallel and Doxology) frequently
conclude documents or sections within documents. It is not surprising then to discover a similar
technique employed in the Hebrew hymnic literature. In Books IV and V we find four groups of Allwyh
psalms, all of which mark the conclusion of Psalter segments.” According to Seybold (2005:368), the
two collections of psalms, the Final Hallel on the one side and Pss 135-137 on the other, serve as a frame
around the intervening Davidic collection Pss 138-145. Though, Ps 146 is in the first person, as is Ps
145, what Seybold (2005:377) refers to as an “Ich-Psalm,” it begins not with Davidic attribution as in
145 (7177 n%am), but with ™90 as its superscription. It is this attribute that anchors the Final Hallel as

the final doxology of the entire Psalter.
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contemporary purposes. The process of conflation was based on an interpretation
regarding which instances were properly superscriptions of one psalm, or
postscriptions of the following psalm.” Take for example MT-Ps 116:19-117:1. The
Hebrew text reflects the layout of Cod. L (B19"), without the vocalization. The Greek
is taken from S. In this instance the Greek regards 1" 1951 as a superscription of the
following psalm (LXX-116[MT-117]), whereas in Cod. L it is a postscript for MT-
116(LXX-115).%

Sinaiticus Leningradensis (B19™)
ENMECQCOYIHAM DOWIY "a)Na M o mnenany 93
AAAHAOYIA 1550
pis  AINEITAITONKNIIANTATAE®ONH DR 93 1mnaw o013 5 M N HHn

Evidence from the Versions also also betrays unique fluctuations among the
delimiters.”® Like ®* and i, the Versions were transmitters of an older tradition that

was relatively fluid. Precisely where superscriptions or postscriptions play a role in

> Although not extant for most of book 5, 2110 demonstrates considerable irregularities in the
placement of psalm titles. In some instances the title of a new psalm appears on the same line as the

3

preceding psalm, as Kasser and Testuz (1967:20) notes: “...parfois aussi, le titre est commence a la
méme ligne que la fin du psaume précédent, mais les lignes suivantes, sur lesquelles il s'étend encore,
sont débutées un peu a droite.”

*1If it were not for the magenta lettering of the Psalm number and the word AAAHAOYIA in 4"
century Codex Sinaiticus — retraced or original (?) — the superscription would be identical to a
postscription for the preceding psalm, by position. The indentation of AAAHAOYIA apparently has no
significance for the identification of the superscription, since many individual words and phrases are
(arbitrarily) indented in S.

» Certainly the issue of the age and authenticity of the Hebrew superscriptions may be raised here,

though there is no certainty as to their origin.
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worship, or contemporary adaptation for contemporary use, there they would find their

greatest level of manipulation.

5.6.1.3 Superscripts and Postscripts in the It, ® & Versions

Since the superscriptions are often related, it is productive to compare all “like”
superscriptions in order to gain perspective on any individual instance. For the sake of
analysis, all instances of 7 1991 and aAAnAouvwx in the Psalms shall be compared with
select Versions. In the list below, under the text of 2t are listed readings from Qumran
Mss (®), the Psalm Targum (&%), the Peshitta (S) (where applicable),’® and Jerome’s
iuxta Hebraeos”' (IH). Below the Greek text (PCO) are listed readings found from the
Syrohexaplaric Psalter (Syh), the London and Berlin Coptic Mss (Sa"®), the Old Latin
(La®) and the Gallican Psalter (Ga).

% The superscriptions in the $ are so varied and have not yet been adequately examined among all the Syriac
traditions. As a result the Leiden critical Peshitta opted to leave them out entirely until their later collation (Van
Rooy 2002:545-546). The dating of S is unknown. However, Weitzman (2005:236) argues that the inclusion of the
Hagiographa in S (really in Aramaic generally, since only Greek was an acceptable language for translation) is a
convention of the Middle Ages. Bloemendaal (1960:1) states, “Nowhere in the West or East Syrian traditions do we
come across the titles of the Masoretic text or the LXX. Consequently the question arises whether the Hebrew and
Greek titles were originally translated into Syriac together with the rest of the Psalms and were subsequently
replaced by others, or whether, on the other hand, the translators of the Peshitta omitted them from the beginning.
The second possibility would seem the more obvious, but we cannot state anything with absolute certainty.”

*"Even though the Jerome’s iuxta Hebraeos was translated from the Hebrew, there is evidence that
® still had an influential role. In most instances it follows the versification of ®. In the minority of
instances the 2t versification is followed. For the present purposes, I shall employ the versification of

the LXX for Syh, Sa, iuxta Hebr, Ga, but the versification of 2t for ® and T*.
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S = superscript
P = postscript
> = the reading is lacking amongst available text

-- = indicates that there is no extant text, or a lacuna makes a comparison impossible

Contiguous psalms are placed in order, while breaks are indicated by a shaded bar.

104:1

104:35

106:1

106:48

111:1

S Tw Aavd 103:1
MR "Wl 003 €VAOYELT) PUXT] HOV TOV KUQLOV
mETR W EVAOYELT) YUXI] MOV TOV KUQUOV 10335
99N P—S aAAnAovix 104:1

@ - | € d5 | TH Alleluia™ '™ Syh <al\er | Sa“® axauroyia / -2 | La%Ga Alleluia

M aTin ‘E&opoAoyeiobe ¢ kuoiw
R NI KQL TOV VOHOV avToL €kCntowoty 104:45
Aroon P

®Q -- | @ oA | IH Alleluia™ " Syh > | Sa"® > | Ga >

MmN S S aAAnAouva 105:1
Q- | @ 550 | TH Alleluia™ ' Syh taal\er taal\en | Sa™® axxunoyia /> | La%/Ga Alleluia
M aTin EEopoAoyeiobe T kupiw
MR oD N ai €gel A 6 Aadg yévoto yévorto 1054
A vl P;—>S aAAnAovia 106:1

@ 55[n] | € mbhn | TH Alleluia®™ "% Syh <ual\en | Sa™® axxurovia / > | La%/Ga Alleluia

2o My 37h 'EfopoAoyeioBe @ kvolw 6tL XenoTtdg

ma%Hn' S S aAAnAovia 110:1
@ - | @ b0 | TH Alleluia™ "™ Syh ‘iana ,aen hamadss = alle | Sa”® axaHroyia /

> | LaS Alleluia | Ga Alleluia reversionis Aggei et Zacchariah

¥ In this particular case the Berlin MS is missing v. 35. The Psalm breaks after v. 31 and picks up again in v. 37

(Rahlfs 1970:136). Further, there are no more Psalms after Ps 105 until Ps 144.

¥ Ps 146:48 precedes Ps 147:1 in 4QPs® (DJD XVI:66).
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mm TR 'E€opoAoynoopal oot kVgLe

111:10 R iop) £1C TOV AlVa TOU alwvog 110:10
IH Alleluia™ '

12:1 MIYn'S S aAAnAouvx 111

Q- T 5N | IH>  Syh isna e hameden =+ alle | Sa”® axanroyia /
> | La® Alleluia conversionis Aggei et Zacchariah | Ga Alleluia

reversionis Aggei et Zacchariah

R WIRTIUR MoakaoLog dvio 6 popovpevog
112:10 ITANR DWW MKRD eruvpia ApaQTWAQV amoAeitatl 111:10
11311 Mma%Hn' S S aAAnAovia 12:1
@ -- | @ mYOn | TH Alleluia™ "™ Syh al\m | Sa™/® axanroyia Texopen™ /> | La®/Ga Alleluia
M 12w 1550 atvelte maideg KVELOV
1139 mEpeEn TEKVQV EVQQAWONEVTY 129
RN vl P§—>S aAAnAovia 113:1
_________________ Q :-|Q'."Sn’1'75n|IHAlleluza[p”12] Syh =.allen | Sa™® axxur0Yia Texopeia / > | La%/Ga Alleluia
1417 oMenn YR nrya Bv €£60@ TogamA €€ Atyvmtov 13:1
115:4 AAAHAOYIA? /> 113:12
s oAWAe  Amd o0 vbvkal fwgrobaldvog  usas
;A0 P;—»S aAAnAovia 114:1
________________ @ -- | € 50 | IH Alleluia fP_S_'_'f}i Syh <al\en | Sa”® axxuroyia /> | La®/Ga Alleluia
161> MM YR ANy Hydamnoa 61t eloakovoetat kK0QLOG

30 rexopeia “the Choral Dance” is subjoined to AAAHAOYA.

'Ps 114 and 115 are regarded as a single Psalm in Cod. L (B19*), contra BHS. MT-Ps 114:1-8 =
LXX-Ps 113:1-8. MT-Ps 115:1-18 = LXX-Ps 113:9-26.

2Sa" begins Ps 114 where LXX 113:12 would begin. Thus, LXX-113:1-26 = Sa“ 113:1-11, 114:1-
15. To add further confusion, aside from minor versification differences throughout, Sa“ incorrectly
numbers the equivalent of LXX-Ps 116 (PlZ) and 117 (also PlZ), see Kasser and Testuz (1967:20).
Otherwise, the Coptic as a daughter-version of ® corresponds with the Greek. For this reason I follow

the standard ® versification.



116:9

116:10

116:19

119:1

135:1

135:3
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07NN NivIRa &v xwoa Laovtwy 114:9
S aAAnAovix 115:1

®Q--|@"* >|IH> Syh ~al\m|Sa"® axauroyia /> | La%/Ga Alleluia

T3TR "2 IR Emnilotevoa d10 eAdAnoa
oTadng ¢vpsopgovleqovondny usio
A vl P--S aAAnAovia 116:1
Qe @ f,?,’?'??17J,Iﬂ,f‘,’????‘fq?s,l,l,sﬁ Syh reeallen | S axawnoyia /> | La“/Ga Alleluia
MR 1550 alvelte TOvV KUQLOV
oy mETeS kol f) aAfOeun. . péve ele oy altovar 16z
RN vl P—§—>S aAAnAovia 17:1

m 3Tin ‘E&opoAoyeioBe ¢ kuoiw
:1Tom 091y "2 4t el TOV alwva TO €Aeog avToD 117:29
S aAAnAovwx 118:1
®Q--|T* >|IH> Syh inshal omroi ol alle | Sa8 axanroyia />
La®/Ga Alleluia
TITRN0 WK Maxkéaotot ot dpwpot év 6d@
MM S S aAAndovx 134:1
@ -- | @ mYOn | TH Alleluia™ Y Syh ual\e | Sa™® arxauroyia /> | La%/Ga Alleluia
mm owny 950 Alveite 10 Gvopa kveilov
M aiv= AN QLVELTE TOV KUQLOV OTL AyaB0G KVQLOG 13433

Q- | @ 50| 5 i) auae | IH laudate  Syh i\ anas | Sa™® cmoy enxoeic /> | La%/Ga laudate

Dominum

135:21

(1341 Dominum
oW v 0 katok@v [egovoaAnu 13421
;990 P——S  aAAnAouvia 135:1

Q - | @ o0 | TH Alleluia™ ™t Syh>| Sa“® aaaunoyia RTanau /> | LaC Alleluia Psalmus

3 MT-Ps 116:1-9 = LXX-Ps 114:1-9; MT-Ps 116:10-19 = LXX-Ps 115:1-10.

3 S reads wuisa\ asar. just as it does in Ps 117:1 and 148:1 (risa\ asene. = mim-ny 1550).
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ipsi David | Ga Alleluia

136:1 M aTin ‘E&opoAoyeiobe ¢ kuoiw
145:21 2T) 0717 elg ... TOV alva ToL alwvog 144:21
146:1 mhn S S aAAnAova 145:1

Ayyatov kat Zoxaglov
@ 55N | @ b | TH Alleluia™!  Syh wtiana o el | Sa“® axanaoyia naarraloc
MNzaxapiact | La% Alleluia Psalmus David | Ga Alleluia

Aggei et Zacchariae

146:10 7oK 0% M 1o Pacidevoet kVELOG €l TOV alva 145:10
2T AT T 0 0edc 0oL ZiwV ElG YEVEAV Kl YEVEAV
9 P—S  aAAnAoua 146:1

Ayyawov kat ZaxaQlov
@ b | €% mbhn | TH Alleluia™ ' Syh wiasmen rviania yan maallen | Sa™® aaamroyia /

AAHAOYiA naarratoc MN]...| La%Ga Alleluia Aggei et

Zacchariae
147:1 A 1990 QLVELTE TOV KUQLOV
IR 1A 20 6t eyaBov YaApdg T e nuav

Q7 AHn] | @ mon | S | IH laudate  Syh i\ awas | Sa¥® cmoy enxoeic | La%/Ga laudate

Dominum Dominum

147:11 DOMMATNR M N EVOOKEL KVQLOG...EV TOLG EATICOVOLY 146:11
Ny B o A0S AVTOY e

147:12 S aAAnAovx 147:1

Ayyawov xat Zoxaglov

®--|T" >|[H> Syh <iana e allo | Sa7® axaHa0Yia naaraioc

3% 4QPs® (DID XVI:82)
3% 11QPs* (DJD IV:23)
37 4QPs? (DID XVI:66)

3¥ Without a superscription, $ merely begins with i\ 2\,
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147:20 D753 DAY
:mon P
Q¥ m%5n | @ ambhn | IHY Alleluia

148:1 N ﬂ'?'?tl S

Q -- | & nm5n | H Alleluia

148:14 a9 op SR 125
o0 P
Q -- | T v nnaw | H Alleluia
149:1 i 45‘?0 S

Q* b | @ > | $* | 1H Alleluia

149:9 RI7 777 2N
rTon 937
:mhn P
Q" nbHn | @ ambhn | TH Alleluia

150:1 N J‘?’?U S

3% Ms F also has aggei et zaccariae

4 4QPs! (DJD XVI:67)

mNzaxapiac | La%/Ga Alleluia®

KAl T KQIUATA. ..0UK EdNAwOEV AUTOLS 147:9

Syh>|Sa'® > | La%Ga >*

S aAAnAovwx 148:1
Ayyawov xat Zaxaolov

Syh iana sa e allo allos | Sa™”® aaanroyia naarraioc

MR zaxapiac / > | La%/Ga Alleluia

tolS violg logamA Aaq éyyillovti avtw 148:14

Syh > | Sa"® > | La%Ga >*
S aAAnAovx 149:1
Syh al\en aal\en | Sa™® ananroyia | La® Alleluia Psalmus
David | Ga Alleluia

d6&a abn EoTiv 149:9

T&OL TOlg OTiog avTov

Syh > | Sa"® > | La%Ga >*

S aAAnAovwx 150:1

! The iuxta Hebraeos follows the versification of 21T here.

*2 Ms ¢ has alleluia in Ga.

# Verse 1 is missing.

* Ms ¢ has alleluia in Ga.

# 11QPs* (DID 1V:47)

> 5 though MY 1M = izl amaw. here.
47 11QPs* (DID IV:47)

* Ms ¢ has alleluia in Ga.
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Q@ -- | @ N | Y| IH Alleluia  Syh eal\er e\ | Sa™/B axauroyia | La%/Ga Alleluia
150:6 A H9nn nnwIn 53 TIAOA TIVOT] AUVETATW TOV KVQLOV 150:6
9 PP aAAndova

@ 5n | @ ambhn | IH Alleluia Syh > | Sa"® >°' | La%Ga >

5.6.1.4 Summary of Versional Differences:

Q
e Ps 115:10(116:19) — postscript is lacking in 4QPsb even though it is present in 20T,

@", Syh, Sa, Ga
A
e Ps 148:14 — represents HZ'J'?'?U with 7 Y Inaw
e Ps 149:1 — lacks postscript in 149:1

e When present, " consistently uses the single form am%5n.”

IH
e Ps110(111):10 — HI alone includes as postscript (Alleluia).

e Ps 111(112):1 —lacking a supercript

¥> 5, 581590 = il auar here.

0 11QPs* (DID 1V:47)

> Sa® simply does not include axxnaoyia whereas Sa® is missing v. 6.

>2 M ¢ has alleluia in Ga.

>3 The relationship between the Targums and Peshitta has been of great scholarly interest for over 135 years. The
lack of superscriptions for the Halleluia Psalms in the Leiden Peshitta would comport with the assumption, at least
on this one point, that S was not literarily dependent upon the Targum or vice versa. For a more detailed discussion
on this point see especially Flesher (1998:xi-xx). It is generally agreed (though still being researched) that the
Targum/Peshitta-relationship among all books of the Old Testament has no clear or demonstrable evidence of
literary dependence, except for Proverbs. That being said, “dependence” is often argued indirectly, in terms of a
common textual ancestor, or liturgical/theological tradition. For more detailed discussions on this point see Dirksen

(1998) and Weitzman (2005:86).
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Syh

Sa
[ ]

Ps 105(106):1; 148:1; 149:1; 150:1 — Syh has a double hal¢li yah (~aal\er ~ocl\m),
which could indicate that a copyist unwittingly conflated a superscript with a
postscript. A translator already engaged with interpreting a source text would be
more likely to navigate the repetition more adeptly, such as we find in LXX-Ps
145:10-146:1. The missing postscriptions in ® point to the work of a translator, not
a copyist.

Ps 110:1 — to ~=.al\m, Syh adds ‘wiama ,aon <haawadsn =+ “of the return of
Haggai and Zechariah”; the obelus, or lemniscus (=), flags those readings which
were not found in the Hebrew (see Ga).

Ps 111:1 — to <ual\e;, Syh adds ‘=aisnma ,aen haawads + “of the return of
Haggai and Zecharaiah”; (see Ga).

Ps 118(119):1 — to ~—al\e» Syh adds ~_.inihal < =aeai o\ %\ “there is no
inscription in the Hebrew text”

Ps 146(147):1 — Syh adds «iase “mizmor, psalm”

Ps 112(113):1; 113(114):1 — Sa™ adds Texopeia “the Choral Dance” to AANHAOYiA

Sa® begins Ps 114 with axxuaoyia at verse 12 of LXX 113 (= MT 115:4)

Sa® is often missing a superscription

Ps 135(136):1 — Sa"® adds NTAInAH “of the second day(?)”** to AAAHAOYIA

Ps 146(147):1 — Sa“ has only aaHrovia (G = aAAnAovwx, Ayyawov kal

Zoxapov) and Sa® has AAHAOYiA NAATTAIOC M[N]...

La®

Ps 111:1 Alleluia conversionis Aggei et Zacchariah “Alleluia, of the revolution of Haggai and
Zechariah”

Ps 135:1 Alleluia Psalmus ipsi David

Ps 145:1 Alleluia Psalmus David

> Cf. T dimARg in 2017 (Rahlfs 1979:318).
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o Ps 149:1 Alleluia Psalmus David
e Ps 147:1 MsF follows ®
o Ps 147:9, 148:14, 149:9, 150:6 Ms c follows the Hebrew with Alleluia (Weber 2007)

Ga

o Ps 110:1 — Alleluia reversionis Aggei et Zacchariah “Alleluia, of the return of
Haggai and Zecharaiah” (see Syh above).

o Ps 111:1 — Alleluia reversionis Aggei et Zacchariah ‘“Alleluia, of the return of
Haggai and Zecharaiah” (see Syh above).

e 147:1(12); 148:1 — Ga has only Alleluia (see ® = aAAnAovia, Ayyawov xal

ZoxoQLov)

Combinations

e Ps 134(135):3 — IH, S, ®*, Syh, Sa"®, Ga translate haldli yah (= aiveite TOV
KVQELOV) whereas 21T and €"° transcribe it (= aAAnAovix).

e Ps 146(147):1 — IH, ®*, Syh, Sa"®, Ga translate halgli yah whereas 4QPs® and @
transcribe it.

e Syh, Sa" and Ga lack the postscript of 150:6

5.6.1.5 Hal€lu yah as a Delimiter in Ps 145(146)

With but two exceptions (Ps 106:1 and 146:1), initiating instances of 7 1951 in L (B19%) (so
BHS) and the Aleppo Codex do not utilize a maqgef (™ ﬂﬁ?a)s > whereas closing occurrences do
(ﬂ:'ﬂ'?'?a).% Although this distinction is not retained in the (late) 18" century Kennicott Bible,
which includes maggéf in all instances, one wonders whether non-bound forms as opposed to
bound-forms in 2It might have designated opening and closing delimiters, respectively. Ps 106:1
reads as single form 71597, like the Targum and (typically) Qumran Mss.”” Ps 146:1, however,

opens with the bound form 771597, and thus, under the above assumption, calls into question

S MT-Ps 111:1; 112:1; 113:1; 135:1; 147:1; 148:1; 149:1; 150:1.
S MT-Ps 104:35; 105:45; 106:48: 113:9; 115:18; 116:19; 135:21; 146:10; 147:20; 148:14; 150:6.
Millard (1994:255) has also noticed this point.

°" It is possible that 551 in Ps 146 immediately follows Ps 105:25-45 in 4QPs® (DJD XVI:82).
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whether its status was at some point a closing delimiter for 145 rather than an initiating one for
146.

Moreover, multiple Hebrew manuscripts add 77-15%1 0%ip=701 npwn A7 7723 1MIK1 to the final
verse of Ps 145 — which otherwise does not have a postscription — whereas some Hebrew
manuscripts do not include the opening m-15971 of MT-Ps 146 at all. Thus, it is possible that
Hebrew Ps 145 originally included a postscript, which was confused in the transmission of the
HB as a superscription in MT-146. This would explain the magqgéf form (m2-1597) at the head of
146. It would also follow the general pattern of ®* to superscript the Hebrew postscript as
discussed above. In any case, LXX-Ps 145 (so also BHS) does begin its superscription with
aAAnAovwa. Ps 146(LXX 145) may be regarded as the first of the Small Hallel by virtue of its
break from the Davidic acrostic that comprises 145(144) as well as its treatment as such in the

history of interpretation.

5.6.1.6 AAAnAovia, a Transcription De Novo?
AAANAovwx in its variously accented and modified forms occurs abundantly in Greek sources,”®

which apparently originated from the OG Psalter.”” Put differently, it would appear that the

¥ E.g, daAnAovw; dAANAoV; dAANAovia; dAANAoLIE; GAANAOLI; AAANAOVIA; dAANAOVIa;
aAAnAovia; dAANAoLLE; also AAANAovidoLa.

*The following results are based on the Thesaurus Linguae Grecae: Notable instances include
Pseudo—Justinus Martyr (Quaestiones et responsiones ad orthodoxos); Apocalypsis Joannis; Evangelium
Bartholomaei; Vita Adam et Evae; Vitae Prophetarum; Gregorius Nyssenus (In  inscriptiones
Psalmorum); Eusebius (Commentaria in Psalmos); Epiphanius Scr. Eccl. (Panarion; De mensuris et
ponderibus); Athanasius (De virginitate; Epistula ad Marcellinum de interpretatione Psalmorum,
Expositiones in  Psalmos, Synopsis scripturae sacrae); Origene (Fragmenta in Psalmos 1-150);
Salaminius Hermias Sozomenus (Historia ecclesiastica); Joannes Chrysostomus (Expositiones in
Psalmos; In Psalmos 101-107; De paenitentia); Didymus Caecus (Fragmenta in Psalmos); Pseudo—
Macarius  (Apophthegmata); Hippolytus (Fragmenta in Psalmos); Acta Xanthippae et Polyxenae;

Apophthegmata patrum; Hesychius (Commentarius brevis); Magical Papyri (PGM 7:271).
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Greek Psalter is the earliest known written source for aAAnAovia in Greek.”” Smith (2006:144-
145) following Pietersma’s (2005c:454) earlier observation, however, concludes that
aAAnAovwx had already been introduced into the Greek language prior to its transcription in the
Greek Psalter. His argument is twofold: (1) Since the modus operandi of the LXX-Psalms is
characterized more by isomorphism, not transcription, it is unlikely that aAAnAovia was
transcribed de novo. Other superscriptions were in fact translated. (2) Smith also argues that
“transcriptions with no reference in the target language tend not to become integrated into the
living language.” For Smith (2006:144), one is “hard-pressed” to find a motivation for de novo
transcription.

It is evident that aAAnAovix was a loanword from Hebrew, although how it entered into the
Greek language is not known. Smith’s line of reasoning, however, while certainly possible, is not
entirely convincing since there are reasons why the translator might have transcribed de novo.
First, had 1" 1991 had a generic, titular, or liturgical® function or significance in the Hebrew for
the translator, it would certainly not be appropriate to tramslate. The versional data show
adaptation, most likely because of contemporary needs, which may also shed light on the shifting
of delimiters found in the Greek relative to 1%. The fact that the 7" 1551 delimiters were mobile
well into the Christian era might help explain why the Masoretic tradition differs for Ps 146-150
in utilizing 1" 155 consistently as an inclusio.

Returning to ®&*, the fact that 7957 was translated in syntactically dependent
situations  (Ps  136[135]:3; 146[147]:1)*> shows that it likely did have a generic,
liturgical, or technical significance in its delimiting occurrences.”” This is also seen in

the Semitic versions as well. For example, the Targum utilizes the bound form M550

% This point was already made by Jannes Smith (2005:141), when he states, “LXX Psalms is the
earliest surviving document to contain the word xAAnAovid.”

%' BDAG 46 regards aAAnAovia as an Israelite and Christian formula. Cf. Tob 13:18; 3 Mac 7:13.
Unfortunately, GELS does not treat acAAnAovwx at all!

% In both verses 1" 1951 is transcribed as an imperative that takes the object TOV KOQLOV.

% Smith (2006:144) makes exactly the same point to argue the opposite — i.. transcribing and

translating aAAnAovia indicates that it must have already existed in the host culture.
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and D Alleliua in both postscripts and superscriptions. For ®* such a view likewise
explains why Ps 150:6 also includes aAAnAouvwa; it was not merely reserved for
superscriptions — it is a generic and technical delimiter.”® Hossfeld (2001:167) observes
that the transliteration aAAnAovia in the Greek Psalter is also employed both
generically (Gattungsangabe, i.e., not as a real imperative) and as a terminus
technicus, given the fact that in some instances it is followed immediately by an
imperative (e.g., LXX-Ps 104 ¢EopoAoyeioOe; 116 aiveite).”” In all cases, be it
superscription or imperative, 1" 1951 was treated contextually as it was deemed to
represent the source text. Thus, given the rather strict use of aAAnAoviax as a
delimiter, coupled with the fact that aAAnAouvwx is itself a transcription of the
Hebrew, one wonders if there was a deliberate attempt on the part of ®* to designate
these psalms as part of a collection or genre via a recognized “formula.”

Secondly, in the special and unique case of sacred literature, transcribing a well-
known term like 7" 1551 for an audience who would have readily understood it offers
support for its entrance into the Greek language through the work of ®*. Smith’s own
examples largely sample religious/sacred language (e.g. 3 Macc 7:13; Rev. 19:1, 3, 4,
6; Odes Sol. 11:24). The fact that aAAnAovwx did become integrated into the living
Greek language shows that the status of sacred scripture among the Jewish/Christian

faith communities should not be equated with other profane instances of loan

%In contrast Barré (1983:196-197) contends that the LXX intentionally aimed at using aAAnAovix
only in the superscriptions. Thus he ignores its occurrence in Ps 150:6.

% Hossfeld (2001:167) remarks: “In  der Uberschrift riskiert die Septuaginta sogar den
Zusammensto3 von Halleluja-Ruf und Hodu-Imperativ (E€ouoAoyeioO¢) wie im Falle von Ps
104 LXX oder sogar mit dem Imperativ von 557 pi. (Aiveite) in Ps 116 LXX. Das zeigt an, daB das
Halleluja als Gattungsangabe und terminus technicus verstanden wird. Deswegen kann das
Halleluja von Ps 145-148 LXX auch durch den Prophetengenitiv »des Haggai und Sacharja« ergénzt
werden. Nur beim letzten Mal in Ps 150 LXX rahmt das Halleluja in Uber- und Unterschrift den
SchluBipsalm. SchlieBlich wird durch dieses Verfahren die Hallelujareihung numerisch ausgedehnt wie in

Ps 110-118 LXX.”
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expressions and transcriptions. The Psalms, and indeed the haléli yah, had a far-
reaching impact on the Jewish and Christian faith communities, as evidenced by their
pervasive presence in the NT. It is more likely that 71557, as recited in synagogue
(Temple) on festival days (Ps 113-118),66 would be retained phonetically for an

audience that already appreciated its significance.®’

5.6.1.7 Ayyaiov kat Zoxaolov
Immediately following aAAnAovia, PCO departs from 2T in its superscription by

adding Ayyawov xai Zaxaoov.®

For Rahlfs (PCO) Ayyawov xat Zoxagov is
deemed original, though with uncertainty, only in Pss 145-148, even though it is found
among various witnesses in all of Pss 145-150, as well as 110, 111, 137, and 138. Thus
the delimitation of the LXX-corpus may be placed within its own unique collection of

superscriptions,” for LXX-Pss 145-150 comprise part of a larger “Haggai-Zechariah”
collection (Swete 1887:211).

6 Zeitlin (1962:22) states: “In the Diaspora the Hallel was recited twenty-one days, -on the first two
days of Passover, two days of the festival of Weeks, nine days of the festival of Tabernacles and the
eight days of Hanukkah.”

In this way I agree with Smith (2006:144) that there is no reason to suggest that the translator did
not understand the meaning of 1 15511.

% ® departs from M with its inclusion of the prophetic names in the title found in 145:1[MT 146];
146:1[147:1], and 147:1[147:12]-150, and then also in 110, 111, 137, and 138. It is often assumed that
such added superscriptions bear the marks of a post-Old Greek attribution, “Enfin les titres des psaumes
sont probablement des additions postérieures a la traduction ancienne” (Harl, Dorival & Munnich
1988:104).

% Harl, Dorival and Munnich (1988:179), however, note that the titles of the LXX psalms, being
more developed than those of A1, are on the whole of Jewish origin and describe the use of Psalter in
the Jewish liturgy. “Dans la LXX les titres des psaumes sont plus nombreux et plus développés que
dans le TM. Ces ajouts, relativement tardifs, sont pour la plupart d'origine juive et décrivent l'usage

du Psautier dans la liturgie juive.”
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In 145(146), whereas UE (Sa), LE (B, S), Mixed (A-1219-55), Byzantine (T, Syh)
and Hexaplaric (D) witnesses support the text of PCO, only Western texts (R La® Ga)™
support AAANAovia Zaxagiov and only Byzantine witnesses (L’*, Tht) support 20t
(AAANAoVia). Moreover, Theodoret remarks: 'Ev évioic avtiyoadolc meookeltal,
Ayyailov xat Zaxaplov. tovto d&¢ ovte magax Tt ‘EPoaiw ovte mapx Toig
dAdog  éounvevtaig, ovte maga tolc O evoov €&v Tt éxamAq (Field
1875:302).”" In Origen’s LXX AAAnAovia was unmarked, but Ayyaiov xai
Zaxaptov was obelized (+). Generally, however, the obelus is lacking in Syh (so
Ambrosianus) in these instances (~iswa ,o3). Additionally, Rahlfs regarded Syh as a
Byzantine text, not a Hexaplaric one, on the basis of the nature of the text itself.

Scholars have posited various explanations for the presence of Ayyaiov kal
Zaxaptov from historical, linguistic, and text-critical criteria. Mozley (1905:188)
contends that Haggai and Zechariah were ‘“compilers of a small collection from which
some of the closing Pss. were derived,” and Slomovic (1979:363-364) offers an
exegetical explanation on thematic and linguistic grounds. Looking to Zech 4:6 for a
common thematic link, Slomovic (1979:363) remarks, “Regarding Ps 146 and 147, the
reason for the heading can easily be detected. Common to both Psalms is the theme of
faith in God, the Creator of heaven and earth, Provider for all mankind, who rules the

2

world with mercy and compassion.” Linguistically, he finds verbal parallels between
Zech 7:9-10 and Ps 146:7, 9 and 147:6. Underlying it all Slomovic (1979:364) finds
commonality in the LXX additions with the methodology of rabbinic midrash, but he

does not clearly contend for or against the originality of the superscriptions.”

"0 La% has psalmus dauid.

2

"' “In some copies, “of Haggai and Zechariah” is attached. But this is neither in the Hebrew, nor in
the other interpretations, nor in the Septuagint readings I found in the Hexapla.”
2 Slomovic (1979:364) states, “This analysis makes it clear that the author(s) of the ascriptions in the

LXX found connections between the Psalms and the events or persons mentioned in the headings by

employing the same methodology as the rabbinic midrash. Like the midrash, the author(s) of the LXX
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Presumably the likeness to (later) rabbinic midrash would indicate the secondary nature

of the added superscriptions.

5.6.1.7.1 Rosel & Pietersma

Martin Rosel and Albert Pietersma also offer explanations based on internal exegetical
grounds. More particularly they focus on the two names associated with post-exilic
rebuilding of the temple (cf. Ezra 5:1; 6:14; Haggai, Zechariah), and the rendering of
N7 (= dwxomopd) in LXX-Ps 146:2. Rosel notes that the juxtaposition of Ayyaiov
Kal Zaxapov — two prophets instrumental in the new building of the second temple —
may have been inspired by the reconstruction of Jerusalem (cf. 147[146]:2), an event

now alluded to in a hymn extolling the power of God. Rosel (2001:139-140) remarks:

Wieder ist nicht recht einsichtig, weshalb ausgerechnet diese beiden Propheten
mit diesen Psalmen in Verbindung gebracht werden. Inhaltlich sind sie alle
Hymnen auf Gottes Macht, und da in Ps 147(146),2 ausdriicklich der
Wiederaufbau Jerusalems erwidhnt wird, ist dies moglicherweise als Grund
fir die Nennung der beiden Propheten anzusehen, die sich besonders fiir den

Neubau des Zweiten Tempels eingesetzt haben.

Moreover, Rosel (2001:140) interprets the Greek Psalter as a prophetic writing due to
the superscriptions including symesis and eis to telos, as well as those attributed to
Jeremiah (Iegepiov, Bo, Sa, La, Ga, L) and Ezekiel (IeCexinA, Ga) in LXX-Ps 64.
Whereas Rosel is more willing to attribute the addition to the translator as part of a rich
prophetic reading tradition, Pietersma minimizes the interpretive accretion to reception
history.

For Pietersma (2001:114), Ps 146(147):2 was the impetus for all of the other
Haggai/Zechariah references in the LXX. He contends that '7&311{07 M7 “outcasts of
Israel” was understood by the translator in a more specific, exilic sense, i.e. Tag

duaomopag tov lopanA “the dispersions of Israel” (NETS). Notably, though nT1 is

titles based them on linguistic and thematic affinities and similar imagery. Like the midrash, the LXX

titles do not concern themselves with establishing complete congruity between the Psalm and the event.”
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more often rendered €é&EwBéw (5:11) or anmwBéw (62[61]:5), meaning “thrusting
away” or “banishing,” in LXX-Ps 146:2 the term used refers to “exilic dispersion” as it
appears to mean in 10 other instances outside the Psalms.” Significantly, since 2 Macc
1:27 may in fact refer to Ps 146:2, Pietersma notes specifically that Isa 49:6 and 2
Macc 1:27 are references to ‘“community in exile.” Yet, whereas the references to
Haggai and Zechariah grew from the translator’s rendering of Ps 146:2, Ayyawov kat
Zoxapov, for Pietersma, are more likely the result of reception history rather than to
be attributed to the translator himself. Referring to the “Titles of Return and Renewal,”

Pietersma (2001:113) states:

Text-critically the reference to the two (or one alone) paints an interesting
picture. Once introduced exegetically in [LXX] Ps 146 it [i.e. Ayyawov kal
Zoxawov] then spread to other psalms 145, 147-150 and farther afield to 110
and 111. Last, one suspects, it even found its way into the “David titles” of 137
and 138. As one might expect, it does not receive the same textual support
everywhere, with the result that in Rahlfs’ text it is allowed to rise to the surface

only in 145-148, though even there not all witnesses support its presence.

With this explanation, LXX-145 would have taken on this prophetic attribution by
virtue of proximity and placement, thus finding its place within a delimited post-exilic

corpus where the return from exile and rebuilding is in view (Pietersma 2001:114-115).

5.6.1.7.2 Stichel

The most exhaustive investigation of the superscriptions of Ps 146-150 to date,
however, belongs to Rainer Stichel (2007:132-257). Stichel’s impressive investigation
traces the history of interpretation from ancient Judaism to the modern era, paying
particular attention to Byzantine interpretations of numerous Slavonic Psalters. Stichel
extends his analysis beyond the textual tradition to include the illustrations of

numerous Psalters themselves (e.g. the Greek Chludov-Psalter, the London Psalter, the

3 Deut 28:25, 30:4, Neh 1:9, Judith 5:19, Isa 49:6, Jer 13:14, 15:7, 41:17, Dan-LXX 12:2, 2Macc

1:27.
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Kiev Psalter, the Psalter of Simon the Monk). Extending back in time from the
Byzantine traditions, Stichel contends that the names “Haggai” and “Zechariah” were
in fact original to the Greek and Hebrew texts only to be gradually removed from them.
The ensuing copies of texts that had already been purged of their association with the
prophets, then, became the basis for the bulk of MsS that do not mention them,

although separately, the artwork continued on with the association.

Der Vergleich der Text- und der Maliiberlieferung lieB uns erkennen, daf} die
Namen Haggais und Sacharjas in der Zeit, die uns durch die Handschriften
einsichtig ist, den Uberschriften der SchluBpsalmen nicht hinzugefiigt wurden,
sondern daB3 sie aus ihnen allméhlich entfernt wurden. Diese Verdringung ging in
der Uberlieferung des Psalmentextes und in derjenigen der Illustrationen mit
unterschiedlicher Intensitdt vor sich. Waren die Namen Haggais und Sacharjas im
Text einer Handschrift einmal gestrichen, so fehlten sie auch in allen weiteren
Handschriften, die von ihr abgeschriecben wurden. In der Uberlieferung der Maler
blieben Haggai und Sacharja dagegen ldnger erhalten, solange, wie die
Reproduktionsweise von Form und Inhalt der Bilder dies zu gewihrleisten

vermochte (Stichel 2007:171).

In reverse order from Pietersma’s contention that Ayyawov kat ZoaxaQlov
incrementally (and secondarily) spiralled outward through the history of interpretation
of LXX-Ps 146:2 toward other haléld-yah psalms, Stichel interprets Byzantine
evidence in support of Procksch’s (1910:129) insight: “Die Geschichte der Septuaginta
ist also eine Bewegung ihres Textes aus dem Maximum zum Minimum der Distanz
vom masoretischen Texte” (Stichel 2007:172). Thus Stichel contends that the pre-
Origenic Hebrew texts originally had the names Haggai and Zechariah and that these
were eliminated quite early since the hope associated with the two prophets had long

been proven erroncous.

Im  hebriischen  Psalmentext sind die urspriinglichen  Uberschriften  der
SchluBpsalmen mit den Namen Haggais und Sacharjas, die die griechische

Ubersetzung wenigstens teilweise bewahrt hat, gestrichen worden. Was gab den
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Anlal zu diesem Eingriff? Unmittelbare Zeugnisse zur Beantwortung der Frage
liegen nicht vor. Ich mdchte annehmen, da dies geschah, nachdem die
Hoffnungen, die die Propheten Haggai und Sacharja geweckt hatten, sich

endgiiltig als irrig erwiesen hatten (Stichel 2007:195).

In this way Stichel appeals to L as preserving the older reading,’* whereas Rahlfs’s
three older text forms (LE, UE, and W) had already partially succumbed to a
Hebraizing correction (Stichel 2007:172).”

Problematic to this argument, however, is that it has absolutely no manuscript
support among any Hebrew witnesses that includes the names of the prophets,
including the DSS that long predate Origen. The primary weakness of Pietersma’s
argument is his lack of explanation regarding the spread of prophetic attribution among
only select psalms (Ps 110, 111, 137, 138, 145-150), which is fueled by his assumption
that additions cannot be primary. While Pietersma has convincingly linked dwxomopa
with Ayyawov xat Zoaxagwov, he assumes that such an exegetical link must be
secondary. He does not address why ®* might have used dwxomopd exegetically and
abnormally in the first place. If Ayyawov kat Zaxapwov is indeed secondary (so

NETS), then its impetus, remarkably, came from &*.

™ Pietersma too has argued elsewhere that L often preserves the older reading (see 1.3.2.2). However,
given the lack of Hebrew evidence in support of the superscription as found in PCO, Pietersma
apparently assumes that the Vorlage in these instances must have been identical to 2It.

”In an earlier work Stichel (2001) primarily examines the issue of the originality of the Greek
superscriptions from an historical perspective, gleaning not only from the ancients such as FEusebius,
Theodoret, Origen, etc., but also from scholars of the early modern period, such as Etienne Fourmont
(1683-1745), Benjamin Kennicott (1718-1783), and Johann Gottfried Eichhorn (1752-1827). Stichel
examines the superscription of LXX-Ps 26(27) in some detail and then moves more broadly to the s/ss of

141(142)-144(145).
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5.6.1.7.3 Syntax of Ayyatov kat Zaxaglov

Further, Smith and Pietersma argue that since there is no obvious syntactical
construction in the Hebrew from which Ayyawov kat Zayxagiov might have been
translated, the added superscription is further evidence that the Greek addition is a
compositional one, i.e. one that did not arise from a Hebrew source text. The
conclusion then is that if the addition is compositional, it was not composed by the
translator since the translator would not have operated so freely with the text (see
2.2.2.11).

A similar situation arises in Ps 25-27(26-28), where TOU Aauld represents TITY
(now articular), although the originality of the genitive may be questioned.”® Pietersma
(1980) argues, contrary to Rahlfs, that the genitive tov Aavid only later replaced the
dative (t®) in order to show Davidic authorship,”’ although later he concedes that “the
articular genitive for a Hebrew 5-phrase is well within his [the translator’s] usage”
(Pietersma 2001:103).”® In fact the text of PCO also includes TIgooevys) To0 Mwuof
for nwnY mban in Ps 89(90):1.” There LY and 55 read Iloooevxr) Mawvory, L° and T
with Mwvoewe (also anarthrous),”® and La and Ga have the genitive Moysi hominis,

though Hesychius, S, L”’, and A attest to variations of articularity in the dative case.®

" The apparatus criticus of PCO offers other witnesses that attest to a dative t(. See the fuller
discussion of this issue in ch. 4 with respect to the Davidic superscription of LXX-Ps 38.

77 Stichel (2007:171) concurs that the genitive conveys authorship.

BIn 2 Mace 2:13 we find t&@ 10 Aavd “the writings of David,” a reference, undoubtedly, to the
Psalms. Unfortunately, if there was a Hebrew Vorlage for this verse, it is not presently known.

7 Pietersma also contends that the genitive in this verse is secondary.

% The third declension spelling may have been a deliberate attempt to differentiate the anarthrous
genitive Mwvor)] from the dative Mwvor).

$! Granted, this situation is not identical to To0 Aavd in that To0 Mwvor] is preceded by a head
noun. In any case we have another example of an articular genitive representing a Hebrew 5-phrase,

which is contested among the witnesses as to its articularity and case.
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It is hardly a significant leap to concede that a title might likewise appear as an
anarthrous genitive construction in ®*.

In fact, upon merely comparing other instances of Ayyaiwov and Zaxagwov in the
LXX we find instances in which both appear as the head noun of a construct
relationship, and, in which the head noun is both anarthrous and genitive (e.g. Ezra
6:14 un nRa1a = meodntela Ayyawov; Hag 1:12 un 17 = tov Adywv Ayyalov;
Cf. also Hag 1:1, 3; 2:1; 2 Kings 15:11; 18:2; 2 Chron 26:5). On this analogy it is
conceivable for 11" 1591 to take the construct position, as a formula: 7™an 20 7 ¥H0 =
AAANAoviax Ayyawov kat Zaxaowov “A halleluiah of Haggai and Zechariah.” Put
differently, m 57 and 721 a0 need not be disparate, unrelated items. This option
also eliminates the necessity for an underlying Hebrew 5-phrase. Clearly if we assume
that the Vorlage was identical to AT such a reconstruction is fanciful, but we have
already noted with AAANAouvwx (above) that the Versions as well as the DSS betray
significant variation among the delimiters. It is important to note that these Versions, in
which significant superscripted variations are abundant, are also translations that
adhere to the formal features of their source texts in a way comparable to ®* and its
presumed Hebrew Vorlage. In this regard ®* should not be treated as though the
translator was merely a textual “representer” detached from liturgy, theology, or
personal interest, so that only significant variation could be attributable to later hands
with other concerns;** ®&* is itself a Version of a Hebrew text. This point is especially
heightened by the presence of AAAnAovia (Ayyawov «kat Zaxagov) in Ps
147:1(147:12), where At has no such reading. In any case one thing is clear: if ®*

1In this regard S, @, La, Sa and ®* have a similar linguistic relationship with their respective
textual parents. Clearly &, as a Targum, takes pains to interject interpretations. However, where it
translates, Stec (2004:2) state that it “follows the Hebrew very closely and corresponds on the whole one
to one with it. The explanatory plusses are inserted in such a way that they can normally be bracketed

out, leaving a linguistically viable and non-expansive version of the original.”
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divided MT-Ps 147 into two psalms, as even NETS concedes,83 there was little concern
for strict, source-oriented rigidity with the Hebrew text, unless of course the Vorlage
was also divided in this way. Eliminating Ayyawov kat Zoaxaguov on a translation-
consistency principle (i.e. the translator/source relationship) becomes somewhat
skewed when the accompanying added aAAnAouvia, and thus the macro-level division,
is retained.**

Regardless of how one assumes the translator would or would not have operated
(e.g. freely translated, composed, or otherwise) there is no Hebrew evidence to support
such a reading, and thus a translational explanation must remain speculative. The
deeper issue at stake is not whether ®* translated Ayyawov xat Zaxaowov from a
source text — we have no such evidence and he apparently did not — but whether the
presence of a non-translational item must, as a result of that fact, be attributed to a
secondary hand.®

In the case of Ayyawov kat Zaxagov it is very difficult to make a decision for or
against originality, and one can empathize with Rahlfs’s decision to bracket the text.
With all of the evidence considered, Stichel’s text-critical approach that views the
history of the LXX as one diminishing toward At offers some leverage. Likewise,
Pietersma’s exegetical observations are also instructive. These need not be antithetical
inasmuch as it is conceivable that ®* himself could have been the originator of the
tradition. In any case it seems least plausible that Ayyaiwov xat Zaxapwov should be
attributed to a Hebrew source; if it does not derive from ®* then it is a scribal addition

from a Greek source. As stated above, like ®* so many of the ancient Versions were

¥ NETS regards aAAnAovia as reflecting ®* in all of its instances. Thus NETS retains aAAnAovia
for LXX-Ps 147 — for which there is no known Hebrew counterpart — but rejects Ayyawov kai
Zaxauov as a later accretion for the same reason.

¥ By the same logic, if we concede that the Vorlage divided MT-Ps 147 as ® does, we might also
consider that the Greek made reference to Haggai and Zechariah as well.

% Certainly this principle cannot explain away the majority of the pluses in the main text of PCO.

See Gauthier (2009a) for a survey of the Greek pluses.
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quite formal in their adherence to the source material, but nevertheless broke from
formality in the case of the delimiters. Neither Stichel nor Pietersma contend that the
Vorlage and ®* are mirrored in 2 and PCO in this instance,” but such a possibilty
alleviates some of the pressure, though undoubtedly with the result that some might be

uncomfortable with the translational liberties of ®*.

5.6.2 Verse 1
Atve, 11 Puxn Hov, TOvV KUQLOV. SR "Wad hn
Praise the Lord, O my soul. Praise Yahweh, O my soul.

Beginning with the psalm proper, ®* follows his presumed Vorlage closely in v.1.
atvel) Yoy pov Tov KUQLOV M R "Wwa1 %50

Alver (present act imper aivéw “to praise”) is used in biblical and relatively
contemporaneous literature only in praise of God (BDAG 27). Of the 137 occurrences
of aivéw in the LXX, based on Rahlfs’s Handausgabe, 52 appear in the Psalms. In all
but 2 instances aivéw represents 1 991 (pi) “to praise” (HALOT 1:248.2b*; BDB
238.2d).*” Of the 50 remaining, all but 2 render a piel form of m %n.*® Conversely, the
piel of 1 55n is represented 2x with émavéw (act),”” and once with vuvéw.” 1 %Hn

also occurs in the hithpael 8x,”' of which Smith (2006:142) aptly notes:

% For Pietersma the Vorlage was the proto-Ni with Ayyawv xalt Zaxagov arising secondarily.
For Stichel Ayyauov kat Zorxoorov was part of ®* with its Vorlage.

¥ In Ps 99(100):4 aivéw represents 713 and in 146(147):1 it is a plus.

% pual: Ps 17(18):4; 112(113):3; piel: Ps 21(22):24, 27; 34(35):18; 55(56):11[2x]; 62(63):6; 68(69):31, 35;
73(74):21; 83(84):5; 101(102):19; 106(107):32; 108(109:30; 112(113):1[2x]; 113:25(115):17; 116(117):1;
118(119):164, 175; 134(135):1[2x], 3; 144(145):2; 145(146):1, 2; 147:1(12); 148:1[2x], 2[2x], 3[2x], 4, 5, 7, 13;
149:3; 150:1[2x], 2[2x], 3[2x], 4[2x], 5[2x], 6.

¥ Ps 55(56):5; 101(102):9. Smith (2006:142) also lists LXX-Ps 9:24, but the form is mid/pass.
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When its [5%7] subject is the wicked who boast in themselves, their wealth, or
their idols, he [the translator] chose kavxdopatr (48:7) or éykavyxaopar (51:3;
96:7), but he opted for the passive of émawvéw when its subject is the faithful
who are commended by (association with) God (33:3; 62:12; 63:11; 104:3;
105:5).

In the present context it is quite clear that aivéw falls within typical use or
representation of the piel in ®*, and so the Greek offers a semantic contribution to the
stich comparable to the Hebrew. Following the tradition that includes a double hal€lu
yah (e.g. Syh Ps 106, also @ &nb8 maw an55n), Duhm (1922:475) balances the
strophe with: “Halleluja! Hallelujah! Lobe Jahwe, meine Seele!,” although, as noted
above, a double hal€li yah most likely evidences a conflation of the preceding
postscription with the present susperscription. Additionally, some MSS do not even
include a single instance of 7 1%9n.”% Clearly the singular imperative form aivet (*957)
has the vocative (nom. for voc.) Yvxn} (wai) in view, even though a vocative is
grammatically independent and forms an incomplete sentence on its own (Smyth
§904d, 255; §1283, 312).

Whereas 'wa1l is anarthrous, in standard Greek usage the noun “possessed” is
articular, hence 1 Yuxn p.ov.93 In terms of strict isomorphism, one of the most
pervasive differences within the Final Hallel (which amounts to only a minor
difference) is the mismatching of articles in possessive relationships — the Greek
typically includes articles when the Hebrew does not — but this may be accounted for as

a feature of natural language use anyway.”’ In poetic language the psalmist parallels

% Ps 21(22):23.

°! Ps 33(34):3; 48(49):7; 51(52):3; 62(63):12; 63(64):11; 96(97):7; 104(105):3; 105(106):5.

2 E.g. S lacks a single instance of AAAHAOYIA in Ps 149:1.

% Although not articular, *wa1 is “definite” since it too is in a possessive relationship with the pronominal suffix.

*To illustrate this phenomenon we shall only consider occurrences within the Final Hallel: (a) Ps
145(146):1 1 Yuxn pov (wa), 2 @ Oe@ pov (MHRY), 4 TO Tvedua avToL (IMT), of dxAoylopol

avtov (MInwY), 5 1) éATtic avtov (Maw), 10 0 Bedc cov (TAHR); 146:1 @ Be MuOv (PTHR), 3
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wal with 'n in the next verse. ®* follows suit with Ppvxn} and Cwr] respectively as the
two are stylistic variations. The psalmist addresses his wai “life” (i.e. himself), which
Allen (1983:374) creatively renders “I tell myself.” Over against earlier arguments for
the originality of M in a palaco-Hebrew script (e.g. 11QPs”, 8 Hev Xllgr, Pap Fouad
266),”° the “name,”® T, or QAI (4QLXXLev’) as opposed to its “Christian”
replacement with kvplog, Roésel (2007), Wevers (2001), and Pietersma (1984) have

each made compelling arguments that k0QL0g was original to the translators.

@ ovvroippata avt@v (DMawyh), 5 6 kVEg MUV (IINTR), 1 loXLS ALTOL (M), TS OLVECEWS
avtov (IN1anY), 7 t@ Beq Muov (INHRY); 147:1(12) tov Bedv cov (TROR), 2(13) TV MLAWV covL
(TWw), tobg viovg cov (T33), 3(14) ta 6ok cov (T933), 4(15) O Adyov avtov (IMNR), 6 Adyog
avtod (1127), 7(18) Tov Adyov avtov (1737), TO TMveDpa avtov (1IMA); 8(19) Tov Adyov avtov
(Ma7) [ef. Q ™a1], 920) Tt koipata avtov (PVawm?); 148:2 ol &yyeAor avtoL (PANHN), ai
duvvapels avtov (RaR) [cf. Q rray], 8§ TOv Adyov avtov (11aT), 13 10 Svoua avtov (WNW), 1)
¢EopoAGYN oG avtov (1MN), 14 toig Ooloig avtov (¥Tom); 149:1 1) aiveows avtov (NHAN), 3 TO
6vopa avtov (NW), 8 tovg Pactelc avtov (BAYN), Tovg €vddEove avtwv (DmTdN), 9 TOIg
60iolg avTov (1770M); 150:2 TS peYaAwoHVIIG adToL (19T).

(b) Exceptions occur when, in possessive relationships, the Greek is also anarthrous: Ps 146(147):9
TeodNV avt@wv (MNMY); 147:6(147:17) koVoTtaAAov adTov (IMIP), Yuxouvs avtov (Mp), 8(19)
Kolpata adTovL (Toawm); 148:14 kKéoag AxoL aTOL (1YY 17P).

(c) Likewise possessive relationships governed by prepositions usually occur with an article when
there is no Hebrew counterpart. Ps 145(146):4 eic tv ynv avtov (NNTRY), 5 émi KOOV TOV Oedv
avtov  (PTHOR M BY);  146(147):11 émi 10 éAeoc avtov (1TomY); 1492 émi Tt Pactel  avTt@V
(035n3), 5 émi TV KotV avt@v (DMAWN ), 6 &v T@ AdQUYYL avt@V (DNTI), &V TAIS XEQOLV
avTv (072); 150:1 év toig aylolg avToL (WTp3), 2 €Tl Taig duvaoTeialg avToL (INN23D).

(d) In rare instances there is no article in the Hebrew or the Greek: 145:2 év Cwf pov ("nia); 149:4
&V Aa@ avtob (1ny3a); 150:1 év otegewpatt duvapews avToL (1Y ¥'pI3).

% See especially Waddell (1944) and Kahle (1959:232-262).

%6 @ has “the name of the Lord” min»7 80w following the object marker 1.
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As in the psalms generally, ®* represents the determined object (M) preceded by
the so-called nota accusativi n® (GKC §117a) with an article (here tov), whether the
Hebrew has an article or not.”’ Exceptions to this occur mainly in 92-n& constructions
(= mag alone), and instances in which NR is a pronominal objec‘[.98 In the latter case ®*

represents suff + nNX with a personal pronoun.”

TPs 2:3, 11; 12(13):2; 13(14):2; 14(15):4; 15(16):4, 7, 18:1; 24(25):22; 25(26):6; 26(27):2, 8;
27(28):9[2x]; 28(29):5, 11; 30(31):8, 24; 33(34):1, 2, 5, 10, 19; 36(37):28; 46(47):5[2x]; 50(51):20;
52(53):3; 58(59):1[+ heb art]; 59(60):2[2x, 2™ minus]; 68(69):34; 77(78):5, 42, 53, 56, 68[2x];
78(79):1[2x], 2, 7[2x]; 79(80):3; 82(83):13; 93(94):23; 97(98):3; 99(100):2; 101(102):15[2x], 16[2x],
18, 23; 102(103):1[2x], 2, 12, 22; 103(104):1, 35; 104(105):11, 24, 28, 29[2x], 42[2x, see 2"***];
105(106):7, 8, 20, 33, 34[+theb art], 36, 37, 40, 44; 111(112):1; 112(113):1; 113:20(115:12)[2x];
114(116):1, 8[2x]; 116(117):1; 118(119):8, 9, 135; 120(121):7; 122(123):1; 125(126):1; 125(126):4;
126(127):5; 129(130):8; 132(133):3[+heb art]; 133(134):2; 134(135):1, 19[2x], 20[2x]; 135(136):8[+heb
art], 9[+heb art]; 136(137):1, 4, 6-9; 137(138):2; 141(142):8; 144(145):15, 16, 19; 145(146):1, 6[1" +
art], 9; 146(147):11[2x, 1* + heb art]; 147:1(12); 148:1, 5, 7, 13.

®Ps 3:8; 32(33):13; 71(72):19; 131(132):1; 144(145):20[2x]; 145(146):6[2"]. In 4 instances NN is
treated differently: (1) For nXrnR in Ps 91(92):7 ®&* merely has tavta. (2) In 104(105):43 ©®&*
represents 'na nR with év evdPooovvn. (3) In Ps 124(125):5 nk is rendered as a preposition (Ueta).
(4) In Ps 143(144):10 the proper name ™7 NK is rendered with Aavd alone.

“Pps  9:13;  17(18):1[2™];  24(25):5; 26(27):4: 30(31):6; 55(56):1; 66(67):8; 100(101):5[2x];

105(106):26, 46; 128(129):8.
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5.6.3 Verse?2

atvéow kVELOV €v Lwn pov »ma M N0
PaA® 1@ Beq pov €wg LTGEXW TiY3 TORY TR
I will praise the Lord in my life, I will praise YHWH in my lifetime

I will sing praises to my God as long as [ have | I will sing praises to my God while I have my
being. being.

The imper + voc of v. 1 gives way to first person speech (indic) in v. 2. The psalmist continues
with the second of three cola in the initial strophe of the psalm. With the exception of the first
word (&ow) and a few slight variations, Ps 103(104):33 and 145(146):2 are identical.

aitvéow kVELOV €v Lwr) Hov "2 M 99NN

In typical fashion ®* represents the opening yagtula, conveying “will” or “resolve”
(IBHS §34.5.1A, p. 573), with a future verb (aivéow).'” For a discussion of
aivéw/H9n see 1b above. As discussed in the preceding colon (see n. 94), with articles
®* tends toward quantitative alignment with the parent text, which accounts for the
anarthrous object kUQlOv as a representation of M (see also Ps 21[22]:27). In rare
cases, as in &év Cwr) pov (NETS “in my life”), ®* trades a prepositional phrase (*n1)
for an embedded anarthrous possessive construction, although R, LP" and Hesychius
have év 1) Cwr pov, which corresponds with the usual expression (see n. 93d above)
in ®*. Undoubtedly év Cwn pov, matching the parallel line wg VTaQxw, can be
glossed “during my life” (so Thomson “while I live”). Aside from numerous instances

1

in the LXX in reference to a lifetime, or events during one’s lifetime,'”" the parable of

Ps  21(22):23 OpvAow; 55(56):5  émawéow; 34(35):18  aivéow; 55(56):11 aivéow [2x];
108(109):30 aivéow; 68(69):31 aivéow (cohort); 144(145):2 aivéow (cohort); 145(146):2 aivéow
(cohort).

""Eg Gen 7:11; 8:13; Judg 16:30; 2 Sam 11:23; Ps 16(17):14; 48(49):19 [»ma]; 62(63):5 [*na],

103(104):33 [»na]; Eccl 6:12; 9:9 Sir 3:12; 30:5.



CHAPTER 5: PSALM 145 (2t 146) 282

Abraham and Lazarus (Luke 16:25) also records the same expression with clear

reference to one’s lifetime (cf. Cwr) BDAG 56.1a).

VaA® @ Oe@ pov €wg LTTAQXW TP TORD 1IN

Like n®5n& in the prior colon, the near-synonymous 172 “to sing praise” continues
the line with a cohortative form. With 79m21R (1 901 pi) the psalmist may have in mind
the singing of praises with or without instrumental accompaniment (HALOT 1:273-
274.1*%; BDB 274.1*; BDAG 1096), for nowhere in this psalm is an instrument
explicitly mentioned. In Ps 104(105):2 Thomson renders YaAAw as “sing with
instrumental music,” but merely “sing praises” in 145(156):2. Brenton has “sing
praises” whereas NETS has “make music.”'”® D has psallam Deo meo, which Boylan
(1924:383) renders “I will hymn to my God.”

The Greek lexica are divided: LSJ (1752) attests to the classical meaning of
plucking an instrument or playing a stringed instrument with the fingers. Indeed the
related word YaAtroov from which the word “Psalter” originates was some type of
stringed instrument such as a harp or lyre (LEH 523),'” and the PAATNc was a
harpist,'™ although possibly even a psalm singer or cantor (LEH 523). LSJ does,
however, acknowledge the later meaning of merely singing, or singing to a harp. GELS

59105

(741) ambiguously says that P&AAw means “to praise with music. Evidently

' Likewise BDAG (1096) makes an apt remark about Eph 5:19 (&dovteg wai YdAAovteg i)
kaEdiax VU@V T@ KvElw): “Although the NT does not voice opposition to instrumental music, in view
of Christian resistance to mystery cults, as well as Pharisaic aversion to musical instruments in
worship...it is likely that some such sense as make melody is best understood in this Eph pass. Those
who favor ‘play’... may be relying too much on the earliest mng. of PAAAW.”

1% Gen 4:21; Is 5:12; 38:20; Ez 26:13; 33:32.

%1 Esdr 5:41

"%In lay terms today one may refer to “music” as exclusive to singing, but professional voice

performers would refer to their own voices as instruments. Hence, it is unclear in GELS whether
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accepting the earliest Greek meaning based on LSJ, Pietersma (2005c¢:455-456) says
that PaAAw refers “solely to string instruments,” and Smith (2005:52) glosses it as
“pluck” (cf. Ps 104:2). LEH (523) is explicit that PA&AAw necessarily includes
instrumental accompaniment although as in Ps 97(98):5 {P&AAw may refer to the actual
singing, albeit with instrumental accompaniment. BDAG (1096), however, offers
numerous examples in the NT and the Greek Psalter (LXX-Ps 17:50) demonstrating
that PAaXAAw means “to sing songs of praise, with or without instrumental
accompaniment.”'*®

Since both aivéow and PAAAw are sometimes found in contexts where musical
instruments are mentioned explicitly,'”” and other instances in which none are
mentioned, as here, the later developed meaning of Pp&AAw could stand in relief from
the former. That is to say, where instances of Y&AAw do not prescribe an
accompanying instrument, there may be none implied. Likewise, if PaAAw solely
means to pluck a stringed instrument (so LSJ), then instances in which {&AAw has no

accompanying instruments in view often become nonsensical or difficult to

understand.!® It is clear enough that in addition to its purely classical meaning,

“music” necessarily refers to instrumental accompaniment, or whether the voice as an instrument may
constitute a cappella music. Most of the examples in GELS 741.2 include explicit examples of non-
vocal instrumental accompaniment, though not all.

"BDAG (1096) states: “In the LXX Y. freq. means ‘sing’, whether to the accompaniment of an
instrument (Ps 32:2, 97:5 al.) or not, as is usually the case (Ps 7:18; 9:12; 107:4 al.). This focus on
singing continued until {. in Mod. Gk. means ‘sing’ exclusively; cp. Pp&Atnc = singer, chanter, w. no
ref. to instrumental accompaniment.”

'7See Ps 150:3-5 for numerous instruments which are to accompany aivéw: Txw OAATUYYOG,
PaAtnolw, klBapa, xopdals, 0Qyavw, kvuPdAolc. See also &v PaAtnolw dexax0odw VaAate
a0t 32(33):2, PaAd oot év kiBdoa 70(71):22, Pparate 1@ Oe@ Nuov év kbdoa 146(147):7, etc.

""In 1 Sam 16:23 it is evident that P&AAw means to “pluck” or “play”: kal &yeviOn év @ eival
TVEDHA TOVNQEOV €Tl LaoLA kal EAduPavev Aavd v kwvgav kal &paAdev €v T Xewol

avtov “And it happened when an evil spirit came upon Saul that David would pluck the cinyra with his



CHAPTER 5: PSALM 145 (2t 146) 284

PaAAw was also used in its more developed sense (“sing praises”) in the LXX,
making it a fairly good representation of 9nr.  Further, in instances where
accompanying instruments are mentioned explicitly, as in Ps 149:3, it would appear
that more than mere strings, i.e. a TOUTavov (tambourine?, tympani, drum) may also
be involved in ¢o’cMw.109 With no clear criteria for distinguishing a cappella from
accompanied praise songs with respect to P&AAw, however — even in the NT — caution
is warranted so as to regard P&AAw as a praise song, with words, that is possibly
accompanied by some type of instrumental music.

W&AAw governs the dative indirect object t@ Oe@. La® has domino (= mim,
KkUooc) here, but this may reflect a tendency of La“ to level the two terms.''® As
mentioned already €w¢ Umdoxw in parallel with év Cowr) pov signifies the psalmist’s
lifetime (GELS 312.Bd*; 696.1a*). With »7ipa, the adverb T denoting ‘“duration”
(HALOT 1:796.1a*) or ‘“continuance, persistence” (BDB 728.1a) governs a temporal

phrase.'"!

Thomson and NETS render éwg Umdoxw with “while I have being” and
Brenton “as long as I exist.” Thomson and NETS are preferable to Brenton only insofar
as Brenton’s translation might mislead one to conclude that the psalmist is a nihilist;
such an idea goes beyond the message of the psalm. See also the discussion of

vTAaExw in Ps 38:14 of ch. 4.

hand.” However, other instances, including our verse, make little sense when no instrument or
performance is in view: aivéow kUpov év Cwn pov YaAd® 1@ Oe@ pov €wc Umapxw “T will praise
the Lord in my lifetime, I will pluck to the Lord as long as I exist.”

"By toumdve kal Yadtoiw Yaddtwoav avt@ “with drum and harp let them make music to
him” (NETS).

"9In Ps 103(104):33, which is nearly identical to 145(146):2, La® renders both t@ KLElw pov and
T Oeq pov with domino meo.

' See Gen 25:6 (temporal phrase with the duration of life in view; 'muTwa = éu {WvTtog avTOV);

Deut 31:27 (same as Gen); Is 28:4 (temporal phrase); Ps 103(104):33 (same as 145[146]:2).
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5.6.4 Verse3
un memotBate €T doxovtag Kal éd’ WD 1 PRY 10787122 0TI In0aROR

viovg AvOPWTIWV 0lg OVUK ¢0TLV oWTNlA.

Do not trust in rulers and in sons of men, for Do not trust in noblemen, in human beings,

whom there is no deliverance. who have no deliverance.

Verse 3 begins what could be construed as the words to the praise/praise song
mentioned in v. 2, or merely the beginning of a new injunction to the, now plural,
audience who would partake in the psalm for worship. ®* deviates only slightly from
the formal cues of the presumed source text. Although treated as but one stich in B, S,
and A, Rahlfs opted to represent this verse with two stichs (1. pr... 2. xkadl...)
following Sa®, Sat, R, La®, LaS, Augustine, Tertullian, Cyprian, T, Syh, Hesychius,
and 1219°,

urn memoiBarte €1 dpxovtag D213 1Mvan Hx

Representing the qal jussive (1Mvan) negated with 98, &* shifts to a 2™ per pl
imperative with un nemoiBate,'? in contrast to the 2™ per sing imperative in v. 1
(alvéow/™Hn). Put differently, the self-addressed vocative of v. 1 (1] Yvx pov/wai)
becomes an unexpressed plural in v. 3, undoubtedly a prohibition aimed at the
congregation. Ile{iBw (“to persuade, convince” BDAG 791.1) as a 2™ perf (mémolBa)
or pluperf has the meaning of a present (BDF §341; Robertson 881), i.e. “to depend on,

trust in, believe in” (BDAG 792.2). Indeed in the Psalms, only the perfect form occurs

59113 9114

(11x), representing either non (qal) “to take refuge in or nva (qal) “to trust in.

112 1" attests to the form memoi@ete, with the primary theme vowel and ending. This is surely due to scribal

corruption.
13 pg 2:12; 10(11):1; 56(57):2; 117(118):8.

14 Ps 24(25):2; 48(49):7; 113:16(115:8); 117(118):8; 124(125):1; 134(135):18; 145(146):3.
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[TertoBévar levels both Hebrew lexemes in Ps 117(118):8 as does its near-synonym

EATICw in the next verse; 145(146):3a is a modified conflation of 117(118):8-9:

Ps 118:8-9 LXX-Ps 117:8-9

mma monY 2 $ &ayaOov memotévan 7t kKELOV
DTN Nvan N menmoBévat 1’ dvOewToV
M monb 2w’ ? AyaBov AT e €Tl KUQLOV
0°2"73a Nvan N éAntiCewv ém’ &dpyovtac.

It is better to take refuge in Yahweh It is better to trust in the Lord

than to trust in man. than to trust in man.

It is better to take refuge in Yahweh It is better to hope in the Lord

than to trust in noblemen. than to hope in rulers.

In the Psalms 2 + nva occurs 25x. ®* represents 20 of these with éAniCw + émi'’® and

116 o . sy
In any case it is common in Greek for e€mi to follow a verb

5 with mémolBa + émt.
of trusting, believing, or hoping.'” Indeed émi{ + accusative is not only the most
common in Classical and Hellenistic Greek over against émi + gen. or dat., but its
metaphorical range also encompasses trust, belief, hope in something (émt Tiva) like
el twva (BDF §233.2), which the dative émi Twvt may also convey (BDF §187.6).
[TertoiBate is the final injunction of the psalm and all of the remainder of the psalm

serves as its ground. More immediately, vv. 3-4 comprise a strophe unified

thematically on the mortality of human beings, and by extension, the futility of placing

"EAMiCw + émi see Ps 9:11; 20(21):8; 31(32):10; 36(37):3; 39(40):4; 40(41):10 [resumptive
pronoun in Heb, not rendered with ém(]; 51(52):9, 10; 54(55):24; 61(62):9, 11; 77(78):22; 83(84):13;
90(91):2; 111(112):7; 113:17(115:9), 10(18), 11(19); 117(118):9; 118(119):42.

"o TTémo0a + émi, see 113:16(115:8); 117(118):8; 124(125):1; 134(135):18; 145(146):3.

17 See BDAG 364-365.6b, for mémoOa see 2 Sam 22:3; Wisd 3:9; 1 Macc 10:71; 2 Macc 7:40; Lk
11:22; 18:9; 2 Cor 1:9; Heb 2:13; for moteVw see Is 28:16; Lk 24:25; Ro 9:33; 10:11; 1 Pet 2:6; for

EATCw see Is 11:10; 2 Macc 2:18; Sir 34:7; Ro 15:12; 1 Tim 4:10; 6:17.
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one’s hope in human institutions whose end is ultimately death (v. 4). Here 2™
“nobleman” as a substantive (HALOT 1:674.2%*), or adjective (so BDB 622.2* “noble,”
“princely,” in rank), is a common object, usually plural, for which ®* normally renders

soxwv.'®
Kat €p’ viovg avOpwmwv DR 133

Unlike 117(118):8-9 (above), B, S, R, La", Augustine, Syh, Hesychius, and A support
not the alternative (disjunctive) particle 1), but kal, for which there is no Hebrew
counterpart in A1 (so also Ga, L', 1219%). Kal most likely reflects ®*, but its rather

13

stilted nature, which La® averts with the negative adverb neque “nor” and Sa“ with
oyA€ “nor,” could suggest the presence of waw in the Vorlage.''” However, asyndeton
in Hebrew poetry is also one of its features, and with no evidence of a Hebrew waw,
Kal is more likely a genuine plus. For the collective singular 0I&j2a (20%), referring to
mankind or people (see IR HALOT 1:14.1b%), ®* has the plural viovg AvOowWTWV.
Of the 24 instances of 078 + 721 in the Psalms of A%, all but three including 145(146):3

12
are plural,'?

which might suggest that the Vorlage read DR 23122. On the other hand,
the inclusion of wxati following ém’ &oxovtag, also plural, could suggest that ®&*
smoothed out the parallelism, undeterred in the next verse with using a collective
singular pronoun (avtov) with viovg avOowmwv in view. Both phenomena are
visible traits in 2t and ®* and so the problem is difficult to diagnose. If ®* errs in his
treatment of Ps 145, he errs on the side of isomorphism and isosemantism, and so the

former solution may be preferable in spite of the additional kal. Finally, there is some

orthographic variation with é¢¢’ insofar as PCO has & (so B and S), A has &m’, and

18 Ps 46(47):10; 82(83):12; 106(107):40; 112(113):8[2x]; 117(118):9; 145(146):3; see also 50(51):14 for fem
singular 72" = 1)yepovikdc.

"9 However, the use of kal even in points of contrast is not unusual in &* and could well reflect the
translator’s common style. E.g. Ps 24(25):7, apoaotiag ... kai (= waw) dyvolac; 31(32):9 un
YiveoBe wg (mmog kai (no waw) 1)piovog.

120 ps 8:5, 79(80):18.
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R, L', and 1219” have émi. Undoubtedly Rahlfs’s preference for the Lower Egyptian
group over the Lucianic and unclassified (Mischtexte) groups left R (Western), a

daughter Version, by itself.
olg ovk €0tV owtnEla N 19 PRY

PRW (PR + W), as indicated by the Masoretic note ['RW, is a hapax legomenon. The
relative pronoun -W whose full form is WK (GKC §36) is arguably indicative of late
Biblical Hebrew (BHRG §36.3, p. 259), though Briggs (1907:530) «calls it an
“Aramaism.” With DTX13 as its antecedent, W introduces a sentence gap for which, as
is typical and coherent in Hebrew, the resumptive pronoun 1% accounts. ®*, on the other
hand, does not resort to replicating Semitic (i.e. non-Greek) syntax, but utilizes Greek
inflection by representing -W as a masculine plural dative relative pronoun (oic)

followed by an explicit copula (oUk &otwv = pPr).'?

In this way oig remains
grammatically concordant with its antecedent viovg A&vOpwmwv and simultaneously
circumvents the need for a resumptive pronoun. Syntactically oic is a dative of
possession (BDF §198) and conveys that the aforementioned people themselves have

. 122
no deliverance.

They neither have it nor can provide it and so they should not be
trusted; their mortality is proof of this fact (see v. 4). In most instances in this psalm &*
attempts to follow the grammatical and syntactical cues of his source with no ill effect
in Greek. In other instances in which Greek and Hebrew are fundamentally different

(e.g. the use of resumptive pronouns or Greek case inflection), ®* typically opts for

Greek coherence over strict concordance.'?

2l See also Gentry (2001) for a discussion on the equivalences of PR (regularly ovk &otwv) in the
Greek Psalter vis-a-vis the putative koaiye group. See also Chrysostum’s reading t@® oUk E€xovtL owoat
in Field (1875:302) and Montfaucon (1836:574).

122 I this regard it is arguable that the dativus incommodiis (BDF §188) is also conveyed.

12 We shall see another instance of this in v. 6, where W occurs again.
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nYwn naturally entails “aid, assistance, help or deliverance” (HALOT 11:1801.3*) and
usually by God through the agency of people (BDB 448.1). It foreshadows the creedal
language in v. 5 in which the God of Jacob is =1p “help” to the “happy one” (mww).'**
Though Briggs (1907:531) would have us believe that 7pwn has in mind a specific
instance in which “Syrian kings...pressed upon the Jews from the north,” that historical
contextualization is moot for ®*. Likewise one should not read into ocwtnota the
developed Christian nuances of transcendent salvation; here the psalmist proffers that

God can help or deliver from trouble whereas humans fail. In that sense ocwtnolx

entails deliverance or preservation from some trouble (GELS 668.1).

5.6.5 Verse4
é¢EeAevoetal TO mMveLHA AVTOV, KAl NRTRY 2 M RYA
EToTEéPeL el TV YNV avToD, &V ékelvn PNIAYY 17aR RI97 D3

™) NUEQA ATTIOAOVVTAL TTAVTEG Ol

dlxAoylopol avTv.

His spirit will go out and he will return to his | His spirit departs, he returns to his land, in

earth, in that day all their thoughts shall perish. | that day his plans perish.

Using gnomic language, v. 4 offers a ground of reason for the prohibition against
trusting human beings in v. 3. While we can hardly know anything about the
stichometry of ®*, in PCO é&eAevoetal tO0 mMvevua avTOL, Kal EToTEéel €l
TV YNV avtov is but a single stich. However, B and S divide it into two stichs at the

comma. In La® xai émiotoédet eic v yiv avtov is lacking altogether.

12 BDB 448 says that while most assign mp"Wwn to the root Y1 in the sense of yw» (so npw»), there is

insufficient evidence for such a root.
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¢EeAevoetal TO MVELHA AVTOL 1T R¥N

The gnomic language depicting the mortality of DR 71 is rendered in some English
translations (e.g. RSV, NRSV, NIV, ESV) as a temporal-conditional sentence. The
apodosis then begins with 2w Allen (1983:375) interprets 2w’ ...8¥n as a complex
protasis “expressed by juxtaposition,” with 01”32 beginning the apodosis. Other
translations (KJV, ASV, JPS, NET) retain the terse paucity of Ut. Both ®* and iuxta
Hebr. render the Hebrew yigtol forms — which are jussive according to J-M (§167a) —
with future verbs, but this may just as well be understood gnomically. Indeed Sa
achieves a “characteristic” or gnomic or “timeless” sense with the aorist (Layton
2004:261-262)'* wape...e1 esoa “go forth” (Crum 71.B*, 583). Once again &*
follows the verbal cues of his source, and the future fits this tendency.

®* retains the ambiguity of RX¥ (qal) “to go out” or “depart” (HALOT 1:425.5%;
BDB 423.1e*) with the very common word é&eAevoetar (fut mid ind 3s
¢géoxopan),® just as it does in its 9 other instances in the Psalms.'”’ The antecedent
of avtov is evidently viovg avOowmwv (v. 3), but a shift in number is fairly
common in the Psalms (both At and ®) when a collective singular is used. The plural
again appears at the end of the verse. In this particular instance the 3ms suff (1) of At is

128

grammatically concordant with its antecedent (DTN j2), but the switching of

grammatical number can also be observed in the Versions.

In  Lambdin’s (1983:122) terminoloigy wape is the praesens consuetudinis or “habitual”
converter.

126 [n Rahlfs’s LXX ¢££oxopat occurs 669x.

PTPs  16(17):2; 18(19):5; 43(44):10;  59(60):12;  72(73):7; 80(81):6; 103(104):23; 107(108):12;
108(109):7; see also 151:6, but the underlying Hebrew is questionable (see 11QPs*, DID IV:60-62).

28 See ch. 5 for numerous examples of shifting between the singular and plural where collective

singulars are employed.
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v.3  viovg avBowmwv (pl) (sg) oTR 12

v.4 1O mvedpa AUTOD (s) (sg) 1M R¥N
¢moTEéPEL €l TV YNV avTOoD (s) (sg) InnTRY awr
ATIOAOLVTAL ... Ol dlxAoylopol avtwv (pl) (sg) rninwy 17aR

Sa, La® and Ga (not ») have a plural pronoun (= avt@v) and Rahlfs undoubtedly
chose the singular because it is the lectio difficilior. A similar issue arises with avTOU
in the following stich as well (see comment below). As with 0IX 3 in v. 3, the singular

pronoun here is collective, and ®* follows suit.

[Tvevpa/mn “life  breath” (HALOT 11:1199.6biii*; BDB 925.4d*) is symbolic of life
itself (GELS 567.1c*). Thus, the generic use of émiotoéyer conveys the force of a
euphemism for mortality — even the mighty nobility perish and cannot be relied

129
upon.

129 Keel (1997:240) places Ps 146:3-4 in the context of Egyptian imagery: “More frequently than by

renunciation of foreign gods and military capability, the turning to Yahweh is brought into relief by
denial of human achievements (cf. Ps 52:7; 127:1-2) and by disavowal of exaggerated confidence in men
(Pss 56:4, 11; 62:9; 116:11). In this connection, the psalmists effectively contrast the eternity of God
with the transitoriness of man...Man is utterly #ransient and vulnerable, whereas God abides forever.
The image is typical of Palestine-Syria, where the ground, watered almost exclusively by the spring
rains, dries up in a very short time. The situation is different in Egypt and Mesopotamia, which possess
rivers. Powerful men and princes, pursuing bold designs, are just as transient as common mortals. On
that day when the vital spirit leaves them, it is finished even for such as they (Ps 146:3-4). ‘It is better to

take refuge in the LORD than to put confidence in princes’ (Ps 118:9)”.
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Kal €MoTEEPEL €LG TV YNV aAUTOL MRS 2w

Once again ®* adds a coordinating conjunction where there is none in the Hebrew. In
the Psalms émiotoédpw “turn, return” nearly always (39x) renders 2w in the qal or
hiphil.”®  Hesychius, 1219%, Aquila, and Theodotion (Field 1875:302) have
anootoéPet (“return”), which, on the basis of shared vocabulary, may stem from a

deliberate intertextual link to Gen 3:19."!

The issue of grammatical number arises
again with the plural verb in Sa (NcekoToy = ¢émiotoépovorv), which clarifies that
the unexpressed subject is vioUg avOpwmwv of v. 3. The attestation of avTtov is
again mixed: Sa and Bo' attest to the plural (= aUt@v), La% lacks the pronoun entirely,
and S places it in the nominative, presumably to clarify that the collective singular
avtog for viovg avOpwmwv (not mvevua) is the subject. Hence the shift in
grammatical number from v. 3 to 4 in PCO raises the question of the grammatical
number of émioteéPpw (sg. or pl) and relatedly, what its unexpressed subject is:
TIVEDHA Of LIOUG avOowmwv?'?® The English translations grant that oTR13 is the
subject of 2w, not MA. In ®*, if the subject of émoTEédw is mvevua (as it is in
PCO) then it could suggest a belief that one’s “spirit” wanders to his homeland (tr)v
ynv avtov) after death. According to Dahood (1970:341), as in Job 1:21, the
“psalmist evokes the motif of Sheol as the land to which all mortals must return,” the

nether world. Although the nether world is one possibility, the grave or even the dust of

the ground is more appealing. 1 Macc 2:63 alludes to LXX-Ps 145:4 and supplies not

130 ps 70(71):21 appears to be the lone exception with 220.

Py do@tt Tod MEOoWTOL Tov Bdyn TOV dQTOV oL éwS TOD ATOoTEéaL O &ig THV YRV,
¢ N EANUPONG, Ot vN el kal eig YNV ameAevorn. By the sweat of your face you will eat your bread
until you return to the earth from which you were taken; for you are earth and to earth you will depart.
See also Dan 11:28(2x).

2 The same question may be asked of 2, but the shifting of grammatical number in the Greek

emphasizes the issue.
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YNV, but xouv “dust,” thus echoing Adam’s creation out of the “dust from the ground”

(xovv amo T1¢ Yng) and subsequent breath of life (Gen 2:7).

onueov émapOrnoetat kat avgov ov ur]  Today he shall be exalted and tomorrow he

e0Ee0N, OtL éTéoTeeV €lg TOV XOUV shall not be found because he returned to his
avTov, KAt 6 dDAAOYLOHOG AUTOD dust and his plans shall perish.
ATIOAELTAL.

In Gen 2:7 every DIR1A returns to the AnIR (= yn) “the ground” (HALOT I1:15.1%;
BDB 9.3*). The explicit linkage made to Gen 3:19 by He and 1219% (less certainly by
®*) shows minimally a reception oriented interpretation that mortal man actually
becomes dirt. That is to say, he returns to the yn when he dies.'"” In this way the
apxovteg, more immediately the viovg dvOpwmwv to whom belongs Tt mvevua,
like the sinner of 1 Macc 2:62-63, are exalted for a time in life, but ultimately die and
return to the ground from whence they came. Human rulers, unlike God, are mortal and

should not be trusted.

év Exelvn) ) Nuéoa dmoAovvTatl TavTeg ol PRINWY 1TAR K100 013

dlxAoylopol avT@v

Though &7 D2 occurs only once in the Psalms, &v exelvn) ) Muéoa and more
commonly &v T Npéoa éxelvr) serve as regular representations throughout more than
200 occurrences in Rahlfs’s LXX. The future mid 3pl form dmoAovvtat (&mOAALLL)
“to perish, die” (GELS 78.1; BDAG 115.1ba) is normally reserved for language of
judgment against the wicked (nations), enemies, impious, and fools in the Psalms,'**

although it is also used to describe the passing of the creative order (e.g. heaven and

133 Agreeing with this is the textual note in LXX.D (894): “Wenn der Geist den Menschen verlisst, dann wird
der Mensch zur Erde zuriickkehren.”
Bips  1:6; 2:12; 96, 7; 9:37(10:16); 36(37):20; 40(41):6; 67(68):3; 72(73):19, 27; 79(80):17;

82(83):18; 91(92):10; 111(112):10.



CHAPTER 5: PSALM 145 (2t 146) 294

135

earth)'” and that the hope of the poor might not perish*® as well as the righteous

138 the middle form

person because of disobedience.”” In 20 of the 21 occurrences in ®,
of AamoAAvuL (amoAovuar) represents TaR (qal) “to perish, die” (BDB 1.1*) or as
HALOT (I:2.1*) designates it in 145(146):4, to “become lost,” as in the failing of plans.
According to Field (1875:302), Aquila, Symmachus, Quinta, and Sexta attest to the
aorist middle indicative 3pl form A&mwAovto, but this is more likely an attempt to
“correct” toward the gqatal form in Hebrew, since the gatal and aorist are so often
equated in translational representation.

Posing more of a challenge is the hapax legomenon Pnwy (iAW) “thoughts” or
“plans” (HALOT 1:898%)."*° Briggs (1907:530) and Dahood (1970:341) label pnwy an
“Aramaism,” since it is known already from the eighth-century Sefire Inscriptions.
However, only the related verbal form nwy occurs there,140 which is also known from
the Hebrew Bible (Jonah 1:6; Dan 6:4). In Aramaic the meaning of XRJRWY (or
RIinYww) “forge” came to refer to a “plan” or “device” as in Targ. Is 33:11 (Jastrow
1128). @*does not have XNINWY in our verse, but (a1 (A1) “plan, scheme.” S (so
also Syh) has oX _=asis, whose Hebrew equivalent nawnn “thought, intent, plan,

1

invention” underlies dtxtAoylouds 4x out of 7 occurrences in the Psalms,'*' though

Field (1875:302) indicates that other translations have mQoOéoeic “plan, purpose.”

135 Ps 101(102):27.

10 Ps 9:19.

B7Ps 118(119):92. See also 141(142):5 where it seems to mean “to vanish.”

138 See Ps 72(73):19 as an exception where &mcOAovTo renders 10 “complete.”

3 However, mnwy does occur in Ben Sira® 3:24, see also BDB (799%).

140 Dahood might have had in mind the related verbal form nwy “to think,” which occurs in Sefire
Stele II B:5 (Fitzmyer 1967:80-81), the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 5:3 (Kraeling 1953:181) and
9:2 (Kraeling 1953:236-237).

“IPs 39(40):6; 55(56):6; 91(92):6; 93(94):11; see also Is 59:7; Jer 4:14; Lam 3:60, 61. nawnn is
also common in the DSS sectarian literature, occurring some 115x (e.g. CD 2:16; 1Qs 2:24; 1QpHab

3:5).
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3

Otherwise dwxAoylopodg represents II Y3 (or I 71p7) “want, purpose, thought” in
138(139):2 and nmm  “wicked plan, plot” in 138(139):20. With dwxAoywopds (D
cogitations “thoughts, plans”) ®* nevertheless understood PnwWy, adding mavteg (so
also Ga, omnes [not iuxta Hebr], Sa, NeyMeeyeTHpPOy) so as to depict a more
comprehensive outcome. There is nothing inherently negative about OxAoylopog/
Pnwy in 145(146), rather the point is that when human beings die, so also their plans,
thoughts and schemes end with them. In contrast, once again, is the God who alone
endures and alone can be trusted.

Not surprisingly there is confusion in the Versions over the final pronoun of the
verse: ®* attests to the plural avt@v (so also Sa“ -oy), whereas Augustine, the

ars

majority of the Lucianic minuscules (i.e. L*’), excluding Hesychius and 1219°, witness
the singular (aVUtoU) so as to remain consistent with the grammatical number already
discussed. It is likely that ®* misaligned the grammatical number in v. 4 from v. 3, and
the Versions, albeit inconsistently, corrected toward the Hebrew or copyists

“corrected” the mismatch in number for internal cohesion.

5.6.6 Verse5
HakAaLog 00 0 Beog Iakwp Ponbog, 1 PAPR MAHY 192 A 2P HRY MWwR

EATIIC aUTOVL €Tt KUELOV TOV OEOV AvTOL

Blessed is he whose helper is the God of Jacob, | Blessed is he whose help is the God of Jacob,

his hope is in the Lord his God, his hope is in YHWH his God.

In contrast to the prohibitions of vv. 3-4, which, negatively, are an attempt to dissuade
one from trusting in mortal human beings, v. 5 shifts to the positive alternative, which
introduces the second section of the Psalm and its thematic apex. Trust in God (over
against humans) stems from the psalmist’s hope in the covenant (v.5), in God who is
not only creator (v. 6), but also social justice advocate (v. 7-8), protector (v. 9), and

king (v. 10).
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Hakdolog o0 0 Beog Iawf BonOdg MY 2P HRW MWR

Following the frozen form ™w& “happy, blessed is he who” (HALOT 1:100.3*%)'* the
relative particle w becomes the second constituent in a construct phrase (/BHS §19.4b,
p. 336)."" In 25 of its 26 occurrences in the Hebrew Psalms,'** ®* translates ™wx (the
plural construct of 2WR) as either a singular (pocKo’cQLog)145 or plural (pocKo’cQLOL)146
adjective, depending on the perceived number of the subject in context, whether it is
expressed'’ or not!'* In 145(146):5 HokaQlog is a nominative predicate adjective
whose true subject is not expressed due to ellipsis.'*’ Here ®* represents 1 + w with a
(possessive) genitive masculine relative pronoun,””® and the entire relative clause
00...Bon06¢ modifies the elliptical subject just noted, while o0 modifies Bon0oc."
For Briggs (1907:531) vya is the handiwork of a “glossator,” but ®* certainly had it
in his Vorlage. Although in other instances ®* has opted to represent beth essentiae
(GKC §119i, IBHS §11.2.5¢)""* with the preposition év (e.g. LXX-Ps 38:7, év eikdvi

= oo%a, see ch. 4), here ®* departs from a formal representation of Ya (M2

142 BDB (81*) classifies "W as the plural construct of the segholate masculine noun YR or IWR , glossing it
with “happiness, blessedness of.”

143 Cf. also Ps 136(137):8.

"*In Ps 143(144):15[1%] " is rendered with the verb parcaiCw “consider blessed/happy.”

Wps 1:1; 31(32):2, 32(33):12; 33(34):9; 39(40):5; 40(41):2; 64(65):5; 83(84):6, 13; 88(89):16;
93(94):12; 111(112):1; 126(127):5; 127(128):2; 136(137):8, 9; 143(144):15[2"]; 145(146):5.

140 Ps 2:12; 31(32):1; 83(84):5; 105(106):3; 118(119):1, 2; 127(128):1.

"7 E.g. Ps 1:1 (singular); 83(84):5 (plural).

18 E g. Ps 64(65):5 (singular); 31(32):1 (plural).

"YPs 143(144):15 represents a similar instance, though here the subject is expressed: pardolog O
Aadg, 00 KOELOG 6 BE0G aDTOV/PIPR MW DY MWK,

'3 Briggs (1907:530) refers to the relative pronoun @ as an “Aramaism.” See also v. 3.

151 1219% has Hakdolog oov, which is certainly a scribal corruption.

132 Others, such as Duhm (1922:475), say that 2 is merely dittographic.
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functionally acts as a predicate, so J-M §133c'*®) by utilizing a predicate nominative
(Bon06c) modified by the relative pronoun.”™* 6 Bedg IokwpB remains the subject of
the relative clause.”” In this way ®* chooses not to represent the formal features of the
source text with non-Greek constructions, but to communicate the meaning of the

source text in a way that makes better sense for Greek.

The title “God of Jacob” occurs 15x in the HB, normally as apy’ moR ([6] Oeog

6 According to Kraus

Iaxwp), but only here with the truncated form 2py” 5.1
(1960b:953) “apy* 58 wird in Jerusalem der “Gott Israels” genannt — besonders in
seiner Funktion als Schutz- und Heilsgott (vlg. zu Ps 46:4). Die altisraelitische
Gottesbezeichnung 2pp* 58  erinnert an das Zentralheiligtum Bethel, an dem die
Erzvitertradition vom “Gott Jakobs” ihren Haftpunkt hatte.” Introduced first in Ex. 3:6,
15, the longer title 2pp 'nHR1 PR’ *AYR DANAR YR DINIANR TOR M/KOQOG 6 Oedg
TV Tatéowv Lpwv 0eoc APoaap kat Oeog loaax xkat Oeoc lakwp is said to be
the covenant memorial name of God for all of the generations of Israel, and Ps

145(146) evokes the last portion (Jacob) as representative for the whole in orthodox

creedal fashion. It is the God of the exodus deliverance who alone can be trusted, and

133 J.M §154.fa says that following relative WX, the unmarked word order is subject — predicate (cf. Ps 84:6).

3 ®* trades the 3ms suffix 1 (11pa) for o0, which conveys an idea akin to 0 Oedg lakwfB éotv 6
ponbdc avtov. R, La“ Augustine, Ga, L, Tht, Syh, Z, T, He, B, S°, R% Su, Th, Ch, 1046, 2040 +
fragments, and 1219” follow 21 here with BonBdc avtov; Consistent with Rahlfs’s stated principles of
text-critical arbitration (PCO §9.1.1), he — and probably correctly so — adopted the shorter reading
consistent with his “drei alten Textformen” as reflecting ® (so B, S, A, and La®) while treating the
longer one (mostly L) as a Hebraizing move.

'3 Thus a stilted English rendering might be: “[He], the God of Jacob is the helper of whom, is
blessed.” In this case, for the sake of English, the predicate adjective is brought forward so as to
produce: “Happy is he whose helper is the God of Iakob” (NETS).

36 See Ex 3:6, 15; 4:5; 2 Sam 23:1; Is 2:3; Mic 4:2; Ps 19(20):2; 45(46):8, 12; 74(75):10; 75(76):7;

80(81):2, 5; 83(84):9; 93(94):7.
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indeed Y (I 7Ww) “help, assistance” is the counterpart to mwn (v. 3), which mere
mortals, not even Moses, could provide.

®* renders I W with BonOoc “helper” (GELS 119-120), a close semantic overlap
that occurs elsewhere in the Psalms only one other time (Ps 69[70]:6). We first
encounter this word as an adjective for God in the Song of Moses (Ex 15:2) in the
manner it is employed in Ps 145(146):5.”" In the Greek Psalter BonOdc often

8

represents Hebrew words for protection, refuge, strength, or deliverance,”™® often

d 99159

trading with divine-epithets such as “rock” and “stronghol The matches for

Bon0dg in the Greek Psalter are as follows:

e 23wn “stronghold” 9:10 [2"]

e YN “mountain stronghold, place of refuge, fortress” 51(52):9

e 1onn “refuge, place of refuge” 61(62):9

e 0o “hiding place” 118(119):114

e 7Y “help, assistance” 26(27):9; 39(40):18; 45(46):2; 62(63):8

o ¥ “rock” 17(18):3; 18(19):15; 77(78):35; 93(94):22

o 111 “refuge, protection” 27(28):7; 58(59):18; 80(81):2

e 17 (v.) “to help” 29(30):11; 71(72):12; 117(118):7

o 171 (n.) “help, assistance” 69(70):6; 145(146):5

e 11 7MY (n.) “strength, might” 32(33):20; 113:17(115:9), 18(10), 19(11)

BTEx 15:2, npwrb % mm i manan 1/Bon00og kai okemaoTig ¢y£vetd ot el owtnolav.

¥ Bon0og is a plus in Ps 117(118):6.

9 See the discussion of this phenomenon in Oloffson (1990a; 1990b:21-22) in terms of what he
refers to as “literal” and ‘“non-literal” translation technique. Flashar (1912:243-244) argues that ®* uses

less visual depictions of God, hence Bon0dc.
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1] €EATIG AVTOL €7t KVELOV TOV BEOV aUTOL rROR M HY Maw

The final stich of v. 5 is a nominal sentence. Although both Syh and La® begin this
clause with a coordinating conjunction (= kai), ®* does not, in agreement with 1.
Only 10 instances of 72w occur in the HB, both in nominal and related verbal forms.

160
” for some

®* typically renders the noun 92w with mQoodokiax “expectation
“general expectation” (L-N §30.55) or &Amic “hope”'® for an expectation of
something beneficial (L-N §30.54). Similarly ®* wusually renders the verb 92w (pi) “to
hope, wait” (HALOT 11:1305*) with either mpoodokaw “to wait for, expect,”'®  or
¢ATiCw “to hope.”'® Here nominal 72¥ “hope” (BDB 960*) parallels the aid or help

(71p) from the prior stich, which ®* renders as ¢ATtic.

Both possessive constructions 1 éAmic avtov and Tov Oeov avtov are articular,
which is typical of ®*. For further discussion regarding the use of articles with objects,
see the discussion of n& in v. 1. According to Dahood (1970:341) 5y is not a
preposition but part of a compound name for Yahweh (akin to *®Y or ) as in Ps
17(18):42 “Most High Yahweh.” However, ®* clearly did not interpret Y as a proper

name, but as a preposition — as do most commentators.

10 ps 118(119):116.
161 ps 145(146):5.
12ps 103(104):27; 118(119):166. IMooodordw is used generally for sense of expectation, or even

3

an uneasy anticipation of something (L-N §30.55). See also Ruth 1:13 mpoocdéxopar “wait for” and
92w (qal) Neh 2:13, 15 “to crush, smash.”

163 g 38:18; Ps 144(145):15.
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5.6.7 Verse 6
TOV MOMOAVTA TOV 0VQAVOV KAl TNV YNV, | IRWA D WR927 081 070N PR 0w [nwd

Vv OaAaocoav kal mavTa T v avTolg, 1131,21'37’? nn

TOV pAGooOVTA AANBelay €lg TOV alwva

the one who made the heaven and the earth, the| Who made the heaven and earth, the sea, and
sea and all that is in them, the one who guards | all that is in them; who guards faithfulness

the truth forever, forever.

Verse 6 continues the creedal declaration about God begun in v. 5 with a series of
adjectival clauses. Everything from v. 5b through 7b (ending with mewvwolv) serves as

a complex prepositional object.

5b1) €ATiG avTov (¢0TLV)

T KOOV TOV B£0V axTOV

6a — TOV MOU)0QVTA  TOV. OVOAVOV
Kol
Ty
6b v O&Aaocoay
Katl
TAVIA T €V AVTOIG
6b — 10V PuAdooovia aAnBelav eig TOV alwva
Ta TOLOLVTA  KQLHA TOIG ADKOVUEVOLS
7b dOVTA  TEOPNV TOIG TMEVWOLY

7¢c KOELOG AVeL TTETEDNUEVOLG. ..

Thus verses 5b-7b comprise one sentence with four participles.
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TOV TOW)OAVTA TOV OVQAVOV KAl TIV YNV PRI DY WY

6a-b comprises a compound object clause modifying tov moumjoavia. ®* represents
7wy (qal ptc) with an articular substantival participle (TOv moujoavta) in simple
apposition to kVQOV TOV Bedv (OnHR MAY) in v. 5, hence the string of accusative
modifiers.'® In addition to 812 (® moléw “to create” BDAG 839.1b*), the opening
word for the creative act in Gen 1:1, nwy (HALOT 1:890.4*%) is likewise used as a near-
synonym (Gen 1:7, 11, 12, 16, etc., also moléw). Finding expression in the Psalms,
PRI oW vy “maker of heaven and earth” is a creedal formula, though nowhere else
in the HB is it found in this precise form. Although in Gen 1:1 the objects ©MWn NX
PIRN NRY are both articular including nR, this does not bear up consistently, as in Gen
2:4 (onwipIR). Further, in iAWY is in the absolute state, whereas in the other
examples noted it is in a construct relationship with onw (oY ndY). In no case does
®* attempt to replicate a Hebrew “construct” relationship (e.g. with a noun + genitive,
TIONTNG TOL 0vEAVOV); rather, in every instance, so here in 2IT, TOV ovEAVOV is
merely the direct object.

According to Habel (1972:321-324), who traces the origin and development of nwyp
PRI onw in the HB and ANE, this formula is first associated with 558 in Gen
14:19, 22 (pax1onw mp oy 9R), and hence a pre-exilic El cult tradition.'® In the

Psalms the formula is attributed to Yahweh in a cultic setting that functions as a

to4 Alternatively one could argue that tov Oedv is in apposition to kUQELOvV, since it is kUQELOG, not
KVQLOg O Bedg, who resumes the psalm in 7c. However, since Dn9& M is so often a title invoked in
scripture, with and without a pronominal suffix, it is justifiable to regard xVgQlov tov Oedv in the same
way.

' Habel (1972:323) argues for continuity between the El of Ugarit, Canaan, and Israel, stating also
that “Elsewhere within the biblical tradition Elyon persists as a comparable appellative for E1 or

Yahweh as the supreme god over heaven and earth.”
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“liturgical formula for evoking the blessing of God in worship” (Habel 1972:327).'%
The formula “Yahweh, creator of heaven and earth” occurs in five instance in the
Psalter (Ps 113:23[115:15]; 120[121]:2; 123[124]:8; 133[134]:3; 145[146]:6). Habel
(1972:326-332) argues that “Yahweh, creator of heaven and earth” is sometimes
mediated by the supreme cult location, Zion, the prescribed center and symbol of
God’s power and dwelling,'”” for priestly benediction (Ps 133[134]:3; 120[121]:2) and
as a ground for its legitimacy as a blessing. Accordingly, in Ps 120(121) and 123(124)
“Yahweh, maker of heaven and earth” is the source of divine ‘“help” — in Ps 123(124)
the formula is associated with Yahweh’s “name” (i.e. himself) — and hence the ground
for pronouncing a divine blessing of future protection against oppression (Habel
1972:329). With Ps 20:2-3 Habel connects the Lord’s help that comes from Zion with
his name, the God (El) of Jacob.

nar ora mn 7y The LORD answer you in the day of trouble!
2pyr 1oR oW 7a5w°  The name of the God of Jacob protect you!
wIpn 7MY nHw*  May he send you help from the sanctuary,

TIV0* ('¥1  and give you support from Zion. (NRSV)

With this, all of the common elements of a blessing for the oppressed are tied together
with the common formula, “maker of heaven and earth” in Ps 145(146). There the 5N
apy “God of Jacob” is =y “helper” (v. 5), helper of the oppressed (vv. 6-8) and is
associated with Zion (v. 9). If Habel is correct, then the Psalms have adapted a pre-

exilic blessing formula for a cultic setting. Its continued use even in a late, post-exilic,

' Habel (1972:324) associates PRI DAW MIp oY 98 (Gen 14:19) with the Yahweh “formula” in
the Psalter structurally since both always have a participle followed by paxionw, and functionally, in
that most occurrences happen in the context of a blessing (772).

' See especially Ollenburger (1987), who argues that “Zion as an iconic vehicle has among its
denotations the kingship of Yahweh, and among its connotations Yahweh’s exclusive prerogative to be

the defender of and to provide security for his people” (here 19).
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psalm like Ps 146, indicates that PRI DW nwy may have still been compatible with
its more ancient heritage. Unfortunately, however, although possible, Habel’s insight
must remain at this point in time a matter of speculation as the interperative tradition of

which ®* was a part.

Vv OdAaocoav kal mavta T v avTolg D3 WK 5 NR1 O DR

Both v O&Aacoav and t& (coordinated with xail = 1) continue the compound direct
object. Unlike paxi1onw, both o'n and 7w are preceded by the direct object marker
nR, which ®&* articulates according to normal practice. The tripartite cosmology -
heaven, earth, and seas, the last of which need not represent the underworld as it so
often does in Egyptian cosmology (Keel 1997:35) — is replete with an environment and
inhabited life at each level. Indeed these couplets are merismatic, representing the
entire cosmos (BDAG 442.1a).'® Ps 145(146):6a-b is only slightly modified with

respect to a few conjunctions (and NR) from its originating and only other occurrence,

Ex 20:11.

Ps 145(146):6

TOV TOW0QVTA  TOV OVEAVOV KAl TV YNV PIR 10MY nwy
Vv OdAacoav katl TdvTa T €v avTolg D3 WK 73 DRI O DR

Exodus 20:11

énoinoev KOELOG TOV OVEAVOV KL TV YNV PIRD ORI D'NWD DR IO Ny

Kat v OdAacoav Kal mdvta T €v avTolg D3 WK 73 NR1 O DR

In the Psalms, ®* represents 9w 93 in three ways: (1) When an indefinite quantity,

amount, or action (“whatever”) is in view WX 92 is rendered with md&vta + indefinite

18 E g. Hag 2:6, 21; Joseph. Ant. 4:40; C. Ap. 2:121.
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relative adjective (e.g. m&vta 6oa [av]),'®” cf. BDF (§293.1). (2) &* may also render

170

(participle +) WX Y2 with mag + a substantival participle. (3) Less common are

instances in which distributive attention is placed on nondescript individuals or
“things” of a class. For these ®* uses mavtax + t& “all the things, everything.”'”
More evident in this case than even translation technique, however, is the fact that Ex
20:11 1is part of the Decalogue. Not only must ®&* have been versed in the
Pentateuch,'” but certainly a famous passage such as this would not have been missed

or uninfluential. This finds textual support in that LXX-Ps 145:6 and LXX-Ex 20:11

are more closely aligned than the verses are even in 1.

OV GvAdooovTa AN ey gig TOV alva oopH NRR NN

The final stich of v. 6 begins a new appositional clause whereby tOv ¢vAdooovta
modifies and further identifies xvOglov TOv Oedv, thus ending the echo from Exodus.
Many commentators (e.g. Gunkel 1929:613; Kraus 1960b:951) wish to emend away
the article prefixed to the participle 2w for metrical and stylistic reasons. Allen
(1983:377) notes that the article prefixed “to the participle of v 6b indicates a fresh
start to a strophe as well as to a line.” However, with no textual support for such an
emendation it makes better sense to assume that it was original to the presumed
Vorlage, its presence or absence in the Vorlage cannot be deduced from tov

PvAdooovta in any case.'” Briggs (1907:531), Kraus (1960b:951), and Allen

19ps 1:3; 108(109):11; 113:11(115:3); 134(135):6.

70ps 113:16(115:8); 118(119):63; 134(135):18; 144(145):18.

71 Ps 95(96):12; 145(146):6.

"2 ®* evidently was influenced by the Pentateuch. One clear example of definitive borrowing can be
demonstrated from the plus material that ®* borrowed from the Greek of Gen 12:3 when rendering Ps
71(72):17.

' The Targum employs a periphrastic construction with a relative particle + peal ptc =017 “who

guards/keeps,” whereas S begins merely with the ptc \.
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(1983:379) interpret NNR MY as a matter of Yahweh’s “faithfulness™'™

to keep his
covenant promises as king. In the Greek Psalter, &ArOewx normally represents both
R (35/36) and nnnR (“truth” 20/22). ®* plainly represents nAR INwn with tov
PvAdooovta &AnOewxv “the one who guards truth,” suggesting not so much that the
Lord remains faithful, but that he upholds truth as a divinely approved standard.

Once again Dahood (1970:342) rewrites the Hebrew text to his preferred reading by
trading obpb “forever” for oHph “wronged.” In this way 6b and 7a are better
paralleled — “who keeps faith with the wronged, who defends the cause of the

oppressed.” ®*, on the other hand, interpreted his text as 099, since he used one of his

three standard representations to convey its temporal nuance. In the Psalms these are:

(1) atwva oL atwvog
(2) elc TOV alwva TOL ALWVOG

(3) elc TOV alva KAl €lg TOV alva TOL &lVog
The following comparative chart shows the corresponding 21t values:'”

2 (D 2| G)

Y X Ps 83(84):5...t0v alwvwyv
wH | X Ps 9:19
7}7'7 X Ps 60(61):9; 88(89):30; 110(111):3, [10* ..toU aicwvog >2110]; 111(112):3,9
TV Ty X Ps 82(83):18; 91(92):8
oo | X Ps 60(61):8; 72(73):12; 88(89):2, 3, 38

Ps 9:8; 11(12):8 =11QPs% 14(15):5; 28(29):10; 29(30):7, 13 =4QPs’;
30(31):2; 32(33):11; 36(37):18, 28; 40(41):13; 43(44):9; 44(45):3;
48(49):9?, 12; 51(52):11 =4QPs®; 54(55):23; 70(71):1; 71(72):17,
obwh | X 72(73):26; 74(75):10[defec]; 77(78):69; 78(79):13; 80(81):16;
85(86):12; 88(89):29, 37, 53; 91(92):9[defec]; 99(100):5; 101(102):13
=4QPs";  102(103):9; 103(104):31 =11QPs%  104(105):8 =11QPs%
105(106):1;  106(107):1;  109(110):4;  110(111):5, 9;  111(112):6;

'™ See nny HALOT 1:69.3*; BDB 54.3b*.

173 Chart taken from Gauthier (2009a:69-70).



CHAPTER 5: PSALM 145 (2t 146) 306

116(117):2;  117(118):1, 2, 3 [1-3 = 4QPs"], 4, 29 =11QPs%
118(119):89, 98, 111,112,142 =5QPs,144, 152, 160; 124(125):1;
134(135):13  =4QPs*;  135(136):1-15,  16[2x],  17-25,  26[2x];
137(138):8; 145(146):6, 10
oo X | Ps 71(72):19
b | X Ps 60(61):5
onon | X Ps 76(77):8; 84(85):6[defec]
oo Ty | X Ps 47(48):9
™1 oo X Ps 44(45):7 (=11QPs®); 103(104):5
;| D'?W X | Ps 9:37(10:16); 47:15; 51(52):10 = 4QPs°
™ DY X | Ps 9:6 =11QPs; 44(45):18; 118(119):44; 144(145):1, 2, 21
ooph TYh X Ps 110(111):8
ooy Tvh X | Ps 148:6

Of the 135 occurrences in the LXX-Psalter of some form of either (1), (2), or (3)
above, it is clear that the shortest form of (1) is far and away the most common; D%

® Since all three variations seem to occur

is preferred over other options."
interchangeably,'”” however, there is nothing to warrant any semantic difference from

one to the other in the Greek Psalter.

" Two odd occurrences not represented in the chart are Ps 40(41):14 (&mO TOD ai@vVoC Kai €I
OV aiova = own T oypnn) and 101(102):29 (eig TOV aidva = Taab).

7(1) and (2) both occur in Ps 60(61):5, 8 and v.9 respectively; (1) and (2) both occur in 88(89):2,
29, 37, 38, 53 and v.30 respectively; (1) and (2) in 91(92):9 and 8; (1) and (2) in 103(104):31 and 5; (1)
and (2) in 110(111):5, 9 and 3, 8, 10; (1) and (2) in 111(112):6 and 3, 9; (1) and (3) in 9:8, 19 and 9:6,
9:37(10:16); (1) and (3) in 47(48):9 and 3; (1) and (3) in 51(52):11 and 10; (1) and (3) in 71(72):17 and
19; (1) and (3) in 118(119):89, 98, 111,112,142,144, 152, 160 and 44; (1) | (2) | and (3) occur in 44(45):3

/7] and 18 respectively.
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5.6.8 Verse7
TIOLOLVTA KQLUA TOLG ADIKOVEVOLS, ~nn 1inY oA onY Ind opwiny [vawn iy
dOVTA TEOPNV TOIS TELVWOLV, KUQLOG D I0R

AVeL teTtednUéVoug

by making a fair decision for the wronged,| who executes justice for the oppressed, who

by giving food to the hungry. The Lord| gives food to the hungry. Yahweh frees those

frees those who have been shackled, who are bound,

Verse 7 continues the substantival participle clause of 6b with two additional
participles (mowovvta, OwWOVTIA), now, arguably, adverbial (so Thomson, NETS)
modifying tov ¢vAdoocovia aAnOeiav. That 0T has 9nwn in 6b could place nwy
and 1 in similar relief. While it is true that both Greek participles could be
substantival (so Brenton), both are anarthrous with no structural cue in AT to warrant
the shift. Against the view that the participles here are adverbial is the plain fact that
adverbial participles are uncommon in the Greek Psalter since the Greek, by virtue of
its commitment to replicating Hebrew sentence structure, rarely enjoys the normal
hypotactic clause relationships of Koine Greek. In this case we are left without an
explanation for why two participles are suddenly anarthrous, and thus the four prior
adjectival clauses that modify kUQov TOvV 0Oedv appear logically unrelated. As
adverbial participles molwovvta and OwWoOvTa better clarify the logic of this section by
explaining the manner in which the Lord guards truth, i.e. by providing justice for the
wronged and food for the hungry.

Many of the items listed in MT-Ps 146:7-9 are also found in Deut 10:18, in which
Israel is admonished love to other people with the kind of covenantal love the Lord had
shown them. Thus, either the psalmist made an intentional, albeit modified, association

with Deuteronomy or was influenced by stock language in circulation.
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Deut 10:18
TOLOV KQIOWV TTQOONAUTW Katt 0pdhave onY 1% nn% 93 30K 1IRHR D vawn awy
Kal XNoa Kat ayana tov mpoonAvtov nonw

dovvatl aUTE AQTOV KAl LHATIOV
Making a fair decision for the resident alien He who executes justice for the orphan (146:9)
and orphan and widow and loving the resident and the widow (v. 9), and who loves the alien

alien so as to give him food and clothing (v. 9) by giving him food and clothing.

An intentional connection with Deut 10:18 in the Greek is, however, unlikely, since the

vocabulary greatly diverges; ®* merely followed the Vorlage.
TIOLOVVTAX KQIHA TOLS AdUKOVUEVOLS DPWYH LaWN WY

® differentiates vawn with two primary, near-synonymous, lexemes in the Greek
Psalter.'”® Roughly 1/3 of the occurrences of vawn in the Psalms are rendered by
KQiOLg,”g which generally entails a decision, judgment, ordinance (e.g. 121[122]:5;
142[143]:2) or sentence handed down in court (BDAG 569.1; GELS 414). It is in this
latter sense that it overlaps with its near-synonym wkQipa, which represents, as in our
verse, LOWA in 2/3 of its instances in the Psalms.'™ In the Psalms vawn always
underlies kpipa. Nevertheless kolpa too may signify the moral quality or principle

“justice” (GELS 412.3) over against corruption and partiality (e.g. Ps 88[89]:15;

"It would appear that there are only two exceptions to this in the Psalms: modotaypa “order,
command” (Ps 7:7) and dwata&ig “command” (Ps 118[119]:91).

PPs 1:5; 9:5, 8; 24(25):9; 32(33):5; 34(35):23; 36(37):28; 36(37):30; 71(72):2; 75(76):10; 93(94):15;
98(99):4[2x]; 100(101):1; 105(106):3; 110(111):7; 111(112):5; 118(119):84, 137; 121(122):5; 139(140):13;
142(143):2.

"Ps 9:17; 9:26(10:5); 16(17):2; 17(18):23; 18(19):10; 35(36):7; 36(37):6; 47(48):12; 71(72):1; 80(81):5;
88(89):15; 88(89):31; 96(97):2; 96(97):8; 102(103):6; 104(105):5, 7; 118(119):7, 13, 20, 30, 39, 43, 52, 62, 75, 102,

106, 108, 120, 121, 132, 149, 156, 160, 164, 175; 145(146):7; 147:8(19), 9(20); 149:9 .
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96[97]:2) as opposed to an actual judgment or ruling. It is no surprise that both
concepts are often integrally related, since justice stems from right judgments. In this
way the two concepts are often difficult to differentiate, and the HB conveys both
nuances with vawn, among other lexemes. Indeed both xkptowc (Ps 1:5) and koipa (Ps
149:9) are at times used negatively with respect to judgment against the wicked. In our
verse it is clear that xolpa (vown), as in its most typical usage, refers to righteous
judgments, or decisions, on behalf of people who have been wronged. [’* and R°
generalize the singular direct object woipa with kpipata, but the singular is more
likely the original. Although the grammatical number of koi(pa usually follows the

number of the Hebrew, it does not always do so. Ps 102(103):6 is a close parallel:'®'

Ps 102(103):6
TOLOV €AENUOOVVAS O KUQLOG Kal KOl D'PIWwY 535 roawnt M MPTR WY

TIAOL TOLG ADIKOVUEVOLG

The Lord performs charitable acts and | Yahweh performs righteous deeds and

judgment for all who are wronged. judgments for all who are oppressed.

For the qal passive ptc o'pwy5 (I pwy), “the oppressed” or “exploited” in a political or
social sense (HALOT 1:897.1b*, BDB 798.1*%), ®* has a present passive participle
aducovpévolg, which functions as a dative indirect object. In Rahlfs’s LXX, outside
of the Psalter, (I) pwyp is rendered primarily with katadvvaotedw “oppress, exploit”
(9x),'" &dwéw “to harm, wrong” (8x)," and ovkoPavtéw “to accuse falsely,

59184

slander, extort. Other renderings occur in only one instance.' In the Psalms ®&*

'8! Similarly, see Ps 105(106):3 (kQio1c).

821 Sam 12:3; Jer 7:6; 27(50):33; Hos 5:11, 12:8; Amos 4:1; Mic 2:2; Zech 7:10; Mal 3:5 (see also
KOVOLAICw “strike with a fist”).

' Lev 5:21, 23; 19:13; Deut 28:29, 33; 1 Sam 12:4; Jer 21:12; Job 10:3.

184 prov 14:31, 22:16, 28:3; Eccl 4:1[2x].
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2186 and  the related

represents (I) pwy with ovkoddvne “slanderer, false accuser,
verbal form cvkopavtéw “to accuse falsely, slander, extort,”187 but most commonly,
as it does in our verse, with adikéw “to harm, wrong.”"™ Although katadvvaotevw
or duvaoTteVw might seem to be better suited as semantic representations of pPWy than
the more general lexeme a&dwkéw, neither occurs in the Greek Psalter, and ®* is well
within a translational trend with adwéw. Those who are “wronged” or “injured” are in
view, as distinct from the oppressed (= A1), specifically. Ga has iniuriam patientibus

“enduring wrong” and in Sa" the qualitative sonc has in view those who suffer evil or

violence (Crum 822).

ddOVTA TEOGTV TOIG TEWV LY Dayah ond jm

Of its 81 occurrences in the Greek Psalter, didwut represents jni 74x as a stereotypical
rendering.'® Here the present active participle (masc sing acc) ddOvVTA represents N
as a qal act participle (masc sing abs). As noted, dO6vTa is the second of two

adverbial participles that expresses how the Lord guards dAnOewav (v. 6b).

' aduciar “unrighteousness” (Ezek 22:29), autia  “cause, reason” (Prov 28:17), A&madikéw
“withhold wrongly” (Deut 24:14), Pfia fxOnoav “they were led by force” (Is 23:12), dvvaotedw
“hold power” (1 Chron 16:21), éxkmiélw “to force out” (Ezek 22:29), OAupig “oppression” (Ezek
18:18).

186 ps 71(72):4

87 ps 118(119):122

188 ps 102(103):6; 104(105):14; 118(119):21; 145(146):7

"% The remaining seven exceptions are DW “to put, set” 38(39):9; 65(66):2; am “to give” 59(60):13;

107(108):13; nw “to stand, set” 20(21):7; nvyp “to cover” 83(84):7; 5N “to disillusion” 56(57):4.
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Aquila translates on% more specifically with Gotog (=—=s), so Field 1875:302),
which, occurring 16x in the OG Psalms, is typical of this word.'”® In the Psalms,
toodr), like its near synonym ﬁ@d)pa,m is a general word for “nourishment, food”
(BDAG 1017), represents 17 “corn, grain,”'”> 9ar “food,”’”> §70 “food” (i.e. what has

94 and omb “bread, food, nourishment,” the latter occurring 3x: Ps

been torn, prey),
135(136):25; 145(146):7; 146(147):9."° Though toob1] is a semantic “fit” for onY, ®*
avoided the (potential) narrower interpretation of “bread” (so iuxta Hebr with panem
“bread, loaf”) for a more generic term that satisfies the gnomic context (so Ga with
escam “food, a dish”). It is general sustenance that 0 kUQlog provides the hungry.

The substantival adjective 2p7 (2p7) “hungry” (HALOT 11:1257.1a*; BDB 944%*),
related to the noun 27 “hunger, famine” and verb 27 “to be hungry” — both of which
are more common than the adj — occurs only 4x in the Greek Psalter and is rendered
each time with a present active participle from mewdw “to hunger.”’”® The nominal
form metva “hunger” (BDAG 792) does not occur in Rahlfs’s LXX or NT, though it
appears in the Greek Pseudepigrapha (e.g. Jubilees 3:21). ®*, in typical fashion,

renders Hebrew 9 as a dative indirect object (hence Toic melv@otv).

1% ps 13(14):4; 36(37):25; 40(41):10; 41(42):4; 52(53):5; 77(78):20, 25; 79(80):6; 101(102):5, 10; 103(104):14,
15; 104(105):16; 104(105):40; 126(127):2; 131(132):15. The single exception is Ps 77(78):24, where &otog
represents }37 “corn.”

"!'In the Psalms Bo@pa represents M2 “food” given to the sick or unfortunate, Ps 68(69):22; 5axrn “food,
nourishment” 73(74):14; 78(79):2; 5ax “food” 77(78):18; 106(107):18.

192 Ps 64(65):10. 137 in Ps 65:10 is used generally for sustenance.

193 Ps 103(104):27; 144(145):15.

94 Pps 110(111):5.

" Hence, the last three occurrences of Bmb in the Psalms are represented by Ttoodr); d&otog
represents all the others.

1% Three of the four occurrences are in LXX-Ps 106: Ps 106(107):5, 9, 36; 145(146):7.
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KUQLOG AVeL temednpévoug DIOR NN M
Beginning with 7c¢, extending into 9a, Ut employs 5 participles (in the absolute state)

whose subject is expressly m7*. In contrast, ®* represents each participle with a finite

verb. These clauses continue the gnomic description of the Lord’s work.

7c  nn KUQLOG AVeL

8a  nmpa M KUQLOG dvogBot
&b  aprm KUOLOG codol

8 anr M KUQLOG dyama

9a nwmw KUOLOC PLAGOOTEL

Following the ’‘atnah in i, M7 begins a new independent clause, as does kUVQLOG
despite the punctuation in PCO. ®* once again (see n. 94), opts for quantitative
alignment with his source and so represents M with anarthrous xkvUQog. Occurring
only in the hiphil, HALOT (I:737*) derives =nn from 11 9N “to smash, tear away
fetters,” which BDB (684.2*) classifies as a hiphil participle from 1 =n1 “set free,

.l
unbind”'®’

(r 9n3 is not an option in BDB). 7n1 occurs 3x in AT, rendered twice in the
Psalms (see also Ps 104[105]:20) with AVw “to set free, loose, untie” (BDAG
607.2a*)"”® and once in Is 58:6 with dtaxAvw “destroy” (BDAG 233.2%).

Each of the five remaining participles in Ps 145(146) governs an object. Iledaw
“bind, fetter, shackle” (BDAG 790) occurs 7x in the Greek Psalter, each time as a

substantival perfect passive participle, “those who have been bound,” i.e. “prisoners.”

Indeed ®* represents the nominal form ©™OR (7"OR) “prisoners” with memednuévoug

"BDB has only two roots for ani that partially overlap with the three attested roots in HALOT: 1
an1 (BDB) = 1 3 (HALOT); 1 °n1 (BDB) = 1 an1 (HALOT); m 203 in HALOT is not recognized in
BDB. Even in HALOT, however, 111 701 is closely related to 1 703 “to loose, strip off, remove.”

8 Ga has solvit (solvo) “loosen” and Sa" Bwa €BOn “to loosen” pertaining to chains, cords (Crum

32.a).
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in Ps 67(68):7, so also 68(69):34, 78(79):11, 101(102):21, and 106(107):10. In Ps
89(90):12 memednuévoug possibly represents 811 (hi X12) “to come,” but B, S, Bo +
fragments, Sa" (Mup),'”” Syh (~isna),”® and 1219 attest to nadevévoug. Supporting
ntadevpévovg, which Rahlfs deemed secondary, is the reverse situation where -DR
(again qal) underlies mawevw “to teach” (Ps 104[105]:22) in the text of PCO.
Apparently madevw and medaw were confused or corrupted in the transmission
history of these select Psalms.

Further, in our verse °'nNn governs D™MOR, a qal passive participle (70RX) referring to
those “bound, captured” (HALOT 1:75.1*) or “imprisoned” (BDB 63.3*). Elsewhere
(noting the instances of maweVw above) ®&* renders 70X only with cuviotut “to
unite” (as in festival sacrifices),”®’ or in the Final Hallel (Ps 149:8) déw “to bind” (as in
fetters Tédag) — all in the qal stem. All of this is to suggest that ®* more likely read
D'OR in Ps 145(146):7 rather than ooR,**> which finds additional support with

N™'OR in € and ~iawre in S.2°

5.6.9 Verse 8
KUQLOG AvoOol KateppayHéVous, KUQLOG anR NinY ooaD apt M oMW nRs [
00Ot TVPAOVG, KVOLOG Adyama dikalovg, oI

The Lord straightens those who have been cast | The Lord opens the eyes of the blind. The

down. The Lord makes the blind wise. The Lord raises up those who are bent down. The

Lord loves the righteous. Lord loves the righteous.

199 Sa® has the qualitative form mup “bound” from moyp “bind” (Crum 181.1%).

20 passive ptc of iaa “to bind”.

21 ps 117(118):27.

292 Whether this is the result of graphic confusion between 1 and * or a real difference in the Vorlage
is unclear.

23 @* and S attest to determ. masc pl nouns, “prisoners.”
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Consisting of three sentences each describing a new work of kvlog/mi, v. 8 merely
advances what was begun in v. 7. Punctuating the adverbial participles in v. 7,
however, ®* trades the three participles in AT npd, qpi, 2R for finite verbs.”” The
chief difficulties in this verse are (1) the word order of the Greek compared to Ut (i.e.
the representations of [8a] mMpa = ocodot and [8b] apr = AvopOot are reversed in ®*
[8a avopBot, 8b codot]), and (2) codot does not clearly correspond with any word in
Ui. The first issue is textual and the second interpretive. For this reason, [ shall

consider 8a-b together, since the issues pertinent to the one (1) are also pertinent to the

other (2).
KUQELOG AvoQOOL KATEQQAYHLEVOUG oMY Npa M
KUOLOG 00Ot TVPAOVG o'a1a0 Pt M

5.6.9.1 The Order of Clauses

External support for the order of clauses as displayed in PCO include: A, B, S, Sa*, Bo,
2008, 2014, 2019, 2037, 2039, 2042, 2044, 2049, 2051, R, La® (not La“), Augustine,
Tertullian, and Cyprian. External support for the order of clauses as displayed in 2t
include: L (i.e. Tht, Syh, Z, T, He; B®, S, R%, Su, Th, Ch; 1046, 2040 + fragments),
1219%, Ga, S, and @". It is clear that Rahlfs opted in favor of the drei alten Textformen
over against the Byzantine witnesses that equate with At (see 1.3.2.2). The difference

between the orders of clauses, PCO, 31T, La® of the Western (R) group” are as follows:

PCO (order) L = At (order) La“ (order)

o Avel  memednuévoug | Aver  memednuévouvg | dvopBol kateQoaypévoug
erigit allisos

5 avopBol kategoaypnévovs | codot TupAovg T Avel TteTedNUEVOUG
solvet compeditos

% godoi TuPpAoUg % lavog0ol kategoayuévous | codot TuPpAOUG
inluminat caecos

S ayana dwaiovg S ayana duaiovg ge ayana dukaiovg
diligit Jjustos

% See comment on v. 8c for a more detailed discussion of this point.

205 See Rahlfs (1907:50, 70).
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It is possible that ®* opted for vocabulary, in part, for purposes of assonance. In the
case of PCO a&vopBoi and codoi retain the same ending®®® and each sentence from
7c-9a ends, minimally, in -ovg. There is additional credence to this order if the passive
participles (-pevoug) and adjectives (-ovg) were intentionally juxtaposed. The same is
true of La“ (order) except that avopBot and ocodot are split up, thereby placing
emphasis on the order of kategoaypévovg and memednuévovg. Since this order is
attested only once, it is a less attractive as an option for ®*.

The word order of At retains the -ot endings while aligning the beginnings of the
words avopOot and dyarma, but this point seems less plausible. However, the order
does force the alternation of participles and adjectives, which could also suggest
desired mnemonic ease or poetic style. In all cases the Greek utilizes devices
reminiscent of songs, creeds, or chants drafted for recitation, an effect the Hebrew also
achieves with the initial word mn* and final ending ©. The fact that the stichs have
varied in the course of their transmission history could attest to their manipulation for

such reasons. A representative list of versions following the At tradition and ®

follows:
ui ®
oMW nRA 1M (A) (B) xvo10¢ dvopBol kateoayévoug
o193 qpf M (B) (A) xVoLog codot TupAovg
S Sa"
~ias sha im (A) (B) nxo€1c NACOO2€ ENETZHY
The Lord opens the eyes of the blind; The Lord sets up those who have fallen down;
~aian o im (B) (A) NX061C NATCABE NBAAE
the Lord sets right those are bent down. the Lord makes wise the blind.

206 Yoot is a hapax legomenon in Rahlfs’s LXX and so the translator’s selection of it must have

been calculated. In the LXX, generally, diavolyw/dvotyw renders npa.
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T
1Y o nT I0aR Npa M (A)
Yahweh opens the eyes of strangers, who are
comparable to blind people;
paaa pr i (B)

The Lord lifts up those who are bowed down.

iuxta Hebr
(A) Dominus inluminat caecos
The Lord gives light to the blind;
(B) Dominus erigit adlisos
The Lord raises up those who have been bent

down.

Syh
~ad\ mans i (A)
The Lord makes wise the blind;
ool Lih iz (B)
the Lord sets right those who have been thrown

down.

Ga
(A) Dominus inluminat caecos
The Lord gives light to the blind;
(B) Dominus erigit adlisos
The Lord raises up those who have been bent

down.

Notably, Ga and Syh, as daughter versions of ®, deviate from the text of PCO in favor

of the Ut word order. Although it is possible that $ had influence upon Syh in this
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instance, Hiebert (1989:228-229) considers it unlikely.””” Both traditions, PCO on the
one hand and Ut on the other, must be quite old, which makes choosing one in favor of

the other difficult. I shall return to this point again below.
5.6.9.2 Lopow/npa

Since Ga supports the word order of Ut and is also a significant daughter version of ®,
the relationship between Hebrew, Greek, and Latin may be of importance. Yodot (pres
act indic 3s ocodpow) “to make wise” (GELS 629*%) or “give wisdom” (related to
codpoc “wise, skillful”) is a neologism and hapax legomenon, evidently representing
npa (so also inlumino “to give light to” in D).

npo, regularly part of the idiom “open the eyes” (HALOT 11:959.1a*; BDB 824.1%),
occurs only once in the Psalms but 35x overall in the HB. Jerome generally rendered
npa “open” with aperio “open.” When aperio renders npa, ® juxtaposes other options,
namely dlavoiyw/dvoiyw,”” elopAénw,”” dvapAénw,’’® and Adyov Emomjow.’
As the idiom goes, npa [(dyavoiyw/aperio] is normally accompanied by its object 'y
[0PpOaAudc/oculus], but it is evidently omitted in our verse. Further, in a few
instances the adjective npa (npa) “be able to see” is equated with sight itself and so we
find video “to see” [PBAémw] in Ex 4:11, though also prudens (adj) “wise, aware”
[BAémtw] in Ex 23:8 (to be discussed) and finally, inlumino “give light to, enlighten”
[copow] in our verse (Ps 145[146]:8).

These renderings also correspond with the multiple meanings of the idiom “open

one’s eyes.” In 2 Kg 4:35 a child “opens his eyes” after Elisha brings him back to life.

27 Hiebert (1989:228-229) does argue that S influenced Syh in Ps 70(71):1; 101(102):1; and 138(139):1.

28 Gen 3:5, 7; 21:19; 2 Kg 4:35; 6:17[2x], 20[2x]; 19:16; Is 35:5; 42:7, 20; Zech 12:4; Job 27:19;
Prov 20:13; Dan 9:18.

215 37:17.

21995 61:1 (confusion with npa “opening”); Jer 39:19 (minus in the LXX).

2 Job 14:3.
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Indeed MT-Ps 146:8 may have this mundane sense in view when opening the eyes of
the blind (= giving them sight), i.e. as a merciful act for the downtrodden. This has
support in that the gift of eyesight to the blind is juxtaposed with giving food to the
hungry; basic physical needs are met. In other instances opening one’s eyes (and also
ears, see Is 42:20) is a way to express one’s awareness and attentiveness to act in
behalf of some situation or person (e.g. a prayer, see 1 Kg 8:52; Neh 1:6; Ps 33[34]:15;
Is 37:17). In Job 14:3 it is an acknowledgement that the Lord knows all that human
beings do and thus holds them accountable for their actions. 2 Kg 6:17 refers to
Elisha’s servant’s ability to see the spiritual dimension (i.e. horses and chariots) around
him.

Opposite npa are the blind (W) (HALOT 1:803*). In Ps 145(146):8 the blind
(tupAove/o™w) may lack physical sight (e.g Ex 4:11) or, in a figurative sense (BDB
734.2*), may be helpless because they lack cognitive or spiritual awareness. BDAG
(1021.2*) nuances TuPAOGG of our verse as one who is “unable to understand, incapable
of comprehending, blind, of mental and spiritual blindness in imagery.”*'* This latter,
figurative use, also has support in &", for the Targum equates the non-Israelite, i.e. the
stranger, with the spiritually unenlightened. ™n05 pP>nnT PI0AR Npa M “Yahweh
opens the eyes of strangers, who are comparable to blind people.” In Ex 23:8 D also
renders npd (® PAémw) with prudens “wise, aware,” hence the one who is able to see

is wise, but even a bribe blinds the wise (prudentes):

D: excaecant etiam prudentes “also blind the wise”
ni: ompa MY “blind the clear-sighted”

®: gxtupAol odpBaAuovs BAemtdvTwy “blind the eyes of those who see™"?

The fact that Ps 145(146):8 omited its object in the Hebrew (1p) only paved the way

for ®* to also interpret mpa (qal) in the figurative sense discussed above (HALOT

*12 Sa" has Bane “blind person,” which according to Crum (38*) always renders TupASC.

213 ® represents the verse less figuratively by supplying the object opOaApove.
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11:959.1bii*). Both La® and Augustine attest to this interpretation with sapientes facit
(= 0odpow). As already mentioned, Ga renders codpow with inlumino, which occurs
only in the Psalms (16x). Except for copow in 145(146):8, inlumino always renders
either PpwtiCw or émidaivw.’'™ Indeed the idiom to “open the eyes,” or more directly
“make eyes illuminated,” or “give eyes light” occurs with inlumino/pwtiCw elsewhere
in the Psalms (e.g. Ps 12[13]:4; 18[19]:9).

In iuxta Hebr, inlumino occurs 43x altogether, but only 5x in the Psalms.’’’> Even
the noun inluminatio “illumination” (so Ga) renders Qwtiopog (from the noun NKR)

and iuxta Hebr typically renders & with fux.*'®

When we compare inlumino from Ga
against the Greek (PwrtiCw, émudpaivw) as well as iuxta Hebr in the light of At
(almost always =R hi) we find that the reading of Ga and iuxta Hebr — inluminat
caecos ‘“‘give light to/enlighten the blind” — diverges slightly from the semantic

meaning of both At and ®* in our verse. Thus the translation equivalents may be

charted as follows:

Ga ® at iuxta Hebr
12(13):4 inlumino  Pwtilw MR (hi.) inlumino “give light to; illuminate”
17(18):29 inlumino  Pwtilw MR (hi.) inlumino
18(19):9 inlumino  PwtiCw MR (hi.) inlumino
33(34):6 inlumino  PwtiCw a3 (qal) confluo “flow”
75(76):5 inlumino  Pwtilw R (ni.) lumen (n) “light”

118(119):130 inlumino ¢wtiCew R (hi.) lucidus “bright, shining” (adj)
138(139):12  inlumino dwtilew R (hi.) luceo “shine”

66(67):2 inlumino érudaitvw MR (hi.) inlustro “light up”

24 According to the marginal reading of Codex Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus, Aquila rendered nps
with shes (dvoiyw so Field 1875:302) and Quinta with ieus ((ptiCw so Field 1875:302).

215 Aside from those mentioned here, see also Ps 118(119):102, where N has 1 77 “to show” and
®* has vopoOetéw “to give the law” (= legem posuisti, Ga).

216 ps 27(28):1; 43(44):4; 89(90):8; 138(139):11, though see 77(78):14 where lumen renders K.
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118(119):135 inlumino érudatvw R (hi.) ostende “make clear, show, reveal”

145(146):8 inlumino  coPOwW npa (qal) inlumino

Jerome’s two versions are ambiguously identical and thus leave the reader to wonder
whether when he chooses inlumino he has in view the concrete sense, i.e. that the Lord
gives blind people eyesight (so possibly 1), or the figurative sense, i.e. that the Lord
“enlightens” people (i.e. makes them wise) who are otherwise cognitively or spiritually
inept (so ®). If PCO has uncovered ®* here, then L, 1219%, Syh and Ga have likely
adjusted toward 2t. It is not unknown, however, that Jerome was inconsistent in his
handling of the source material behind Ga, sometimes basing his translations on the
Hebrew, Greek, or existing Latin manuscripts (Rahlfs 1907:78-79).'" Though Hiebert
finds the connection unlikely (as mentioned previously), it is possible that Syh referred
to S in the light of the apparently misplaced word order of the Greek.*'® S, after all,
would have been the prevailing Syriac Christian translation in circulation during the 5"
century and may have acted at times as a kind of “default” text, from which Paul of
Tella made reference in his translation of Syh (Hiebert 2000:130). However, in the
light of the possibility of shifting among the quatraine discussed above for the sake of
assonance, coupled with the fact that ®&* has interpreted the Hebrew with unique
vocabulary (codot) within an idiom also evidenced in other sources (&%, Ga), it is
quite possible that ®* was the originator of the varied word order in the Greek (and
hence Sa"). While we cannot know whether the Vorlage also differed from M in its

word order, it is true that S does not support that possibility.

In At apr occurs only 3x, twice in Hebrew (Ps 144[145]:14; 145[146]:8), and once in
Aramaic (Ezra 6:11). HALOT (11:1867*) regards §pr in Biblical Aramaic (from

Akkadian zagdpu) as a reference to impalement or crucifixion (so also BDB 1091), as

2" If Jerome has based his translation at this point on other Latin MSS, then the significance of Ga as
a witness to the OG clause order becomes somewhat reduced.

% 5 and Syh have only i and _<ih in common in terms of shared vocabulary.
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it relates also to the Syriac word (e_oy) meaning “to crucify,” or “lift up, hang up”
(Driver & Miles 1955:496; CSD 119), noting all the while that the peal passive
participle 7'p1 followed by the jussive expression ’.7"7;; Nnnn in Ezra 6:11, argues that
it should be translated “a beam...on to which he will be fixed upright.” According to
Jastrow (409) Aapr (3P1) means to “join, put together, put up, erect,” or “restore”
something to its proper position.

As an Aramaic loan word, BH likewise attests to apr (qal), not in the sense of
hoisting up a person for crucifixion, but merely to, metaphorically, “raise” someone up

(HALOT 1:279%*; BDB 279%*). Both uses of apt (1) in the Psalms are similar.

Ps 144(145):14 Ps 145(146):8

o'maan 525 apm ovhain 5ab minr o DPYTR AAR I D10 g M D npa e

The LORD upholds all who are falling, and the LORD opens the eyes of the blind. The LORD

raises up all who are bowed down. (NRSV) lifts up those who are bowed down. (NRSV)

UTOOTNEILEL KVQLOG TTAVTAS TOVG : KUELOG VOO0l KATEQQAYLEVOLC, KUQLOG
KaTAaTimrovtac kat avopBot mavtag oodot TvpAovg

TOUG KATEQQAYUEVOUS

The Lord upholds all who are falling and sets The Lord sets upright those cast down; the Lord

upright all who are cast down. (NETS) makes the blind skilled. (NETS)

Ps 144(145):14 may be juxtaposed with Ps 145(146) partly for reasons of common
vocabulary: ©hain “those who fall down” parallels o237 “those who are bent
down.”” In the same way that Yahweh “supports” (7m0) the former, he “raises up”

220

(9pr) the latter. On both contexts ®* renders apr with d&vogOot (&vopOow) ™ with

respect to straightening up (BDAG 86) a crippled person (Luke 13:13), or in this

1% According to GKC (§117n), it is a “solecism of the later period,” as is indicative of Ethiopic and
Aramaic, that apw in 144(145):14 introduces its object with 5 (o'™mpan53%), even though 145(146):8
does not.

0 Even in Ezra 6:11 6006w “set upright” occurs.
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context, making Kategoaypévoug to “stand erect” (GELS 56).*' Kategoaypévoug
(perf pass ptc masc pl acc katapAoOw) pertaining to people who have been
“forcefully” hurled to the ground (GELS 381.2%), was chosen to render the qal passive
participle form D@83 “to be bowed down” (HALOT 1:493), i.e. as one bent low in

humiliation or distress (BDB 496*).”** In other instances KATAQAOOW represents 70

99224 99225 99226

“to hurl,”** obn “to smite, BN “to throw down, Tow “to throw, throw down,

#2327 99k “ambush.”®® In other instances %23 (qal) is rendered as

5823 “bend down,
Kaumtw “bend, bend down”* and katakaumtw “bend down” (GELS 372),*'
though see Mic 6:6.2' In ®* (145[146]:8) the Lord picks up the person who has been

knocked to the ground.

*'So » with erigit (erigo) “raise, erect,” @° ap1, S and Syh ix “to set upright” (CSD 622.b) not
an, Sa" cooze “set up” (Crum 380.11%).

222 ps 144(145):14; 145(146):8.

223 ps 36(37):24.

224 Ps 73(74):6.

225 Ps 88(89):45.

226 ps 101(102):11.

227 Ps 144(145):15.

28 Hos 7:6.

29 1s 58:5.

20 ps 56(57):7.

! The niphal, with a reflexive nuance “bow oneself before” (HALOT 1:493), is represented with

avtdapBdvopar “to secure” (GELS 59.2).
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KUQLOG Ayt dukaiovg oPUTR 2R M

Occurring 39x in the Psalms, ®* represents 21nR (always qal) 37x with dyandw,232

and twice with the adjective didog “friend” (GELS 716).*” Although ®&* could have
understood 278 as a qal perf 3ms verb (278), hence ayama (pres act ind 3s

34 and the

ayamdw), 2nR is the eighth of nine participles in 21T beginning in v. 6,
fourth within the M section. Had ®&* understood the three participles in this verse
(Mpd, 9pt, 2R) to be gatal forms, we might expect aorist finite verbs, as is typical in
the Greek Psalter. Indeed, the participle is sometimes rendered with a finite present
form in the Greek, such as with dyara in Ps 32(33):5; 36(37):28; 86(87):2.

Similar to Ps 36(37):28 where it is said that Yahweh vawn aax and 32(33):5 2nK
npITX, our verse places emphasis upon people: D'p™T® and its equivalent dwkaiovg,
plural and anarthrous, are substantival adjectives referring to righteous or just people
(GELS 169.1a*) as opposed to the “wicked/sinners” (v. 9). Given the juxtaposition of
the o'p™1¢ and oW1 in the next verse the BHS apparatus suggests, on the analogy of
Ps 1:6, that the clauses were misplaced; 8c (@'p* ¥ 2nKR M) should precede 9b (7N

my* opwa). However, the Vorlage of ®* was certainly identical to the consonantal

text of 21T at this point.

BIps 4:3; 5:12; 10(11):5; 25(26):8; 30(31):24: 32(33):5; 33(34):13; 36(37):28; 39(40):17; 44(45):8;
46(47):5; 51(52):5, 6; 68(69):37; 69(70):5; 77(78):68; 86(87):2; 96(97):10; 98(99):4; 108(109):17;
114(116):1; 118(119):47, 48, 97, 113, 119, 127, 132, 140, 159, 163, 165, 167; 121(122):6; 144(145):20;
145(146):8.

23 Ps 37(38):12; 87(88):19.

PV 6 ny , o, v. 7 0, 103, 1Rn; v. 8 R, 4R, 20K; v. 9 0.

BB g Ps 10(11):5; 25(26):8; 44(45):8.
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5.6.10 Verse 9
KUELOC PLAAOTCEL TOUG TEOONAVUTOUG, T 7T MR 0imy ovnR w1
00Pavov Kat xrjoav avaAnupetat Kat MY oY

000V AUXQTWAWV APAVLEL

The Lord protects the foreigners, he will pick | Yahweh guards the strangers, he helps up the

up the orphan and widow, but the way of orphan and widow, but the way of the wicked

sinners he will destroy. he bends.

Verse 9 continues the list of characteristic works of Mmm/kVoloc from v. 8. As the
poor, the stranger, the orphan, and widow were easily subjected to social abuses (Zech
7:10),%% v. 9 looks to these, the most helpless in society, to illustrate how the Lord is

both helper (v. 5) and how he upholds justice (vv. 7-8).

KUOLOG PLAGCTEL TOVG TTEOOTIAVTOVG 03 DR 0w M

As with the participles in v. 8, 90w is represented with a finite verb (c{>v)\d00a).237

Both ¢puAdoow and nW are nearly synonymous in that they are used to convey
protection over a person or thing,”® hence meoonAvtovg is the accusative direct
object of pvAdooet. Indeed puvAdoow regularly represents W in the Psalms.

®* represents the nota accusativi n® (GKC §117a) with the article toUc (see n. 94
above) even though the direct object o3 is anarthrous. In the Psalms 93 “protected

citizen, stranger” (HALOT 1:201*; BDB 158.2*) occurs only 4x and is rendered with

#7ech  7:10 (NRSV) warns: “Do not oppress the widow (nan9%/xfoa), the orphan
(on/6pdavadc), the alien (3/mooonAvtog), or the poor (Mw/mévnc); and do not devise evil in your
hearts against one another.”

7 According to J-M (§121.h) the participle used as a predicate approximates the yigtol.

28 GELS 722.1a; BDAG 1068.2b; HALOT 11:1582.2b
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niapokog  “short-term resident alien” (GELS 536.2) two times,239 and mTEOONALTOC
“one who has arrived at a place as foreigner” (GELS 594-95)** two times.”*' Of the
standard LXX translation of 71 with mooomAvtog, Tov (1990:175) contends: “In the
OT =3 denotes the ‘stranger’, but in postbiblical Hebrew it was used as ‘someone who
joined the religion of the Israelites’, especially in the phrase P72 93 (cf. also the
Aramaic X ‘proselyte’). The Greek translators represented 93 in accordance with the
linguistic reality of their own times almost exclusively by mpoomAvtog, a word which
apparently was coined to denote the special meaning of =3 in postbiblical times.”
Evidently ©™3 is plural here for the sake of assonance, as it is nowhere else in the

Psalms:

v.7 ©MOR  DEyd opwyd
v.8 opU oopy omw

v.9 oy [sLinb

00Pavov Kat xrjoav avaAnupetat TR Nanhx o

Until this clause, there has been no representation of Ps 146 in the DSS. As noted in the
introductory comments to the psalm, 11QPs® has 7771 77 mindxy o (verbatim to
the consonantal text of A7), followed by additional material from other psalms.

In the Psalms o “orphan,” which occurs 8x, is always represented with oodpavdc
and opdavog always represents 0. Whereas HALOT (1:451%) defines o as a “boy
that has been made fatherless” (also BDB 450*) or as a motherless animal, GELS (507)

specifies that an oodpavog is a “child without both parents.” Nevertheless, there are

29 Ps 38(39):13 and 118(119):19
49 P 93(94):6 and 145(146):9

1 See additional comment on A3 in ch. 4, Ps 38(39):13.
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instances in Greek literature where the loss of one parent is sufficient for the label
(BDAG 725.1; ND 4:162-164).**

Similarly, in the Psalms, o8 “widow” (HALOT 1:58*; BDB 48*) is always
represented with xrjoa and xroa always represents nanbR.** Indeed, Ps 145(146):7-9
illustrates that the “weak” of society are those the Lord helps. The orphan
(108[109]:12) and widow (nanx/xnoa) are coupled (67[68]:6; 108[109]:9) as in need
of protection, as is the stranger (73/moonAvtoc) (93[94]:6; 145[146]:9). So it is in
the Psalms that the Lord is helper (Bon0Ooc cf. v. 5) to the orphan (9:35[10:14]), whom
he vindicates along with the oppressed (9:39[10:18]) and poor (81[82]:3).

AvaAnupetar (fut act ind 3s avaAapPdvw) “to take up, pick up, lift” + acc

244 np)7

(GELS 41.1) represents 3 lexemes in the Psalms: Xwi “carry, lift up” (qal),
“take, take away” (qal),’* and, as in Ps 145(146):9 and 146(147):6, 1 T (polel) “to
help up” (HALOT 1:795%*), which BDB (728*) glosses “restore, relieve.” Similarly, Ps
146(147):6 says that the Lord “lifts up” (“picks up” so NETS) the gentle (moaelc). 1My
occurs only 6x in the Hebrew Psalter. The remaining instances occur in the hiphil in Ps
49(50):7 and 80(81):9 dwxpaprtvgopat “to inform,” in the hithpolel in Ps 19(20):9
avopOow “raise up, make straight” (= fpr v. 8 above) and in the piel (“to surround”
HALOT 1:795) in Ps 118(119):61 where ® has meQumAékw “to entangle.” Although
avaAauPdavw does not precisely match the more nuanced meaning of I T in the

polel, ®* does distinguish between the Hebrew stems of 7w, and thus chooses a near-

synonym in our verse.

2 BDB (450) offers several examples where it is “in no case clear that both parents are dead”: Ho
14:4; Job 6:27, 31:21; Ps 10:14, 18; Prov 23:10.

¥ Both words occur only 5x in the Psalms: Ps 67(68):6; 77(78):64; 93(94):6; 108(109):9;
145(146):9.

2 Ps 49(50):16 “lift up” the voice, as in utter a word; Ps 71(72):3; 138(139):9.

5 ps 77(78):70
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KAl 000V AHAQTWAQV dPaviet my oywa TIm

Beginning the final clause of v. 9, ®* represents contrastive 1 with contrastive kol
(GELS 353.4). We first encounter 0'»w1 77T in Ps 1:6, which ®* rendered with 000G
aoePBwv. Whether the Hebrew was motivated here by Ps 1 can be debated, but ®* was
clearly motivated merely by the text at hand, given the difference. The adjective ywn
occurs 82x in the Psalms and is rendered in the Greek Psalter variously, though the
predominant equivalents are &oePric (15x) and A&pagtwAOg (60x), which are
sometimes interchangeable; &vopiae and d&vopog are uncommon. ®*, with few
exceptions, represents singular Ywd for a singular equivalent (e.g. A&ogpng,

apoTwAog) and plural oywa for a plural equivalent (e.g. aoePeis, dpagtwAol),

as follows:
DpY pY

e davouog (pl) Ps 103(104):35 e Avoula /avopog (sg), Ps 5:5;

e doefnc (pl) Ps 1:1, 4, 6; 11(12):9; 44(45):8
16(17):9; 16(17):13; 25(26):5; e doefrc (sg), Ps 9:6; 9:23(10:2);
30(31):18; 36(37):28; 36(37):38 9:34(10:13); 10(11):5; 36(37):35

*  AUAQTWAOG (sg) Ps 81(82):4 *  AUAQTWAOG (sg) Ps 9:17; 9:24(10:3),

*  auaQTwAOG (pl) Ps 1:5; 3:8; 7:10; 9:25(10:4); 9:35(10:15); 31(32):10;
9:18; 10(11):2; 10(11):6; 27(28):3; 35(36):10, 12; 36(37):21, 32; 38(39):2;
35(36):12; 36(37):14, 16, 17, 20, 34, 49(50):16; 54(55):4; 70(71):4;
40; 57(58):4, 11; 67(68):3; 72(73):3, 93(94):13; 108(109):2, 6; 111(112):10;
12; 74(75):9, 11; 81(82):2; 90(91):8; 128(129):4; 139(140):5, 9
91(92):8; 93(94):3; 100(101):8; *  ApaQTWAOC (pl) Ps 33(34):22;
105(106):18; 118(119):53, 61, 95, 110, 138(139):19
119, 155; 140(141):10; 144(145):20; o aupaotia (sg) Ps 9:35(10:15)
145(146):9; 146(147):6 e auaTavw (infin) Ps 35(36):2

e auatavw (pl pte) Ps 74(75):5 o  Katadkalw (sg ptc) Ps 108(109):7
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246 It most often

AdaviCw is fairly common in Rahlfs’s LXX with 88 instances.
represents DNW “make desolate, uninhabited” (23x) and TNW “be destroyed” (12x),
though in the Psalms it only occurs two times for nnr “destroy” (93[94]:23) and (pi)
my “bend, makes crooked” (145[146]:9). Here adaviel is a future 31 sing verb,
rendering the Hebrew yigtol, as we might expect. Alexandrinus contests the future verb
form adaviet for dpavioer, but Thackeray (1909:228-229) long ago noted that future
forms in -(ow in the LXX are mainly variants in A and S.

In 2t np (12x) occurs mainly in the piel, though also in the qal, pual, and hithpael.
Is 50:4 offers the only occurrence of myp in the qal stem in the HB, though the Isaiah
translator appears to have interpreted the qal infinitive Mm% as npb, hence kaEOG.
Awotoépw “make crooked” represents My in the pual®’ “crooked” and hithpael**®

“be stooped,” each occurring in Ecclesiastes a single time. In the piel, my (nw) “to

bend” (HALOT 1:.804.1*%) or “make crooked” (BDB 736.2*%) is represented with

moéw,”” AVouéw  “act lawlessly,”250 adwkéw “do  wrong, injure,”251 TAQATOW

252 / 253 / .
“trouble,” duxotoépw “make crooked,” katodwalw “condemn,” and, as in our

26 Exod 8:5; 12:15; 21:29, 36; Deut 7:2; 13:6; 19:1; Judg 21:16; 1 Sam 24:22; 2 Sam 21:5; 22:38; 2
Kgs 10:17, 28; 21:9; 1 Esd 6:32; Ezra 6:12; Esth 3:6, 13; 13:17; 14:8; 9:24; 1 Macc 9:73; 3 Macc 4:14;
5:40; Ps 93(94):23; 145(146):9; Prov 10:25; 12:7; 14:11; 30:10; Song 2:15; Job 2:9; 4:9; 22:20; 39:24;
Wisd 3:16; Sir 21:18; 45:26; Sol 17:11; Hos 2:14; 5:15; 10:2; 14:1; Amos 7:9; 9:14; Mic 5:13; 6:13, 15;
Joel 1:17-18; 2:20; Hab 1:5; Zeph 2:9; 3:6; Zech 7:14; Jer 4:26; 12:4, 11; 27:21, 45; 28:3; 29:4; Bar
3:19; Lam 1:4, 13, 16; 3:11; 4:5; 5:18; Ezek 4:17; 6:6; 12:19; 14:9; 19:7; 20:26; 25:3; 30:9; 34:25; 36:4-
5, 34-36; Dan 2:44; 8:25; 11:44.

* Ecel 1:15.

** Ecel 12:3.

9 The translational equivalence is difficult to determine in Amos 8:5.

20 ps 118(119):78.

1 Job 8:3.

2 Job 8:3; 19:6; 34:12.

23 Beel 7:13.
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verse with adaviCw “destroy, ruin” (GELS 105.2; BDAG 154.1; LEH 72). These
statistics help establish the realization that Ps 145 was, on the whole, rendered
isomorphically and isosemantically with regular lexical representations.

In Ut Yahweh bends, twists, and thereby deflects and frustrates the plans of the
wicked. In @"the Lord 5050 “shakes” (Stec 2004:241) them, though Jastrow (536)
glosses the ithpalpel stem, as we have here, with “wander, be exiled” such that the Lord
exiles the wicked. S has s~ =\ = (infin. ~=\) “swallow up, drown” (CSD 167), and iuxta
Hebr has contereo “grind, crush, pound to pieces.” The English translations likewise
betray as much variation with “makes tortuous” (JPS), “turneth upside down” (KJV),
and “opposes” (NET), though the NRSV and ESV have “brings to ruin.” In ®* by
contrast, the Lord explicitly destroys the “way of sinners” altogether, i.e. the sinners

% Ga has disperdo “utterly ruin,” Sa“ Tako “destroy” (Crum 405) (cf. Ps

themselves.
142[143]:12), so also Thomson “destroy,” Brenton “utterly remove,” NETS “wipe

out,” but Syh »io “damage, devastate” (CSD 390).

5.6.11 Verse 10
BaolevoeL KUQLOG €iC TOV alwva, 6 Bedg M990 971 Y 1y TR oYY 103 Tom

00V, LWV, €IG YEVEAV KAl YEVEAV.

The Lord will reign forever, your God, O Zion, | Yahweh will reign forever, your God, O Zion,

from generation to generation. from generation to generation.

Verse 10 ends the Psalm with a proclamation of the Lord’s kingly reign.

BaoidevoeL kKVELOG €lg TOV alwva ooph M o

Unlike the five mim-initial sentences in vv. 7-9a, 10a begins a with a yigtol form, with
M appearing in second position, hence the word order in ®&* by replication

(Baotdevoel kOELOG). 1 Ton (qal) “to be the king,” or “rule” (HALOT 1:590.2b*; BDB

% By metonymy, the behavior (“way”) of sinners is put for the sinners themselves.
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574.1*%) occurs only 6x in the Psalms, and in every instance except this verse, as a gatal
verb.”® In every instance, either @& or mi is the subject, and in every instance it is
represented with Paoclevw “be king, rule as king” (BDAG 170.1; GELS 114.1) in
®*. ®*, however, also interprets the nominal form 753 in Ps 9:37(10:16) as a verbal
form as does M (750 m),”® hence Paocrevw,® and possibly rendered 137 “mount
and ride” in Ps 44(45):9 with ﬁaai/\avE.ZSS For a discussion of ai@va TtoL alwvog

see verse 6.

0 0edc oov, Liwv R TTON

In B 6 0edc oov, Ziwwv also comprises 10a. Nevertheless, 758 parallels M 7on",
though now namely 791 is ellipted, and so in ®* (Baoilevoel) 6 Oedg cov. Only
¥/Twwov functions as a vocative. 1P TnH9R occurs in this precise form in only one
other instance in the HB and that in the next psalm (147:12[147:1]). Zion, as in the
Temple mount (HALOT 11:1022.3c*; BDB 851) in parallel with Jerusalem, is a
personified sacred place over which the king rules — and indeed in which Yahweh’s
presence was to be found — which gives way to the heavens and earth (the cosmos) in
Ps 148. Ollenburger (1987) argues extensively that Zion, as a theological symbol,
carries with it the intrinsic notion that Yahweh is king who chooses by his own

authority to defend his people.

3 Ps 46(47):9; 92(93):1; 95(96):10; 96(97):1; 98(99):1; 145(146):10.

61, however, has the nominal form Paodevg, which is the typical equation in the Psalms with
over 60 matches. There has been much discussion pertaining to the meaning of T5n M vis-a-vis the Sitz
im Leben of the “Enthronement Psalms” (Ps 47, 93-99) in Psalms scholarship (e.g. Gunkel & Begrich
1933; Mowinckel 1961:6-10).

7 perhaps a yigtol, hence Pao\evoel (= om0 ?).

28 Clearly there are discrepancies between the Greek and i here, but PCO offers no variants for the

presence of faoiAevw.
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elg yeveav kal yeveav 50 A AT

The final stich of v. 10 is elliptical and assumes the verb from 10a as the two lines are

parallel:

oY M 1o Pacidevoel KVQLOG €16 TOV alva

997 9 TH R TIOR (T97) (Pacidevoet) 6 Bedg cov Liwv EIG YEVERV KAL YEVERV

GELS (127.1) defines yeved as a “period of time in which a whole body of people
born about same time live.” With over 168 occurrences in the HB, =77 stereotypically
renders yeved, though it frequently appears in its defective form (37). T 975,

occurring mostly in the Psalms, is a temporal expression that sometimes parallels

9 77’260 261

o, ”’ oy and on"5n."°" To be sure, both are figurative expressions denoting
a period of time with no foreseeable end. ®* prefers an isomorphic representation
where eig¢ yeveav renders 179 and kai yevedv renders 7T, although in a few

instances we find a slight alternative with amo yeveag eig yevedav.””

29 Ps 88(89):2.

60 ps 32(33):11; 48(49):12; 78(79):13; 101(102):13; 134(135):13; 145(146):10.

1 ps 76(77):8.

22 ps 32(33):11; 48(49):12; 78(79):13; 88(89):2, 5; 101(102):13; 105(106):31; 118(119):90; 134(135):13;
145(146):10. Elsewhere €ig yeveav kai yeveav occurs only 4x: Ode 9:50 (--); Lam 5:19 (111 7719); Dan 4:3 (--),
34 (--). In Ex 3:15 77 775 (without 1) is represented as Yevev yevealis.

263 Ps 9:27(10:6); 76(77):9; 84(85):6.
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6.1 OVERVIEW & DELIMITATION

The present work has attempted to examine the semantic meaning of two psalms (Ps 38
and 145) in the Old Greek version. Primary interest was placed in the theoretical
“original” Greek (®*) composed by a translator (or translators) as opposed to later
revisions or interpretations of these texts. In the process of examining individual
psalms of the Greek Psalter, however, it quickly became evident that the relationship
between PCO and At in terms of lexical-semantic consistency appeared to differ
significantly in some psalms in comparison to others. More importantly, the degree to
which PCO and 2t differ in terms of lexical representation might indicate an analogous
differentiation between ®* and its putative Vorlage.

A simple isomorphic lexical comparison between individual lexemes in PCO and 2t
throughout the entire Psalter does indeed support lexical-semantic differentiation on a
scale from 0% to 8.37% (see Appendix). It was concluded that each individual
semantic  difference must be accounted for on either text-critical grounds or
translational-interpretive grounds. No attempt was made to determine the degree to
which any psalm may be classified as “literal” or “free.” Psalms 38 and 145, rather,
serve as random exemplars from a textual standpoint, the former betraying 7.64%
lexical-semantic  deviation from At and the latter only 1.67% lexical-semantic
deviation. It was also felt that the juxtaposition of these two psalms would not only be
more interesting than a study on multiple semantically homogenous psalms, for
example the final collection of Psalms known as the Final Hallel (LXX-Ps 145-150),
but that the process might at least raise the question of lexical homogeneity throughout
the Greek Psalter in a new way. Clearly two psalms is an insufficient database for a
thorough examination of this issue, but the phenomenon is nonetheless visible.
However, no attempt was made in the present research to solve or delve more deeply

into this issue.
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6.2 TEXTUAL CRITICISM

It was also acknowledged that interpretation of ®* presupposes knowledge of the form
of the text itself. An understanding of the original form of the text necessarily requires
examining its transmission history and history of interpretation, a history refracted by
time and scribal activity (1.3.3.4). Since the presumed ‘“original” text is not always
certain, one is constantly in danger of overlooking the genuine form for a secondary
variant. It then becomes important to consider the origin and even the meaning of the
variant readings as well. Textual “development,” then, played a role in the
determination of what the form of ®* might have been, as well as what it meant from
its nascent stage. Since, in circular fashion, an understanding of ®&* requires an
understanding of the Vorlage, and vice versa, and both are integral to the study of
translation technique, it is critical to cross reference editions and Versions to gain
leverage on this complex puzzle. In any case, without embarking on a comphrehensive
retroversion, it is necessary and methodologically sound to begin with 2It.

To this end a limited foray into textual criticism was needed, not the least of which
entertained various Greek Mss (most notably 2110, 2013, and 2119), but various
daughter versions including the Old Latin (La®), the Gallican Psalter (Ga), the Syro-
Hexaplaric Psalter (Syh), Coptic witnesses (Sa/Sa"/M), as well as patristic/church
citations and Hexaplaric data, i.e. Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and occasionally
Quinta and Sexta (1.3.4). Likewise, the textual development of the Greek reflects the
history of the Hebrew text, which also experienced its own development. The Dead Sea
Scrolls (DSS), S, iuxta Hebraeos, and @" were selectively compared as well to help

triangulate a more confident understanding of the Vorlage.

6.3  LITERATURE & METHOD

Chapter 2 surveyed literature pertaining primarily to methodological and hermeneutical
discussions presently circulating in Septuagint Studies. By way of introduction to these issues,

three recent and prominent translation projects — A New English Translation of the Septuagint
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(NETS), La Bible d’Alexandrie (BdA), and Septuaginta-Deutsch (LXX.D) — and related
literature were overviewed as contrastive examples of the way scholars have advocated making
interpretations of the translated text. Although the principles of the translation projects were
examined, the primary focus was not on the translations themselves, but on the hermeneutical
and exegetical ramifications those principles may have toward interpreting the LXX. Thus, a
minimalist hermeneutic, typified for example by NETS and the interlinear paradigm, should not
be equated with NETS or interlinearity; interlinearity is one possible outworking (among many)
of a minimalist approach. The same may be said of BdA and a maximalist approach, etc. Having
considered the polarity between “minimalist” and “maximalist” assumptions and interpretive
strategies as well as approaches that are arguably “complementary” to both, the remainder of the
chapter concluded with a brief overview of relevance theory as applied to translation in the light
of research by Sperber, Wilson, and Gutt.

With respect to a minimalist disposition, the modern exegete may proceed with the
assumptions that the ancient translator operated generally under rules of strict concordance
whereby the target text was mapped against its source text in terms of formal correspondence,
and that interpretation of the translated text should first consider this correspondence before
venturing into other explanations (e.g. Pietersma, Wright, Boyd-Taylor, Stipp). This perspective
also generally looks upward to the source text from which it descended and takes interest in the
Septuagint as a translation, engages in the quest for the text-critical recovery of the OG, and
examines translation technique while attempting to gain an understanding of the relationship
between the OG and the Hebrew Vorlage.

With respect to NETS (and the NETS commentary series, SBLCS), the originally translated
text is assumed to have had a “dependent” and “subservient” relationship with its Vorlage, and
thus its unique underlying principles may be regarded as stemming from a minimalist approach.
Thus, methodologically, NETS is based on an “interlinear” paradigm whereby, among other
principles noted (ch. 2), one is justified in turning to the Hebrew for the arbitration of
semantically difficult or ambiguous circumstances. If the ramifications of interlinearity are taken
beyond translation to exegesis, interpretive control for the modern reader should be necessarily

curbed by the presumed text-linguistic design (function) of the translated Greek text, namely, to
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bring the intended recipient audience to the form of the Hebrew text circulating at the time,
rather than to its meaning, as such.

From the “minimalist” perspective of NETS, the design of the Old Greek is regarded as
supplementary to the Hebrew/Aramaic Scriptures; it is not regarded as a freestanding text that
was intended to replace the prevailing Hebrew Scriptures. Because of this, the modern interpreter
should not make free literary and lexical associations or assume compositional freedom and
intertextuality in order to understand the Greek, though these features may exist. Rather, some
proponents of interlinearity argue that the modern exegete should always bear in mind the
“interlinear” modus-operandi of the translator in making determinations about the meaning of
the OG text. Thus, only textual differences between the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek amount to
exegetically telling information. Decisions about what the translator would or would not have
done in any given scenario become largely derivative of the presumed constitutive character of
the text, i.e. its interlinearity.

Although proponents of interlinearity claim that it is not a theory of origins, interlinearity does
assume a socio-linguistic reality in which the translation was drafted in functional subservience
to its source based on the expectations of the host culture. Thus, it was concluded in chapter 2
that evidence for subservience, per se, must also be made on extra-linguistic grounds (e.g.
historical context) since it is not an inherently linguistic issue (2.6.2). Semantic subservience
should not be uncritically accepted in the light of the “literal” character of LXX books any more
than such should be attributed to the many Versions (e.g. S, Syh, La, and even €" in most
instances, etc.), which often share identical or similar linguistic characteristics.

Therefore, it was argued, until there is more than just internal support for interlinearity, it
should not be adopted as a universal explanation/heuristic for the text-linguistic make-up of the
Jewish-Greek scriptures, even if minimalist principles continue quite productively. Moreover,
only a minority of instances in the translated Greek that is characteristically “unintelligible” (see
2.2.2.7 also 2.10.1.3) or “irregular.”

A maximalist approach (2.3.3), by contrast, interprets the translated Greek text as an
independent, autonomous literary work, dislodged from the literary or linguistic

restraints it may have once shared with a source text. Interpretation of the Greek from
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this perspective does not rely upon information in the source text, but regards the
Greek as a freestanding text to be read like a composition, with intertextual
connections, a unique theology, and literary design, etc. One example of a maximalist
approach is BdA, which, though taking interest in the translator, primarily focuses on
reader-oriented interpretation with respect to the different stages in the history of the
Greek text. As an anthology of wowvr] Greek literature, proponents contend that the
translated Greek of the Septuagint must be understood within the context of Greek
literature spanning everything from Homer to the Roman historians. When Greek
ambiguities arise, the Hebrew should not be invoked for arbitration. Moreover, since
any given book of the Septuagint is Greek, its syntax, sentence structure, lexicon, and
textual divisions must be interpreted first and foremost from the standpoint of the
Greek language and culture. The meanings of words may be specified by the study of
their recurrence throughout the LXX and so cross referencing of other LXX texts and
intertextuality are explored just as freestanding original compositions often warrant.
Therefore, translation of one book presupposes reference to the entire LXX.

According to Utzschneider and Kraus, LXX.D operates from a “complementary” position
between the orientations of NETS (SBLCS) and BdA, neither primarily attempting to relate the
Greek to its Vorlagen (amont) nor primarily to clarify how the Greek was received in its history
of interpretation (aval). Rather, LXX.D concedes that the OG translators were concerned with
mediating between the inherited interpretive tradition (the Vorlage) and the contemporary
situation and thus it claims to approach the translated Greek text “auf Augenhdhe.” In this way
the LXX.D contends that the translators updated their sacred texts in translation based upon the
present needs of the recipients. This naturally entails the freedom and justification to read the
Greek as a translation (i.e. along with the Hebrew) as well as to treat it as an independent literary

work,' which also involves interpretation at the discourse level. Nevertheless, in any individual

"It should be pointed out that this aspect of LXX.D is not totally unlike the SBLCS (NETS) project
at this point, since the later contends that “as much as possible the translated text is read like an original

s

composition in Greek...” See the prospectus of the SBLCS project at: http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/ioscs/

commentary/prospectus.html.
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instance proponents of the “complementary” position, admittedly, must choose between a
minimalist and maximalist hermeneutic, which suggests that a true, middle, alternative to
interpretation has not been produced from those used by proponents of NETS or BdA. Rather, in
attempting to exploit literary-thematic development in the Greek, sometimes using reception
texts of the Greek (e.g. Ra"™), LXX.D is open to draw from both perspectives.

The final section of chapter 2 focused primarily on relevance theory as applied to
translation studies as a theoretically principled way of understanding translating and
translation, and to account for the Septuagint as an anthology of mostly translated texts.
In this section I proceeded on the assumption that the Septuagint translators were
attempting to communicate their Semitic source to a new audience. Interacting with the
insights of Dan Sperber, Dierdre Wilson, and especially Ernst-August Gutt, it was
suggested that translation may be understood as communication that crosses a language
barrier. In essence, it was argued that translations generally, and the LXX specifically,
are acts of communication (the target text) about other acts of communication (the
source text/Vorlage), i.e. as higher order acts of communication. In any individual
scenario this may be achieved by replicating the stimulus of the original (“what was
said”) — like a direct quotation — or by producing an interpretation of the original
(“what was meant”) — like an indirect quotation — with hybrid-gradations of both
options along a modal spectrum. It was argued that the full spectrum of interlingual-
communication evidently exists within the LXX. In all cases the translator would have
been attempting to offer an interpretation of the source. Thus, it was argued that all of
the represented text is necessarily appropriate for interpreting what the communicator
(translator) intended, not just instances where the translator deviated from the
presumed Vorlage in terms of normative, stereotypical, or default vocabulary (2.9.1).

With the aforementioned theoretical principles in mind, chapter 3 established
numerous methodological principles for the present work. Since textual criticism must
necessarily engage the transmission history/history of interpretation (1.2.1.1 and 1.3.4),
the present work interacted with numerous Versions and ancient sources to aid in

making sense of how ® developed. This naturally holds in relief the initial stage of
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textual development (®*) just as AT gains leverage on the Vorlage. In this respect, like
the fourth methodological rubric of BdA, the present work has selectively considered
the ancient reception and interpretation of Ps 38 and 145.

Indeed the Versions (3.2) generally follow ®&* (e.g. 38:1, La/Ga in finem, Sa
enxmwK €Box; 38:2, Sa 2ape2; 38:5, Sa xwk, La finis, Syh ~xis; 145(146):1, Syh
~oiane Ao aallm, Sa™® aanHAOYIA NAATTAIOC MRZAXAPIACY, Ga Alleluia Aggei et
Zacchariae) and At (e.g. ss 39, iuxta Hebr. pro Victoria; 39:8, S i\~ [x2]; 395, S
~his 39:6, S hwaes; 145(146):1, Q/T* nm5Hn; TH Alleluia) as discussed in chapters
4 and 5, though they sometimes reflect confusion (e.g. 38:2, S < \as = [DONN]) and
variant readings (e.g. 38:6, Sa naaac, LaS veteres = naAawxc 2110/B; 38:14, refrigero
La%/Ga = PO&w 2013) that aid in determining ®*. Aquila and Symmachus more often
correct toward an i-type text over against more interpretive readings of ®* (e.g. 38:2
duog; 38:3, dAaAeloBat, cwmr); 38:4, AvetrapdxOmn; 38:6, kapadokia, £0TwWG;
Ps 145:5 amwAovto;), which is more characteristic of Ps 38. Operating on the
assumption that, if anything, ® was gradually corrected toward At in the transmission
history (and not the other way around), visible instances of Hebraizing aided in making
both formal and semantic determinations for ®*.

Furthermore, the present work assumed that Ps 38 and 145 were primarily
communicative by design (3.3). Not wishing to reconstruct an unknown historical
context or to assume later intellectual or theological developments of rabbinic
literature, I attempted, largely in a minimalistic fashion (so NETS), to pay attention to
what can be determined on a linguistic level via translation technique regarding the
choices made in translation. In this way the Greek texts and the presumed Vorlage are
part and parcel of the translator’s context. The present work assumed, however, that the
ancient translator as a member of Jewish scribal circles was in the unique position to
function as both composer and reader since the translator could also read his own
translation as an independent text (so LXX.D) without necessary recall of the

translational decisions that produced it. Thus I distinguished between the translational
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product (3.4.2) and the independent product (3.4.3), depending on whether the
translator was acting as a writer or a reader toward his product, respectively.

As a translational product Ps 38 and 145 were not only discussed in terms of their
textual minutiae, but also as complete psalms that have significance in Greek. Stated
differently, both translational choices (see 1.2.1, 3.4.2) as well as literary structure and
thematic development were discussed. Thus, throughout the discussion both psalms
were simultaneously treated as translational representations and literary products.
Although the translator could read his literary product irrespective of his translational
choices, i.e. as an independent product, the present work did not entertain suggestions

as to how he might have read it.

6.4  PSALMS 38 & 145

6.4.1 Textual Adjustments

Minor adjustments have been suggested to the text of 2T as representative of the
Vorlage: nyTxy (38:5); 'mpn, monm (38:8); remove 58 (38:9); &%, (38:10); awim
(38:13); wnn nww (38:14); omor (145:7). Adjustments to the text of PCO include:
amo yaQ g loxvog (38:11). In Ps 38, 2110 indicates slight differences from the text
of PCO. Instances marked with an asterisk (*) are possible candidates for ®*: ev 1
YAwoor pov* for év yAwoon pov (v. 2, 4); maAawg for maAawotdg (v. 6); €yw
etpe év ) yn for éyw eipt maga oot (v. 13), mavteg pov for mdvteg ol matéQeg
pov (v. 13), > wvote (v. 13); ovxétt ov un* for ovkétt un (v. 14). Various pluses
against 1 are evident for both psalms: ovxi (38:8), yao (38:11), tapdooovtat
(38:12); xaxi (145:3); xaxi (145:4) mavteg (145:5).

6.4.2 Semantic Representation in Ps 38 and 145

In Ps 38 and 145 ®* tends to render verbal forms stereotypically, normally trading
aorist forms for (Ui() gqatal and wayyigtol forms, and present/future forms for
yigtol/modal forms. Most vocabulary is represented in the Greek with regular lexical

choices (e.g. ®* retains the generality of X¥ with €Eéoxoupar in Ps 145:4; in Ps 38
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OldwpuL represents (N1 as a stereotype, puvAdoow regularly represents W, x10x
always represents manbR), and thus the meaning of both psalms roughly approximates
the semantic meaning of the Hebrew text. Moreover, when some of the vocabulary in
Ps 38 occurs multiple times, the translator either retained the same Greek word for the
Hebrew word, leveled words (i.e. one Greek to more than one Hebrew term), or
differentiated words (one Hebrew word with more than one Greek word). The same
phenomena occur in 145 as well, although semantic leveling and differentiation rarely
occur. Even with lexical replication as the chief relationship, Ps 38 betrays greater

variety in semantic representation than Ps 145.

6.4.2.1 Semantic Replication of Multiple Occurrences in Ps 38 & 145

Ps 38 Ps 145
e amd=1n(9, 11%) o aivéiw=5n(1,2)
e yYAwooa =109 (2, 4) e yeved =17 (10)
o daaApa = no (6, 12) e &ig TOV alwva = 0o (6, 10)
e &yw =R (5, 11; though i 13) e ¢v=2(6.42)
o &v=1(2",4",7,12) o Oebc=07H) (2,5, 10; 5% 5)
o Muéoa =i (5, 6) e kVploc =M (1,2,5,7,8%,9,10)
e KwOOw =1R (3, 10) e 6=18(9,1)
o uatnv=5n(7, 12) o molw =Ny (6, 7);
e o0 =2:85(7,10) e 6c=v(5.3)
e OtL="3(10, 13) e PvAacow =NV (6, 9).
e Mac=51(6,9,12,13)
o ANV =R (6,7, 12)
e otoua =12 (2, 10)
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6.4.2.2 Semantic Leveling in Ps 38 & 145

Ps 38 Ps 145
e &vOowmog =wR (7, 12), oIR (6, 12) o vy =R (4), PR (6)
e avopia = ywa (9), 1iv (12) o emi=13(3%),%(5)

e KVQEOC = 11TR (8), M (5, 13)
o TxQ& =5 (8), ow (13)
o TONUL="NV (2), N1(6)

o Tic="n(7),nn (5>, 8)

e Vméotaois =T7m (6), n7min (8)

6.4.2.3 Semantic Differentiation in Ps 38 & 145

Ps 38 Ps 145

o 'R =000¢(g (6), ovkéTL (14) o 3=2¢v(2,4,6),éni (3%
e IR = pevrorye (7), mAnv (6, 7, 12)

e 521 = patadng (6), patmv (7, 12)

e 191 = damogevoual (7), améoxouat (14)
* VT =vYWwokw (5, 7), yvwollw (5)

e 3=woel (6), wc (12), kaBwg (13)

e 59 =mag (6,9, 12, 13), ovumnag (6)

e NV =TONnuL(2), pvAdocow (2)

6.4.3 Ps 38 and 145

6.4.3.1 Overview and Intertextuality

In both Ps 38 and 145 ®* never engages in impossible Greek in these psalms, and
rarely, if ever, does so in the entire Greek Psalter. Rather, the translator(s) tends to
communicate the Vorlage with real Greek constructions even though, because of his
adherence to source-formal features, they are sometimes stylistically awkward. Aside

from intertextual references (Ps 38/Ps 88[89]:1, 4, 7-10, 12, 33, 48; Ps 38:2/Ps 140:3;
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Ps 38:6/Eccl 1:2, 4; Ps 38:13/LXX-Ps 118:19; Ps 38:14/Job 7:9, 10:20-21; Ps
145[146]:3a/117[118]:8-9; Ps 145:5/Job 1:21, Gen 2:7, 3:19, 1 Macc 2:63; Ps
145:6/LXX-Exodus 20:11; Ps 144[145] and 145[146]; 38), there are numerous points
of noteworthy explication. These, however, occur with greater frequency in Ps 38 than
in 145. What follows for both Ps 38 and 145 is a summary listing of the most

prominent semantic issues discussed in each psalm.

6.4.3.2 Psalm 38

Ps 38 is an elegy that alternates between embedded prayer (v. 2a, 5-14) and a
parenthetical description of the psalmist’s circumstances (v. 2b-4). Put differently, the
psalmist, who recalls a former prayer, also offers parenthetical background information
for the audience (v. 2b-4). The entire psalm is a recollection of prior events, namely,
the internal decision to keep quiet before the wicked (v. 3, 10), a prayer, and the plight
vis-a-vis the wicked (v. 2) who contextualize it. The psalmist recounts a prior situation
in which he had been the object of criticism, a disgrace, before unbelievers. Divine
punishment is meted out for sin and the psalmist’s realization of his own punishment
for sin brings about the notion that the prosperity of the wicked is but futility in the
end. Musing about the transitory life (v. 6, 12), the psalmist introduces themes in
common with Ecclesiastes and Job. The psalmist has possibly suffered from some
ailment, but his chief realization is that life is transitory; human existence comes from
God and is frail at best.

In most instances ®* follows the cues of his presumed Vorlage closely, matching
lexeme for lexeme with Greek near-equivalents. Indeed the translator(s) make use of
Greek syntax throughout, though Hebrew word order is typically followed. While the
overall message of the psalm is — not surprisingly — similar to 1, there are nevertheless
many notable features unique to the OG version. The lion’s share of these may be
attributed to the translator’s interpretation over against text-critical explanations.

The superscriptions, however, tend to replicate the source text with isomorphic
rigidity. Considering the MSS evidence itself as well as other literary evidence from the

Hebrew Bible (e.g. Ezra 3:10; Neh 12:36; 1 Chron 23:5; 2 Chron 7:6), the DSS (e.g.
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4Q177; 4Q397; David’s Last Words; LXX-Ps 151 [Wdw0yoadoc eic Aavw]), the NT
(e.g. Mark 12:26; Luke 20:42; Matt 22:43-45/ LXX-Ps 109:1; Acts 2:25/LXX-Ps 15:8;
Acts 2:34/LXX-Ps 109:1; Acts 4:25/ LXX-Ps 2:1; Rom 11:9/ LXX-Ps 68:22-23; Heb
3:7-8, 4.7/ LXX-Ps 94:7-11), Patristic writings (e.g. 1 Clem 52:2/LXX-Ps 68:32-33;
Barnabas 10:10/LXX-Ps 1:1; Jerome homily 84/Ps 50; examples from Chromatius; and
Theodore Mopsuestia’s rewriting of the Syriac superscriptions under the pretense that
all of them were composed by David), and Rabbinic sources (e.g. b.Pes [17a and
m.Aboth 6:10), it is evident that belief in a Davidic endorsement and, often more
explicitly, authorship, was extensive in both second temple Judaism and early
Christianity. Since the superscriptions suffer from a dearth of contextual information,
®* often resorted to isomorphic replication, which typically equated to T Aavid
when his source read TT5. Although the dative may indicate nothing more than
reference, it is arguable on contextual grounds that ®* was in fact not unique, but held
to David authorship where his source read 7179, irrespective of his use of the dative or
genitive. With replication in mind, nmranb was likewise reduced to eic O TéAog, with
little literary integration or profound intention. Analogously, in this case, La%Ga with
in finem and Sa with enxwk €BOa betray a commitment to replication irrespective of a
grander literary point as well.

In v. 2 ®* interprets D1onn 2% anwr (“I will keep a muzzle for my mouth”) with
€0éunv 1@ otopati pov GuAaknv (“I appointed a guard for my mouth”), by
utilizing a known idiom for interpretive sense. Similarly, Tpa (“as long as”) is rendered
with ovviotnut (“stand, collaborate”). On the level of syntax, ®* represents Tpa with
a temporal infinitive governed by an accusative subject &v T oOvOoTvVAar TOV
apaETwAOV. In contrast Aquila and Symmachus opt for a closer formal representation
with étt (38:2). In the same verse &wnn (“from sinning”) is conveyed with a negative
purpose clause (tov p1] apaQTavewv) rather than a  strictly isomorphic and
unintelligible representation where 2 might find expression with €&k or A&mo.
Contrasting this is 211 in v. 3, which is represented with ¢£ dyaOwv. For both ®*

and 21 the construction in v. 3 is elliptical.
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For ®* (v. 2), the wicked person (Yw1) is a sinner (ApHAQTWAOG), and so he
connects v. 3 with dpagtavw (= Rwnn) to v. 2 lexically, over against Ut. In v. 3 ®&*
glosses M7 (“with silence”) with wat éramewvwOnv (“and I was humiliated”)
whereas Aquila uses owwmr] (“silence”). The uncommon niphal form =21 (“to be
stirred up”) in combination with a83 (“pain”) is recast within an attested collocation by
juxtaposing avekawioOn (“restore, renew”) and A&Aynua (“pain”). Once again
Aquila and Symmachus “correct” toward 2t with oavetapax0n (“to be greatly
disturbed”). In v. 4 ®* interprets 131 (“sigh”) with peAétn (“meditation”), possibly
because he did not understand the Hebrew word. Although ®* does not convey the
alliteration of the Hebrew in v. 2a (RWnn/mnwR, QuAGEw/ToL U1 apaQtdvelv; 2b
DIONR/MINWR, €0éunv/duvAaknv), he does convey parallelism, not only lexically, but
morphologically with verbs built on the 6™ principle part such as in v. 4 (¢0eouavon
— v. 4 éxkavOnoetan).

In v. 5 ® conveys an explicit concern for how long the psalmist has yet to live by
questioning the number of days (tov &QlOpov twv Mupeowv) he “lacks” (Voteow
¢yw), whereas in At the psalmist realizes his transience (Tn). Also in v. 5, ®* handles
the cohortative npIR “Let me know” with a purpose clause indicated by tva plus the
subjunctive yvw (“in order that I may know”). Moreover, with mag avOowmog Cawv
(“every person living”) as a representation of 2¥3DTR 93 (“every person standing”), &*
places explicit emphasis upon human existence/life, for the subtler, more poetic
language of the Hebrew (v. 6).

®* seemingly renders particles that occur with great frequency stereotypically (e.g.
"/6t; v. 10), but particles that occur less regularly with greater interpretive
integration. In 38:6b, 7a-b the threefold repetition of X is interpreted with TANv,
pnévrorye, and mAMv, respectively. I'do is also most often a discourse compositional
addition (# A7) in the Greek Psalter, as in v. 11. There yd&o coheres explicit
explanatory logic in the narrative only implicit in 2It. Beyond these particles, ®* levels
5N (“lifespan”; v. 6) and nomn (“hope”; v. 8) with Umdotaolg (“existence), placing

emphasis upon the psalmist’s overall existence before God rather than the felt crisis of
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his impending death, i.e. the length of his life (so At). Also, ®* (v. 7) more specifically
interprets 92% (“accumulate”) within a collocation pertaining to wealth or riches
(OnoaveiCw) that people vainly collect. Whereas the Hebrew ambiguously makes use
of a masculine pronominal suffix (0) in reference to whatever people “accumulate,” ®*
utilizes a neuter plural pronoun (avt&) as a deictic indicator of the unexpressed object
of the verb Onoavoilw. Considering translation technique, the result is that &*
intentionally clarifies the fact that human beings vainly gather up wealth
(xovotov/apyvolov?), ultimately for the benefit of (tivt = °n) other people. It is
perceived as an act of vanity since, as a mortal human, he himself will soon die (v. 7).

Following the psalmist’s realization and articulation that human existence and gain
is futile, v. 8 begins a contrastive section where, by means of a series of rhetorical
questions. By first shifting 178 to a rhetorical question (ovxt O kUQLOg), ®* portrays
that the psalmist begins to acknowledge that there is hope only in the Lord. ®*
interprets Mp (“to await, hope”) with Umopovr] (“that which helps one endure, source
of strength to endure”). In A, the psalmist’s hope is “for” (79) the Lord, whereas in &*
the psalmist’s existence is “from” (mapd) the Lord.

As a result of the acknowledgment that existence comes from the Lord, the psalmist
turns in prayer (v.9) for deliverance from unfortunate circumstances. By omitting 58
(so A7) in v. 9, ®* introduces a positive clause with dvewdoc ddpoovt Edwrdc pe
with the result that God is made culpable for the psalmist’s reproach before fools. In 0t
the psalmist pleas to be spared such a fate. Following the prayer for deliverance in v. 9,
verse 10 opens with the psalmist’s realization regarding discipline in his life. V. 10 is
more sensibly to be understood as the psalmist’s prayerful confession by means of an
internal monologue in which, at some prior time in the presence of sinners (v. 3), he
had resolved to keep his mouth shut. Only at those moments, however, was the
psalmist committed to his silence; the prayer itself is charged with emotion. In ®*, over
against Ui, we learn that at least part of the psalmist’s originating plight was that, in his
view, God had made him an object of criticism/reproach (6vewog v. 9) from the

mouth of the foolish (i.e. unbelievers). In an act of faithful allegiance the psalmist once
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again states his position: it is only to God that he will look for answers. Thus the
recapitulation of ékwdPwONV (v. 3) recalls his opening vow of silence.

Looking back to the psalmist’s resolved submission before the Lord, v. 10 places
emphasis once again on the psalmist’s existence (Toléw) with an explanatory Ott-
clause. Verse 11 further interprets what it is that the Lord has done to the psalmist (v.
9) in the form of an imperatival appeal. By figurative extension paotil in v. 11 refers
to the psalmist’s “torment” or “suffering” as a representation for Py (“plague, blow”).
Moreover, in the light of @Y, ®* renders n7in with (oxUg, either by interpretive
tradition, or idiomatic association (38:11).

The psalmist shifts from a personal depiction of his own aftliction in v. 11 (ndoti&/
¢ loxvog TG XeOc oov) to a general truism about the Lord’s punishment of
people for sin. The scope of v. 12 is gnomic and recalls themes introduced in v. 6 and
7, and thus the translation of aorist verbs is timeless. Here ®* interpretively renders wyp
(“moth”) with &odyxvn (“spider’s web”) and 1mnn (“what is precious to him”) with
v Yuxiv avtov (“his soul”). Whereas every person is3n “vanity” or “transitory”
in AL, in ®* every person troubles himself (tapacoetal) — a word used extensively in
the LXX for a multitude of mostly negative Hebrew terms — by vainly hoarding
treasure (OnoavpiCet v. 7) and inciting judgment for lawless deeds (OTteQ avopiag).

The final two verses of the psalm comprise the closing stanza. In 38:13 ®* renders
ynw (“hear”) with eloakoVw meaning to “answer.” It is arguable that this verse may
have been originally aligned stichometrically with the UE tradition, in contrast to PCO,
though there is hardly a noticeable semantic consequence either way. ®* interpretively
renders several words in 38:14: "YW (“to gaze, look at”) with avinut (“leave,
abandon™), 191 (“to become cheerful”) with &valbVvxw (“be refreshed, revived”), as
31 may have not been understood, and o0 (“walk”) with améoxopar (“depart”), a
euphemism for death. He adds to ovkéti, a typical rendering of 1R, vTMaoxw (“be,
exist”), in order to bring greater clarity to the realization of mortality. Syntactically, the

prefixed preposition D701 is communicated with 7EO + a genitive articular infinitive
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tov ameABetv. The emphatically fronted accusative personal pronoun, which is the

subject, signifies subsequent action to the main verb (dAvavEw).

6.4.3.3 Psalm 145

MT-Ps 146, the first psalm of the Final Hallel collection (Ps 146-150), is a “Hallelujah
Psalm” by superscription and may be classified as an individual song of thanksgiving.
LXX-Ps 145 juxtaposes life and death in terms of reliance upon the Lord for salvation
(1-4). In the light of his everlasting kingship (v. 5, 10), the psalmist/®* proclaims that
the “happy” person (v. 5) does not place his/her hope in humanity (v. 3), but in the
Lord alone. In support of the Lord’s superiority, the psalmist/®* proclaims, in creedal
fashion, that the Lord is creator (v. 6) and a righteous judge and advocate for social
justice (v. 7-8). He not only protects the oppressed, feeds the hungry, frees prisoners,
makes the blind person aware, but he also reigns as king (v. 10). In this way Ps 145
elucidates ways in which the Lord is “helper” to the righteous.

In typical fashion for this psalm, ®* largely follows the semantic clues and formal
features of his source text. The overall message of the psalm replicates that of 2It. With
a strict adherence to the formal features of his Vorlage, the translator attempts to
uniquely interpret its meaning above and beyond lexical-semantic replication in only a
few instances. Nevertheless, his Greek syntax departs from Hebrew syntax when
necessary.

A clear example of such strict representation may be seen in the superscription of Ps
145(146). ®* treats 1950 as a transcribed delimiter (aAAnAovix) in situations in
which it is not syntactically integrated into a sentence, but as a real imperative
(alvelte TOv KUEOV) in syntactically integrated situations. As a transcription,
aAAnAovwr was most likely introduced into the Greek language by ®&*, as it would
have signified genre and liturgical significance to a Greek speaking Jewish audience
already familiar with the formulaic role of %7 in their sacred Hebrew scriptures. In
all cases ®* interprets m 1997 contextually. The presence of Ayyawov kai ZaxaQiov

is less certain and may be a secondary accretion. One possibility is that it is indeed
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original to ®*, although the Vorlage probably never contained a corresponding
attribution.

Indeed, Ps 145:1 (as well as Ps 145[146]-150) is isomorphic to the degree that nN
is represented with an article, whether the Hebrew has an article or not. The imperative
plus vocative of v. 1 gives way to first person speech (indicative) in v. 2 and so the
discourse shifts attention to the congregation. Verse 3 begins what could be construed
as the words to the praise/praise song mentioned in v. 2, or merely the beginning of a
new injunction to the, now plural, audience who would recite in the psalm for worship.
®* deviates only slightly from the formal cues of the presumed source text, mainly in
instances where Hebrew and Greek syntax differ significantly. In v. 3 ®* renders -W
with a masculine plural dative relative pronoun (oig) followed by an explicit copula
(ovk €omwv = pPR). Unlike 207, oic remains grammatically concordant with its
antecedent viovg avOpwmwv and simultaneously circumvents the need for a
resumptive pronoun.

One grammatical peculiarity occurs in verses 3-4. It is likely that ®* misaligned
the grammatical number in v. 4 from v. 3, and the Versions, albeit inconsistently,
corrected toward the Hebrew or copyists “corrected” the mismatch in number for
internal cohesion: v. 3 viovg avOownwv (pl)/(sg) DIRII; V. 4 TO TVELHAX AVTOL
(sg)/(sg) M ReN;  &ruotEédel el TV YNV avTtov  (sg)/(sg) WNATRY 2w
amoAovvtat ... ol dxAoyiwopot avtwv (pl)/(sg) rminwy 17aR. Verse 5 shifts to the
positive alternative, which introduces the second section of the Psalm and its thematic
apex. In v. 5 paxkdolog is a nominative predicate adjective whose true subject is
omitted by ellipsis. Here ®* represents 1 + w with a (possessive) genitive masculine
relative pronoun, and the entire relative clause o00...pon00c modifies the elided
subject, while o0 modifies Bon0og. ®* departs from a formal representation of 1IY2
by utilizing a predicate nominative (Bon0©d6c) modified by the relative pronoun. 6 Oeog
IaxwpB remains the subject of the relative clause. Verse 6 continues the creedal

declaration about God begun in v. 5 with a series of adjectival clauses.
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Everything from v. 5b through 7b (ending with mewvwolv) serves as a complex
prepositional object. Thus verses 5b-7b comprise one sentence with four participles,
modifying kvpov tov Oeov avtov. The final two anarthrous participles molovVTQ
and OOVt may be adverbial, in contrast to the string of articular subtantival
participles in 145:6 (so At). Verse 8, consisting of three sentences each describing a
new work of kVEloc/mi, merely advances what was begun in v. 7. Nevertheless, ®*
trades three Hebrew participles (npa, apt, 20R) for finite verbs (&vopOot, codol,
dyana), and like A1, employs devices reminiscent of songs, creeds, or chants drafted
for recitation. ®* does however freely interpret D™ npa (“open the eyes of the
blind”) figuratively with codpol tudPAovc (“make wise the blind”). Verse 9 continues
the list of characteristic works of mMn/kvplog from v. 8. As the poor, the stranger, the
orphan, and widow were easily subjected to social abuses (Zech 7:10), v. 9 looks to
these, the most helpless in society, to illustrate how the Lord is both helper (v. 5) and
how he upholds justice (vv. 7-8). In contrast to AT where the Lord bends, twists, and
thereby deflects and frustrates (myp) the plans of the wicked (v. 9), he explicitly
destroys (adaviCw) the way of sinners altogether in ®*, a metonymy for the sinners

themselves.
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Al. Purpose & Scope

The comparative (Greek-Hebrew) list below is comprised of every lexeme in both texts
of the Psalms that was not considered to be reasonably ‘“isosemantic,” or near
synonymous, as discussed in chapter 1. Every single lexeme in both versions was first
matched quantitatively and then compared and judged individually in order to create
this list.

The purpose of this exercise is to locate, not lexical “inconsistencies” of the type
discussed in Wade (2000) and McLay (2001), but to isolate potential textual “issues.”
In Wade (2000) and McLay (2001) the much more comprehensive and difficult issue
of translation technique is at stake.' In contrast, the following study does not attempt to
tell us how literal or free the Greek Psalter is as a translation;” instead it merely shines
a spotlight on potential text-critical and/or translational issues at the lexical-semantic
level — whatever they may be — that require further investigation and explanation.
Based on the outcome below, it is evident that, in terms of percentage, there are many
more textual text-critical and/or translational “issues” in, say, Ps 54(55) than Ps 12(13);
Ps 38(39) and 145(146) reflect a similar situation. Thus, the list below serves as a place

to begin.

"Involved in these studies is the issue of how “literal” or “free” a translation may be considered.
McLay (2001) posits a more nuanced attempt than statistical analyses provide by accounting for the
semantic fields of words, looking at both paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations. Wade (2000) also
exposes problems involved with statistical analyses, particularly in shorter Biblical books that do not
possess a large enough database for statistics. Instead she shows that a contextual approach to examining
translation technique often sheds light on lexical choices based on grammatical and semantic factors.

? Aside from producing a Hebrew retroversion, it is not clear to the present author what this

information necessarily provides or determines in the first place.
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A2. Method & Explanation

Following the heading for each new Psalm in the list below is a ratio followed by a
percentage (e.g. Psalm 1, 1/103, .98%). The ratio represents counted morphemes in
both Rahlfs’s Handausgabe and BHS; the first number represents the number of
lexical-semantic variations (morphemes) in the psalm and the second number the total
number of morphemes in the psalm.’ Since the present study considers the percentage
of lexical-semantic variation between the Greek and Hebrew, an inherently
comparative endeavor, the number of morphemes in both the Greek and the Hebrew
has been counted and then averaged. In this way, the quantitative differences have been
first accounted for before comparing gqualitative differences. For example, Ps 1 has a
number of pluses in the Greek (e.g. oUvx oUtwg 1:4) for which there is no
corresponding material in 2IT. In this instance the number of morphemes in the Greek is
110 whereas 0t has 95; the rounded average is 103. With only one lexical variation
identified (Aowds / ¥R), the ratio 1/103 equates to just less than 1% (.98%). Each
psalm has been treated similarly and then compared and ordered by percentage.

In this exercise lexemes have been purposefully taken “out of context” for the sake
of comparing simple one-to-one lexical correspondences and so no other features such
as grammar or syntax have been considered. Lexical entries and glosses come from
LEH (and GELS secondarily) and HALOT (and BDB secondarily). Instances in which
two words in an isomorphic relationship share a common meaning or gloss among the

full range given in the lexica were not included in the list. Stated differently, the list is

*In order to account for two different language systems (Greek and Hebrew) comparatively under
one classification, it was decided that the counting of words, or better, “morphemes” would do the
greatest justice. Since a “word” can be variously defined, enclitic personal pronoun, or pronominal
suffixes (e.g. T 2/ms), have been counted as morphemes (words), since these generally required a
representation for the translator in Greek (e.g. oov). Paragogic he and nun have been eliminated since
these do not have a semantic value. Pronominal suffixes on verbs have not been counted as individual

morphemes since these do not stand alone in the languages.
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comprised of instances in which two words in an isomorphic relationship do not share
a common meaning or gloss among the full list provided in the lexica noted.

Not knowing of any software that can isolate lexical-semantic variations of the kind
described here, each lexeme represented in the list was judged and chosen manually.*
As a result there is an inevitable element of subjectivity involved in determining which
lexemes do not correlate semantically (Barr 1979:285), the result of which may include
some words that others would reject or exclude some that might be included.’
Nevertheless, the overall spectrum of semantic variation that does emerge will not be

greatly affected by minor adjustments.
A3. Index

Verse ® ai ® Gloss (LEH) Ut Gloss (HALOT)

Psalm 1, 1/103, .98%

1:1 Aouog VY |pestilence, pestilent scoffer

Psalm 2, 5/148, 3.38%

2:3 Cuyog nay |yoke, balance scales cord, rope
2:7 KUQLOG 9% |Lord, lord, master (noun); lawful |to, toward
(adj)
2:9 molpaivw 2-YY1 |fo herd, to tend to break, smash, shatter, beat up
2:12 dpaooopat 1"pWa |to grasp, to lay hold of to kiss
2:12 Ttodela 1792 |instruction, discipline son

* That being said, the core lexical stock used within my own Excel database comes from Accordance
6.9.2 (Copyright 2006 Oaktree Software, Inc.). The Hebrew vocabulary was derived from the Groves
Wheeler Westminster Hebrew Morphology 4.4, and the LXX comes from the Kraft/Taylor/Wheeler
Septuagint Morphology Database v. 3.02, which in turn is based on Rahlfs (1935, 1979).

5 Certain lexemes — especially tapaoow, adwia, Tamewdw, B, W, P2 — continually pose
challenges since they tend to be used generically or as a general term for a more specific corresponding
word in the Greek or Hebrew. Likewise, verbs often pose challenges when they represent abstract states

or processes. For a discussion of tapdoow see Oloffson (1990b:20).



Psalm 3, 2/104, 1.93%

3:7

3:8

ovveTuTOnuL

pataiog

Psalm 4, 1/123, .82%

4:7

ONUELOW

Psalm 5, 4/180, 2.23%

5:1

5:10

5:12

5:12

KATQOVOLEW

aAnOex
eATiCw

KATAOKNVOW

Psalm 6, 1.137, .73%

6:8

TAQAOOW

Psalm 7, 6/235, 2.56%

7:2

73

7:7

7:11

7:13

7:15

eATiCw
AVTEOW
TEQOG
BonrBeix
OTIABOW

oLAAauBavw

Psalm 8, 4/126, 3.19%

8:1

8:3

8:3

8:6

Psalm 9 (=21t 9-10), 15/513, 2.93%

ANvog

KataQTiCw

atvocg

ayyeAog

nw

17mH
N1
nin;
na
non
17720
vy
non
Tab)
173ap
170
wobh

an!

oyt

170

11

DN
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to join in attacking

vainly, weakly

to be manifest

to inherit

truth, truthfulness, faithfulness

to hope

to live, settle, nest

to trouble

to hope

to ransom, redeem
limit, end, boundary
help, aid

to polish

to seize, lay hold of

winepress

to mend, restore, create,

strengthen

\praise

messenger, angel

353

to put, set

chin, cheek, jawbone

to lift, carry, take

Nehiloth; played on the flute?;
against sickness disease?

to be firm, establish, prepare
to take refuge

to cover

meaning uncertain, to swell up?

to take refuge

to tear away
outburst, anger, rage
shield

to sharpen

to conceive

Gittith; unc. musical tech. term:
instrument from Gath?; near the
winepresses?

to lay a foundation, establish

might, strength

God



9:7 ooudaia
9:7 1X0¢

9:10 OAWIc
9:16 dxpOopdk
9:21 vopoBétng
9:22 OAnIg

9:23 dxfovAov
9:26 BepnAow
9:28 &Qd

9:29 TAOVOL0G
9:21 vopoBétng
9:22 A

9:26 BepnAow

928  |dok

9:29 TTAOVO10G
Psalm 10, 3/104, 2.90%
10:2 dapétoa

10:3 KkataQTilw

10:6 Kataryic

Psalm 11, 2/114, 1.75%
11:7 dox(pov

11:9 TOAVWOEW

Psalm 12, 0/90, 0%
Psalm 13, 0/127, 0%

Psalm 14, 1/82, 1.23%

nam
on
aate
nnwY
2-min
aate
nmm
-5
R
iy
2-min
N3
-5
R

ayn

27

1Ny

noyt

oy

5t
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sword

sound, noise; roar

trouble, tribulation, oppression
destruction, corruption
lawgiver

trouble, tribulation, oppression
counsel, intrigue

to desecrate, profane

curse

rich

lawgiver

trouble, tribulation, oppression
to desecrate, profane

curse

rich

arrow quiver

to mend, restore, create,
strengthen

squall descending from above,

hurricane

test, act of testing

to treat with much care, to care

\for greatly
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site of ruins

they (m.)

drought

\pit, trap, grave

fear

drought

\purpose, discretion

to prosper; strengthen
oath

courtyard, village
fear

drought

to prosper; strengthen

oath

courtyard, village

cord, bow string

buttock, foundation

rage, fits of hunger

\furnace?

vileness




14:4

Psalm 15,
15:1

15:4

15:4
15:4
15:4

15:8

15:10

Psalm 16,
16:4

16:7
16:12
16:13
16:15
Psalm 17,
17:3

17:3

17:3

17:5

17:6

17:9
17:15
17:30
17:30
17:31

17:32

aBetéw

7/160, 4.39%
eATtilw

TaxvVw

OLVAYW
ovvaywyn
HLpVoKopo
TEO0PAW
olapOopd
5/218, 2.29%
OokANEdC
eATiCw

Onoa
vmookeAllw
Polo}Tod

16/688, 2.33%
OoTEQéwHA
[BonOdg
eATilw

wdv

wdtv
katadpAoyllw
mANOVVW
ovopat
TELQATI)OLOV
eATtilw

Oedbc

N

non

27700

17701
17701

K1
27w

nny

P8
non
770
P

npnn

1790
17R
non

2930

2930
5ar

pamy]

gl

177973
non

1R
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o set at naught; to reject (the

law); to revolt

to hope

to send quickly, to be quick

to gather, bring together
collection, gathering, synagogue
to remember; remind

to foresee

destruction, corruption

hard, difficult

to hope

hunting, snare, trap

to trip up, to overthrow

opinion; glory

help, helper

to hope
birth-pains, pain
birth-pains, pain
to burst into flame
to multiply

to deliver

trial; pirates

to hope

god, God

to change, exchange

to take refuge

to acquire as one’s wife; give a
dowry

to pour out

drink offering; libation

to lift, carry, take

to set, place

(firmness, steadfastness, firmament

pit, trap, grave

violent, rapacious
to take refuge

to tear

to bow down

[form, manifestation

rock; cliffs

rock

to take refuge
rope, cord, snares
rope, cord, snares
to eat, feed

to shoot

to run

ridge

to take refuge

rock
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17:36
17:37
17:46
17:47
17:49
Psalm 18,
18:5

18:7

18:8

18:15
Psalm 19,
19:2

19:6

19:8
19:9
Psalm 20,
20:4
20:10
20:13
Psalm 21,
21:1
21:3
21:9
21:13
21:13
21:14
21:16
21:20

21:20

nadeia
aoBevéw
Tolpog

Oedc
opyiAog
4/202, 1.99%
POOYYOG
KATAVTNHA
aldlels
[Bon6og
4/121, 3.31%
UmeQaomiCw
peyaAvw
peyaAvvw
ovumodllw
3/178, 1.69%
AtOov tiiov
OLVTAQATTW
miepiAoLmog
11/417, 2.64%
avtiAnuig
dvola
eATlw
TOVQOG
nlwv
apnalw
AdouyE
PonBex

TOTEXW

iy
TN
nuen
1%

1798

1R
nopn
17N

1R

mbiyj
2-537
91

ik

8
1-p5a

o

N
ngm*r
553
IR
2!
q7v
omiphn
my

1=UIn
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instruction, discipline
to be weak

\path

god, God

quick to anger, quick-tempered

sound, tone
goal, end

child

help, helper

to shield, defend
to enlarge, magnify, make great
to enlarge, magnify, make great

to bind the feet

\precious stone
to trouble, to confound

remaining, surviving

help, aid, succour, defence
folly, stupidity

to hope

bull, ox

\fat

to snatch away

throat

help, aid

to pay attention, to give heed
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humility

to slip, shake
\prison

rock

also, indeed

line, string; voice?
turn, circuit, cycle

simple, naive

rock

to be too high, be too strong for
to put up the flag?; row of flags?
to remember, name, mention

to bow down

pure, refined gold
to swallow

bow string, tent rope

doe of a fallow deer
silence

to roll

strong, powerful
Bashan

to tear

gums

strength?

to hurry, hasten
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unicorn

humiliation

to bring up from childhood, to
rear

to settle, dwell, inhabit

\pity, alms

\power, strength

to hope

to be weak
council; sanhedrin
goodly appearance, comeliness

goodly appearance, comeliness

to destroy sb together with

god, God

to sprout afresh, to flourish

courtyard, court

to crush, grind to powder
to love

unicorn

to reveal, disclose

\prosperity, plenty

wild ox, bull, antelope?

to answer

to escort, transport

to return

righteousness, justice

host, army, war, service

to take refuge

to slip, shake
men, few
hidden lair, dwelling

hidden lair, dwelling

to gather, bring in, gather

rock

to exult

ornament, majesty
to dance, spring, leap
Sirion

wild ox, bull, antelope?

to cause a premature birth

quietness, ease
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beauty

to hope

god, God

strength, support

to trouble

\poverty

to trouble

to live near, to live in as a
stranger

transgression, evil

illusion, terror

understanding, intelligence

mouth

distress, wretchedness, misery
to fix in, to plant in

thorny plant

convenient, well fitting

to compass, encompass

joy, rejoicing

fo cause to rest on

jaw, jawbone, cheek

to squeeze (the jaws or the throat)

whip, scourge, plague
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mountain

to take refuge

rock

rock, cliffs

meaning uncertain, to swell up?
iniquity

meaning uncertain, to swell up?

\fright, horror, atrocity

unrestrained, impudent

make haste

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

spirit, breath, wind

cake

dry heat

summer

to reach, meet accidentally; find
keep watch, watch over, keep
\[from; protect

Uncertain meaning; song of
lament?

to advise, plan

\piece of jewellery

to curb, restrain

\pain
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pity, alms
power, strength
bag, wineskin

to shake, cause to rock

[face
rich

to cease, stop

sword

destruction, corruption

snare, trap

snare, trap

and, also, even, and yet, but

to be pierced to the heart, to be
deeply pained

scorn, contempt

wrath; anger

to hope

wealth, riches

to supplicate, to beseech, to
entreat

to exalt exceedingly, to raise to
the loftiest height

cedar (tree)

Lebanon; frankincense

359

righteousness, justice
host, army, war, service
dam, heap of water

to be afraid

taste, discernment
yvoung lion

to watch, keep, protect

spear

pit, trap, grave

storm, trouble, desert
storm, trouble, desert
mother

to be silent, be dumb

victuals

living quietly, quiet

to take refuge

steadfastness; trustworthiness,

\[faithfulness

to be in labour; writhe, tremble

violent, powerful; to act violently

native, full citizen

leafy, luxuriant; juicy
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to hope

mockery, mocking

to do evil, harm

to bring near, to bring up to

to do violence to, to force out,
expel
whip, scourge, plague

to pay attention, to give heed

to put, make, appoint

guard, watch, prison

to associate with, to recommend;

to unite, to collect
to bring down, to humble,

to renew

meditation, thought, study

late, missing, wanting

support, foundation, confidence
to live

to endure, remain, wait upon
support, foundation, confidence
strength, might

spider web; spider

soul, self, inner life

360

to take refuge

to roast

to turn cold; grow weary, be faint,
[powerless

onset of illness in a general sense;
affliction, plague; blow

to lay snares

stumble, fall, plunge

to hurry, hasten

to keep, watch, preserve
muzzle

again, still, longer

silence

to entangle, put into disorder,
bring disaster, throw into
confusion, ruin

sighing
refusing,abandoned
lifetime, world

to stand

await, hope

expectation, hope

blow? Uncertain meaning

moth

to desire
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to send back, throw up, leave, lift
up, forgive, relax

to recover, to revive, to refresh

to pay attention, to give heed
distress, wretchedness, misery
name

\futility

madness

to mend, restore, create,
strengthen

to prolong, to lengthen

to pay attention, to give heed

hand
to lay, place
deception, cunning treachery,

back-stabbing

understanding, intelligence

"place of a tent"

marvelous, wonderful

to trouble, to confound

helper, protector

to trouble, to confound

361

to gaze

to cause to flash; to become

cheerful, to brighten up

to stretch out

wasteland? Uncertain meaning
to put, set

Rahab, raging

to turn aside, move

to hollow out, dig

to restrain, shut up, withhold

to hurry, hasten

soul, dead soul
to pour out

heel, hoof, footprint

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

undertaking/throng? Uncert.
meaning

lead slowly? Uncertain meaning
to make a noise, be tumultuous
rock, cliffs

to make a noise, be tumultuous
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to trouble, to confound

understanding, intelligence

to disdain, to set at naught
power, strength

to urge, exhort, comfort

ill treatment, suffering, affliction
to bring down, to humble,

name

to change, alter, reject, alienate

understanding, intelligence

1 |fo stretch tight, to bend

to reign

(+gen) of, out of, from
clothing, apparel, raiment
interwoven with gold

opinion; glory

secret

to change the place of, to transfer

to trouble

\power, strength

oblong shield
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to make a noise, be tumultuous

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

to tread down

host, army, war, service

to revile, blaspheme

jackal

to melt away

joint obligation, faithfulness;

lovingkindness

lily, Shushan, Shoshannim,
uncertain meaning
Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

adornment, splendour

to mount and ride

\portion, stringed instument
gold

Ophir

valuable things

marriageable girl; young woman;
Alamoth

to stay

to make a noise, be tumultuous

host, army, war, service

waggon, cart
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APPENDIX

power, strength

beauty ; lustre, pride; excellence

wisely, with understanding

strong; vehement; severe

root; origin

to lay hold of, to take hold of
to shake, cause to rock
violent; forcible, constrained,
hard

\power, strength

to ponder, to think about

age, eternity; lifetime

death, destruction

grave, tomb

to understand, to have
understanding

not understanding, unintelligent,
senseless

trap, snare

help, aid

opinion; glory

not understanding, unintelligent,

senseless

openly, visibly, manifestly
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host, army, war, service

height, eminence
Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

shield

"beautiful in elevation”
high point; refuge
to hurry

on the eastern side, the east

host, army, war, service
be like, resemble

to die

pit, trap, grave
entrails, inward parts

to leave overnight, stay overnight

be destroyed

self-confidence

shape, figure; idols

lofty residence

be destroyed

to rise, to shine forth
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to light, to kindle, to burn

heaven
beauty, ripeness
bull, ox

to run together

multiply

trap, snare

to ponder, to think about
to snatch away

there

to conquer, win
to seize, lay hold of
to sprinkle with, to purify

straightforward, right(eous)

understanding, intelligence

transgression, evil

to pluck

help, helper

\futility

to treat, to dispose one so or so

to be present in abundance; to

364

to eat, feed

to cut off

mountain

lentil-weevil, locust ?

strong, powerful

to take pleasure in, be favourable
to someone, be well disposed

to send

blemish, fault
be like, resemble
to tear

to put, set

to be clean, pure
to be in labour; writhe, tremble
to miss; wrong (morally), offend

to be firm, establish, prepare

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

joint obligation, faithfulness,
lovingkindness

to take away

mountain stronghold, place of

refuge

destruction, threats
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understanding, intelligence

men-pleaser

understanding, intelligence

understanding, intelligence

to disregard, neglect

to grieve, pain

idle tales, conversation
darkness

to receive, to take up, to welcome
to save

discouragement, loss of heart
to cast or throw into the sea
childbirth, interest

to endure

equal, peer

governor, leader, chief

\prime meat, delicacies

concord, harmony

sojourning in a foreign country, a
stay in a foreign place

to hear, hearken

to bring news, to announce, to

report
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Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

to decline; encamp

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.

Meaning

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

what is hidden,; be concealed
to roam about freely

\praise, lament, worry
shuddering, horror

to hurry, hasten

\place of refuge

spirit, breath, wind

to confuse

oppression, violence

to lift, carry, take

layer, row; provision, equipment
pet, close friend

confidential discussion, secret
scheme

unrest

grain pit, storage room

to deliver, save
to make a noise, be tumultuous;

roar
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to bring near, to bring up to

to be, exist, possess

to give back, to restore, to return
to divide

wrath, anger

) |face

to bring near, to bring up to
to sustain, support; feed up

destruction, corruption

people

sacred, holy

to live near, to live in as a
stranger

no one

(+gen) before, in front of
\promise

to please, be pleasing

to persuade; believe, trust
to hope

to trouble

to plot; to be woven

(archery) bow

wax

to remove from

to fall, fall upon, attack

366

hostile approach, battle

to sit , dwell

\peace, welfare, completeness

to be smooth, flatter

dairy products, butter

mouth

hostile approach, battle

to comprehend; contain, sustain

\pit, trap, grave

dove
silence

to attack

distaster; iniquity
leather bottle
announcement, promise

to walk, go

to take refuge
to take refuge

to devour

to dig through, open; to clear a
way, level

arrow

snail

to walk, go

miscarriage
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fire
thorny plant

hand

to ransom, redeem

to lay on, place, put, add
\power, strength

to work

to be hungry, famished

\power, might

to be hungry, famished

to mutter, to murmur, to grumble

[power, strength

help, helper

to change, alter, reject, alienate

yet, still

to set on fire, to burn
Mesopotamia

Syria, Aram

to have pity, compassion
hope

to subject, to submit; subdue

\power, strength

367

woman, wife
cooking pot, basin

beat, foot, time

to be too high, be too strong for
to attack

host, army, war, service

to deal treacherously with

to make a noise, be tumultuous; to
roar

refuge, protection

to make a noise, be tumultuous; to
roar

to leave overnight; to lodge, stay
overnight

refuge, protection

refuge, protection

lily, Shushan, Shoshannim;
uncertain meaning

witness, testimony, law, decree
to fight

Aram

Naharaim

to return

washbasin

raise the war-cry, shout

host, army, war, service
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APPENDIX

hope

who? what? why?

to subject, to submit; subdue
god, God
to lay on, place, put, add

to run

god, God

god, God

help, aid

hope

collection, gathering, synagogue
help, helper

to be unjust, to do wrong, to act
unjustly

to desire (besides), to yearn after,
to long for

to flow, to runm, to stream

how many times, how often
dawn, early morning
\futile, purposeless, vainly

to give, to hand over

multitude, number
(archery) bow

child

368

refuge

to number, count, appoint

silence

rock

to attack

to take pleasure in, be favourable
to someone

rock

rock

refuge, protection
refuge

time

refuge

to go up

to become vain

to prosper

to yearn
night watch
storm, trouble, desert

to flow, be spilled

unrest, agitation
arrow

suddenly, surprisingly
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to be fitting

to trouble, to confound

crown, extent (of a tree); depth
to multiply

that which is begotten or born,
product

to cheer, to gladden

to fill, fulfill

to make fat, to enrich
beautiful

ram

to multiply

snare, trap

to be full of marrow

setting (of sun); west
manliness, courage, virtue
grave, tomb

to separate, divide

living being; animal
\power, strength

\power, strength

beloved

beauty, ripeness

lot, portion

heavenly

silence

to calm, bring to rest
noise, roar

to pull back; to descend

wall, furrow

to wave, sway backwards and
[forwards

to drip, trickle

to drip, trickle

grazing place, settlement
\pasture

to turn, to cover oneself

mountain stronghold

fatling sheep

cloud

\prosperity, happiness

bare, burned lands

to cause rain and snow to fall
army

host, army, war, service

host, army, war, service

to flee, wander

to flee, wander
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hooks, pegs?; uncertain meaning

Almighty, Shaddai




67:16
67:16
67:16
67:17
67:18
67:20
67:24
67:26
67:28
67:28
67:31
67:31
67:31
67:35
67:35
67:36
Psalm 68,

68:1

68:7
68:11
68:21

68:21

68:22

68:23

68:30

68:33

Ttiwv
TLEOW
nlwv
TLEOW
evONVéw
KATEVOOOW
Bamtw
aQxXwv
£KOTAOLS
yepav
TOUQOG
amokAeiw
doKIp&lw
d0&a
dvvaug
Oavpaotoég
9/502, 1.79%

GAAOLOW

dvvaug
OUYKAUTITQW
TIQOODOKAW

oLAAvVTIEOHAL

X0AN

AvTamddooLg

avuAaupdvopat

Yuxn

T
1777
eI
AR
oM
P
271y
271Y

1R

17w

1231

1772Y

T

2"WND

o

bt/

215
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2 |fat

to curdle, to make into cheese

2 \fat

to curdle, to make into cheese
to thrive, be prosperous

to ensure trouble-free completion
to dip, to immerse

ruler

illusion, terror

governor, leader, chief

bull, ox

to shut off from

to assay, to test, to prove
opinion; glory

\power, strength

marvelous, wonderful

to change, alter, reject, alienate

\power, strength

to cause to bend

to expect, to look for

to share in grief with, to
sympathise with

gall; gall bladder

giving back in return, rendering,
requiting, repayment, recompense

to lay hold of, to take hold of

soul, self; inner life

370

Bashan

many-peaked

Bashan

many-peaked

warriors? Uncertain meaning
to load, carry

to smash

to sing

to tread, rule

noisey throng; uncertain meaning
strong, powerful

to disturb water, muddied
silver pieces

refuge, protection

refuge, protection

to fear

lily, Shushan, Shoshannim;
uncertain meaning

host, army, war, service

to weep

to shatter, break

sway, to be aimless, homeless

\poisonous plant

\peace, welfare, completeness

to be too high, be too strong for

heart, mind; conscience
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to pay attention, to give heed

to aid, to help

god, God

one who holds a shield over,
\protector

\place, position; opportunity
strong, firm, lasting, fortified
(firmness, steadfastness, firmament
pprotector, defender

again, in so far as

song of praise

Ethiopian

Arabian, Arab
childbirth, interest
name

Arabia

lawless

refusal, denial, rejection

(firmness, steadfastness, firmament
whip, scourge, plague

to grasp, be strong, take
|possession

wrongdoing, injustice

wrongdoing, injustice

371

to hurry, hasten

to hurry, hasten

rock

hidden lair; dwelling

0 come
continually to command
rock; cliffs

to cut off

to return

harp

animals of the desert? Uncertain
meaning

Sheba

oppression, violence

blood

Sheba

to be infatuated
bond, pang

\fat

body, belly

to seize around the neck

clothing, garment

eye, spring, Ain
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to intend, plan, understand
day, lifetime, time period

to find

to thrive, be prosperous

to hold, withhold

deceit

to lift up

transgression, evil

city, town

to burn, burn out, inflame

to change, alter, reject, alienate
to set at naught, to disdain, to
scorn

heart

[flesh, meat, body, sinful nature
god, God

praise

understanding, intelligence

to be angry

hand

door

to set on fire, to burn
kindred, family

bosom, chest

to become strong, prevail
Ethiopian

spring

372

to mock

water

to wring out slurp
at ease

to increase
smooth, slippery
deception

sudden terror

to arouse, Stir up, uncover
to be leavened

to sharpen

stupid, uneducated person

\flesh, relative
heart, mind; conscience
rock

work; handiwork, craftsmanship:

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

to smoke

beat, foot, time

engraved decoration, engraving
to send

to oppress, wrong

[fold of a garment

stir, rouse

desert dweller

winter
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APPENDIX

to confess, admit
pride, arrogance

to hate

to call on
god, God

unmixed, very strong

\peace
\power, might

without beginning or end, eternal
without understanding, not
intelligent

to set foot on, to tread, to walk
upon

thought, piece of reasoning,
argument

to celebrate a festival

to divert, to cheat, to deceive
guard, watch, prison

to care for, study, practice, think
about

to begin; to rule over

to trouble

understanding, intelligence

373

turtledove
noise

to arise, stand

near
neck

to foam, boil, cover

Salem

\[flash, plague

prey

strong, powerful

vehicle, chariot

wrath, heat, poison

to gird oneself

to grow weary

eyelid

technical musical term; Neginoth

to grow weak, tired; fall sick, be

ill

also, indeed

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.

Meaning




77:4
77:6
77:9
77:13
77:20

77:21

77:25
77:26
77:31
77:33
77:35
77:46
77:50
77:51
77:55
77:63
77:69
Psalm 78,

78:1

78:8
Psalm 79,
79:1
79:5
79:5
79:5
79:8

79:10

étegog
étegog
évtelvw
AOKOG
todmela

avapaAiw

ayyeAog
vOTOG
EKAEKTOC
OTIoLOT)
[Bon0B6¢
éovoifn
KTINVOG
Ttdvog
KAnQ0odOTéW
mevhéw
HOVOKEQWS
2/213, .94%

OTIWEOPULAAKLOV

nookaTaAapuBavw
11/238, 4.62%
aAdodw

dvvaug

opyilw

OoVLAOC

dvvapg

000TIOLEW

1inK
1inK
2"pYi
T3
IRY

2773y

AR
oTR
~Ina
703
1R
Hon
27N
177iR
5a1
2-55n

[=lin}

kY

oIp

1w
A=
wy
oy
N2y

s

APPENDIX

other, another
other, another
to stretch tight
bag, wineskin
table

to lay on, throw on, to defer

messenger, angel

south, south wind

elect, chosen

haste, speed, zeal, pursuit
help, helper

blight, mildew

animal; cattle

labor, toil; pain

to distribute land

to mourn

unicorn

hut for one who guards a garden
or orchard

to overtake, to surprise

to change, alter, reject, alienate
\power, strength

to be angry

slave, slavish

\power, strength

to prepare a way, to build a road

last

last

to be armed

dam, heap of water

\flesh, relative

excited, flare up

strong, powerful

young man
terror

rock

locust, cockroach
life

\power, wealth

to fall

to praise

to be high, exalted

heap of ruins

to come before, meet

host, army, war, service
to smoke

\people, uncle

host, army, war, service

to turn to one side

show oneself angry, become

on the eastern side, the east

lily, Shushan, Shoshannim

374
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alone, solitary

wild
\power, strength
to dig up

power, strength

winepress

help, helper
conspicuous

to be a slave
contradiction, lawsuit,
controversy

new

\pursuit, practice

to make like

holy

to destroy completely
concord, harmony

help, aid, succour, defence
sanctuary

anger, rage

\power, strength

\power, strength

help, aid, succour, defence

375

locust, the small creatures that
ruin the fields

\pasture, open field, fields

host, army, war, service

to cut off

host, army, war, service

Gittith

refuge, protection

\full moon

to pull along; to go on one’s way

Meribah

strange, prohibited, non-Israelite

hard-heartedness, stubbornness

rest

to hide

to hide

heart, inner self

arm

\pasture, grazing place

storm, gale

host, army, war, service

host, army, war, service

might, strength
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to treat, to dispose one so or so

weeping place

\place, position; opportunity
to give

to give the law; to legislate
\power, strength

to throw, to toss

mercy
truth, truthfulness, faithfulness

\power, strength

to put an end to, to stop

to turn away

heart

to cheer, to gladden

to cheer, to gladden

dwelling (place), habitation

to give answer, to reply

understanding, intelligence

Israelite

376

to pull along; to go on one’s way,
move through

a certain valley; or in general a
valley with lush (?) vegetation
spring, source, headwaters

to wrap, cover

early rain

host, army, war, service

to lie on the threshold like a
beggar

sun, Shemesh

shield

host, army, war, service

to gather, bring in, receive
to break, destroy, suspend, foil,
make useless

confidence, folly

to unite

to whirl, dance, go around

spring, source, headwaters

to sing in praise of; uncertain
meaning

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

Ezraite
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to bring near, to bring up to

to bring upon

to give, to hand over
\physician, doctor, healer
labor, trouble

to bring down, to humble,

distress, wretchedness, misery

understanding, intelligence

Israelite

to be glorified
\power, strength
\proud, arrogant
sea, lake

to gain, to benefit
helper, protector

to lay on, throw on, to defer

help, aid

\period of time

to turn away

support, foundation, confidence

that which is given or taken in

exchange, price

to form

vear

377

to touch, strike

to oppress, humiliate, to be
afflicted

to restrain

dead spirits

to die

\fright, terror

dark place, niche

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
Meaning

Ezraite

to be terrified, be in dread
host, army, war, service
Rahab

right hand, south

to treat badly

rock

to show oneself angry, become
excited

flint, knife, blade

vouth; youthful strength

to hide, conceal

lifetime, world

heel, hoof, footprint

to be in labour, writhe, tremble

sleep
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APPENDIX

age, eternity; lifetime

to care for, study, practice, think
about

much, many

mildness, gentleness, humility

to instruct, discipline

to bind

brightness, splendour

help, aid

word, speech, message
to surround, encircle
deed, action, thing
demon

shield; asp, snake

to cover, shelter

song

to bend (the head) in order to see
unicorn

old age

rich, fertile

hostile, enemy

to be prosperous, to live
comfortably

god, God

378

what is hidden; be concealed

sigh

\pride? Uncertain meaning
haste

to fly

to come, bring in

kindness

secret, hiding place
thorn, sting

wall

thorn, sting

to devastate

lion

to be too high, be too strong for

talking, Higgaion, uncertain
meaning

to bend (the head) in order to see
wild ox, bull, antelope?
confound

\[fresh? Uncertain meaning

wall

leafy, luxuriant; juicy

rock
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to speak freely, openly
Hades
to hunt, catch

help, helper

god, God
to cry, to weep, to wail, to lament
rebellion, provocation

test, trial

always, ever

demon
confession, thanksgiving
holiness

courtyard, court

messenger, angel

\proud, arrogant
insatiable, voracious

to eat with

to turn away
house site; building

to praise, commend

other, another

379

to cause to shine, shine forth
silence
to band together against

rock

rock
to kneel down
Meribah

Massah

\people, uncle

vain, pagan gods
splendor
might, strength

ornament, majesty

God

high
wide, spacious

to endure, comprehend; to be able

to hide, conceal
site of ruins
to make a mockery of

last
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corruption, decay
desire, yearning
will, desire

\power, strength

confession, thanksgiving

means of approach, access

to be afraid, to fear

to receive, to take up, to welcome
stone

deer

rabbit

to pass through

to remove from

of himself, his own

to finish
to multiply
contradiction, lawsuit,

controversy

empty, foolish, worthless

to lay hold of, to take hold of

destruction, corruption

to swallow, swallow up, drown

to do evil, harm

pit, trap, grave
piece of jewellery

deed, action

splendor
chariot

to hurry

to shatter, break
thick foliage
mountain goat
rock badger

to slink, crawl

to gather

soul, dead soul

Meribah

meaning

[fool
\pit

to confuse

host, army, war, service

to be involved with

to break through, make a split

\pulsating throat? Uncertain

to bow down, be humble

380
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Psalm 110, 1/121, .83%

110:3  [¢EopoAdynoig
Psalm 111, 0/124, 0%
Psalm 112, 0/85, 0%
Psalm 113, 3/296, 1.02%

113:4  |aoviov

113:6 |aoviov
113:25 |a&dng
Psalm 114, 3/97, 3.09%
114:3 wdiv
114:6  |vrmiog
11419  |evapeoTéw

Psalm 115, 1/89, 1.12%

115:2 £KOTAOLS
Psalm 116, 0/25, 0%
Psalm 117, 3/310, .97%
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hope
to subject, to submit; subdue

\power, strength

house site; building
helper, protector

to follow after, pursue

beginning, first; ruler
to beget

order, class

confession, thanksgiving

lamb, small lamb
lamb, small lamb

Hades

birth-pains, pain
child

to please, be pleasing

illusion, terror

to persuade; believe; trust

washbasin
raise the war-cry, shout

host, army, war, service

site of ruins
extend lovingkindess

to judge

\freewill offering

early manhood

manner

splendor

son
son

silence

rope, cord, snares
simple, naive

to walk, go

to hurry

to take refuge
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117:14

Psalm 118, 30/1931, 1.55%
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118:91
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to hope

singing in praise

to set up, direct, establish
meditation, thought, study

to transgress the law, to act
unlawfully

despondency, discouragement
law, principle

to prepare

to trouble

to curdle, to make into cheese
to care for, study, practice, think
about

\[frost

to describe in detail; tell, explain
idle tales, conversation

to contnue, live on

to contnue, live on

to contnue, live on

meditation, thought, study
lawless, wrongdoer

help, helper

argument, reasoning; invention,
thought

to deviate from the way, to
apostatise

to nail through, penetrate
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to take refuge

strength, best fruits

to be clean
desire, delight

to brag, speak boastfully

rage, fits of hunger

word, speech

to hurry, hasten

hesitate, tarry, delay

to be unfeeling, insensitive

to delight

smoke

to hollow out, dig

pit, trap

to stand

to stand

to stand

desire, delight

divided, disunited, futile
hiding place, secret

deceitfulness, betrayal

galina, silver dross

to tremble; make the hair stand on

end



118:121 |Ttapadidwpt
118:127 |tomté&liov

118:130 [orAwotg

118:130 |vrjrtiog
118:143 |peAén
118:152 |&oxn

118:158 |éxtriew

118:173 |owlw

118:174 |ueAérn
Psalm 119, 2/72, 2.80%

119:4  |éonpucog

119:5  |pakQivw
Psalm 120, 1/91, 1.10%

120:6  |ovykaiw

Psalm 121, 0/98, 0%
Psalm 122, 1/66, 1.52%

122:4  |evOnvéw

Psalm 123, 1/93, 1.08%

123:5

AVLTIOOTATOG
Psalm 124, 0/79, 0%
Psalm 125, 1/75, 1.34%
125:1  |magoakaAéw
Psalm 126, 2/81, 2.47%
126:4  |éxTvaoow
126:5  |é¢mBupia

Psalm 127, 1/77, 1.31%

127:2 KaQTOg

Psalm 128, 3/81, 3.70%
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to give, to hand over
topaz

revelation, manifestation,
interpretation

child

meditation, thought, study
beginning, first; ruler

to cause to melt away

fo save

meditation, thought, study

living in a desert

to prolong, to lengthen

to burn

to thrive, be prosperous

irresistible

to urge, exhort, comfort

to shake off, expel

desire, yearning

\fruit
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to rest; settle down
pure, refined gold

gateway, disclosure?

simple, naive
desire, delight
east, ancient times
to feel disgust

to help

desire, delight

gorse, broom

Meshech

to smite, strike

carefree, self-confident

raging

to dream, be strong

time of youth

quiver

hand



128:3

128:3

128:4

AUAQTWASS
avopia

avxnv

Psalm 129, 1/89, 1.13%

129:5

VOHOG

Psalm 130, 2/56, 3.60%

130:2

130:2

TATEVOPQOVEW

o

Psalm 131, 8/214, 3.75%

131:2

131:5

131:7

131:8

131:13

131:14

131:15

131:18

Oedbg
Oedbg
TOTOG
aylooua
algetiCw
algetiCw
Onoa

aylaoua

Psalm 132, 2/57, 3.51%

132:2

132:2

oa

&vdvpa

Psalm 133, 1/42, 2.41%

133:1

avAN

Psalm 134, 0/254, 0%

Psalm 135, 1/329, .30%

135:6

0TEQEOW

Psalm 136, 3/121, 2.49%
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sinner, sinful
transgression, evil

neck, throat

law, principle

to be humbleminded

to lift up; to exalt

god, God

god, God

\place, position; opportunity
holy, sacred, sanctuary

to choose

to choose

hunting, snare, trap

holy, sacred, sanctuary

9 |edge, border, collar

clothing

courtyard, court

to make strong

tool

to lead away

to set before oneself, to prefer
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to plow, engrave, plan
plow furrow/[dwelling]

cord, rope

to fear

to be like, compare

to be silent, be dumb

mighty one
mighty one
[footstool
might, strength
to wish, desire
to desire
provision

consecration, crown

mouth

measurement

night

to hammer, stamp, spread out

byre

tormentor, mocker?

to go up, ascend



Psalm 137, 1/127, .79%

137:3  |moAvweéw

Psalm 138, 13/306, 4.26%

138:1  |dokipdlw
138:3 oxoivog
138:3  |mEooQdw
138:5 |mAdoow
138:8  |katafaivw
138:11  |tovdn
138:13  |avTidapBavopat
138:15  |bmoéotaoig
138:17 |Pptrog
138:20 |moOALS
138:21 |éx000g
138:21  [éxTrkw
138:23  |to(Pog

Psalm 139, 4/172, 2.33%

139:5  |é€apéw

139:6 ToUg

139:9  |[éykatadeinw
139:12  |duapBopa

Psalm 140, 9/155, 5.81%

140:3  |meooxn

140:4  |meodaoic
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to treat with much care, to care

[for greatly

to assay, to test, to prove
stylus, reed

to foresee

to form, mold

to come down, go down
dainty; delight, luxury

to lay hold of, to take hold of

support, foundation, confidence

\[friend, beloved; pleasant,
welcome

city, town

hostile, enemy

to cause to melt away

\path

to take out, remove, choose,
deliver

[foot

to leave behind, desert, forsake

destruction, corruption

enclosure; passage

\pretext
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to harry, confuse, to drive on, to

storm

to search, explore

to lie down, recline, copulate
to be acquainted with

to encircle, besiege, bind

to spread out/make one's bed
round about, behind, through
to weave

weaver of coloured cloth or
thread

thought

enemy
those who rise up
to feel disgust

disturbing, disquieting thoughts

to watch, keep

hand
to reach, obtain, find

\pit, trap, grave

keep watch, watch over, keep from

deed




140:4

140:5

140:5

140:6

140:7

140:8

140:9

Psalm 141, 2/122, 1.64%

141:1

141:8

ovvovalw

apaQTwAdS

Almtaivw

KATATIVW

TIAX0G

avtavalpéw

ovviotnut

oUVEDLS

VTMopévw

Psalm 142, 0/208, 0%

Psalm 143, 6/225, 2.67%

143:1

143:10

143:12

143:12

143:13

143:14

Oedbg

AvTEdw

KoAAAwTI
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[Poug

Psalm 144, 1/274, .36%

144:3

Psalm 145, 2/120, 1.67%
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145:9
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Psalm 146, 1/128, .78%
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to be joined with, to be in
collusion
sinner, sinful

to anoint, make fat

to swallow, swallow up, drown
thickness

to remove from

to associate with, to recommend;

to unite

understanding, intelligence

to endure, remain, wait upon

god, God

to ransom, redeem

to adorn oneself

to be decorated or adorned

to vomit, overflow

ox, cow

limit, end, boundary

to make wise

to remove, to get rid of; to destroy
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to eat with someone, eat, taste

head

to disourage, express disapproval
of someone

to let loose, let fall

to cleave, plow?

to be naked, empty

to snare

Maschil, cult song? Uncert.
meaning

to surround

rock

open the mouth wide, move the
lips

corner stone

carved (into wood)

to reach, obtain, find

\pet, close friend

searching

to open (eyes)

to bend; falsify
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146:9  |veooodg ‘ 1712 |young bird son
Psalm 147 (21t 146-147), 0/100, 0%

Psalm 148, 2/160, 1.25%

148:8  |kovoTaAAog 20 |crystal, ice smoke
148:13 |éEopoAdynoic 177i1 |confession, thanksgiving splendor

Psalm 149, 0/104, 0%

Psalm 150, 1/65, 1.55%

150:4 doyavov ‘ ANY |musical instrument %ute

Clearly this extensive list is comprised of the remainder of a rather coarse lexical filter
aimed at highlighting only the most obvious disjunctions, 85% of which comprise
3.99% or less of the lexical variation between M and Rahlfs’s LXX.° Nevertheless —
and not making the list of disjunctions above — there are less conspicuous examples
where the Greek communicates the supposed meaning of the Hebrew with a nearly
equivalent term in the face of other options that could have sufficed and indeed do in
other situations. For example, in Ps 1:1 ®&* represented w'R, not with the more general
avOowmog “person/human” (e.g. Ps 4:3) as the Hebrew seems to suggest, but more
specifically with &vno “male/man.” Whereas our list of lexical oppositions account for
a small percentage of the greater Psalter, the Greek Psalter is teeming with the later
type of nearly synonymous lexical equivalences that almost defy systematization, but

which have a semantic impact on the verse and psalm overall.

% These data largely support what scholars have known all along, namely, that the Greek Psalter is
highly source oriented in terms of formal and/or semantic considerations. Thus it would appear that the

results were not skewed by extricating lexemes from the literary co-text.
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