
THE T E X T OF 
THE SEPTUAGINT 

ITS CORRUPTIONS A N D 
T H E I R E M E N D A T I O N 

By the late 
P E T E R W A L T E R S 

(formerly Katz) 

Edited by 
D . W. G O O D I N G 
Reader in Classics at the Queen1 s University of Belfast 

C A M B R I D G E 

At the University Press 



CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS 
Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Säo Paulo, Delhi 

Cambridge University Press 
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge CB2 8RU, UK 

Published in the United States of America by Cambridge University Press, New York 

www.cambridge.org 

Information on this title: www.cambridge.org/9780521102933 

© Cambridge University Press 1973 

This publication is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception 
and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements, 
no reproduction of any part may take place without the written 
permission of Cambridge University Press. 

First published 1973 

This digitally printed version 2009 

A catalogue record for this publication is available from the British Library 

Library of Congress Catalogue Card Number: 74-161292 

ISBN 978-0-521-07977-8 hardback 
ISBN 978-0-521-10293-3 paperback 

http://www.cambridge.org
http://www.cambridge.org/978052U02933


PIAE MEMORIAE 

M AGIST R Ο RU M GARISSIMORUM 

PAULI W. SCHMIEDEL (185I-I935) 

PROFESSORIS TURICENSIS 

JACOBI WACKERNAGEL (1853 - IQ38) 

PROFESSORIS BASILEENSIS 





C O N T E N T S 

Abbreviations page xiii 

Editor's Preface xvii 

Introduction ι 

PART I. GRAMMATICAL CORRUPTIONS 

1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 17 

2 VOWELS 29 

ι. Itacistic confusions of ει - 1 29 
1.1. Verbal stems: correct spelling -ει- 29 
1.2. Verbal stems: correct spelling -1- 32 
ι .3. Noun stems : correct spelling -ει- 32 
ι.4· Noun stems: correct spelling -1- 33 
1.5. Terminations: masculines in -(as 37 
ι .6. Terminations : feminines in -είδ 37 
ι.7. Terminations : feminines in-εια 44 
ι .8. Terminations : neuters in -tov and -ειον 46 

ι.8.ι. Nouns in-ιόν 47 
1.8.2. Names of festivals in -10c (neuter plural) 48 
1.8.3. Nouns in -εΐον 49 
1.8.4. Temple-names 54 

1.9. Terminations: adjectives 56 
ι .9. ι. Adjectives in -10s 56 
1.9.2. Adjectives in-ειος 57 

2. Other itacistic spellings 58 
2.1. Interchange of cu and ε 58 

2.1.1. Nominalstems 59 
2.1.2. Nominal suffixes 60 
2.1.3. Verb-endings 61 

2.2. η > ι 64 
2.3. 1 > η 66 



2.4. 01 > η page 67 

2.5· υ > αι 68 
3· Long î-diphthongs 69 

3. ι. Mistaken omission of 1 69 
3.1.1. Stems 69 
3.1.2. Nominal suffixes 69 
3.1.3. Case-endings 70 

3.2. Mistaken insertion of ι 71 

4. The O-vowels 72 
4.1. Interchange of ο and ω 72 

4·ΐ.ι. ο > ω 72 
4·ΐ.2. ω > ο 75 

4·2. Interchange of ο and ε "]6 

5· Metathesis of ι and υ 77 
6. Syncope (aphaeresis) and hyphaeresis 79 

3 CONSONANTS 82 

ι. Single and double consonants 82 
1.1. False simplification 82 
1.2. Doubling of single consonant 83 
1.3. False forms of the type έξεκκλησιόςειν 85 

2. Irrational nasal before consonants 86 
3. Insertion of explosive consonants between two other 

consonants 88 
4. On the pronunciation of 3 89 

4.1. 3 = σδ 8g 
4.2. σδ = 3 89 
4·3· δ > 3 8g 
4.4. 3 as a mis-spelling of δ go 
4.5. 3 = zd 90 

4 DEVICES FOR A CORRECT UNDERSTANDING AND 
PRONUNCIATION 92 

ι. Diaeresis 92 
1.1. Avoidance of diphthongal pronunciation 92 
1.2. Emphasis on beginning of fresh syllable 93 



2. Accentuation page 93 
2.1. Traditional inadvertence 93 
2.2. Neglected grammatical prescriptions 94 

2.2.1. Place of accent 94 
2.2.2. Differentiation of ώ and ώ 96 
2.2.3. Neglected quality of vowels 96 
2.2.4. Incorrect accents in verbal formations: 

traditional slips 98 
2.2.5. Incorrect accents in verbal formations: 

imperatives 99 
2.2.6. Enclitic personal pronouns 101 
2.2.7. Supposed solecism 101 

5 ACCIDENCE AND CONNECTED SYNTACTICAL MATTER Ι 0 2 

ι. Nouns in -iç 1 0 2 

2. Verbs 104 
2. ι. Corrupt future middle formations with passive 

meaning 104 
2.2. Future of χαίρω and its compounds 105 
2.3. Impossible aorists in -σασθαι, formed on the 

analogy of futures in-σεσθαι 105 
2.4. Competing aorist formations 106 
2.5. Assimilation of verbal formations as to voice and 

tense 107 
2.6. Optative aorists 110 

3. Mechanical corruptions 111 
3.1. No prohibitive subj. pres. after μή 111 
3.2. No Ivi for ίστιν 111 

4. Post-Ptolemaic formations, which have to be emended 112 

6 WORD-FORMATION I I 5 

ι. Nouns 115 

2. Verbs 117 

3. Compounds 121 
3.1. Compounds with ττϋρ, irupos 124 
3.2. Accentuation of compounds 126 



7 IDIOM AND LEXICON page 127 

1. Peculiarities of the system of tense formations 127 
2. Transitive and intransitive use of verbs 128 
3. Confusion of similar words 128 
Addendum 132 
ι. Distortions of proper names 133 
2. Misunderstood abbreviations and contractions 133 

PART II. SEMITISMS 

8 HEBRAISMS I4I 

1. Syntactical Hebraisms 141 
2. Lexical Hebraisms 143 

2.1. Greek words extend their range of meaning in an 
un-Greek way after the Hebrew word which 
they render 143 

2.2. Greek words assume un-Greek meanings from a 
confusion of Hebrew homonyms 148 

9 HELLENIZED SEMITIC WORDS 155 
ι. Transliterations 155 
2. Groups to be eliminated 158 

2.1. Corrupted transliterations 158 
2.2. Unique formations of doubtful or transitory 

nature 162 
2.3. Borrowed words of old standing 163 

3. Groups for special treatment 163 
3. ι. Words received into Greek more than once 163 

3.1.1. Clear examples 164 
3.1.2. Less clear examples 165 

3.2. Words borrowed from Aramaic and not from 
Hebrew 166 

3.2.1. The names of the Greek letters and the 
question of their origin 166 

3.2.2. Crude transplants from Aramaic 169 
χ 



3.2.3. Debatable borrowings page 171 
3.2.4. Definite borrowings 173 

3.3. Borrowed words which took the form of already 
existing Greek words of different meaning 
(homonyms) 175 

3.3.1. Introductory 175 
3.3.2. Three special aspects to be excepted 176 
3.3.3. Homonyms proper 182 
3.3.4. Homonyms proper: measures and coins 183 
3.3.5. Homonyms proper : verbs 184 
3.3.6. Homonyms proper: selected nouns 186 
3.3.7. Conclusion: the proportions 196 

Excursus I Confusion of Ιδεΐν and εΐδέναι 197 
Excursus II ακριβής etc. in the L X X 205 
Excursus III κυλικεΐον 2ii 
Excursus IV The nature of the text displayed by Δ 3 213 
Excursus V Confusion of Ετερος and εταίρος 214 
Excursus VI Confusion of κτησ-and κτισ- 2ig 
Excursus VII τρυγητός, αμητος etc. in the L X X 226 
Excursus VIII ώ and ώ in the L X X and NT 228 
Excursus IX Jussive opt. aor. a syntactic Hebraism 237 
Excursus X Confusion of βούλεσθαι and βουλεύεσθαι 242 
Excursus XI (ΰ~!.ρ) in the Greek and Latin Bibles 244 
Excursus XII Gehenna, sicera, pascha in the Latin Bible 247 
Excursus XIII trriVK (Exod. 22: 9 (8) ; 1 Sam. 2: 25) in the 

Greek and Latin Bibles 250 
Excursus XIV ήττασθαι and ήττον in the L X X and the 

Three 256 
Excursus X V Confusion of Vsa and D1?» in the L X X 262 

Miscellaneous Notes 265 
ι. On problems related to the Chester Beatty Papyri 265 
2. Further comments on Sir Frederic Kenyon's edition 

of the Chester Beatty Papyri 267 
3. On Wutz's theory 269 



4. An analysis of the textual problems of 2 Samuel 3: 39 
to illustrate the contention that behind the seeming 
variety of text-forms there is but one old genuine 
text page 270 

5. On mistaken method in attempting emendation 274 
6. On BM's treatment of the late correctors in the 

leading MSS 275 

Notes 279 

Bibliography 347 

Indexes 
Index of Greek words 357 
Index of Hebrew words 384 
Index of Latin words 399 
Index of Biblical references 402 
Index of ancient authors and works 413 
Index of papyri 419 



A B B R E V I A T I O N S 

[For abbreviations of classical authors and works and of papyri, see the 
appropriate index.] 
Canonical and extra-canonical books 
Old Testament 
Gen. = Genesis 
Exod. = Exodus 
Lev. = Leviticus 
Num. = Numbers 
Deut. = Deuteronomy 
Josh. = Joshua 
Judg. = Judges 
Ruth 
ι Sam. = ι Samuel 
2 Sam. = 2 Samuel 
ι Kings 
2 Kings 
ι Chron. = ι Chronicles 
2 Chron. = 2 Chronicles 
Ezra 
Neh. = Nehemiah 
2 Esdras (chs. I-IO = M T Ezra, 
chs. 11-23 = M T Neh.) 

Esther 
Job 
Ps. = Psalms 
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 
ι Esdras 
Tobit 
Judith 
ι Mace. = ι Maccabees 
2 Mace. = 2 Maccabees 
3 Mace. = 3 Maccabees 
4 Mace. = 4 Maccabees 
Wisd. of Sol. = Wisdom of 

Solomon 

Prov. = Proverbs 
Eccles. = Ecclesiastes 
Song of Sol. = Song of Solomon 
Isa. = Isaiah 
Jer. = Jeremiah 
Lam. = Lamentations 
Ezek. = Ezekiel 
Dan. = Daniel 
Hos. = Hosea 
Joel 
Amos 
Obad. = Obadiah 
Jonah 
Mic. = Micah 
Nahum 
Hab. = Habakkuk 
Zeph. = Zephaniah 
Hag. = Haggai 
Zech. = Zechariah 
Mai. = Malachi 

Sir. = Sirach 
Ps. Sol. = Psalms of Solomon 
Odes 
Baruch 
Letter of Jer. = Letter of Jeremiah 
Susanna 
Bel and Dragon 



New Testament 
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Mark 
Luke 
John 
Acts = Acts of the Apostles 
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ι Cor. = ι Corinthians 
2 Cor. = 2 Corinthians 
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It has not been thought necessary to list the common abbreviations, but 
only those which might cause the reader some difficulty. 

The symbols and signs used to denote the Greek MSS and the Versions 
vary according to the edition from which the evidence, in any given 
instance, is being cited. It has not been thought necessary to reproduce 
here the systems used by Swete, Brooke-McLean, Rahlfs and the 
Göttingen editions; but the reader is reminded that even within one 
and the same edition, symbols can vary in significance in different books. 

I a , II" etc. = first, second century 
B.C., etc. 
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300e etc. = 300 B.C. etc. 
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C — The catenae-group of 
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GhB = Chester Beatty 
cj. = conjectured reading 
cod. = codex 
codd. = codices 
Eth. = The Ethiopie Version 
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Syr. = The Syriac Version 
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txt = text 
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Accents 

Transliterations, false forms, and variant readings cited after the 
lemma are deliberately left unaccented. 





E D I T O R ' S P R E F A C E 

Since this book is, unhappily, being published posthumously some ten 
years after the death of its author, it is necessary that I, as its editor, 
should give some account of its history and indicate clearly what my 
relationship to it has been. Let it be said at once that in all matters of 
substance it is entirely the work of Dr Walters. For the facts assembled, 
for the views expressed and for the supporting arguments both credit 
and responsibility are altogether his. 

The work began as a thesis which was presented in 1945 to the 
University of Cambridge, England, for the degree of Doctor of Philo
sophy. It was entitled ' The Text of the Septuagint. Its Corruptions 
and their Emendation. Part One: 1. Grammatical Corruptions, 11. 
Semitisms, by Rev. Peter Katz (Fitzwilliam House) '. In the years that 
followed the author spent a great deal of time collecting further material, 
reworking the thesis and preparing it for publication. He hoped, more
over, that when it was published, he could proceed to write a Part Two 
dealing with emendations. Unfortunately he did not live to see the 
publication of Part One, and when he died Part Two had not reached 
the stage of first draft. This is a great pity; but when one considers the 
difficult and trying circumstances under which Dr Walters had to work 
both before and after his flight from Hitler's Germany, the amazing 
thing is that he accomplished so much. The detailed knowledge and 
painstaking labour involved in a work of this kind are immense. Only 
the most devoted concentration, supported by the understanding en
couragement of his wife (now also unfortunately deceased) and family, 
could have enabled him to produce such a monumental work of 
scholarship in such difficult conditions. 

In 1962, then, I was entrusted by Mrs Walters with the task of pre
paring for publication the original thesis, together with all the additions 
and corrections that had been added since 1945. What I received was 
two typescript copies of the thesis, both of which had innumerable 
corrections, re-phrasings, and additions, entered on the reverse side of 
each page of typescript, mostly, but not always, with some indication 
as to where they should be entered in the text. The text itself had also 
been corrected and added to, sometimes more than once. In addition 
there was a large sheaf of papers containing additions to the main text, 
additional footnotes, additional excursuses, and additional footnotes 



to the excursuses. And finally there were numerous small slips of paper 
tucked into the thesis here and there, carrying additional information. 

To prepare this varied array of material for publication was a formid
able task which I could not have accomplished without the help of 
others. The Syndics of the Cambridge University Press, who are to be 
applauded for their willingness to undertake the publication of a work 
of this nature'and magnitude, promised to publish it if I could produce 
a fair copy to the satisfaction of Professor G. D. Kilpatrick of Oxford 
and (the late) Professor D. Winton Thomas of Cambridge. The Syndics 
asked that the presentation of the material be made as short and concise 
as possible. Professor Kilpatrick, who was already acquainted with the 
contents of the thesis, immediately announced that he would be satisfied 
with the thesis if it were prepared, much as it stood, without any shorten
ing. Professor Winton Thomas eventually read through my final type
script, and not only expressed his general satisfaction but also made 
a number of helpful comments and corrections. 

My method of procedure was as follows. I first xerographed the 
whole of the thesis (the expense of which process was borne by the 
Queen's University, Belfast, as was also the expense of typing all 620 
pages of the final typescript). I then worked through the xerograph, 
adding in the appropriate places all the additional material prepared by 
Dr Walters. In my student days I had at his request read through parts 
of the thesis, and made suggestions for the improvement of the English 
or for better ways of presenting the arguments. Dr Walters had himself 
gone through these suggestions, adopting some and adapting or rejecting 
others, often with additional corrections of his own, and sometimes 
leaving two or three alternative suggestions without indicating which 
one he would have finally chosen. In view of this I felt at liberty to 
continue this work of touching up the English and streamlining the pre
sentation of the arguments where necessary. But in no instance have 
I made any substantive change either in the evidence presented by 
Dr Walters, or in the deductions made by him from that evidence. In 
fact I have, if anything, erred on the side of leaving the English and the 
presentation of the arguments as I found them. 

To help shorten the book and also to make it easier for people to 
find the information they are looking for in the minimum of time, 
I have also, where appropriate (as for instance in ch. 2) re-arranged the 
material to stand as lists, the items in which are given as far as possible 
in alphabetical order. Conjunctions and other connecting phrases, 
more appropriate to narrative style, have been removed. 



The only part of the thesis which I have drastically shortened is the 
Introduction. In 1945 when it was written, the state of Septuagint 
studies in Great Britain was somewhat different from what it is now. 
Then the theory of Septuagintal origins associated with the name of the 
late Professor Paul Kahle was in the ascendancy, and the methods of 
the Göttingen school of Lagarde and Rahlfs, which Dr Walters followed, 
were under some suspicion. Moreover, Dr Walters felt strongly about 
certain defects, as he saw them, in the Cambridge edition of the Greek 
Old Testament by Brooke and McLean. Therefore, in a thesis presented 
to Cambridge University, by means of which he hoped to establish 
himself in academic circles in England, he understandably felt obliged 
to justify his own approach and to explain the inadequacies of other 
theories and methods, tactfully and at great length. But now Kahle's 
theory is no longer widely held, while Barthélemy's theories, published 
(in his book Us Devanciers d"Aquila, Leiden, 1963) in the year after 
Dr Walters' death, have given us a new perspective on the textual 
history of the Septuagint. Much of what Dr Walters wrote in his Intro
duction in 1945 is therefore unnecessary, or irrelevant, or obsolete; and 
I have cut it out. What was of permanent value, however, I have re-
retained, either leaving it in the Introduction, or fitting it in to appro
priate places in the main text. 

After the final typescript was prepared, I checked all the references, 
except for an odd ten or so which were to works inaccessible to me. It 
cannot but be that in a work involving so many hundreds of references 
some errors will still remain. For this I must crave the reader's mercy. 
The reader should also keep in mind that chapter and verse numbering 
differ not only as between the Masoretic Text and the Septuagint but 
also as between the different editions of the Septuagint. Alternative 
verse numberings have therefore frequently been given to cover most 
of the editions of the Septuagint which readers are likely to be using; 
and special directions for use have been given at the head of the indexes, 
where appropriate. But I cannot hope that all obscurities and lapses 
have been removed, and I shall be grateful if readers will communicate 
to me any they may find. 
^ Now it is evident that the value of this vast mass of detailed informa

tion depends to a large extent on the ready accessibility of the details 
through efficient indexes. These have been compiled partly by Miss 
Margot Johnson and partly by Mrs Margaret Davies. To them both 
I gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness for their performance of this 
difficult and exacting task. 



I must also acknowledge the editorial assistance given by the officers 
of the Cambridge University Press who have taken great pains with the 
detailed presentation of the material and whose printers have reproduced 
some difficult material with very great accuracy and expertise. 

The typing of the manuscript was done with great patience and skill 
by a number of secretaries in the Typing Centre in the Queen's Uni
versity of Belfast. Among them Miss Pauline Lisney and Miss Pat 
Watton deserve special and honourable mention. 

Colleagues and friends, notably Dr £. M. Smallwood, Mr D. F. 
Payne and Mr Hugh Williamson, have nobly and unselfishly given up 
time to check the proofs. To them and all who have in any way helped 
I offer my sincere thanks. 

The work of editing has been onerous ; but it has been pleasant to have 
an opportunity of discharging my debt to one who introduced me to the 
Septuagint and taught me so much about it, and of showing how much 
I have appreciated the personal friendship shown me by his wife and 
family. The dedication at the beginning of the book was, of course, 
written by Dr Walters himself. 

D. W. OOODINO 
The QyeetCs Unioernty 
Belfast 
August igji 



I N T R O D U C T I O N 

Among the remnants of the classical literatures, Greek or Roman, the 
Septuagint is the one comprehensive body of Greek writings that has 
not yet been thoroughly emended. To the Byzantine scholars it was a 
book belonging to the Church rather than to the vast heritage of 
literature to which they were accustomed to dedicating their scholarly 
and critical endeavours. Much of its wording was definitively fixed by 
liturgical usage and the settled musical habits of Church recitation. 
This tended to keep the Greek Bible out of the current of literary and 
scholarly endeavours and to isolate it from all other literature. 

The Western humanists felt the same. Their fancy led them along 
other paths. They wished to revive the vanished glories of the old 
empire on Italian soil, and Vergil was nearer to their hearts than 
Homer. They were romantics and suffered from an anti-clerical, if not 
anti-Christian, bias - and the Bible belonged to the Church. To them 
the Greek Bible was a barbarous piece of writing which did not yield 
any contribution to their classical ideals. It stood in the way like a 
stumbling-block between the bygone golden age and its revival upon 
which they concentrated. In particular the Greek Old Testament was 
a translation, and showed all too many traces of its barbaric original. 
Nothing in it responded to their cry ad fontes. Their fontes flowed from 
the Capitol, perhaps also from the Acropolis, but not from Zion or 
Alexandria. 

They were content, therefore, to render the 'classical' literature 
readable, advancing from cavalier treatment to scholarly achievements. 
This kind of humanism was not confined to Italy. It moved through the 
lands of Western civilization and persisted into the nineteenth century. 
As a result the Greek Old Testament up to our days shared the lot of 
the Hebrew O T and the NT; it was reproduced in virtually the same 
form of textus receptus, or almost a masorah. 

Even the NT took a very long time to evolve from this stage. There 
was no printed edition of the NT in the fifteenth century at all, and 
Erasmus' influential editio princeps of 1516 was of a kind which he him
self characterized as 'praecipitatum venus quam editum'. Only two centuries 
later did NT textual criticism begin in earnest with Bentley (1720) and 
® e n8 e^ ( I734); and from them it was still a long way to Lachmann, 



Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort. Now that both the textual 
evidence and the grammatical features of the text are being studiously 
followed up, it will be easily realized what enormous strides must be 
made in the investigation of the L X X in order to catch up. 

Yet there is urgent need of a critical and scholarly text of the LXX. 
Admittedly the text of our majuscules is heterogeneous as a whole and, 
in addition, full of contaminations from the various stages of its trans
mission. However, for this very reason a text must be prepared; it is 
vital for the OT and NT scholar, for whom the L X X is an indispensable 
instrument, and who cannot be expected in his own capacity to have 
the requisite equipment for emending the L X X text. If this had been 
done earlier, the apparatus criticus throughout Kittel's Biblia Hebraica}, 
wherever it refers to the translations of the MT, and even sometimes 
where it proposes to emend the Hebrew text, would differ considerably 
from its present form. The task, then, ought not to be postponed, for 
everything requisite is now available. 

There is first the textual evidence. Three times in three centuries 
monumental editions have been produced in this country. The first, 
from 1707 onwards, that of J. E. Grabe, even endeavoured to give a 
critical text, based on codex Alexandrinus; the second, that of Holmes 
and Parsons, a century later, reprinted the Sixtine edition, with a vast 
substructure of variants from MSS, translations, and early quotations. 
As regards the text and its comprehensive annotation this edition may 
be compared with Mill's NT of 1707. But there is nothing in this edition 
to compare with Mill's Prolegomena which, as E. Nestle rightly remarked 
in 1907, were his only lasting achievement. Yet it was indispensable 
until, from 1906 onwards, it was superseded by the Cambridge edition 
of Brooke and McLean, to which Swete's text was a prelude. Here B, or 
the next best majuscule, is taken as a text, and an admirable array of 
variants is collected which, though not aiming at exhaustive complete
ness, affords everything that is needed for the study of the conditions 
and textual history of the text. Yet, as Ludwig Köhler once said (Neue 
Zürcher £etn</ig, 14 April 1935, Nr. 656, in a review of Rahlfs' edition), 
this edition 'gives all the material and is indispensable for the master 
mariner of L X X research; for the cabin boy, however, and also for the 
seaman, it is but a roaring sea of variants in which he perishes'. 

To cross this sea safely we need a compass and a pilot to teach us how 
to use it. To set another metaphor against Köhler's, the vast crowd of 
witnesses waits, as it were, to fall into line. Their contradictory evidence 
has to be disentangled. This was understood in Göttingen : Wellhausen 



(Text, 1871, pp. 223 f.) and Lagarde (Lib.VT 1, xvi) both insisted that 
family groups of MSS had to be constituted, so that from their variants 
the final L X X text might be constructed. And from 1908 onwards the 
Göttingen Septuaginta-Unternehmen formed another centre of collation, 
research and editing. After the first War, friendly contact was estab
lished between Cambridge and Göttingen, and each of the four parts 
of BM's second volume acknowledges its debt to Rahlfs' staff for their 
assistance in collation. Compared with the Cambridge editions, the 
Göttingen texts designedly go a step further. This is true of Rahlfs' 
concise Stuttgart text (which was his private enterprise) and of the 
great edition which is to appear in sixteen volumes and is sponsored by 
the Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften. They intend to give a critical text, and 
as far as possible their apparatus does not quote individual MSS, but 
the definite groups into which they fall. This great enterprise was 
preceded and accompanied by careful monographs, most of them by 
Rahlfs himself, in which difficult problems were brought nearer to a 
solution (Rahlfs, S-St 3 parts; Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, 
5 vols). The spectacular step forward which was taken by these editions 
can best be characterized by saying that the evidence, after being 
classified, is no longer ' a roaring sea of variants ', and, by ceasing to be 
anonymous, has at the same time become appraisable. 

The text which has perhaps already gained most from Rahlfs' minor 
edition with its discernment of the various recensions (even if he is too 
restrained in emending it) is that of the Minor Prophets, the Hebrew 
and Greek of which rank among the most difficult. 

For our task it is most fortunate that the Cambridge and Göttingen 
editions cover different parts of the LXX, and Rahlfs' Stuttgart text its 
whole range. So there is no part of the L X X left where we do not have 
firm ground beneath us. Thus a fresh comparison of the Greek with the 
Hebrew and a determined effort to emend the Greek is now much easier 
and should not be postponed ; for a determined effort to work back, by 
applying the rules of textual criticism and the resources of sober 
emendation, to the form of text which is behind our varied evidence now 
holds out great promise of success. 

We also have a second reason for hoping to remove a great many 
mistakes from the L X X text. The L X X is the most comprehensive body 
of Hellenistic writings that has come down to us, and since inscriptions 
and papyri in overwhelming quantities have acquainted us with the 
peculiar speech of this period, we are now also, from a grammatical 
point of view, in a position to remove from the L X X an abundance of 
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spellings and formations which cannot go back to the original trans
lators, as they obviously belong to later periods of transmission. Part 
One of the present work is devoted to this task. 

Since the emergence of reliable textual evidence and grammatical 
standards has created an entirely new situation, we are now at last able 
to avail ourselves in a new way of earlier achievements. These I propose 
to outline. 

None of the three renowned ancient editions of the Septuagint, the 
Complutensian, the Aldine, and the Sixtine, is a strictly documentary 
reproduction of a single codex; they all result from some primitive 
criticism. Yet, roughly speaking, the first is closest to Lucian, as far as 
cod. 108 represents this recension, that is from the last twelve verses of 
the Octateuch onwards (Rahlfs, Ruth p. 77) ; the second, with the same 
reservation as to the changing character of the main MSS used, 
represents the Origenian and later recensions under Origen's influence ; 
the third, which on the whole corrects the Aldine from Vat. B, is 
therefore closer to the genuine form of text, and even adds what were 
then most valuable scholia. The fact that these editions are based either 
on later recensions or on improvised corrections certainly diminishes 
their documentary value; but to a certain degree it removed a great 
many corruptions which, however, inevitably re-entered our texts in 
later times, when the latter were confined to the strict reproduction of 
majuscules. £. Nestle, who was so well acquainted with earlier attempts 
at emending the L X X , never tired of warning against considering our 
modern texts as 'the L X X ' , and in doing so he had in mind the corrup
tions which were thus allowed a fresh period of comparatively un
disturbed sway.1 

After Agellius, who was connected with the great Roman edition,2 

there is an impressive array of critici sacri, most of them Reformed. One 
still gets an idea of what they achieved from the careful, though 
incomplete, codification in (Biel-)Schleusner's Novus Thesaurus (5 vols, 
Leipzig, 1820). After him the necessary combination of classical and 
theological studies and interests was no longer found; very few fresh 
emendations saw the fight, and hardly anyone except Lagarde and 
Nestle took account of earlier achievements. One of the reasons for this 
neglect was the fact that these emendations were locked up in mono
graphs and had not found their way into editions of the L X X apart 
from those of Grabe and Bos. 

We cannot, of course, make indiscriminate use of these old obser
vations, if only for the reason that our standards are no longer the 



same. For example, if we examine that brilliant exponent of sacred 
criticism, J. E. Grabe, we find that his point of view is still that pre
dominant in Origen and Jerome. All three, and many with them, when 
faced with a discrepancy between the M T and the LXX, merely aim 
at restoring what Jerome called the Hebraea Veritas. It hardly occurs to 
them that the true reading may have been preserved in the LXX, from 
which it must be introduced into the MT. Grabe was certainly very 
often able to show that in fact the L X X did not represent a tradition 
independent of the MT, and by emending the L X X he fruitfully 
performed one of the tasks imposed upon the L X X student. Yet the 
other task which is of equal importance - to indicate the real differences 
between the MT and the LXX, and then to decide in favour of the M T 
or the LXX, or a third reading behind them both - was not visualized 
then with the same clearness. 

Of those who saw the necessity of this new task, Bishop Lowth is an 
early and brilliant forerunner. Yet the great name with which this 
achievement is connected belongs to the nineteenth century - that of 
J. Wellhausen. In his early Der Text der Bücher Samuelis (1871), which we 
shall have to quote more than once, he created a new method by 
'consistently and boldly turning to account the only tradition which can 
yield variants in the OT, the LXX. In Samuel and Kings one family of 
MSS differs from the masoretic text; by re-translating these readings 
into the Hebrew he gathered one striking emendation after another' 
(Ed. Schwartz in his commemorative speech, jVGG, Geschäftliche Mit
teilungen, 1918, p. 53, now Kleine Schriften 1, 338) - and, we may add, 
in the same passages demonstrated beyond doubt that here the Luci-
anic MSS alone preserved a Greek text which represented a better 
Hebrew; and thus, not only was he instrumental in restoring the 
Hebrew, but at the same time he showed that the remainder of the 
Greek evidence, including Β and other well-reputed MSS, depended 
upon a Hebrew that had been corrupted at a later stage, our present 
masoretic text, and so itself in turn contaminated the original L X X . As 
this method was fruitfully exploited by S. R. Driver, F. C. Burkitt and 
C. F. Burney, there is no need to enlarge on it here. 

Before passing from the instruments of our work which are a legacy 
of the past to those with which we have grown up, and which therefore 
must be recorded in the present tense, a word should be said about 
Lagarde. His example has been a powerful incentive to many, including 
the present writer. Foremost among those whom he influenced was 
Alfred Rahlfs. Lagarde 'cast his mantle upon him' and 'he took up also 



the mantle of Elijah'. One hardly needs to read Rahlfs' centenary study 
on Lagarde (Göttingen, 1928) ; it is sufficient to balance the master's 
work against the pupil's to see that in Lagarde's studies, along with 
much toilsome preparatory work for which we are thankful, there was a 
strange sequence of changing, one-sided statements and vague pro
grammes, often pushed too far in generalization and overstatement. It is 
most illuminating to see how Rahlfs freed himself from the fascinating 
prospect of the three fixed types of Bible text as mentioned in Jerome's 
prologus galeatus. It had led Lagarde's work down a blind alley and has 
misled many others up to the present time. Yet Rahlfs, who had 
gradually given up the fixed idea of tracing Hesychius' edition, soberly 
says that we must deal with facts and cease to pursue preconceived 
ideas; and afterwards he found that in his early days Lagarde's concep
tion had been much sounder and much more like his own. By entering 
fully into Lagarde's work, Rahlfs set us free from the deadlock which 
had prevented Lagarde himself from getting results equal to his genius 
and industry. For Lagarde was a late product of Romanticism, and his 
impulses need sometimes to be translated into terms of reality. Neverthe
less, the last lines of his poem about himself and his influence remain 
perfectly true: 

War er nicht er gewesen, 
So stünden wir nicht hier. 
(Had he not been what he was, 
we should not stand where we do.) 

During the decades in which Lagarde strove to lay the foundations of 
a critical edition of the L X X the practical needs of die day were met by 
the seven successive editions of Tischendorf which, though based on the 
Sixtine, to an increasing degree tried to satisfy the demand for manu
script evidence. Its posthumous editions (1880, 1887) were greatly 
improved by Nestle's Supplementum which gave careful fresh collations of 
Β and S with the Sixtine. Yet as this was merely a makeshift to keep a 
stereotyped text alive, the real need was an edition based on the earliest 
evidence and on nothing else. Swete's text, therefore, published from 
1887 onwards, was a tremendous step forward. Apart from the great 
help which it gave to study, as it stands, it was intended to pave the 
way for the larger Cambridge edition, by Brooke and McLean, of which 
approximately half has by now been accomplished. 

The texts of these two editions are roughly identical and we may, 
therefore, try to characterize their common features. In so far as an 



edition is meant to express the result of an editor's grappling with 
corruptions and errors of various kinds which have distorted the 
original work during its transmission, neither of the Cambridge texts 
could profess to be an edition in the strict sense of the word, as the 
editors knew perfectly well. Their intention was to take only the first 
step by providing in a scholarly manner the raw material from which a 
critical text might eventually be constructed. In particular, anything 
that would at all bias the main intention, to present nothing more than 
the oldest evidence, was avoided. As to strict faithfulness, their presenta
tion of the evidence is beyond praise. Any mistakes that appear are 
due rather to too strict an adherence to their sources. The grammatical 
aspect of this will be considered later. From the documentary point of 
view I would make three minor comments. 

(i) The first is that in their citations of the majuscules, especially B, 
the Cambridge editors are less discriminating than is compatible with 
strict critical principles. To any critical editor Β ought to mean a fourth-
century MS, but to Swete and his successors it means codex Vaticanus, 
including its entire history which is expressed by correctors and correc
tions covering almost a thousand years. Inasmuch as these are decidedly 
later than the original scribe, it would be methodologically better to 
regard them as the result of a fresh recension which happened to be 
written between the lines of B, but might equally well have been written 
down as an independent MS. For example, S c a represents a most 
thorough and consistent effort by a seventh-century diorthotes to super
impose a wholly Lucianic form of text upon an originally quite different 
text. The same has been observed in B, when in the Psalms ten passages 
were transformed from the old form of text to the Lucianic, two by B a , 
two by B c , the remaining six by B b ; and the correctors b and c , at least, 
are very late. I take this example from Rahlfs, S-St n, 57, who acutely 
remarks that from the copying of such corrected MSS there were likely 
to arise texts of varying degrees of mixture depending on whether the 
copyist kept mainly to the original or to the corrected reading. As soon 
as ' B ' is considered as standing not only for its fourth-century scribe, 
but, at the same time, for all its correctors who, moreover, cannot be 
exactly dated, the result is no longer a fourth-century text, but a series 
of readings ranging between four and possibly many more centuries. 
This is an unfortunate dilution of our most valuable piece of evidence. 
To the critic, any corrections of Β are important not so much because 
they are found in the codex called B, but because they form part of a 
different recension. This recension may be, and often is, found in a 



different group of MSS, from which the nature and origin of the 
correction in Β can easily be determined. For, when considering a 
variant, the important thing is not so much to ask where it is found, but 
what it stands for. This levelling of Β and its correctors is obvious in the 
Cambridge editions, whenever their text breaks away from B*, often 
for very good reasons, and instead follows one of its correctors, though 
according to the principle underlying these editions the next oldest MS 
ought to have been followed - and there is no lack of available MSS 
older than some of the correctors of B. (On this topic see also Miscel
laneous Note 6, p. 275). 

(2) Another point was discussed at length in a review of vol. 11, part iv 
of BM's edition (ThLZ, 1937, pp. 341 ff.). There I attempted to show 
the awkward consequences which result from their decision to keep 
strictly to the reading of B. The expedient, useful in itself, of sometimes 
breaking away from this principle - if only in order to shorten the 
annotation in passages where Β stands out alone, because it suffers from 
an individual corruption - brings about grave inconsistencies; when 
one has once taken this road there is no reasonable halting-place, and 
the halt actually made is far from defensible. I demonstrated this by 
going through all passages in 1 Esdras in which BM had indicated a 
departure from Β by daggers, with the result that in the very same 
verses many more passages could have claimed a similar treatment. 
I was even able to give an example of a rash conjecture introduced into 
the text, a conjecture which, against the correct reading of all other 
evidence, was made out of a corruption in Β (ThLZ, p. 343). (In 
ι Esdras 8: 67 ; here γαρ is correct and found everywhere except in Β 
and its satellite h which have the easy corruption τας; from this 
f-nvast is uselessly conjectured.) To be fair, these strictures ought to 
have been directed against Swete, for though BM more often break 
away from Β than Swete did, the examples in 1 Esdras to which I took 
exception were derived from Swete's text. 

However, the two points mentioned, namely the undue weight 
attributed to the late correctors of the chief majuscules and the in
consistency in keeping to the chief majuscule, mostly B, even when it 
is obvious that a mistaken and corrupt Β does not deserve any more 
deference than a missing B, are only superficial flaws and cannot 
detract from the fundamental soundness with which the evidence is 
presented. They may be inconvenient to those using the edition, though, 
once noticed, they are no serious hindrance. Yet I am afraid it is 
different with a third point. 



(3) If we set out to use the Vet. Lat. translation as given in the 
apparatus, we are bound to stumble repeatedly. When consulting the 
original publications, e.g. U. Robert's Lyons Heptateuch, we find there 
hundreds of the most certain emendations, and there are a good many 
others still left for us to make. Sometimes corruptions accumulate 
within a few verses. So in Judg. 16: 13 f. we must restore et texueris and 
et texuit for et exueris and et exiuit and in v. 13 cubitum for obitum, after 
cubiti 14 ( = ττήχυν in 13 in the L doublet). Certainly even here there is 
nothing to hinder a student who is able to emend a Latin text. Nor will 
he blindly rely upon Robert's emendations. So when in Lev. 5: 4 
Robert (p. cii) puts iuraverit for superaverunt, he will have to restore 
separaverit = διαστείλη, cf. 16: 26 separates est — διεσταλμένον; Judg. 1: 
19 partitas = διεστείλατο. 

Yet I would emphasize that this part of the work ought to have been 
done and digested beforehand, because what we expect to find at the 
first glance is the Greek text underlying the Latin evidence. Even when 
drawing upon a brilliantly emended text like Burkitt's Tyconius, the 
publication of which is bound to have been an event to BM, they 
deliberately prefer to record the traditional corruptions, not even 
mentioning the obvious emendations in Burkitt's text although they 
alone would give meaning to their quotation. So in 2 Sam. 7: 14 BM 
record 'άφαΐς] actibus Tyc-codd', whereas Burkitt's text displays 
tactibus, and his apparatus, 'tactibus scripsi; actibus R V : άφαϊς L X X ' . 
On Lev. 25:28 BM record possidentiae La. r for τφ κτησαμένω αυτά. Had 
they considered Robert's emendation possidenti ea, they would not have 
included La. r among witnesses omitting αυτά. If this is a shortcoming, 
it is certainly not inadvertence, yet it compels the student either to 
consult BM's sources or to emend all over again. The hint given by 
'-edd' or '-codd' that the student may find something better in the 
other, is not enough, and it is not even given in the passages in which 
Robert suggests his emendations only in the Introduction (pp. lxxxix-
cxxi) of his first volume or in the notes of the second. 

From this there arises the much more awkward suspicion that the 
same may happen when Oriental versions are quoted. They are all 
quoted in Latin; but that would be of real avail only if these translations 
represented an emended text. In fact they do so no more than the Vet. 
Lat. evidence which is easier for the ordinary classical student to check. 
But now, whenever we find a strange translation from the Armenian, 
Coptic, Ethiopie, or Syriac, we are at a loss; for we cannot reasonably 
be expected to be at home in these languages to a degree that would 



enable us to emend it off-hand, and that from its Latin rendering. This 
means that in passages where an Oriental translation may be most 
urgently needed, either to help towards the restoration of the original 
Greek when all other evidence fails us, or to give an idea which of two 
or more different readings has the support of the translations, we are 
left without the help which we would expect to find in this otherwise 
well-assorted store-house; unfortunately it is most unlikely to be 
supplemented in the direction suggested. 

The Cambridge editions are rightly characterized as codifications of 
the available evidence, the text printed in full being nothing but a 
repetition of the relatively best-accredited MS which, if any, therefore 
deserves to be used as a standard text for the collations; and these 
collations, in their turn, represent the real and lasting contribution of 
these editions to the study of the L X X . With these editions a first and 
important period came to an end; and it can be said that the way in 
which they fulfil their task, the objective presentation of the available 
evidence, is praiseworthy. Studies like Dr Swete's Introduction and the 
suggestive work done by H. St J. Thackeray, including his Grammar, 
once more represent real progress. 

When we pass on from them to the Göttingen editions, we are in a 
different atmosphere. We have moved from a limited task performed to 
a high degree of perfection to another task for which there is neither end 
nor limit: that of an ever-increasing approximation to the supposed 
archetype to which the evidence points. This is the transition from any 
kind of textus receptus to a form of text which will result from the applica
tion of the methods proved true by many scholarly editions of classical 
texts.8 

The idea behind the Göttingen editions is from a comprehensive use 
of collated MSS, translations, and patristic quotations to single out the 
various types of text (recensions) and to work back to the oldest type 
of text obtainable. In so doing a certain eclecticism cannot be avoided, 
but it is justified by the observation that, as in many other authors, there 
are continual cross-relations to be traced in our evidence. The different 
types of MSS have influenced one another, so that the best reading may 
be found in a MS or group of MSS where we would not expect it.4 In 
themselves the different recensions are palpably individual. The reason 
why we must at times abandon even the best MS is that at different 
points later influences have come in, so that in different passages 
different MSS have retained the original text. The standards of judge
ment to be applied here are beyond doubt and generally recognized. 



It is rather about their application in particular instances that di
vergence of opinion may arise. 

As only a very small proportion of the larger Göttingen edition has 
yet been published, we are here chiefly concerned with Rahlfs' Stuttgart 
text. This is an intermediary between a critical edition, based upon the 
research done by the Göttingen Septuaginta-Unternehmen, and a 'German 
Swete'. 'The pocket edition confines itself, in the main, to the three 
most important MSS, B, S, and A, and refers only incidentally and where 
it seems needful to other material' (Editor's English Preface, p. xx). For 
practical reasons the range of evidence utilized varies considerably. 

In Genesis the third-century Papyrus 911, which was still unknown 
to BM in 1906, is rightly drawn on where it exists5 (Rahlfs for his part 
could not yet know ChB 961, 962) ; and so is the fifth-century Washing
ton W (BM 9) in Deuteronomy and Joshua. Of the later recensions 0 is 
quoted only sporadically in the Pentateuch, mostly in passages where a 
critical sign, asterisk or obelus, was helpful to characterize the variant 
readings of our majuscules, and L is first mentioned in a note to 
Josh. 15:21, and here the way in which it is introduced in the middle of 
a book, 'αρα Β] αραδ D ( = 44.54.75.106.134)', seems to indicate a 
subsequent extension of the original scheme in an edition the prepara
tion and printing of which took years.8 From Judges onwards OL 
appear frequently in the apparatus, but only where they contribute to 
the constitution of the text.7 In the Psalms, where 0 is found only in 
Latin texts (apart from scanty papyrus fragments, among them 2005, 
a Taylor-Schechter fragment in Cambridge University Library) and 
L is behind the bulk of the MSS, the sign 0 is avoided and L is only 
sparingly used. In Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Sol. the introductory 
remarks simply say ' Ο = Sy'. In Job the passages introduced from 
Theodotion are marked by asterisks. In the later Wisdom books these 
signs disappear. In the Prophets Q, plays its due part, in the Minor 
Prophets the other Washington W is rightly drawn upon. Through the 
whole of the Prophets the recensions LC (C stands for the text of the 
catenae MSS) are quoted, and from a note at the beginning of Jeremiah 
it appears that in the preceding Prophets, B, which is hexaplaric, 
stands for 0. In Ezekiel a note informs us that apart from B, which, 
however, shows some influence as well, the whole evidence is influenced 
by Origen who supplied much from Theodotion. Here the recensions C 
and occasionally L are quoted. The very ancient Ezekiel papyrus 
(200", ChB-Scheide) has since confirmed my view, published in 1936, 
that it would have been useful to include Tyconius; for he frequently 



confirms B and thus indicates that the Β text is not so isolated as might 
appear from Rahlfs, who sometimes rejects it, obviously only for this 
reason. In Daniel an effort is made to exclude the parts of the Ghigian 
text marked with an asterisk. This text has come down to us only in its 
hexaplaric form. Here ChB 967 has confirmed the soundness of these 
hexaplaric signs. 

This brief survey will indicate that our actual knowledge of the L X X 
evidence has been greatly enlarged by this unpretentious edition, what
ever inconsistencies of presentation may have been forced upon it by 
different influences, one of these being the unavoidable regard for the 
larger Göttingen edition which has only a kind of personal connection 
with the Stuttgart text. Rahlfs' main progress consists in the careful 
sifting and evaluating of the classified evidence, and this is obviously 
great. There are also good emendations, old and new. Yet it is un
mistakable that here initial successes only have been achieved. Much as 
Rahlfs has done for the restoration of mutilated proper names, much 
more can be done, as was shown long ago in the precedent set by Bewer 
for Ezra. And the wealth of old emendations has not been by any means 
utilized to the full. Even with regard to controversial problems which 
Rahlfs himself dealt with in a masterly way, such as the contribution of 
old genuine readings which could be traced in a complex text such as 
Lucian's, subsequent work has taught me that there are still passages 
left which have escaped notice. For in a number of instances they were 
not observed either by Rahlfs, who felt rather inclined to limit the range 
of Lucian's usefulness, or by those taking the opposite view, viz., 
A. Klostermann, Burkitt, Burney. (An example of this is given in 
Miscellaneous Note 2, p. 268.) 

These detached remarks are meant to supplement my fuller charac
terization of Rahlfs' edition in ThL£, 1936, pp. 265-87. The last pages 
of this review form the nucleus of the reasoned enumeration of the 
offences committed by our editions against grammatical rules which 
I give much more fully in Part One of the present work. The reason why 
my remarks start chiefly with Rahlfs is that he alone is enabled by his 
principles to move unfettered by any mistaken evidence and tradition, 
and endeavours to make the best possible use of this liberty. 

The emendation of the L X X is, quite apart from the comprehen
siveness and traditional neglect of its text, a vast undertaking. It involves 
crossing the traditional boundaries of our academic faculties, boundaries 
which, though obviously inevitable in practice, have more than once 
stood in the way of tasks which required some acquaintance with more 



than one traditional branch of study. The period of all-round scholars 
has gone beyond recall and with it that of achievements like those of 
S. Bochart and H. Grotius. Yet in our period of specialization there is 
still room for the deliberate combination of classical and biblical studies 
without which one cannot deal appropriately with the O T in Greek. 
There is still room for a specialist, who, while perhaps knowing more 
about Hellenistic Greek than is necessary for an OT expositor, and 
more about the special conditions of the Bible than is required for the 
ordinary classical student, is certainly bound to be inferior to both in 
their respective fields. For this very reason I must state plainly that, 
whenever my task causes me to deal out strictures in one or the other 
direction, this is not due to any feeling of superiority. On the contrary 
there is much resignation behind the seeming superiority of a specialist. 
His is the predicament of anyone who has to apply a branch of study to 
a concrete practical task. He has to combine methods which between 
them are necessarily heterogeneous, as can be seen in the work of a 
geographer or a political economist. All of them are fortunate if they 
happen to see their goal early enough to arrange their studies accordingly, 
and to neglect what is unnecessary for its attainment. 

It stills remains briefly to indicate the nature and purpose of the 
present work. With its two parts, on grammatical corruptions and on 
Semitisms, it is only a first instalment of a comprehensive study which 
attempts to discuss and as far as possible to settle the entire range of 
problems that are involved in the task of working back to the best text 
of the L X X obtainable. When I faced the alternative of either giving a 
succinct survey of the entire field in this work, or of working out the 
first chapters fully and finally, I decided that it was preferable to finish 
each chapter in a way that would once and for all set me free for 
subsequent tasks. This will be understood if one takes into account the 
vast amount of notes upon which each chapter is built. Yet, on the other 
hand, this was bound to result in the disadvantage that it is much more 
difficult to give here and now any idea of the actual extent of my 
approach to the L X X ; and I feel that the expedient which I have 
chosen - of attaching notes and excursuses on other questions which 
arose from such passages as I had to deal with from the grammatical 
point of view - can only be tolerated as an expedient. 

The idea behind the arrangement of the chapters was to approach 
the text from the outside, that is, to start with those corruptions which 
do not affect the meaning of the text. 



Editor's note 
At this point Dr Walters indicated that in a second volume which he 
intended to write he would deal with a series of questions more closely 
connected with textual criticism, and would proceed to the more 
intricate problems of the recensions of the LXX. In his review of Rahlfs' 
edition (ThLZ, 1936) he published more than 900 emendations, both 
old and new, in addition to grammatical corrections. As a result of his 
subsequent work he claimed 'this number has since been more than 
doubled'. (He discussed a few in English in 1942 in his contribution to 
a congratulatory volume dedicated by some German pastors to the 
Bishop of Chichester.) 

His belief was that ' even if we allow for the many obscure trans
lations which are due to the incompetence of the translators, there are 
many other passages at the root of which there is no lack of under
standing, no guess-work, no confusion of Hebrew roots, but simply a 
hitherto unnoticed corruption. The more carefully we go into the former 
classes of mistranslations, the more clearly are we able to single out the 
quite different class of often utterly startling corruptions.' 

The final goal of his labours he described as follows: 'The end in 
view has always been the text itself, presented for the first time in an 
emended form which is meant to have profited by all these preceding 
grammatical and textual considerations, together with a selected 
apparatus which is to include precise information about the authors of 
the emendations received into the text.' 

About the possibility of a L X X Lexicon he had this to say : ' For want 
of an up to date L X X Lexicon we gratefully draw on LS and attempt to 
requite its services with lexical remarks which in themselves suggest that 
it may no longer be premature to prepare a L X X Lexicon.' 

Dr Walters was not spared to complete this herculean task which he 
had set himself. But some of the necessary preparatory work is to be 
found in the excursuses in this present book and in his numerous other 
publications, for which see the Bibliography, pp. 350-1. 



P A R T O N E 

G R A M M A T I C A L C O R R U P T I O N S 





1. I N T R O D U C T O R Y R E M A R K S 

The L X X is the largest body of writing in non-literary unaffected κοινή 
Greek of the pre-Christian period. As such it was for long in an isolated 
position which made comparison, judgement, and emendation difficult. 
But now we are in possession of a vast amount of inscriptions, extending 
throughout the whole range from the archaic dialects down to the 
Byzantine period, and, moreover, of innumerable papyrus documents 
which cover the centuries in which the L X X came into being, and 
equally the Imperial centuries, during which repeated copying affected 
its transmission. Thus we have abundant material for comparison, and 
such comparison is greatly facilitated by the intensive study which has 
been devoted to these ancient documents. 

This could not have been achieved without the growth to maturity of 
nineteenth-century comparative philology. From it there resulted the 
Greek Grammars of G. Meyer (1880, 18973) and K. Brugmann (1885, 
1913 4 by A. Thumb, now superseded by E. Schwyzer's two volumes 
1939 and 1950). Compared with them R. Kiihner's Grammar, re
written by F. Blass and B. Gerth (1890-19043), retains its value mainly 
as a rich and indispensable collection of material, whereas the philo
logical judgement of Blass, who was responsible for Phonetics, Acci
dence, and Word-Formation, was already obsolete when his volumes 
were published. 

In 1885 K. Meisterhans first classified the grammatical evidence of 
the Attic inscriptions on stone and vases. For the vases P. Kretschmer's 
Die griechischen Vaseninschriften, 1894, came to be a classic, so that 
Schwyzer, in the final edition of Meisterhans, 19003, was able to confine 
himself to the inscriptions. In 1898, under his original name, Schweizer, 
he had produced that brilliant model of a grammatical monograph on a 
locally limited circle of Hellenistic inscriptions (Grammatik der per-
gamenischen Inschriften) which gave rise to many similar publications. In 
the same decade W. Schmid had studied the Atticistic writers and shown 
how to exploit their evidence both for what these artificial writers 
wished to avoid and what they considered its Attic substitute. His 
friend, E. Mayser, as early as 1898 and 1900 published two Gymnasial-
programme on Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemäerzeit, which 
have since developed into six stout indispensable volumes, partly 



already in an improved second edition. They were made possible and 
extensively furthered and encouraged by the young branch of papyro-
logy, a creation of U. Wilcken. W. Crönert's Memoria Graeca Hercu-
lanensis, 1903, based on innumerable observations from papyri and 
MSS, drew up the strict lines of discrimination between the divergent 
modes of spelling of the four subsequent periods which have all left 
traces in our MSS - Ptolemaic, Imperial, Early and Late Byzantine. 
Two outstanding philologists, J. Wackernagel and W. Schulze, made 
their contributions mainly in periodicals or academy publications; 
fortunately their Kleine Schriften were published separately, Schulze's 
in 1934, Wackernagel's in 1953. Here once more, NT scholars led the 
way in turning to account the fresh insights gained by this development. 
From 1894 onwards P. W. Schmiedel produced the new Winer, com
bining in a most conspicuous way Hort's loving care for NT minutiae 
with an admirably thorough apprehension of the new grammatical 
standards. In so doing he already constantly referred to the LXX. 
A. Deissmann, beginning in 1895, mainly emphasized the lexical point 
of view and, what is more, from a thorough knowledge of life as 
depicted in the papyri, was able to throw fresh light on many expres
sions. He was followed by Th. Nägeli, Der Wortschatz des Apostels Paulus 
(Diss. Basel, 1905) and, above all, by Moulton-Milligan's great 
achievement. Among our indispensable tools there are the NT 
Grammars of Blass (1896), revised by A. Debrunner (1954'), and 
Moulton-Howard (1906-29). 

It was only natural that Grammars of L X X Greek came later. They 
were eagerly awaited, and in the same few years they were being 
prepared in different quarters. First there were selections, Swete's 
useful survey 'The Greek of the Septuagint' (Introd., 1900, n, iv, 
289-314) and Gonybeare-Stock's 'Grammar of Septuagint Greek' 
(Selections, 1905, pp. 25-100). Of the three scholars who had aimed at a 
more ambitious, complete, grammar, R. Helbing came first (Grammatik 
der Septuaginta Laut- und Wortlehre, 1907), but proved unequal to this 
special task, so that the only lasting fruit of his labour is to be seen in an 
unusually rich review by J. Wackernagel (ThJLZ, 1908, pp. 635 fr.). 
Helbing's later book, Die Kasussyntax der Verba bei den Septuaginta, 1928, 
is less ambitious yet most useful (cf. Debrunner's review, IF φ, 1930, 
99-101 ). The second was R. Meister, a pupil of P. Kretschmer in 
Vienna, who, however, after the publication of Helbing's grammar, 
confined himself to publishing substantial studies in periodicals, mostly 
Wiener Studien, and subsequently relinquished this field of studies. The 



third was H. St J. Thackeray, who, being closely connected with both 
Cambridge editions, was by far the best equipped of the three and 
produced what has become the standard work. No praise is too high for 
its careful precision. It deserves being brought up to date and re
printed, and this is what the frequent references to it in the present book 
have in view. 

Yet these frequent references to Thackeray's Grammar will show that 
something more is needed than mere adjustments in minor points; 
a difference of approach is necessary. The reason for this is made clear 
as soon as we reflect upon the general task of a grammar. A grammatical 
monograph on a single author or body of writings sets out by means of 
analysis and classification to describe the special features of its language, 
and one of its results is the detection of inconsistencies which, if they 
prove corruptions, must consequently be emended. For this task two 
things are of great consequence : first, the type of text on which the 
grammarian bases his observations, and secondly his ideas about the 
improved text which his observations are intended to produce. Both are 
bound to be closely connected, and so it was with Thackeray. To him 
the Cambridge texts of the L X X were the unquestioned basis from 
which to start, and even where he had to question a certain reading, the 
answer which he found was much in line with the general presentation 
of these editions. 

There is, however, more than one possible method of presentation to 
be taken into account; I would suggest that there are three. There is 
first the presentation of a text in the traditional spelling which involves 
frequent deviations from the MS evidence; secondly the reproduction 
of a certain standard MS ; and thirdly the deliberate attempt to prefer 
such spellings as can be expected for the translator's period and 
conditions, even at the cost of disregarding the MS evidence. The first 
way is the traditional, chosen by the great old editions, the Complu-
tensian, the Aldine and the Sixtine with all its repetitions down to 
Tischendorf (cf. above, p. 6). The second way, the documentary, was 
preferred by the Cambridge editions (with some qualifying exceptions 
to which we shall have to refer later on). The third was followed by the 
Göttingen editions, yet to a limited extent; and much of the following 
chapter on grammatical corruptions is meant to extend these limits. 
At this stage it is necessary to point out that none of these three ways of 
presentation can avoid a certain, though varying, degree of standardiza
tion. In the first, the standards are taken haphazardly from the 
customary spelling, which represents a very superficial modification of 



what is in our MSS. In the second, the variety of spelling which is 
found in Vaticanus Β is followed as a matter of principle. In itself this 
would certainly exclude any standardization, but as the editors treat on 
almost equal footing the readings of Β and its correctors, and as they 
allow for certain grammatical considerations, there is some limited 
measure of standardization also in their text. The third way, that of 
considering as corrupt whatever cannot be justified from the standards 
of language contemporary with the author, is the way which, in 
accordance with all modern editions of Greek texts, has been taken by 
Rahlfs and the present writer. 

As will be seen from these preliminary remarks, there is a fundamental 
difference between Thackeray's general approach and ours. He goes the 
second way, we go the third. This difference, however, is not a matter of 
individual preferences. It is rather the difference between two genera
tions, such as is most easily seen in Hort and J. H. Moulton. 

When, in 1882, Dr Hort at last completed his Introduction, it was soon 
apparent that, as far as the grammatical aspect was concerned, the 
'many long years' (§424) which he had spent on casting and recasting 
his classic presentation had but turned his work into the late fruit of a 
past age. The whole of his Introduction takes the form of a codification. 
Codification, however, though it makes the main section on Textual 
Criticism so memorable, is unsuitable for dealing with the grammatical 
facts. One would expect that his life-long tendency towards natural 
science would have led him to avoid a priori methods. However, in the 
decades from 1853 onwards, the year when he turned to preparing his 
edition, there was little in contemporary philology to appeal to a 
scientific mind. So Hort's treatment of grammatical, mainly ortho
graphical, matters was bound to develop in close analogy to his 
treatment of the problems of textual criticism. To him this meant that 
spellings form part of the evidence exactly in the same way as do 
material variants, and that the criteria which he had obtained as to the 
latter applied equally to the former, so much so that he attributed to 
the several MSS almost as much reliability in orthographical matters 
as he did with better reason in matters of textual criticism.1 Nothing 
could be more characteristic of this than his reference to §303 in §403, 
in the very same paragraph in which he was concerned to recall 'the 
necessity of making allowance for purely itacistic error in considering 
the properly orthographical testimony of MSS' . §399, to which he 
especially refers here, certainly does not leave much of an authoritative 
position to the MSS in matters of itacism ; it is unmistakable, neverthe-



less, that it was precisely BS which yielded the subconscious model - if 
there was anything subconscious in a legislator like Hort-for the 
formal presentation of his text. That is what was to be expected. Hort's 
sense of style, his idea of what was correct and preferable in every alter
native, was acquired from a close acquaintance with his ' neutral ' text. 
It did not occur to him that most of its formal aspects tallied with his 
standards just because these were taken from his model. So far his 
decisions are in the nature of a vicious circle. We today who live outside 
this magic circle, which kept a generation spellbound, are able to see 
through Hort's illusion. In fact we know that the traits which were 
congenial to Hort's mind, the abstention from extremes, or at least well-
tempered moderation in admitting them, are the unmistakable mark of 
recension. This observation is far from finally depriving a class of MSS of 
its value. Indeed, all the good scholarly texts that have come down to 
us go back to a recension which involved a curtailing of current wild 
texts, such as we now know in abundance, e.g. from papyrus texts of 
Homer or Plato. Yet here the crucial problem is to what extent we are 
allowed to assume that the sound critical standards, which are behind 
our trustworthy recensions, included even matters of spelling. As long 
as we are unable to arrive at some satisfactory decision, we ought to 
refrain from taking advice from the results of textual criticism for 
deciding in an analogous way matters of spelling, which were obviously 
a matter of minor concern to the ancient authors and scribes them
selves. 

Hort's way is in practice an uneasy compromise between his know
ledge of Attic spelling and the evidence of the MSS that, for other 
reasons, have a just claim on his favour; and this uneasiness, which 
certainly does him credit, is seen from the fact that he has recourse to a 
kind of assertion which, at least to twentieth-century ears, must 
inevitably ring false, as it betrays a metabasis eis alio genos. ' Tabulation 
renders it morally certain that Ιστήκειν is nowhere a mere itacism' 
(App. p. i62 b). Here, if anywhere, we have 'the mistake of assuming the 
identity of the morally acceptable with the historically true' (C.J. 
Cadoux, The Historic Mission of Jesus p. 3), a striking attempt to support 
an untenable position in an illegitimate way, which discloses a nine
teenth-century mentality and an almost Ritschlian outlook. The 
answer appropriate to our century was given by J. H. Moulton 
(Moulton-Howard, Gr. π p. 77): 'It is perfectly futile to follow our 
best uncials in printing abnormal forms like ϊδον for είδον and Ιστήκειν 
for είστήκειν.. .The MS evidence is not adequate proof that such forms 



really existed.' At last the primary evidence provided by the inscriptions 
and papyri and vindicated by comparative philology had put an end 
to the period of slavery to our MSS. 

Now this discussion of Hort's approach is not an irrelevant digression 
from our original purpose, which was to characterize Thackeray's 
grammatical studies. Thackeray's Grammar, after all, was only a part of 
Thackeray's work. Among other things he also collaborated in the two 
Cambridge editions of the L X X (his name appears on the title page of 
BM's vol. n) and his Grammar must therefore be regarded as comple
mentary to the presentation of those editions. We must, then, include 
in our picture of his work the grammatical aspect of the Cambridge 
editions. 

These it is fair to call younger sisters of Westcott and Hort's NT. They 
are the Cinderellas of the family. The editors avowedly owe to Hort 
what they consider to be the most valuable and decisive impulses. As to 
Swete's edition, Hort had the last word in the ultimate moulding of a 
scheme which originally went back to Scrivener, and beyond this Swete 
felt 'largely indebted for counsel in matters of detail' (Introd. p. 189). 
The Larger Septuagint was entirely based on, and guided by, a scheme 
drawn up by Hort in November 1891, a scheme to which the editors, 
apart from some modifications Of the nature of enlargement', felt 
bound throughout the whole of their laborious work. 

The main difference between Westcott and Hort's NT and the 
Cambridge L X X editions does not impair their family likeness in one 
important respect. It is true that the former gave a recension of their 
own, the latter only a reproduction of the leading MS with an apparatus 
of collations. Yet in both, the grammatical, i.e., the orthographical, 
presentation reflects that of the textual problems. Here Swete and BM 
closely follow Hort, and they share with him two other aspects, his 
exceptional deference to these good MSS including their very late 
correctors, and his pre-grammatical, rather haphazard, way of modifying 
them whenever he feels unable to follow them throughout. The editors 
of the L X X have adopted Hort's aversion to 'absolute uniformity' 
which, according to Hort, 'belongs only to artificial times' (Introd. 
p. 308). Moreover, while Hort's unjustified trust in the genuineness of 
the spelling of our MSS necessarily led him to regard alternative spellings 
as of almost equal trustworthiness, and to ignore the only legitimate 
question, what was right and what was not, his valuation of the ortho
graphical variants was at least based upon a serious, even if partly 
mistaken, study of the evidence. But the special task allotted to the 



Cambridge editors of the LXX, and devised by Hort, expressly 
excluded any approach to textual criticism, including the valuation of 
grammatical variants. They were only allowed to apply in a sweeping 
fashion Hort's orthographical principles, and these not only were a 
doubtful asset in themselves, but being formulated for a post-Christian 
corpus, the NT, could not without modification be applied to a col
lection of Ptolemaic writings like the LXX. So, apart from the frequency 
of itacistic spellings, inconsistencies abound, e.g. 2 Sam. 18: 10 έώρακα] 
ÊopctKoc A ; 18: 11 έόρακας] εωρακας B a b ; 1 Kings 20: 29 έώρακας] 
eopccKcrç A ; 21: 13 έόρακας] εωρακας B a b . In Swete these notes are to be 
found in the apparatus. In BM they are in the first apparatus, which is 
devoted to mistakes of the leading majuscules only, and this means that 
the main apparatus does not indicate what other MSS share the 
rejected readings. Fairly frequently we find inconsistencies of this kind 
on one and the same page. Or at times BM extract from our evidence 
more than it can possibly yield. So in 1 Sam. 2: 9 ITia is rendered έν 
Ισχύϊ. Swete warily notes ' ενισχύει fort. BA' ; for the scriptio continua does 
not admit a clear decision whether this is merely an itacistic spelling or 
a mistaken verbal form inferred from it. BM, however, abandoning this 
due precaution, annotate ' εν ισχυι] ενισχύει Β ' in their first apparatus 
and 'εν ισχυι] ενισχύει BAb'fimwxz*' in their second apparatus, thus 
indicating that they consider the variant to be a verbal form. Most of 
these variant spellings are recorded in Thackeray's careful appendices to 
Swete's three volumes and in BM's first apparatus. Yet the decision as to 
which reading was to be in the text and which to be relegated to the 
appendix, was by no means based on grammatical considerations. When 
seen from the grammatical point of view, the distribution ought to have 
been made very differently. In many passages it is not even easy to 
recognize the standards which guided them to choose readings now 
from B*, now from its correctors. Certainly they were not grammatical 
reasons; probably the intention was to shorten the annotation. Thus 
these minor apparatuses are not only incomplete, but often misleading 
from the point of view of grammatical correctness (for further details 
see ThLZ, i937> P- 344)· 

It even happens that formations with which the editors were not 
familiar were removed from the text and relegated to the limbo of 
rejected and corrupt spellings, in spite of their very strong attestation, 
with the result that these formations failed to attract the attention of 
our grammarians. Thus άττοττέσοιν in Ps. 7: 5, though read by 
B* v i d S*A, that is the whole evidence apart from L, the majority group 



in the Psalms, was sacrificed by Swete to the 'correct' άποπέσοιμι of 
B a b , S0-" (which is Lucianic), R, though it is obvious that -oiv is the 
genuine reading, as it is in the old text and would never have been put 
in place of -οιμι. It is a recent and rare formation, elsewhere preserved 
only in two fourth-century dramatic fragments from Euripides and 
Kratinos, a formation, 'deren Ubensdauer somit vielleicht kein Vierteljahr
hundert erreicht hat' (Wackernagel, Verm. Bei. p. 45 with η. 2; cf. 
Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 660). Our passage, which modifies this statement to 
some extent, must not be suppressed for obscure reasons and thus 
withheld from our grammars and lexica. Similarly, to quote an example 
which will be discussed at length later on (p. 125), all editors, including 
Rahlfs this time, prefer Τρωγλοδυται, a corruption solely due to late 
and mistaken popular etymology, to the correct Τρωγοδύται of B, 
2 Chron. 12: 3. 

In these circumstances the astonishing thing about Thackeray's 
Grammar is that it keeps comparatively free from these traditional 
mistakes which the Cambridge editions make from time to time. Though 
he makes full use of Mayser's Grammar and even studies the papyri 
independently, yet he sometimes seems to be bound by some mysterious 
tradition or, perhaps, by an inclination to admit alternative explanations 
in instances that obviously do not leave room for such alternatives. 
Though he disposes of Hort's Ιστήκειν, yet on the same page (201) he 
actually presents alternative explanations for ιδον: 'Epic for εΐδον = 
êf ιδον ', where in fact ϊδον is an unaugmented form ; suggests an analogy 
ϊδον: Ιδεΐν = εΐττον: είπείν (though he dutifully appends, 'The Ptole
maic papyri have εΐδον throughout, Mayser 332 note 2 '), which may be 
why he spells ϊδον instead of ϊδον, for the latter would suggest the mis
taken itacism. Here even Hort, guided by his evidence, had been more 
restrained. Elsewhere Thackeray is able for the time being to take 
seriously the itacistic participle ιδως (p. 278 n. 2) and, as an alter
native, in A Ν OP AC, 1 Sam. 8: 22 A, to see 'a relic of the Epic ANEPAC 
(p. 150). 

As against such occasional shortcomings we have Thackeray's very 
modest words in his Preface (p. x), that he could 'claim no special 
equipment for his task other than a persistent interest in the subject', 
that his 'special associations with the Grammar of Blass', which he 
had translated, were one of his approaches to the subject, and that the 
chapter on 'Word-formation' had to be postponed. He was a loving 
connoisseur of the whole range of Jewish Hellenists, and if he could 
have enjoyed the full collaboration of a student of Indo-European 



philology, his contribution would certainly have become still more 
valuable. Blass, however, could not render him this indispensable 
service. For though Blass had a most intimate acquaintance with the 
Attic orators, as a grammarian he was wholly in the pre-philological 
tradition. Thus he was able in his NT Grammar to treat at length the 
subject of word-formation without an inkling that the same problems 
of word-formation, applied to the whole extent of what they are now 
realized to involve, would have exercised a revolutionary influence on 
the part dealing with phonetics. So it will not suffice merely to append 
to Thackeray's Grammar a chapter on word-formation, as he intended to 
do himself, for a good deal of his chapter on orthography and phonetics 
must be re-written on this new basis. Much of my first section on the 
grammatical corruptions serves this purpose. 

My task has been greatly simplified by the publication of Rahlfs' 
Stuttgart text. Before this appeared, it would have been necessary to 
write almost a complete treatise on orthography and phonetics, since 
the mistakes which are found in B, and consequendy in the Cambridge 
editions, cover all aspects of phonetics. Yet Rahlfs, in principle at least, 
intended to give the correct spellings which had resulted from the fresh 
insights of the last generation. It is true that he is still some distance 
from achieving this ambitious aim, but on the whole the progress 
marked by his edition is enormous. I shall have to begin where he 
ended. 

It still remains briefly to indicate the principles upon which the 
following suggestions for the emendation of grammatical corruptions in 
the L X X are based. They are clearly distinct from those by which Hort 
and his followers were guided. Their idea that the peculiarities of 
spelling in the Greek Bible with its wide range of variety represented 
the original sufficiently faithfully to be trusted, was a mere assumption 
and represented a return to views which, as one would have thought, 
had been definitely made obsolete by R. Bentley and K. Lachmann. 
Some readings, for instance, obviously bear the mark of Byzantine or 
Imperial origin. These can be recognized without any difficulty and 
must be removed. Roughly speaking, Crönert's collections enable us to 
excise the traces of later scribal corruptions, and Mayser's give us an 
idea of the spellings and formations which a Ptolemaic author is likely 
to have used.2 

But we must go a step further. The preservation of many ortho
graphical inconsistencies in faithful allegiance to Β and its correctors, 
apart from having precarious consequences (cf. pp. 7 f.), is at variance 



with the principles according to which all texts other than of the Bible 
are edited. In all other editions a certain standardization has taken 
place. This does not necessarily imply that in every instance the author 
or his secretaries actually used a standardized orthography. Such 
normalization of spelling is of completely recent date in all cultures and 
languages. It is a mere matter of convention whether we should be 
strictly consistent in our way of spelling or not. We all know from the 
papyri, that, apart from official chancelleries, no strict normalization 
obtained. But a very simple reflection makes it clear that the same 
liberty which the authors took was thereafter taken by every individual 
copyist, so that the final result is bound to be very remote from the 
author's hand. This being so, the only sensible policy for an editor 
is standardization. In fact this is already unavoidable for the reason 
that we are bound to exclude spellings of a later date than the 
author's. It would be inconsistent to leave the remaining spellings 
untouched. 

There is also a further difference to be observed. Spelling is always a 
compromise between custom and tradition on the one hand, and a sub
conscious reproduction of the Lautbild on the other. The latter factor is 
individual to the highest degree ; yet our evidence is anonymous to the 
same degree. We are bound by this anonymity, as we have no means of 
piercing it. So real faithfulness compels us to standardize the ortho
graphical presentation of our texts, and in doing so we simply restore 
what was before the author's mind, even if it may have undergone some 
modification on the way from his mind to his hand. 

A further point is more important. Standardization is less a restoration 
of a supposed original stage than an indispensable means of interpre
tation. As soon as we pass from scriptio continua to distinguishing the 
several words, we cannot avoid choosing between diverse interpretations, 
and it is by no means certain that in every instance only one inter
pretation is possible. There are other modern additions which are 
nothing but interpretations, such as punctuation, accentuation, the use 
of capitals, hyphens, inverted commas, etc. By making use of them, an 
editor wishes to secure the understanding which he believes correct and 
to exclude all other interpretations. It is a fact that the Greeks could do 
without many of these expedients, though most of them go back to the 
ancient grammarians, whose task it was to secure an appropriate 
understanding of their texts. It is no less a fact that modern readers 
cannot do without these helps to understanding, and consequently 
modern editors have to supply them. To put it pointedly, a modern 



editor who keeps strictly to the spelling of his MSS fails to convey to his 
readers the impression which ancient readers got from the MSS them
selves. To enable his modern readers to read the text in the same way as 
ancient readers, he must avail himself of different and more developed 
ways of presentation. 

It is important to make this point here, because much of what will be 
discussed later in this grammatical section could otherwise be con
sidered as moving in a sphere of unreality. When discussing whether 
a noun ought to be spelt with the ending -ία or -εια, I merely wish to 
make sure that our spelling should correctly express the derivation of 
the word in question: a spelling -εια connects it with an adjective in -ής, 
-είδ with a noun in -εύς or a verb in -εύω, -ία with an adjective in -os or a 
verb in -έω. Our task is to decide not what the author actually wrote -
for when he wrote, itacistic or other influences, e.g. from analogy, may 
have already misled him - but what is the normal spelling which best 
expresses what was in the author's mind, if not necessarily in his pen. 
'Für einen Herausgeber des NT ist natürlich das einzig mögliche 
Verfahren das, ohne alle Rücksicht auf die Handschriften konsequent 
die attische Schreibung durchzuführen' (Bl.-Debrunner8 p. 14). If this 
is true for the NT, it is still truer for the L X X . And it is the principle 
which is applied in the editions of Polybius and Diodorus, Epictetus and 
the Emperor Marcus Aurelius. It was not progress when Nestle's NT in 
the later editions attempted to introduce some features of Imperial 
spelling; yet, where it did so, it did at least keep consistently to these 
spellings. 

Again, one of our most effective aids to correct understanding is 
accentuation. Actually none of our authors used it, and if our aim were 
to restore what our authors wrote, we should not use it either. But what 
they wrote without accents was accented in their speech, and therefore 
we are quite right not only to use accentuation, but also to take pains to 
see that our accentuation secures a right understanding of the text. 
Another thing is equally certain : the rules regarding accentuation vary 
in our tradition. In some instances we are told about differences of 
teaching among the ancient authorities, in others the differences may be 
due to the way in which their teaching has been handed down to us. 
There is no instance where it is important for us to follow primarily an 
individual tradition. Without entering into these discussions we merely 
wish to secure a correct understanding and to exclude a wrong one, 
and to achieve this we make use of a certain method of accentuation 
with which tradition most fortunately presents us. 



The following grammatical section aims at completeness for the L X X , 
and to some extent offers observations on authors outside the LXX. The 
arrangement follows the order of our Grammars, proceeding from vowels 
and consonants to the more intricate problems of spelling and accentua
tion, accidence and word-formation. Repetitions have been avoided as 
far as possible ; cross-references take their place. 



2. V O W E L S 

ι. Itacistic confusions of ci ~ ι 
I . I . Verbal stems: correct spelling -ci-
δαν ε (ζω. Denominative from τό δάνειον, a derivative of τό δάνος, the 
stem form of which is δανεσ-. δάνειον therefore goes back to *δανεσιον, 
and this shows that spellings with -i- instead of -ει- are itacistic distor
tions. While the other editions still keep throughout to the traditional 
spellings with -ι-, Rahlfs retains them only occasionally: in Prov. 
19: 14(17); 20: 4 (read δανει^-) and 29: 13; 2 Kings 4: 1 (read 
δανειστ-). 

An additional difficulty, however, is presented by the future δανιώ. 
This formation is rare : in the active voice it occurs six times in Deutero
nomy, once in Proverbs, once in Sirach ; in the middle it occurs twice in 
Deuteronomy; Philo also uses it twice.1 It should be spelt with -1-. 

As Wackernagel (ThLZ, 1908, p. 637) acutely points out, this future 
proves that the transition of ει to 1 belongs to the translators and not 
to the scribes. But in my review of Rahlfs' edition (ThLZ, 1936, 
pp. 281 ff.), I preferred A. Debrunner's explanation (in a personal 
letter) : he suggests that originally there may have existed side by side 
two verbs which were confused later on: (1) δαν^ω from τό δάνος and 
(2) δανείζω from τό δάνειον. In his Wortbildungslehre §258 he assembles 
completely analogous examples from Homer onwards, and he adds to 
them in /F40, 1922, p. 107. If he is right, the very scanty evidence for 
δαν^ω, a metrically certain δανΐσας found twice in late lyric poets (LS), 
would get strong support from the LXX. As τό δάνος is found in Sir. 
29: 4, we even seem to be at liberty to admit the formations with -1-
in Sirach, but I prefer not to avail myself of this seeming liberty. 

A third possibility, however, is suggested by the unique future 
formation of μηνίω: μηνιώ Jer. 3: 12, μηνιεΐς Lev. 19: 18, μηνιεϊ 
Ps. 102 (103): 9. Neither Helbing nor Thackeray records it; Wacker-
nagel briefly mentions it as besonders merkwürdig (ThLZ, l9°&> c °l- 640). 
Its striking aspect is that it follows the pattern set by the verbs in -(300. 
Is this the result of confusion? Or a first instance of a dental formation, 
such as is later found in μην^ω = μηνίω An. Ox. 11, 440, and in the gen. 
μήνιδος of Ael., Them., Julian., and AP? This transition is certainly 
remarkable, because the î of the aorist έμήνΐσα does not fit into the 



system of the verbs in -{300 any more than μήνΐ-μα and μηνϊ-θμός do. 
There is, on the other hand, slight evidence for an ϊ in the present stem, 
μήνΐεν //. 2 769, and μηνίεται Aesch., Earn. 101. It may be due to 
metrical necessity. However, if we remember vacillations elsewhere, 
e.g. ΙδΙω, ϊδϊσα from Ιδος sweat, where in epic the present is Ιδίω, but in 
Attic Ιδϊω, following the aorist, we begin to wonder whether in some 
corner there existed a present μηνίω, moulded after έμήνϊσα. If this 
rather precarious assumption could be accepted, μηνιώ and δανιώ, not
withstanding the difference in their presents, would have in common the 
shortening of a length found in the present stem. We might then even 
argue that δανιω belongs to δανε^ω, and rule out δανί3ω from the LXX. 
At any rate this would be preferable to deciding for μην^ω and δανί3ω. 

Schwyzer, p. 785, adduces two more examples, but neither of them 
stands the test: 'jungatt. κατακλιεϊ (: -κλείω), Koine κονιοομαι'. The 
former is in fragment 287 of Eupolis Com. (V a ) , εΐ μή τις αυτήν κατα
κλιεϊ; and the best explanation is still H. van Herwerden's (Collectanea 
critica, epicritica, exegetica, sive Addenda ad Theodori Kockii opus comicorum 
Atticorum fragmenta, Lugduni-Batavorum, 1903, p. 29) that here, as in 
fragm. 294 from the same comedy, we have a barbarian speaking. For 
κονιουμαι the evidence is still slighter. In Philo, vit. Mos. π, 252, AFHP, 
the best group of MSS, read βλέπω μέλλουσαν κονιεϊσθαι (κινεισθαι G is 
a mere corruption), but Cohn (rv, 259,1. 15) prefers κονίεσθαι with the 
other MSS. The other passages with κονίεσοαι (present and, mostly, 
aorist) afford no parallels and from Leisegang's Index, which s.v. 
μέλλειν gives a selection only, we may assume that Philo always used an 
inf. pres. after μέλλειν. (Cf. also Meecham, The Utter of Aristeas pp. 118, 
124. He refers to Moulton, Prol. pp. 114, 204 n. 2, and gives statistics 
for the L X X and the NT.) Therefore Cohn is certainly right in rejecting 
κονιεϊσθαι as a corruption; and μηνιώ alone is left as a parallel in part 
for the explanation of δανιω. 

ερεικτός. From έρείκω to bruise, pound. It appears as -ικτ- in Lev. 2: 14 
and as έλικτ-, as from ελίσσω, in Lev. 6:21 (14). In the second passage 
BM give the variant έρικτά from 9 (11) minuscules, but the correct 
spelling έρεικτά, which Bos and Schleusner (n, 518, 524) quote from 
'interpres apud Origenem', is not recorded nor is Origen quoted, 
presumably because the orthographical problem was not perceived. 

λε(χω. To lick. Preserves -ει- in all tenses (Schwyzer, p. 754). Yet in 
ι Kings 18: 38 even Rahlfs puts -ιξ- following the general usage of the 



former editions. To the passages recorded in HR (five for λειξ- and six 
for έκλειξ-) we may add two occurrences in the B-text of Judg. 7 : 5 . 
Here for a repeated λάψη, which may derive from the less secondary 
Α-text, the majority of the minuscules forming the B-family in Judges 
read λείξη (i° f ik m g rsuz , x t ; 2 0 fioqrsuz t x t). λείξη is perhaps the true 
reading of the B-text, which in Judges is not always found in Vat. Β 
itself (see Pretzl, Biblica 7, 1926, p. 378). 

μιίγνυμι. Except for the un-Attic tense-formations derived from the 
radical form μιγ-, έμ(γην, μιγήσομαι, and from adjectival compounds 
in -μινήΐ (cf. σι^υγής ~ ^ευγ-, άστιβής ~ στειβ-), the Attic dialect, 
partly as a result of a secondary equalization, everywhere used the 
radical form μειγ-.2 The testimony of the Ptol. papyri, however defec
tive, confirms this (see Glaser pp. 67 fr.; Mayser 1 p. 91; Crönert, 
MGH pp. 29, 308; and the excellent survey in LS s.v.). We must, 
therefore, restore -ει- everywhere in the L X X , except in the formations 
mentioned above and also in έτπμίξ, Wisd. of Sol. 14: 25, and in the 
derivatives of the old present, μίσγχο. Rahlfs is inconsistent here : from 
the books of Maccabees onwards, that is from the last part of his first 
volume, he changes his earlier practice. In the former part he puts 
uniformly -1-, in the latter equally uniformly -ει-, apparently without 
ever considering the rule explained above.8 In Dan. 9 ' 1 1 : 6 , for 
example, he has συμμειγήσονται and in Dan. L X X 9 ' 2: 43 συμ-
μειγεΤς; and these are not misprints, as 2 Mace. 12: 13 τταμμειγέσιν 
shows. In these surroundings the correct παμμιγη, 2 Mace. 3: 21, is 
strangely inconsistent. In all, Rahlfs leaves us to restore έττιμεικτ- in 
five and συμμεικτ- in fourteen passages, including Ps. Sol. 17: 15. 

τεισ-. In the L X X we find only the aorist/future stem τεισ- (άποτεισ-
34 times, αντοπτοτεΐσει ι Sam. 24: 20 and έκτείσει Job 2: 4) ; the present 
tense τίνω give satisfaction, repay does not occur. Here Rahlfs is correct in 
restoring the -ει- in -τεισ- (cf. Ruth, p. 159 n. 1), which had been lost 
throughout the whole of Greek literature and was only recovered from 
inscriptions.4,8 But he fails to draw the consequences for the present 
form, which discloses an interesting history. An old middle present 
tense τείνυμαι ukisci had in Pindar and the Attic writers given way to a 
middle form of τίνω. A reverse process took place in the post-Attic 
period, the first example being Gen. 31: 39 (see also Ps. 68 (69) : 5; 
Sir. 20:12). The MSS here give forms of άττοτιννύω, but this late active 
present in -ύω, which replaced forms in Λ/μι, must be spelled -εινυ- or 



-ειννυ- as άττοτειννυέτω P. Avrom. ι A 26 (I a). This was seen by 
W. Schulze, Quaest. ep. pp. 108 f. and Schwyzer p. 697, and was 
developed by Wackernagel, Gesta 7, 1915-16, pp. 237 ff. and Sprach
liche Untersuchungen zu Homer, Göttingen, 1916, pp. 77 ff. Similarly, 
corrupt spellings like άττοκτίννυμι (in Plato and later authors) and 
όττΓΟκτιννύω (Xen.) begin to disappear from the latest editions.* 

χρειοφειλέτης. Job. 31: 37, Prov. 29: 13. The spelling χρειοφιλέτης is 
plainly itacistic, since the second half of the compound comes from 
οφείλω (cf. Bl.-Debr. 35*, Anhang). 

1.2. Verbal stems: correct spelling -1-
λιπο-. In 4 Mace. 6: 26 all our editions have the correct spelling 
λπτοθυμεΐν, but in 4 Mace. 9: 23 they all have the incorrect λεπτοτακ-
τήσητε, although, according to Swete's appendix, SA have λιπο-, which 
is correct. The vast majority of compounds with a verbal stem as the 
first component are formed from the aorist stem, though there are many 
mis-spellings in later MSS (cf. LS sub λειπανδρίσ and Schwyzer 
p. 442). Present stems were also used in compounds of this kind; yet the 
only word for which λειττο- is certain is λεπτογνώμων. At any rate in 
4 Maccabees we ought to avoid the inconsistency of our editions. In 
Philo, Wendland restores λιποτακτ. throughout. He shows that there 
are traces of the correct spelling in MSS (Rh. Mus. 52, 1897, p. 468). 
Cf. λπτοτάκτην Jos., Β J ν , 124· 

1.3. Noun stems: correct spelling -ει-
νεΐκος, contention. For discussion of this word see sub VÏKOÇ victory, below, 
P- 34· 

λειχήν. The spelling -1- in Lev. 21: 20; 22: 22, is itacistic (Meister 11 
p. 18; Huber, Uv. p. 12). 

Ποσειδώνιον. Should be so spelt in 2 Mace. 14: 19 and not -σιδ-. 
It is spelt correctly in ms. V a . 

σειρήνες (σειρήνιοι 4 Mace. 15: 21). This seems to be the correct 
spelling, though the discussion is still open: see Kretschmer, WSt 2a, 
179; Meister, WSt 29, 237; Wackernagel, IF 25, 1909, p. 326; Syntax 



π 2, 1928, p. 316. Originally the word was σϊρήν, but in Attic (before p) 
-t- became -ει-, σειρήν is no more of an Atticism than Attic μάγειρος 
for the widely attested earlier μάγιρος; in both instances we must 
acquiesce in the late Attic spelling with -ει-. 

τρεισκαίδεκα. Through thoughtlessness the spelling τρισκαίδεκα, 
τρισκαιδέκατος is still widely adhered to, though the whole series of the 
second decade, τεσσαρεσ-, ττεντε-, έκκαίδεκα etc., would forbid it. 
τεσσαρισκαιδέκατος, 2 Chron. 30: 15, is not the reading of B*A as 
Thackeray (p. 189) says with Swete; according to BM it is only in B? 
and this question mark as to the corrector's hand makes this spelling 
valueless. Our editions put τρεις καΐ δέκα when the numeral is connected 
with a nom. or acc. but τρισκαίδεκα in the oblique cases, and always 
τρισκαιδέκατος; but this solution is modern in its conception, for it fails 
to remember the scriptio continua and also the tendency of numerals to 
become inflexible. As τρισ- is not thrice here, but a mere itacism, we 
ought always to spell τρεισ-, as LS rightly emphasizes, and conse
quently write the cardinal and the ordinal uniformly in a single word 
(Wackernagel, Kl. Sehr. p. 240). 

In Ezek. 41:6, where we must neglect the controversial interpretation 
of the MT, τρεις, the reading of Q, (Swete), was rightly restored by 
Rahlfs. τριάκοντα καΐ τρεις δίς represents a Hebrew D?9»B vrY7$ Qtâbti 

instead of the MT's D ^ Ö S B D*tibfi tfV?tf (Cornill p. 455). Where the 
L X X read O ' Ç Ï B 1 Kings 7: 4, 5 (MT), it rendered it τρισσώς 
ι Kings 7: 41, 42. 

For the converse mistake, τρεις for τρίς, see below, sub τρίς, p. 36. 

χρειοφειλέτης see above, p. 32. 

ΐ·4· Noun stems : correct spelling -1· 
γιώρας. This word is a translation of 11, a stranger who stays in another 
country as a client of an individual or a community (G.-Buhl' 6). The spelling 
γειώρας is an obvious itacism, since the word is a simple adaptation of 
the Aramaic inin (Syr. ΐ ΐά^) .* In Isa. 14: 1 Swete and Rahlfs, 
who is followed by Ziegler, spell γιώρας as does Β (B a b SAQT have 
-ει-);8 but in Exod. 12: 19 Rahlfs puts -ει-, although, as far as can be 
inferred from Swete and BM, -ει- is found in A alone. This is but one 
more example of this inconsistency between the former and latter parts 
of his edition. 
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In the brief article in LS, 'γειώρας, sojourner, Is. 14.1; Philo 1.417. 
2. proselyte, Hesychius', the retained itacism is not my only objection. 
Sojourner is a very rare connotation of "H (LXX Job 31: 32 uses ξένος 
for *lï), and it is not, therefore, particularly suitable to be put as the 
equivalent of γιώρας. πάροικος and ττροσήλυτος are the words which 
the later (Greek) translators substitute for γιώρας (Thackeray, p. 34), 
for *M means not so much a man who stays only temporarily, as one 
who, though a stranger, is expected to fulfil the conditions for being a 
member of the Jewish community. The *l| is as clearly distinguished from 
the ''^foreigner as he is from the r c j t K = αυτόχθων. Proselyte, in a wider 
sense (cf. proselyte of the gate) would be a much better English equivalent, 
especially when taken etymologically and from the angle of the Jewish 
community: the one who, coming from elsewhere, more or less decidedly 
takes his stand with them. 

In Lev. 19: 34 Msv preserve γειωραι as an alternative rendering of 
τφοσήλυτοι, without indicating the source of the translation. Field 
notes, but BM do not confirm it, that M reads γεωραι (sic) here. If this 
reading does in fact occur here, it would be interesting as being in line 
with the note on Isa. 14:1 found in B c ' , ό την γήν φυλάσσων (actually 
Isa. 14: ι as quoted by Justin, Dial. 123 contains ό γηόρας; but in 
Justin the poor evidence represents a very late and inferior archetype). 
Moreover there is a gloss in Suidas, γεώρες· γεωφύλακες (recorded in LS 
with a reference to γειώρας). Schleusner π, 8 f., who mentions still 
others, comments, 'quasi esset άττό της γης et oöpoc, custos' (cf. 
θυρωρός). This etymology, and yet another which connects the word 
with γεωργός, whether popular or learned, may suggest the spelling 
with -ει- which, though itacistic, was taken by these late interpreters to 
be a diphthongic ει = εγ = ε; at any rate, this etymology is secondary. 

κροκόδιλος. Lev. 1 1 : 29. See Mayser 1, 93 n. 7; R. Meister π p. 18; 
Huber, Lev. p. 12. 

νΐκος, φιλονικ-; νεΐκος, φιλονεικ-. Here the alternative spelling 
involves the decision whether these formations are to be derived from 
viK- victory or νεικ- quarrel, νΐκος for νίκη was moulded in early Hellenism 
after the pattern of κράτος.9 Later on when -ει and -t- coincided, νΐκος 
came to be a complete homonym of νεΐκος, contention. (For the discussion 
see Wackernagel, Hell. pp. 26 f.; Horn. U. pp. 81 f.; Ε. Fraenkel, Glotta 
4, 41 ; Bl.-Debr., §51, 1.) Moreover the sense of the two words came to 
be closely akin: φιλονικία, the only legitimate and genuine spelling, 



claimed already by Cobet, Novae Lectiones pp. 691 ff. (O. Glaser 
pp. 69 if.), means löblicher Wetteifer (M. Fraenkel, Altertümer von 
Pergamon vm, 147) ; whereas Glaser shows that his only example with 
-ει- discloses by its sense that the thought there was of νεΐκος contention 
(p. 72). Therefore we must group our passages according to their 
meaning, in order to decide their proper spelling.10 In doing so we shall 
have once more to face the necessity of departing from the simple 
programme of restoring the Attic spelling, as was the case with δανιώ. 

To begin with, νΐκος victory is quite certain in the seven passages in 
which, in accordance with the Aramaic meaning of the root, njtl^ for 
ever is translated by είς νΐκος.11 In 2 Sam. 2: 26 Rahlfs rightly has VÏKOS; 

elsewhere he wrongly puts νεϊκος seven times (including the super
scription of Ps. Sol. 8). We may compare the doxology in 1 Chron. 
29 :11 where Π3£|3 the splendour is unambiguously rendered victory : ' Thine 
is.. .ή νίκη.' Likewise victory is the intended meaning in the Apocrypha, 
ι Esdras 3: 9; 2 Mace. 10: 38; 4 Mace. 17: i2. 1 2 

νεϊκος contention, on the contrary, is found in Prov. 10: 12; 22: 10; 
29: 22 (Wackernagel, Hell. p. 27 n. 1), as well as in Hos. 10: 11 ; 
Ezek. 3: 8 bis. Context decides the meaning and therefore the spelling. 
In Prov. 10: 12 νεϊκος and φιλονεικοϋντας appear in a parallelism 
based on the meaning strife (MT different). In Ezek. 3: 7, 8 U and in a 
hexaplaric addition to v. 9 φιλόνεικοι and νεΐκος represent Hebrew 
stiff of forehead and forehead: the translator renders HSS strife, instead of 
Π?9, forehead, = μέτωττον (so A', C , θ'). In Hos. 10: 11 αγαπάν νεΐκος 
represents tfn"? ""flank which likes to thresh ; possibly the translator under
stood the Hebrew to mean 'hostile attitude to enemies', cf. Mic. 4: 13; 
Hab. 3: 12. 

On the other hand, in the compounds in the Apocrypha, the spelling 
-i- must be restored in 2 Mace. 4: 4; 4 Mace. 1: 26; 8: 26. 

This vacillation between the homonyms νΐκος-νεΐκος led to mis
interpretations in the later stages of transmission, as can best be seen 
from the translations. I give just two examples, one from the NT and 
the other from the Three. 

( 1 ) In ι Cor. 15: 54 f., where the meaning victory is beyond doubt, 
Lachmann-Buttmann's apparatus quotes not only a repeated νεΐκος of 
B, but also a thrice repeated contentio from Cyprian and Hilarius. In 
Hos. 13: 14, which ι Cor. 15: 55 resembles, the L X X translation of 
ΨΎ*Ί is δίκη. When Nyberg, Hosea pp. 104 f., suggests that it may be 
corrupt for νίκη = *pnï, there are two objections, (α) νικ- is rare in the 
L X X proper (cf. p. 331 n. 34), and the nouns νίκη, νϊκος render H S ! 
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exclusively, n^iai is never rendered by νίκη. (b) VÏKOS in ι Corinthians, 
the starting point of Nyberg's suggestion, may have come from the first 
part of the testimony-like concatenation of biblical passages which is 
quoted here (cf. A' θ ' Isa. 25: 8). However, Nyberg rightly emphasizes 
that, with or without his conjecture, the L X X text of Hos. 13: 14 is 
decidedly secondary in comparison with that of the MT, which he 
prefers. 

(2) Commenting on Isa. 63: 6, Jerome puts contentionem for τό 
ν(ε)ϊκο$ of the Three. C. C. Torrey, The Second Isaiah, 1928, p. 200, 
rightly explains DriSl Isa. 63: 3 and 6 as a ' use of a word in different 
meanings', i.e. a pun. According to him it means 'juice' in v. 3, but 
'glory' in v. 6. He failed to record that the Three also translated the 
two passages alike. Whereas the L X X puts αίμα in both passages, in 
v. 3 C has τό έττινίκιον and θ ' τό τρότταιον (A"s version has not sur
vived; a different tradition records for θ ' C τω κατανικήματι (Field), 
but the attribution to θ ' C is not borne out by Ziegler), while in v. 6 
all the Three say τό VÏKOS. 

σάπφιρος 13 occurrences, Exodus-Ezekiel. Not σόητφειρος, since the 
word reflects the Hebrew T B Ç with an L Even if the ultimate source of 
both words be other than Semitic, there are no traces anywhere of an 
ei-diphthong. See W.-Schmiedel §5, 13a; Bl.-Debr. §38. 

σιρομάστης. The correct spelling is found in Judg. 5: 8 Α-text, where, 
in fact, it forms part of an extensive corruption; but elsewhere the 
incorrect -ει- appears five times. 

σκοτόδινος. The hap. leg. f atf of uncertain meaning, cramp or giddiness 
(Driver* p. 232) is rendered OKOTOS δεινόν in 2 Sam. 1: 9, for which 
Schleusner (ν, 62) records a brilliant emendation of Trendelenburg's14 

σκοτόδινος (= σκοτοδινία) dizziness, vertigo, found in medical writers 
Hippocrates and Aretaeus (II p). This is exactly what we require. In our 
context it is of some interest that LS notes without comment that both 
δϊνος (cf. δίνη) and δεϊνο$ are found covering all the meanings of the 
word, of which the primary sense is whirling, rotation?* 

τρίς. τρεις in 1 Kings 2: 35* is but an itacistic spelling of our editions; 
it must be Tpis (D'çyB tfVtf), cf. below, p. 315. For the converse mistake, 
Tpis instead of τρεϊς, see above, p. 33. 



1 .5 . Terminations: masculines in -(ας 
Most of our examples concern certain terminations of nouns and 
adjectives in which -1- or -ε- respectively are contained. In some 
instances alternative formations were used at an early date, while 
more confusion arose from the progressive coincidence of both sounds. 
The result in all MSS is a large number of demonstrably wrong spellings. 

As masc. in -iocs is occasionally found alongside of fem. abstr. in -ία, 
B.Delbrück (Syntaktische Forschungen rv, 11) and J.-Schmidt (Plural
bildung der idg. Nomina pp. 19 ff.) derived the former from the latter. 
Their main example for demonstrating this rule was νεανίας as from 
a supposed *νεανία_)Ό«ίΛ, a development which would be paralleled by 
Engl, youth and Slav, junota. If, however, νεανίας is a compound, as has 
been argued by many authors, this explanation is no longer possible. 
The latest etymology suggested is that by Schwyzer, Mélanges Boisacq n, 
231 ff., according to which νεανίας = *νερο-ανια$ young breather, and 
therefore an abstract *νεανία could never have existed (briefly Gr. Gr. 
p. 426 η. 3). In fact, the word-group started from νεανίας.1· 

In the L X X one example calls for consideration, jwypiaç, a masc. 
concrete, one taken alive and 3coypia, a fern, abstr., taking alive are both 
derived from the compound 3ω(α)γρέω take alive; the spelling with -1-
is alone legitimate. The Cambridge editions still write -ει-, and so does 
Rahlfs at Num. 21: 35; Deut. 2: 34. But in 2 Mace. 12: 35 he rightly, 
though inconsistently, puts the correct form (for other inconsistencies 
see p. 31 and p. 33). In the Pentateuch passages -1- is read by AF, in 
Maccabees by V. 

i«6. Terminations: feminines in -ciä 
Fem. nouns derived from verbs in -εύω are formed in -εία. Itacism has 
here caused endless confusion, especially between pairs of words like 
στρατεία campaign and στρατιά army (see below). Moreover, with some 
words side by side with the forms in -εία there exists a formation in 
-lov, derived from the same root. Since in the course of transmission 
these neuters in -tov may have contributed to the obliteration of the 
formations in -εία, they will be included in this section. 

αγιστβία. Deissmann, in Kautzsch's Die Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen 
fa AT η, I6I, has duly vindicated the received reading άγιστείαν 



2 Mace. 6: 4 
τό μέν γάρ Ιερόν 
ασωτίας καΐ κώμων 
έττεπληροϋτο 
ραθυμούντων μεθ' έταιρών.* 

Pap. Greco-Eg. vol. 1 
Pap. Fiorentini (ed. G. Vitelli, 

1906), nr. 99 
μεθ' εταίρων1* άσωτεν/όμενος 

* -ea- Lat. Ra. b -αι- Zahn, cf. Luke 15: 30. 

ritual service in 4 Macc. 7: 9. The corrupt αγιαστιαν of our majuscules, 
that holds the field in Swete and Rahlfs, would be unique. 

[άκηδεία] False form for άκήδεια or άκηδ(α; see below, sub κηδεία, 
p. 40. 

άρεσκεία, αύταρεσκία, άνθρωπαρεσκία. 
αρέσκεια is still practically everywhere, including LS», accented pro-
paroxytone. Yet both it and έριθεία were long ago rightly claimed as 
derivatives from verbs in -εύομαι17 by Winer (18556, p. 48, 'and not 
from αρέσκω') and Alexander Buttmann (Gramm, des nt. Sprachgebrauchs, 
1859, p. 11) who note that both Lachmann-Buttmann and Tischendorf 
put αρέσκεια in Col. 1: 10. In the NT this warning has been followed up 
almost universally (Hort, App. p. i53 b putting -fa in both cases as 
beyond doubt); yet even the scholarly edition of the Characters of 
Theophrastus, prepared by Philologische Gesellschaft zu Uipzig, 1897, 
when expounding the fifth character, APECKEIA, fails to give the 
appropriate form of the word, although in the many ancient definitions 
which are cited it appears side by side with κολακεία, a word moulded on 
exactly the same lines. Therefore it is owing to a universal, and not to 
any special biblical, tradition that no edition exists of the O T in 
Greek which rightly reads άρεσκεΐαι in Prov. 29: 48 Sw. = 31: 30 Ra. 

It would, however, be a mistake to spell and accent accordingly 
words that look like, and are usually considered, compounds of 
άρεσκεία. In point of fact αυτάρεσκος, -έω suggest αύταρεσκία C 
Eccles. 6: 9, and άνθρωττάρεσκος suggests άνθρωτταρεσκία in Justin, 
Apol. ι, 2, 5. There exist no formations in -εύω or -εύς which alone would 
justify an -εία in these nouns that are modelled on the compound 
adjectives or verbs aforementioned. 

άσωτ(ε)ία. (See Mayser i 2 3, 9.) Consider side by side the following 
passages : 



and the case for άσωτεία (as derived from άσωτεύομαι) will be seen to 
be strong, in spite of άσώτως Luke 15: 13. This may hold good also for 
Prov. 28: 7. 

επαρχεία. That this is the legitimate form is proved by the inscriptions 
(Glaser p. 74; Schweizer, Perg. p. 55; BI.-Dbr. p. 23). In the L X X we 
find it only in variant readings, spelled with -1-, which must be read 
-είαν in Judith 3: 6 A and -ειών in Esther 4: 11 0, in a hexaplaric 
addition. Hort's mistaken accentuation επαρχεία was corrected by 
Schmiedel p. 5 n. 30. Moulton 11, 157 and Index, spells επαρχία, but 
on p. 315 Howard writes -(ε)«α. In LS there are separate headings for 
επαρχεία, -ία, which is certainly unjustified, as had been amply 
demonstrated by Schweizer,/Vg. pp. 54f. Our editions are correct, how
ever, in spelling συναρχία Esther 3 Β (XIII) : 4 Swete = 3, 13 d Rahlfs. 

έξοδεία, έξάδιον; μεθοδεία, μεθόδιον; συνοδεία, συνοδία. 
έξοδεία exodus, expedition (2 Sam. 3: 22 = Tili) must be spelled with 
-ει- (Glaser p. 75), as from έξοδεΰω. Mayser i z 3, 9, and LS assume the 
existence, side by side, of -εία, procession, and -ία, business-journey. But 
although such differentiation doubtless exists elsewhere, even where 
there is no verb in -εύω (cf. ναυτεία naval affairs, ναυτία, seasickness, 
nausea, disgust; from the latter the verb ναυτιαν with the termination 
characteristic for terms of suffering), I rather doubt whether it should be 
introduced here, as the only early evidence for έξοδίη is Herodotus 6,56, 
and in Ionic the suffix -ίη is often found in place of an -εία of the other 
dialects.18 

έξάδιον, final day of a festival,19 on the other hand, is rightly spelled so. 
Likewise we read elsewhere μεθοδεία and μεθόδιον side by side. Analogy 
seems to require συνοδεία (read by B*S in 2 Esdras 17: 64), and the 
fact that συνοδία is presupposed by the metre in Menander's Monostichos 
24 is not necessarily any evidence to the contrary, especially as the usage 
found in 2 Esdras 1 7 : 5 bis, 64 is peculiar: it renders family, lineage 
(tofJÏÎJ heo = genealogical table), and here a fresh derivation from 
συνοδεύω would be quite acceptable. Yet it may be wiser to leave the 
question open. 

δι* άνοδίας = τρπ itV, C Job 12: 24; Ps. 106 (107) : 40, on the other 
hand, is correct, for it is derived from άνοδος. The same applies to 
εύοδία ι Esdras-Sirach (ευοδος, -έω). 



έπιγαμβρεία. The spelling -ίαν in Josephus, Β J ι, 181 (Niese) is 
mistaken. 

έριθεία. This word is found in OT Greek only i n C Ezek. 23 : 11. It was 
long accented wrongly as proparoxytone. 

εφηβεία. The note in LS: 'έφηβία, ή = εφηβεία ι, Artem. 1, 54 codd. 
II = εφηβεία 3, L X X 2 Mace. 4: g' , is a codification of itacisms. 

Ιατρεία. Correctly so written by Rahlfs. 

κατοπτεία. LS rightly restores the spelling κατοπτεία in Jos., AJ xvm, 
370 (so codd. AE) and Corp. Herrn, ni, 3 (cf. κατοτττεύω, -ευσις, 
-ευτήριος). The meaning close observation is the same in both passages. 
There is no need to interpret Herrn. ' = κάτοψις' sight (LS). 

κηδεία funeral. Cf. άκήδεια carelessness, άκηδία grief, weariness. In 
2 Mace. 4: 49; 5: 10 Rahlfs has the form κηδεία funeral, as from κηδεύω, 
but in Ps. 118 (119): 28; Sir. 29: 5; Isa. 61: 3 he puts άκηδία grief, 
weariness. In this he is quite correct, for άκηδία, which is itself the 
starting point for the verb άκηδιδν (Psalms, Sirach, Baruch, Daniel 
(LXX), six occurrences), is derived, not from άκηδής (which would 
give άκήδεια) but from άκηδέω. άκηδής nowhere means weary. The 
connotation λύπη is late. Ap. Rhod. 2, 219 uses άκηδείη in the Homeric 
sense of incuria, but 3, 298 in the Hellenistic sense of weariness, as does 
the L X X (Wackernagel, Horn. U. p. 184). Therefore we may be allowed 
to use different forms for the two meanings. According to LS, however, 
evidence for άκηδέω, grow weary, is as late as Quintus Smyrnaeus 10, 16. 

κυριεία. It is still worth while pondering Schweizern comment (Perg. 
pp. 58 f.). It may be noted that the right spelling is found only thrice 
in A : Dan. Θ' 4: ig (22); 6: 26 (27); 1 1 : 5 . Moreover the fact that 
κυρία, fem. to κύριος, is always spelled correctly without variants shows 
that the two words had not yet become homonyms at the time of the 
translation. 

λογεία, as from λογεύω. (Apart from inscriptions and papyri, λογεύω 
is found in Polybius 31, 31, 1.) λογεία was reclaimed for 1 Cor. 16: 1 f. 
by Deissmann (BSt pp. 139 ff. - Hort does not mention the word), who 
on fairly plausible grounds suggests λογείαν for the first εύλογίαν in 



2 Cor. 9: 5 and (NBSt pp. 46 f.) for 2 Mace. 12: 43 (κατ' άνδρα λογείαν 
instead of κατ' άνδρολογεϊον A Sw.; cf. conlatamque viritim pecuniam Vet. 
Lat. cod. Peyronii). Except for the itacism, V q 58 (as to V Swete's 
apparatus is wrong) are right (Kappler, De memoria alterius libri Macca-
baeorum, Diss, phil., Gött., 1929, p. 58, who does not correct the itacism). 
Rahlfs, however, keeps κατ' άνδρολογίαν, the reading found in Lucian, 
the Aldine, the Complutensian and the Sixtine. 

Here, a formation in -ιον, derived from the same root, comes in. 
(so pointed in BH3), the oracular breast-plate of the High Priest, 

is represented by λογεΐον in all the old editions and in Rahlfs. The 
Cambridge editions spell -ιον; they show that in the leading majuscules 
the spelling -εΐ- is restricted to A in Exod. 35: 27. Here -ει- is obviously 
wrong; for it could only mean speaking-place, stage in the theatre (cf. LS), 
derived from λογεύς speaker, and nobody would suggest that by this the 
translator wished to describe the breast-plate as the ' place ' from which 
the divine oracle of Urim and Thummim was 'speaking', λόγιον, on 
the contrary, yields all that is required, its original meaning (from 
Herodotus and Thucydides onwards) being oracle, especially one preserved 
from antiquity (LS). In the same sense it is also used as an adjective 
(Απόλλωνος δώμα λόγιον Berl. Sitzb. 1911, p. 632 (Cyprus)). So we 
are at liberty to interpret it as either a noun or an adjective. In the 
latter case περιστήθιον (Exod. 28: 4) could be understood.20-21 

μεθοδεία. See above, sub έξοδεία. 

νεανιεία. νεανεία, Philo, vit. Mos. 1, 301, must, of course, be spelled 
νεανιεία as it is in post. Cain 170 and spec. leg. ra, 41. It ranges with 
spellings like κυρεία, de Jos. 71, ταμεϊον, det. pot. 68; immut. 42; spec. leg. 
ι, 78, υγεία (sic) passim, interchanging with ύγιεία, πεΐν (not in 
Leisegang), which cannot be tolerated in our texts. It is impossible 
with LS, which still reads νεανείαν in spite of Wendland 11, 37, 30, to 
maintain the different spelling as expressing a difference in meaning. 
Behind this mistaken differentiation there is the supposed *νεανία 
which has been discarded above (p. 37). νεανιεία forms a group with 
νεανιεύομαι, νεανίευμα; cf. the discussion in note 17, p. 282. 

οίχετεία. In Job 1: 3 n^3J| household of slaves was literally rendered by 
Symmachus who put οίκετεία. Field's -ια is itacistic, as is the spelling 
in Epict., Ench. 33, 7 (LS). This is borne out by inscriptions and the 
verb οίκετεύω. 



όλεθρεία. I should prefer όλεθρεία to όλεθρία in the L X X . There are 
only two ancient formations, όλεθρος, ολέθριος (cf. the hap. leg. όλεθρο-
φόρος in 4 Mace. 8: 19) without any verb *όλεθρ-. In the LXX, 
however, we frequently have όλεθρεύω, έξολεθρεύω; we find έξολέθ-
ρευμα ι Sam. 15: 21, -σις four times, and in addition Josh. 17: 13 (GN 
etc.), all these formations being almost without exception confined to 
biblical speech. So it may be sound to bring the noun into closer relation 
to -εύω by spelling it -εία (Esther 8: 12* Rahlfs = E(i6)2i Swete; 
3 Mace. 4: 2; 5: 5). 

όρφανεΐα. Vtetf childlessness is in Isa. 47: 9 translated άτεκνία. This is 
the normal translation of the root *?3tf, cf. Ps. 34 (35) : 12. But in the 
previous verse, Isa. 47: 8, we find the bold and apt translation όρφα-
νείαν (for the same word ViDfJ). Rahlfs is right in spelling -εία, because 
the abstract noun cannot be derived from ορφανός, but only from the 
verb ορφανεύω (Mayser i 2 3, 9). 

προσεδρεία. 3 Mace. 4: 15 (with Rahlfs), compare προσεδρεύειν 
ι Mace. 1 1 : 40 and the lexicographer Zonaras (I a / I p ) : προσεδρεία-
ή επίμονος καΐ διηνεκής ασχολία- δ ίφθογγον (quoted by Schleusner 
ν , 476). 

στρατεία. An instructive example of the confusion caused by itacism in 
the tradition and among the grammarians is afforded by the treatment 
of στρατεία in 2 Cor. 10: 4. Here the meaning campaign clearly requires 
-εία; any doubt is removed by the preceding στρατενόμεθα in v. 3.** 
Nevertheless -εία- is the reading of only a minority (including $* 6 and 
B). Lachmann, whose ambition is merely to restore a fourth-century 
text, prints the right form without wasting words on it, but Hort 
(App. p. i53 b) notes 'στρατία (not to be confounded with στρατιά, 
compare Krüger on Thuc. 1 3 4 ) ' and calls it a 'doubtful case'. He 
is followed by Schmiedel, §5 n. 31, and even Deissmann, NBSt p. 9, 
who gives post-Christian examples for the same mis-spelling in the 
Fayyum papyri. AU three of them acquiesce in leaving this itacism as 
it stands.28 

But then it is inconsistent to refer to Krüger, for the passage in 
Thucydides, which he quotes, is one of the rare instances where 
στρατιά has the connotation expedition, as it already had in an Attic 
inscription of 424" (M.-Schw. p. 55 n. 474). To be consistent they 
would have to write στρατιά oxytone.24 Moulton n, 78 gives an 



appropriate précis, disfigured only by the misprint στρατία at the 
decisive point. Bl.-Debr. §23, W. Bauer and Nestle, the latter under 
the auspices of Schmiedel, at last put an end to the traditional sub
servience to the MSS. As regards the L X X , Helbing and Thackeray 
say nothing. If one analyses the article ' στρατιά (-εία) ' in HR, the 
result is that there is only one occurrence of -εια: 4 Mace. 9: 23 (24) 
στρατείαν στρατεύσασθε (cf. 1 Tim. 1: 18), στρατείαν, 2 Mace. 13: 14, 
being a peculiar reading of A against στρατοπεδείαν of the others, 
which is rightly found in Rahlfs' text. [But Swete gives A's reading as 
στρατιάν, and Rahlfs στρατιαν unaccented. Ed.] A may have been 
copied from a MS in which στρατοττεδείαν was given as a contraction 
στραΤΕΙΑΝ (cf. below, pp. 135-8). Everywhere else we must read 
στρατιά, except Num. 10: 28 where στρατιαί is a corruption (not 
observed in BH3) for άπαρτίαι26 representing "»»OO as in v. 12 and 
Exod. 40: 36 (same corruption Judith 3: 10 in cod. S). 

συνεδρεία. We should certainly read συνεδρεία Judith 6: 1, 17; 11 : 9 
(as we should in Polybius 18, 54 (37), 2 and Aristeas 303), along with 
συνέδριον. 

συνοδεία. See above, sub έξοδεία. 

φυγαδεία. φυγαδεϊαι plur., sedition (Aram. "lHfltfg) must be read with 
the great majority of our MSS in 2 Esdras 4: 15, 19 (φυγαδεϊαι δούλων: 
άττοστάσεις καΐ φυγαδεϊαι). The variant φυγαδεία, neutr. plur., which 
in v. 15 is found only in BA and the L X X doublet of Lucian, and in 
v. 19 in Bchm (Lucian proper reading αγώνες in both passages) does 
not make sense here. Its termination in -εϊον secures it the meaning 
place of refuge, and so it is rightly found in the traditional text of 
Num. 35: 15. Here Rahlfs, with B, Swete and BM, puts a meaningless 
φυγαδιον in Numbers and refers to it when in the Esdras passages just 
mentioned he puts its plural. In Esdras, however, φυγαδεϊαι is sup
ported by a hexaplaric addition which goes back to Symmachus. This 
is shown by the Syr. h e x- of Ezek. 17: 20 (21) which reads (την άδικίαν 
αυτοί/...) καΐ πάσας φυγαδείας αύτου. Although φυγαδεία here 

represents rnaip (from ma to flee) and is given as U-oo î. (from v O ^ to 
•/&*) by Syr.h e x-, it must be translated by sedition, as the translator connects 
the words with the preceding passage. LS is therefore mistaken in record
ing 'body of fugitives, L X X Ez. 17: 21 cod. Alex.' 



1.7. Terminations: feminines in -ciä 
From stems in -εσ- with adjectives in -ής feminine nouns are formed in 
-εια (e.g. ακριβής, ακρίβεια stem άκριβεσ-). There are exceptions to this 
rule, but hardly any that could not be easily explained. Thus, for 
example, when considering the alternative formations ωφέλεια and 
ώφελία, which are both metrically certain, we may remember that the 
simple form *ωφελης does not exist, only the compound ανωφελής, and 
that the verb ώφελέω would lead to ώφελία. So we shall have to explain 
any seeming irregularities. 

άείκεια, αϊκεια. άεικής (Attic; later contracted to αΐκής) can only form 
a noun άείκεια, αϊκεια. For the facts, which had already been seen by 
G. Meyer (Bezz- Beitr. 1, 88, cf. K.-Blass 1 1, 215), I quote Georg 
Kaibel: 

Von άεικής, αΐκής ist das richtig gebildete Nomen αϊκεια. Daß Dichter
gebrauch wie εύσεβΐα so άεικΐα hätte bilden können, ist an sich wahr, da aber 
überall, wo άεικία, αίκία überliefert ist, das 1 lang sein muß oder sein kann, so 
geht daraus hervor, daß die Nebenform nicht gebildet worden ist. Hermann 
(zu OK 752) hat gegen Elmsley und Porson mit Unrecht polemisiert 
(Sophokles Elektro, Leipzig, 1896, p. 150, on verse 486). 

Crönert, MGHp. 31 n. 2, in addition quotes examples oîcholiambi with 
the word at the end of a line, one from Herodas (III a) and several from 
Babrius (II p) where the metre requires -i-i^ throughout. These facts are 
far from being presented clearly in LS. We still read αίκία in Burnet's 
Oxford Plato and elsewhere. Here the helpful analogy to έτπεικής, 
έτπείκεια may have been obscured by the contraction of άει- to at-. 
Equally Rahlfs, though spelling επιείκεια correctly throughout, displays 
αίκία instead of αϊκεια in all three passages 2 Mace. 7:42 ; 3 Mace. 4 :14; 
6: 2e.28 (Yet he is right in spelling τταθοκράτεια 4 Mace. 13: 5 with V a 

(cf. εγκράτεια and επικράτεια) and, contrariwise, εργολαβία Sir. 29: 19, 
for there is no adjective in -ής, but only εργολάβος and the verb 
έργολαβέω.27·28 Here it is obvious that late copyists were misled by 
ευλάβεια, which is correctly derived from ευλαβής.) 

From Homer onwards the verb was always άεικί^ειν. In fact, deri
vations from adjectival stems in -εσ- without exception follow this 
secondary type of formation after the pattern of the much more 
numerous adjectives in -oç (Debrunner, Wb. §258, and IF40, 1922, 
p. 108). This αϊκί3ειν gave rise to the spelling αίκία in spite of the length 



of the second syllable, and Homeric άεικία as Ionic άεικίη acted in the 
same direction. Moreover, the noun and verb both formed part of a 
stock phrase (πασαν αίκίαν αυτούς αίκισάμενος Jos., AJ vu, 52, cf. 
Polyb. 24, 9, 13). Since in L X X (2-4 Macc.) αϊκεια, αίκισμός, α ί κ φ -
αθαι do not make a combined appearance comparable with the stock 
phrase mentioned, I still keep to the correct non-Ionic spelling αϊκεια. 
As an instructive parallel I mention another group starting from an 
adjective in -ής with α prtOativum, αφανής, αφάνεια, άφαν^ω. Here the 
form άφανία is mentioned by Apoll. Dysc , Synt. 341, 8 (LS). 

άκήδεια. See above, sub κηδεία, p . 40. 

έκτένεια. Rahlfs, who in most instances applies the general rule, 
nevertheless puts έκτενία in 2 Macc. 14: 38 and 3 Macc. 6: 41, whereas 
earlier in the same volume he had given the correct form in -εια in 
Judith 4: 9 bis. In so doing he faithfully follows Swete who, in turn, 
follows his leading MS. A formation in -ία would go back either to an 
adjective in -os or a verb in -έω which is not found in this late word-
family. 

[επαρχεία]. False form for επαρχεία, q.v., p. 39. 

[έργολάβεια]. False form for εργολαβία (see sub άείκεια, p . 44), there 
being no adjective in -ής, but only εργολάβος and the verb έργολαβέω. 

ευλάβεια. Correct form, since derived from ευλαβής. 

[χαχοπάθεια]. False form for κακοπαθία, Mal. 1: 13; 2 Macc. 2: 26 f.; 
4 Macc. 9: 8 (Glaser pp. 5, 73 f.; Schweizer, Perg. p . 54; Crönert, MGH 
p. 32 ; Mayser i 2 3, 35). Glaser rightly urged the introduction of this 
form instead of -εια into Polybius according to contemporary monu
mental evidence, and it is remarkable that two inscriptions from I I s , 
quoted by Deissmann, NBSt p. 91, display side by side, the one έκτέ-
νειαν καΐ κακοπαθίαν, the other έπιμελεία καΐ κακοπαθία. The reason is 
obvious - the noun is derived from κακοπαθέω, which is amply found 
from Thucydides onwards, whereas there is very little attestation for 
κακοπαθής. We may compare κακοπραγία Wisd. of Sol. 5: 23 (24), 
derived from κακοπραγέω, whereas a κακοπραγής is found only in 
Hesychius. In LS there are separate headings for κακοπάθεια and 
κακοπαθία, which is certainly unjustified ; see Schweizer, Perg. pp. 54 f. 



παθοκράτεια. Correct form (4 Macc. 13: 5 with V a ) ; cf. εγκράτεια and 
έττικράτεια. 

προσφίλεια. Field was obviously right in suggesting (in his note 2) the 
spelling with -ει- instead of the traditional $σμα ττροσφιλίας ( η τ ^ ' T t f ) 
A' Ps. 44 (45): ι. Unfortunately his traditionalist mentality here, as 
often, prevented him from drawing the consequences for his text, and 
therefore LS still exhibits 'ττροσφιλία, ή = ττροσφίλεια Aq. Ps. 44 (45) : 
ι ' . Yet it shows at the same time that προσφιλής is very common, and 
ττροσφιλέω almost non-existent. Therefore -ια ought to be mentioned, 
if at all, as only an itacism. 

1.8. Terminations: neuters in -10ν and -ειον 
Owing to various conflicting tendencies the facts are here rather 
complicated and by no means easy to disentangle. The original suffix, 
of course, was -ιον, -ειον being a subdivision of it originating from, but 
by no means confined to, stems in -εσ (-εσνον) or -ερ (-έργον). But this 
much can be said: primarily, and for a remarkable part of the develop
ment of the Greek language, -tov was not by any means a suffix with a 
diminutive meaning. I t meant after the manner of and could also be an 
enlarged form of the substantive itself.29 So it could be used to help in 
avoiding unusually short words, like θήρ, by forming θηρίον as even 
later, when the diminutive meaning prevailed, neuters were increasingly 
substituted for nouns of unusual formation (apvfov for άρήν the nom. 
of which is found in inscriptions only, κοράσιον for κόρη). Different 
classes can be distinguished according to meaning: names of (1) places, 
(2) temples, (3) festivals (plur.), (4) prizes, fees, rewards (Chantraine 
p. 57). They all, but particularly the first three, are also subdivisions 
characteristic of nouns in -ειον. A special class of nouns in -ειον is 
represented by words denoting premises where a craftsman (mostly in 
-εύς) carries on his business or sells his goods (i.e. a factory or shop). 
As this formation has been extended to cover derivations from words 
other than in -εύς, -εύω, it is about the only class which is throughout 
formed in -ειον to the exclusion of mere -ιον or other endings. 

In a detailed book on word-formation this chapter would be one of 
the most interesting. I t would reveal some overlapping and apparent 
inconsistencies and at the same time show that the system is not rich 
enough to avoid some ambiguity: ττορθμεΐον, for example, can mean 
ferry-boat, landing-place, ferryman's fee. 



The Attic inscriptions of the pre-Hellenistic period distinguish care
fully between formations in -εϊον and -ιον from the same stem, 3 0 and it 
would be rash to suppose that the itacistic alteration of pronunciation 
made them homonyms. Strictly speaking there are no homonyms at all, 
for a word never appears in a detached way, but always in a sentence 
and a connection which, together with the accentuation of the phrase, 
conveys the proper sense of the sentence to those listening. 

After thus briefly fixing our standards we proceed to discuss the 
mistaken forms in our editions. 

I.8.I. Nouns in -ιον3 1 

άποδοχιον. As Wackernagel (ThLZ, I9°°» PP- 36 f.) has seen, the 
unanimous evidence given by good papyri of I I I" proves the spelling 
-εϊον wrong in άποδοχιον storehouse Sir. 1:17, cistern 50: 3 (in 39: 17 the 
free translation of the Hebrew, άποδόχια υδάτων, which has in mind 
Ps. 32: 7 τιθείς έν θησαυροϊς αβύσσους, links the two meanings of the 
Greek word) and in ύποδόχιον in Aristeas 89, 91 and Strabo (Mayser i 2 

3, 45 f.). Against LS I would accordingly spell ύδροδόχιον reservoir 
(Mayser i 2 3, 50, not in the LXX) as well as ύδραγώγιον aqueduct, as is 
correctly transmitted for A' 2 Sam. 8 :1 . With another example I rather 
hesitate to give a clear decision; μελανοδοχεΤον inkstand, recorded for 
A' Ezek. 9: 2, is a hap. leg. for what is elsewhere called μελανοδόκον 
(Mayser i 2 3, 171) or -δόχον (Pollux 10, 60, cf. Crönert, MGH p . 301). 
Here, according to Field, Jerome, who alone records Aquila's trans
lation, spells -εϊον. I t can be seen from the evidence available that in 
these words this spelling prevailed in documents written in the period 
A.D., its source being obvious - πανδοκεϊον inn, which, however, is 
correctly formed from πανδοκεύς inn-keeper. But there is some late 
metrical evidence for a simple (μέλανος) δοχεϊον ink-horn, and a very 
late δοχεύς recipient (of oracles or inspiration). On the other hand, 
δοχιον (sic) is recorded f o r C Lev. 8: 8, where the L X X has λόγιον for 
fltfl, and here everybody would be inclined to spell δοχεϊον. 

όπτάνιον. Etymology, semasiology, and analogy may more than once 
have led to scribal mistakes. So at first sight it is against reason that 
όπτάνιον place for roasting, kitchen should be spelled with -ιον in spite of 
όπτανεύς, and μαγειρεϊον place for cooking, kitchen with -εϊον while the 
name of the craftsman was μάγειρος, for in both instances we would 
expect just the reverse. Yet όπτάνιον, which we find only in Quinta 



Hos. 7: 4, is metrically certain (Lobeck, Phryn. pp. 276 f.), and μαγει-
ρεΤον, on the other hand, is confirmed by the spelling μσγιρέον in an 
inscription from Delos (LS s.o.). I t is safest to suppose that the erroneous 
teaching 'άτττανεϊον δια διφθόγγου ' (Etymol. Magn.) is influenced by 
the analogy of formations like μσγειρείον. Etymol. Magn. itself compares 
βαλανεΐον bathing-room which, however, looks more remote. 

προάστιον, suburb, is metrically certain. I t is against the evidence of the 
majuscules (-ει- in B a b only) that Rahlfs puts -ει- in Num. 35: 2, 7 from 
misleading etymological considerations. Here the information given by 
Chantraine p . 61 and even by Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 470, was still 
mistaken. 8 2 The right inference from the metrical evidence was drawn 
by Chantraine, BSL 36, Comptes Rendus p . 39, and LS s.v. The mistaken 
spelling προαστεϊον is found also in the marginal scholion of min. 243 
on Δεβλαθα 2 Kings 25: 20 (Field 1,699) and again in A'Jer. 38 (31) : 40 
and C Josh. 21: 2, 15. 

ύδραγώγιον. See above, sub άποδοχιον p . 47. 

ύδροδοχιον. See above, sub άποδοχιον p . 47. 

χαλκίον is read by all editions in 1 Sam. 2: 14 and by the Cambridge 
editions in 1 Esdras 1: 11 (12); here Rahlfs (1: 13) reads -eïov, as did 
Bos in 1709, and as all do in 2 Chron. 35: 13 and Job 41: 22 (23). For 
copper vessel -fov alone is possible (M.-Schw. p . 55 n. 466; Schweizer, 
Perg. p . 203; Mayser i 2 3, 15). A. Meineke, Vindiciarum Strabonianarum 
Liber, Berlin, 1852, p . 91, has seen that the spelling in -fov is required 
metri causa without exception (Schweizer, loc. cit.).38 From Mayser 
numbers of words in -ιον for vessels can be collected, but the mis
spelling in -εϊον may have arisen with some scribes in papyri of the third 
century B.C. onwards, who took as their model words for vessels like 
άγγείον, όλκεΐον (this wrongly -1-Judith 15: 11 (14) in the Cambridge 
editions, with Όλκεια A S ' in BM's first apparatus of mis-spellings, 
whereas Swete simply records it as a variant) . 8 4 

1.8.3. Names of festivals in -ια (nenter plural) 
πρωτοκλήσια. This hap. leg., occurring in 2 Macc. 4 :21 , has at last 
been satisfactorily explained by LS = άνακλητήρια, festival on a king's 
proclamation. Whereas Swete gives the correct spelling without any 



comment, Rahlfs, with the earlier editions, e.g. Bos, Tischendorf7, puts 
-κλίσια, attributing the spelling with -η- to A alone, as Bos also had done. 
I t is this spelling which, yielding no sense, but, perhaps, caused by the 
N T ή πρωτοκλισία, led to strange proposals by H. Grotius and others. 
We may compare τα πρωτογενέσια, celebration of a first birthday, in a 
papyrus from I I p . Further classical examples are Ελευσίνια, "Ολύμπια 
and Hellenistic γενέσια, εγκαίνια, α^υμα (Schwyzer n, 43). 

σαββατα does not belong to this group (cf. pp. 159 fr.). 

1.8.3. Nouns in -cïov 

τ α αρ ιστε ία . See sub τά πρεσβεία, p. 52. 

τ α δευτερεϊα. See sub τ ά πρεσβεία, p. 52. 

δοκιμεΐον. The word δοκιμιον has long puzzled N T expositors. In one 
of his remarkable essays Deissmann (NBSt pp. 86 if.) made it clear that 
neither in Jas. 1: 3 nor in 1 Pet. 1: 7 does δοκιμεΐον = test, means of 
testing make good sense. (See Additional Note below.) In Ps. 11 : 7, 
moreover, he shows that the Greek passage runs much more easily if we 
understand the adjective δοκιμιον as an attribute to άργύριον real, pure, 
approved silver; yet the Hebrew original (12: 7) X1*fr is difficult 
and causes some hesitation. The Greek translation of the whole passage 
follows the Hebrew word for word. Now one of the astonishing dis
coveries of Flashar's 'Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter' 
(ZAWgp, 1912) is that whenever this translator turns to anything like 
a word-for-word reproduction of the original, the reason is either that 
he does not understand it enough even to guess at its meaning, or that 
the original is easily understood, but he wishes to deviate from it for 
religious considerations. Here is difficult. Some commentators 
change it into f"Jp. The L X X simply renders τη γ η . V 1?^ is still more 
obscure ; we have to guess its meaning from the Targumic interpretation 
melting-furnace or from its meaning in modern Hebrew, obviously. If we 
neglect a, for the sake of which Schleusner rather oddly suggested the 
insertion of εΙς or κατά (n, 184), δοκιμεΐον = means of testing would be 
much closer to the original. Then the words δοκιμεΐον τ η γ η would 
represent one of those passages which Flashar rightly recognizes as so 
many declarations of bankruptcy on the part of this meticulous trans
lator. From this it seems to follow that we have to put δοκιμεΐον as a 



noun, refraining from drawing more of a meaning from it than the 
translator was able to put into it. Moreover, if the adjective, in its turn, 
had to be spelled with -ei- as well, as LS suggests, the spelling would 
be the same whether we put the noun or the adjective (cf. below, 
P- 57)· 

Additional Note 
Bl.-Debr. §263, 1 and Grundmann (TWNTu, 262) follow Deissmann. 
W. Bauer, on the other hand, retains means of test in James, accepting 
proved for Peter only. Still in both passages the wording is identical. So 
we should have to assume that the two authors understood their common 
source - either a written document or a cherished stock phrase - in a 
different way. This assumption is most unlikely; at any rate, early 
readers can hardly be supposed to have taken δοκιμεΐον to be means of 
testing, referring to ττειρασμοΐξ v. 2. 

In the same article Deissmann dealt with Prov. 27: 21 also. I can 
follow him in so far as he postulates the noun δοκιμεΐον for Prov. 
27:21. 

[Deissmann spells -ιον or -ιον, as did his contemporaries. But -εϊον is 
attested by an Attic inscription, M.-Sch. p . 51 n. 394. His translation 
Prüfungsmittel für Silber und Gold ist die Glut is mistaken. It overlooks the 
fact that the Hebrew has two brief parallel stichi without verbs 
which are retained in the otherwise free translation of this difficult 
passage : a means of testing for silver, and for gold, a proving by fire (Prov. 
27: 24).] 

κυλικεϊον, sideboard, cup-stand, is certain in 1 Macc. 15: 32 and probable 
in Esther 1: 7, as can be proved from Aristeas §319 f. (see Excursus I I I 
on pp. 211 ff.), so that no κυλίκιον, cup, is left in the LXX. 

λαμπαδεΐον. This must be claimed as the correct spelling in the LXX, 
in which the word nowhere means small torch. In Exod. 38: 16 (37: 19) 
it renders yai , cup or calyx of a flower, here used metaphorically of the 
bowl for the lamps on the candelabra. The same thing is called îlVî in 
Zech. 4: 2 f., where also it is translated λαμτταδεΐον (κρατήρ in Exod. 
25: 30 (31) ff.). This bowl was filled with water as a protection against 
pieces of wicks from the lamps, which, when falling down, were ex
tinguished in the water (Horst, explaining Zech. 4: 2 f.). Therefore we 
ought not to translate oil-vessel any more than in Eccles. 12:6 where the 
LXX, keeping to the metaphor, translates άνθέμιον.85 



Incidentally άνθέμιον ( F b M m g befgisvz La. Philo and even χ at the 
second occurrence) was long ago restored by Grabe for the mistaken 
ένθέμιον in Exod. 38: 16 (37: 19) bis.36 λαμπαδεϊα ι Kings 7: 35 (49) 
stands for ΓΠΒ sing, blossom,1" correctly representing the bowls for the 
lamps on the candlestick. Correctly and purposely: for in v. 12 (26) 
of the same chapter the translator renders ffivt n"iB by βλαστός 
κρίνου. 3 8 

μαγειρεΐον. See sub όπτάνιον, p. 47. 

μελανθεΐον, black cummin. This spelling should be adopted in Isa. 28: 
27 bis. The entire MS tradition certainly gives -ιον everywhere, but it is 
refuted by the unanimous testimony of Ptolemaic papyri ('stehende 
Form der Papyri ' , Mayser i 2 3, 15), including a gen. -έου, and by the 
fact that the penult, is long in Nicander's Theriaka 43. The etymology 
points in the same direction, since the word is derived from άνθος (adj. 
μελανθής) by a haplology μελ<αν)άνθειον (-ανθεο-yov). LS, while giving all 
the evidence, still keeps to the mistaken heading μελάνθιον. Its next 
article, "Ανθιον, τό, in Orphic phraseology, spring, Orph. FT. 33', gives 
rise to similar doubts. 

μελανοδοχεΐον. Doubtful form; see sub άποδοχιον, p . 47. 

όλκεΐον. See sub χαλκίον, p . 48. 

πολυανδρεΐον, common burial-place, must be spelled with -ει-, as 
M.-Schw. 3 p . 52 proved from CIA n 471, 22 (found a second time in 
line 69 there), cf. also IG 2 2, 1035.33 (86*). All our Greek editions, 
however, give -ιον as a proparoxytone, even when the correct spelling 
is found in the best MSS, as in Josephus, Β J v, 19, where Niese's 
apparatus has πολυανδρεΐον (sic), as does the editor of IG 2 2 . 3 9 

πορεΐον. Found twice in the LXX, yet never, I think, in the emended 
text. In Esther 8: 14 it belongs to an addition due to Origen; in Gen. 
45: 17 it is in our texts, but here the evidence of ChB 962 ( ΙΠ Ρ ) is in 
favour of the rarer word φορεΐον which is also in minn. 19 75 135, and 
to which also φορτία in the secondary Lucianic tradition, called /' by 
Rahlfs, Gen., seems to refer. Here φορεΐον means beast of burden (plur.) ; 
m 2 Macc. 3: 27 litter. Both words must be spelled with -ει-, as in 
Gen. 45: 17, where DF rightly spell πορεία. 4 0 



τά πρεσβεία ; τά αριστεία ; τά πρωτεία, δευτερεΐα, τριτεΐα ; τά πρω-
τοτσκεΐα. 
We take next a distinct group denoting rank, distinction, privilege, or 
prerogative. Some expressions are used in the sing, -εϊον, but the plural in 
-εϊα is more frequent. They appear along with verbs in -εύειν. There are 
τα πρεσβεία right of the eldest, his share of the inheritance, together with ή 
πρεσβεία, seniority, right of the elder; τα πρωτείαfirst prize, place, δευτερεΐα, 
τριτεΐα (cf. p . 57) ; τα αριστεία meed of valour, prize of victory, trophy. 
A further example is Hellenistic and in most of its formations not 
earlier than the LXX, or even confined to it. There are two distinctive 
lines: (1) activai πρωτότοκος from Homer onward, with passival 
πρωτόγονος, passival πρωτότοκος not earlier than the LXX, replacing 
πρωτόγονος, the verb πρωτοτοκεϊν bear one's first-born, only in LXX, 
ι Sam. 6: 7, 10; Jer . 4: 31. 

(2) τα πρωτοτοκεϊα right of primogeniture, thefirst-born's birthright ( = τα 
πρεσβεία) Gen. 25: 31-4; 27: 36; Deut. 21: 17; 1 Chron. 5: 1; Heb. 
12: 16; Philo, alleg. n, 47, ra, 190; sacr. 120; sobr. 25 (in sacr. following 
πρεσβεία (119) as a stylistic variation), everywhere with the itacistic 
mistake -τόκια in the editions, though not in all MSS. In its place 
Aquila uses ή πρωτοτοκεία, which is peculiar to him. He may have 
preferred it as a closer reproduction of the Hebrew fem. sing, Îi"p3, and 
may well have fashioned it after ή πρεσβεία. It is ascribed to him in 
Gen. 25: 34 and may be his alone in Deut. 21: 17, where Syr . m mentions 
the Three, in Gen. 43: 33, where Ρ» has it sine nomine and j ( = 57) in 
the text itself41 and in 1 Chron. 5: 1 πρωτοτοκεία] -τοκιαν N^g. 

The spelling πρωτοτοκεία, though needing no justification, is put 
beyond doubt by the occurrence of the verb πρωτοτοκεύειν in two 
passages. Both passages render a Hebrew idiom in a rather un-Greek 
way, though, of course, the choice of -ευειν along with -εϊον is in itself 
quite normal. In Deut. 21 :16 the Piel 133, treat some one as though he were 
the first-born, a declarative rather than a causative, is rendered πρωτοτο-
κευσαι. No Greek without access to the Hebrew could ever have under
stood the true meaning intended. Neither πρωτεύειν nor άριστεύειν nor 
πρεσβεύειν was ever used to express a causative. The over-elaborated 
wording of Lev. 27: 26, '"^ n?a;"1$< "Vtoa, the first-born which is born as 
such to the Lord, is duly simplified by the LXX, πρωτότοκον δ έαν 
γένηται . . . τ ω κυρίω, but C θ ' Ο insert a second πρωτότοκον before 
γένηται. Aquila goes further: πλην πρωτότοκον πρωτοτοκευθήσεται. 
In this he seems to miss the meaning of the Hebrew, a rare thing with 



him. πρωτοτοκηθήσεται would have been more appropriate, but this 
verb is not in his vocabulary, so far as we know. We have seen that it, 
too, is confined to two Septuagintal passages. 

πρεσβεΐον/πρεσβυτερ(ε)ιον. In Susanna 50 (Θ'-text) there is an 
interesting textual variant - πρεσβεΐον Β 88 41 ο] πρεσβυτερ(ε)ιον rel. 
(Bas.) - the discussion of which has become involved in the recent 
controversy about 1 Tim. 4: 14. In the Timothy passage D. Daube, 
ZNW'48, 1957, pp. 119-26 understands μετά επιθέσεως των χειρών του 
πρεσβυτερίου (gen. finalis) as investiture with the office of a church 
elder, and J . Jeremias, in an addition to this article (pp. 127 f.) adduces 
as a parallel the phrase from Susanna 50 (Θ'-text) σοΙ δέδωκεν ό θεός τό 
πρεσβυτέριον. G. Bornkamm, TWNT vi, 666 n. 92, commenting on 
the Timothy passage, objects that elsewhere in the Pastorals πρεσβυτέ-
ριον stands for the body of elders. For Susanna, on the other hand, he 
accepts dignity of an elder as the meaning required by the context, though 
he mentions the reading of Β 88 410, πρεσβεΐον. The editions of Susanna 
read πρεσβεΐον and not πρεσβυτήριον, and they are right, as can be 
amply proved by three strands of evidence. 

First, context. The elders merely ask Daniel to take his seat among 
them and to instruct them, άνάγγειλον ήμΐν, for to him God has given the 
privilege of age (πρεσβεΐον), however young he may be. In so doing they 
do not co-opt him to the office of elder (πρεσβυτέριον). Officialdom, 
realizing its inability, invites the charismatic for this one occasion 
only. 

Next, grammar. As we have seen, distinction is expressed by the 
suffix -εϊον; and the actual spelling in Susanna is πρεσβυτερεϊον. The 
form πρεσβυτερεϊον, of course, is impossible; though in a similar 
passage, Gen. 43: 33, which describes the seating of Joseph's brethren 
at his table, ό πρωτότοκος κατά τά πρεσβεία αύτοϋ καΐ ό νεώτερος κατά 
την νεότητα αυτού, the form πρεσβυτερεΐα (instead of πρεσβεία) occurs 
again in the early Pap. 962 ( Ι Π ρ ) . Now a noun in -εϊον would be as 
impossible in a derivation from a comparative as would a verb in -εύω. 
(We have πρεσβεύω, but, of course, no *πρεσβυτερεύω. We have 
έλαττόω and biblical έλασσονόω, but a κρεισσονεύω to be better is of 
dubious authority, as it is found only in a quotation from the lost 
pseudo-Herodianic Επιμερισμοί 6g (LS); the ancient lexica have 
κρεισσόω.) We must, therefore, regard πρεσβυτερεϊον as a mistake for 
πρεσβεΐον. Similarly in Susanna the existence side by side of πρεσβύ
τεροι and πρεσβϋται is best explained with Ziegler (xvi 2, 65) as due to 



the habit of contractive spelling. Additional proof comes from Susanna 
24, where min. 88 reads πρεσβυτοι which is πρεσβϋτοϊ = πρεσβύτεροι. 

Thirdly, there is the date of the text. Here in Susanna 50 B, sup
ported by two Lucianics, is a pre-Theodotionic, Jewish text, whereas the 
bulk of the MSS is Christian, and their variant so much later than the 
N T that it cannot be invoked as a 'pre-Christian' precedent in support 
of Timothy. I t is neither 'non-Christian' ('außerchristlich', Jeremias) 
nor 'pre-Christian' ( 'in vorchristlicher Literatur ' , G. Bornkamm), but 
a graphical corruption, perhaps anticipating Jeremias' misinterpreta
tion of the Timothy passage. [This article πρεσβεϊον/πρεσβυτερ(ε)ιον 
appears in two variant forms in Walters' MS. I have given as fair a 
précis of both as I could. For a much fuller and more cogent account of 
the matter see Walters' own article, 'πρεσβυτέριον in 1 Tim. 4: 14 and 
Susanna 50', £JVW 51, i960, pp. 27-30 - Ed.] 

σκαφεΐον. This is the correct spelling in C 1 Sam. 13: 20 (-ειον ζ, 
-ιον m) . 

σφογεΐον. There are no occurrences of σφαγεϊον in the LXX, but 
many of σφάγιον. 

τ α τριτεΐα. See sub τα πρεσβεία, p . 52. 

φορεΐον. See sub πορεΐον, p . 51. 

φυγαδεΐον. See sub φυγαδεϊαι, p . 43. 

1.84. Temple-names 
Here we cannot simply restore the Attic forms, as a development can be 
observed. For temple-names (and, in plural, for names of festivals as well) 
originally the suffix -ιον was used : Debrunner, Wb. p . 289, gives four 
examples, Άπόλλων-Άπολλώνιον, Νύμφη-Νυμφαϊον, "Αρτεμις-* Αρτε-
μίσιον, θησεύς-θησεϊον. But this simple scheme is sometimes already 
relinquished in the classical period, -εϊον or -ιον expanding at one 
another's expense. Μουσεϊον as seat of the muses (place-name) is correct, 
as temple it is an extension of the original scheme. But, in line with 
θησεΐον, ' Ηράκλειον, we read Άνάκειον temple of the "Ανοχές or Dioscuri, 
along with -ιον (M.-Schw. p . 53 n. 437) (so that Άνάκεια for their 
festival must not be corrected in Lysias), and ΑΙάντεια (M.-Schw. p. 50 



η. 364) (missing in LS) in Attic inscriptions, in spite of Pindar's -ία. 
We read Πανδρόσειον from Πάνδροσος (M.-Schw. p . 52 n. 409) and, 
on the other hand, Προμήθια (M.-Schw. p . 55 n. 457) which, however, 
does not necessitate a change of the forms in -εια in Lysias and Xeno-
phon any more than the discarding of one of the alternatives Κρόνειον-
Κρόνιον from Κρόνος (the accentuation in Mayser i 2 3, 15 and LS must 
be corrected). 

If we turn to the Ptolemaic papyri, another type has emerged and 
become dominant, for almost all the temple-names enumerated in 
Mayser 1, 92 end in -ιεϊον. Where the god's name ends in -1, this is 
correct (Άσκλητπεϊον), as it is in the case of most of the Egyptian names 
quoted there; but we also read Άμμωνιεϊον from "Αμμων (Amon) 
and, a Greek example again, ' Ηφαιοτιεϊον, where the -1- has no justi
fication. On the other hand we should expect -ιεϊον in Βονβαστεϊον, 
the goddess being called Βούβασης, -ιος in Herodotus (Bastet of 
Βούβαστις or Βούβαστος). The reason, however, is obvious, -ιεϊον and 
-εϊον being merely graphically different ways of expressing an identical 
termination, the i-vowels of which had coalesced into one mono
phthong at a very early date. 

How distinctly the longer termination has come to be looked on as 
the proper and ruling one is seen from Άττολλωνιεϊον ( I I s ) which, 
perhaps, was also in the mind of Diodorus, 14, 16, where we read 
-ωνειον (LS; cf. also Άττολλώνεια Πύθια Ephesus (ΠΙ*)). 

Another temple-name which is recorded by Mayser is of immediate 
consequence for the L X X : Άσταρτιεϊον from i6 i a and Άσταρτεϊον 
from 158" which latter, however, he suspects of being rather doubtful, 
as it is read only by Angelo Mai ; also, two formations, which both 
date from the same year 158% Άσταρτιδεϊον and Άσταρτιδήνον 
(-ηνόν) 4 2 (all missing in LS). This insertion of a -δ- element is not 
unique; thus a Spartan inscription exhibits Άσκληττίδεια (the accent 
taken from LS) for the usual Άσκληττίεια. 

The temple of Astarte is once mentioned in the O T , rtiintf? rP3 
('rectius ϊΗξΓ ' BH3) and here, 1 Sam. 31: 10, Ασταρτιον, as given by A 
and the Aldine, is certainly wrong. What are we to put in its place? 

The name of the goddess did not originally end in - i ; this would 
point to Άσταρτεϊον. But, considering the Egyptian and Arabic 
parallels, recorded in G.-Buhl 1 6 p. 62 yb, which both end in -i, and, 
connecting with this the preference shown in Mayser's list for forms in 
-ιεϊον, including evidence for our word in Egypt where our text was 
translated, I would suggest Άσταρτιεϊον. In a similar formation the 



termination in -i is amply testified (Baudissin, RE3 n, 171 ff.) ; ö so we 
should read Άτεργατιεΐον in 2 Macc. 12: 26.** 

As in ι Cor. 8:10, we must spell είδωλεΐον in 1 Esdras 2:9(10) = 2:7 
Rahlfs (έν τ ω έαντοϋ είδωλείω = 2 Esdras 1 : η έν οίκω θεού αύτοο), 
Dan. L X X 1:2 (έν τω είδωλείω αύτοϋ = Θ' οίκον τοϋ θεοϋ αύτοο), 
Bel L X X 10 (els Τ Ο είδωλεΐον = θ ' etc τον οίκον τοο Βηλ), ι Macc. 1: 47 
(είδωλεΐα SV), ίο: 83 (els βηθ Δαγων τό είδωλεΐον αύτοο = 84 τό 
Ιερόν Δαγων). In 1 Sam. 3 1 * Ι 0 » which was dealt with above, the 
margin of cod. b (108) gives είδωλεΐον, spelled thus, as do some minus
cules in Dan. L X X 1: 2 and Bel L X X 10. Likewise we must spell έκ 
τοϋ Βηλείου in Bel L X X 22, where θ ' in a different translation says 
τό Ιερόν αύτοϋ at the end of the verse. 

If we may sum up, from the point of view of the different strata of 
the L X X translation, 1 Sam., 1 Esdras, Daniel (and Bel) L X X all 
alike represent a more primitive type of translation, employing terms of 
contemporary Greek, when forming temple-names; whereas 2 Esdras 
and Theodotion - which I do not otherwise identify - slavishly follow 
the Hebrew which itself has no temple-names. I think σαββατεϊον, 
house in which the Sabbath service was held, perhaps a synagogue (LS), 
Deer. ap. Jos., A J xvi, 164, is in line with our first stratum. 4 5 

In 2 Macc. we observe a variation of expression, using both kinds 
mentioned above: 1: 13 έν τω της Navafas Ιερφ, τών ττερί την Ναναίαν 
Ιερέων and ν. 15 τών Ιερέων τοϋ Ναναιου. Here Grimm was obviously 
right in spelling Ναναείου for the temple of Ναναία. 

1.9. Terminations: adjectives 
There is no sharp dividing line between nouns and adjectives, and both 
in the names of festivals and temples a neuter noun is understood (Ιερά 
pl. for names of festivals, and Ιερόν for temple-names). 

1.9.1. Adjectives in -ιος 
πελιός. In Prov. 23:29 Rahlfs puts πέλειοι ol οφθαλμοί noting ' ττελ(ε) ιοι 
B*S*A V f ] πελιδνοί rel.'. Swete gives πελιοί following S* ('ττέλειοι 
B * W A Α ' ) . πελι05 is correct, other formations being πελιδνός and the 
specifically Attic ττελιτνός. The word means livid, and Chantraine 
observes that adjectives denoting colours form a group ending in -ιός 
(p. 123). I t is true, there is a connection between the names for pigeons 
and the colour grey in many Indo-European languages (W. Schulze, 



Kl. Sehr. p. 122, 'griechisch πέλεια wilde Taube zu ττελιός'), and yet 
πελειος is nothing but a mis-spelling of later copyists who were in
fluenced by ή πέλεια and ή πελειάς both wild rock-pigeon, columba livida. 
The same error is found in a Latin gloss : ττελειος - lividus. Moreover the 
-Ϊ- is metrically certain in N i e , Ther. 272. Rahlfs is equally mistaken in 
spelling the verb έπελειώθη Lam. 5: 10. Here Swete gives the correct 
spelling, once more against B*. 

1.9.2. Adjectives in -ειος 
In ι Esdras 1: 29 we read τό άρμα τό δευτέριον.4 8 Yet δευτεριος is 
nothing but an itacism for δευτερεϊος of second quality, formed like 
πρωτεΐος, which in the O T literature is found in Symmachus only. 
Along with πρωτεύω, δευτερεύω, etc., we have this formation, together 
with a plur neut. first, etc., prize. So the whole article δεντέριος in LS 
consists of mis-spellings for -εϊος. Even A' Deut. 28: 57 τό δεντερεΐον 
afterbirth = fT1?!? (hap. leg.) cannot be analysed when spelled with 

δοχιμεΐος. Belongs to the same class as καθαρεϊος and μεγαλεϊος below, 
q.v.; Chantraine's instructive comment is worth quoting: 

Dans quelques dérivés d'adjectifs le dérivé en -ειος semble constituer un 
doublet expressif de l'adjectif dont il est tiré : καθάρειος pur, élégant (Aristote, 
Ménandre) et καθαρείως (Xénophon) à côté de καθαρός peuvent être mis en 
rapport avec καθαρεύω; mais μεγαλείος magnifique (Xénophon) ne peut être 
rapproché que de μεγάλη etc.; la valeur expressive du mot est restée en 
moderne: μεγαλείος 'épatant' (p. 53). 

δοκιμεϊος (correctly spelled in LS but without any comment such as 
Chantraine gives) expresses a higher degree of excellency than δόκιμος. 
I prefer Chantraine's explanation to the one which Howard attempts, 
Moulton n, 336. For Ps. 11 : 7 I refer to pp. 49 f. above. 

Ιφέτειον. έφετιον (wrongly so spelled), Deut. 15: 18, mistakes Π$8 
doubling as from Π10 year. This spelling, quoted by Thackeray (p. 125) 
among his examples of irrational aspiration, is adopted by all our 
editions. It is, in fact, found in the majority of our majuscules, BAFMN, 
and in 15 of the minuscules used in BM. Only two hexaplaric MSS, ax, 
have έττέτειον, which is the usual form, avoiding both the irrational, yet 
not unusual, aspiration and the itacistic -ι-. Ιτος (stem έτεσ-) could 



never form an adjective in -ιος; the correct spelling is έφέτειον. εφετείου 
must also be restored in Sir. 37 :11 (Hebrew 0 $ ) , where it is distorted 
in different ways, αφεοτιου Β, εφεοτιου S*, the others reading έττετ(ε)ίου 
(Smend p. 331). These two examples should be added to the two, from 
an inscription and a papyrus, in LS. 

καθαρεΐος. (See also n<6 δοκιμεϊος, above.) Metrically certain (Menander, 
Phasma Fragm. 2; cf. also Crönert, MGH p . 34). In the L X X we find 
only καθαριστής in which -ει- must be restored in Exod. 24: 10, in 
2 Sam. 22 ( = Ps. 17 (18)) : 21, 25 (in 2 Sam. Β twice has -ει- without 
impressing the editors), and in Sir. 43: 1. In Wisd. of Sol. 7: 24 καθα
ριότητα of S is corrupt and rightly neglected for the common reading 
καθαρότητα, which refers back to καθαρών in v. 23. Likewise we ought 
to read έκαθαρειώθησαν Lam. 4: 7. 4 8 

μεγαλεΐος (See also sub δοκιμεΐος above.) μεγαλείος is always spelled 
correctly with -ει- in our editions, including Swete's, though in Ps. 
70 (71): 19 B* has -ι-. In our texts the word appears mainly as a 
substantive τα μεγαλεία the mighty works of God. In Sirach there are some 
examples of a singular τό μεγαλεϊον majesty, sublimity, but in 17: 8 
Smend is right in putting the plural as in v. 9 (10) with 157 La. Syr. 
Stricdy as an adjective it is used only in 2 Macc. τό μεγαλεϊον κράτος 
of God (3: 34; 7: 17). μεγαλειότης is also spelled correctly throughout, 
-i- being found only in A 1 Esdras 1: 4; 4: 40. 

2. O t h e r i t ac i s t ic spe l l ings 
2.1. I n t e r c h a n g e of αι a n d e 
Though there are sporadic examples, mostly in papyri, of a pre-
Christian transition of αι into a monophthongal open e-sound, we have 
to reckon with it as a frequent feature only from the beginning of the 
second century A.D. onward. So in the L X X this confusion is due to 
Christian copyists. They were completely at a loss, especially when 
faced with transliterated Hebrew proper names. These last-named cor
ruptions in fact require a chapter on their own. Here I propose to deal 
with nominal stems, nominal suffixes, and verb-endings. 



2.I.I. Nominal stems 

γέαι. The spelling of the plural forms of γ η in the L X X has been put 
in order by Wackernagel [ThLZ, 1908, pp. 36, 38, 638) who observed 
that yon- is nothing but a graphical distortion of γε-, and that γέαι is 
a formation belonging to a stratum of L X X Greek earlier than that of 
the Ptolemaic papyri as a whole. In 2 Kings 18: 35; 19: 11 he restores 
the formations in γε-, for which there is good evidence in 18: 3 5 -
apart from the occurrence of γεών in the same verse - and over
whelming evidence in 19: 11 where only B*u read γαΐς. Neither 
Helbing nor Thackeray in their L X X grammars saw the point, but in 
1926 LS adopted Wackernagel's view. 4 9 Wackernagel is also right in 
briefly discarding the contradictory evidence of the fifth-century 
Strassburg parchment leaflet Δ 3 in Gen. 26: 3, 4, for it is as secondary 
here as it is in the whole of the five fragmentary verses which it contains. 
See Excursus IV, p . 213. 

Ιλαιον-ελεος. These two words were confused in both directions 
(Thackeray p . 78; Rahlfs, Psalmi, annotation to Ps. 88 (89): 21). This 
happened even in cases where the dissimilar endings might have been 
expected to prevent confusion, and the confusion sometimes involved 
further textual changes (Rahlfs, S-Stn, 200 f.). There is, therefore, much 
to be said for Flashar's conjecture Ιλαιον καΐ βοήθειαν for ?λεον καΐ 
άλήθειαν Ps. 83: 12. He shows from parallels in Psalms that this trans
lator avoided divine predications like ]ΐψ Vfof. Dogmatical embarrass
ment caused his substitution of Jip# for (so already Agellius) 
because he took ϋψύ — sun, and now needed a verb (cryccTrqt). As 
support for his suggested reading βοήθειαν, Flashar gives five examples 
of βοηθός = I I S rock from the Psalms, and one where βοήθεια stands 
for the same |iö, which in all is paraphrased by six different words in 
Psalms, άλήθειαν, he states, looks like a secondary change. After 2λαιον 
had become έλεον, the frequent parallels with έλεος καΐ αλήθεια exercised 
their influence (ZAW3&, 1912, pp. 242-4). Flashar bases his suggestion 
on the fact that ό έλεος is everywhere secondary in the Psalms (compare 
the note to Ps. 5: 8 in Rahl f s Psalmi). 

έταΐρος-ετερος. When αι became an e-sound and the quantity of 
vowels fell into neglect, these words became homonyms and were 
frequently confused. As their meanings do not overlap and we have the 
Hebrew to check its translation, most instances are easily settled. Careful 



tabulation however does disclose more puzzling aspects than would be 
expected at first sight (see Excursus V, p . 214). 

2.1.2. Nominal suffixes 
Κιτιεΐς. In his review of Mayser i 1 , Wackernagel emends the spelling 
of the name of the Cypriotes (ThLZ-, 1908, p . 36). The nominative 
Κιτιεΐς Isa. 23: 12 calls for the restitution of the gen. -έων in Isa. 23: 1 
and Num. 24: 24, where the spelling -αιων, far from indicating the 
existence of a formation 5 0 in -αϊοι, is a mere itacism. In 1 Macc. 8: 5 
Rahlfs has Κιτιέων with S; but his note referring to Num. 24: 24; 
Isa. 23 : ι, where he spells -αίων, simply indicates without comment the 
change in his approach to some matters of itacism which we have often 
observed. 5 1 

σημέα, ensign and φορβεά halter can be dealt with together, in spite of 
their difference in accentuation. They are formed in -εια, the -1- of which 
would be dropped after having become a half-consonantal y. So we can 
accept both the formations in -εία (-εια) and -έα (-εά), but there is no 
room for a formation in -αια, which is nothing but an itacistic distortion 
of -εα. I prefer this explanation to the one offered by Mayser i 1 , 107; 
i 2 3, 11, and, following him, Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 470 n. 6.5 2 

As to σημέα (cf. also Ε. Schwartz, Einleitung zu Eusebs Kirchenge
schichte, Die griech. christl. Schriftsteller, Eusebius, π 3, cxcii) the 
Cambridge editions in Num. 2: 2 give σημεία* ('σημιας Β*, σημαίας 
B a F, σημεας B b A' ) , Rahlfs σημέας, in Isa. 30: 17 Swete, Rahlfs, and 
Ziegler σημαίαν (Bos σημαίαν!). Here the evidence ('σημεαν Β* 
(-μαιαν B a b ) SA' Swete) is unanimous in offering the correct spelling. 
By refusing it, our editors disclose their traditional allegiance to the 
correctors of B, the sway of which is unbroken even where it is officially 
denounced. Of course, we must put -εα in both instances; -εια would 
also be correct, yet it is not supported equally strongly by the combined 
evidence. Here Swete follows Hort's method, following B* in the first 
passage with the slightest possible correction, and in the second against 
all the available majuscule evidence giving undeserved preference to 
the reading of B a b , as though it were the legitimate outcome of our 
primary evidence. 

φορβεά, in the only passage, Job 40: 20 (25), has the correct form 
in Swete and Rahlfs, and Swete's note 'φορβεαν B S A C may be a 



protest against the traditional spelling φορβαίαν (Sixtine, Grabe, H R ) . 
Thackeray (p. 82) and Mayser (i 2 3, 11) also put the wrong accent. 6 3 

8.1.3. Verb-endings 
There is no need to list the very frequent instances of interchange of 
-τε and -ται, -ε (imp. pres. act.) and -αι (imp. aor. med.) or -σθε and 
-σθαι, for in most of them no editor is likely to be misled. But there are 
exceptions, handed on from one editor to the next, none taking a 
warning from the Hebrew, whose verdict would have settled the 
dispute. I mention a few instances. 

Exod. 12:4. All our editions (including that of Grabe, who was the only 
editor before Rahlfs normally to consider the Hebrew carefully and to 
emend the Greek, where the difference between them was bound to be 
due to corruption in the Greek) read συναριθμήσεται instead of -τε, 
which is in min. 76 only (p. 105 below). 

Lev. 18: 4. τα προστάγματα μου φυλάξεσθε πορεύεσθαι êv αύτοϊς. In 
contexts like this where imperatives in -σθε occur side by side with 
infinitives in -σθαι, there was an increased danger of itacistic mis
spellings arising from inadvertence or mistaken interpretation, once the 
Hebrew was out of sight. On this passage and its reflection in the 
evidence of Philo, congr. 86, see my book, Patio's Bible p . 38. 

Lev. 23: 30. See note 55. 

Deut. 5: 33; 6: 2. In these two passages, to which Z. Frankel drew 
attention (Vorstud. p . 70, n.s.), as also in Deut. 7: 24 (see below), 
vacillation between the singular and the plural of the second person is a 
possible source of disturbance : 

Deut. 5: 33 
M T L X X 

•sp^n-V^a κατά πασαν την όδον 
mfp'n}? ήν ένετείλατό σοι» κύριος 
Dpm QS-D Î̂J à θεός σου" 

a) σοι has three different positions and is 
omitted in ackw. 

b) σου] ημων (for υμων = MT) 963 éw 
Arm. 



Deut. 7: 24; 12: 3. Grabe and Bos give the correct reading, which is 
missed by the modern editions. In both passages it is a question of 
divine injunctions given to the people of Israel, telling them how to 
deal with the tribes overthrown in their campaign of conquest. As 
frequently in Deuteronomy, singular and plural forms of the second 
person vary in the M T and the LXX, and not always in an identical 
way. In 7: 24 the singular is in the M T , and the plural in the LXX, in 
12:3 both texts have the plural. So both passages present an identical 
aspect in the Greek. In 7: 24 the context is, he shall deliver their kings into 
thine hands, and thou (self, as rightly interpreted by Steuernagel 2) shalt 
destroy (FftaKm) their name from under heaven. In Ch. 12 there is a long list 
of God's statutes and judgements to be observed during the conquest, the 
first being Ye shall utterly destroy (ρ"Τ3ΧΓ1 "T3K) all the places (v. 2) and the 
sixth ye shall destroy (on"T3tO) the names of them out of that place. 12:2 reads 
άττωλεΐα άττολεϊτε ττάντας τους τόττους without variants, but in the 
identical passages 7: 24; 12: 3 the majority of witnesses, including all 
majuscules and Eth. La. (peribit) in 7: 24, but excluding 963 AG La. 
(+pe(r}des or pe(r)de(ti}s) in 12: 3, read όπτολεϊται τό δνομα αυτών. 

ID^n ττορεύεσθαι0 έν αύτη, 
ρπξΐ fgtf? δττως κατάπαυση σε α 

0^*7 aiöT καΐ εύ σοι ή 
D^J ΟΓΟΊΚΠΙ καΐ μακροημερεύσατε* 

: W^yfl *lfg f*7«3 εττΐ της γης, ήΥ κληρονομήσετε.8 

c) ττορευεσβε (=MT) 6dinpqtza2,-σεσθεχ, 
ibis, Bo l w . 

d) κατάπαυσης 71*. 
c) μακροημερευητε 963 B a b a 2. 
f ) ης BNa a g] ην 963 AFM rell. 
g) κληρονομήσετε BAM afirwb 8 (εκληρ- y, 

κατά- kq)] -εις as, -ησητε 963 FN rell. 

A further source of disturbance is the influence of 6: 1 ένετείλατο κς 
ό θς.,.διδάξαι ύμδς ττοιεϊν ούτως ( = MT) . Accordingly in 5: 33 w e 

must restore ττορεύεσθε ( = MT) and, besides, κατατταύσης. 
In Deut. 6:2 a mistaken φυλάσσεσθε is found in 963 and the majority 

of our evidence, including BAF, but not in the translations Arm. Bo. 
Sah. La., which have observare. Here we must restore φυλάσσεσθαι = 
liBtf1? with MN as do Grabe (against A, but without any indication of 
this'fact), Tdf and Rahlfs." 



The reason for this corruption is obvious. There was a temptation to 
make the neuter τό δνομα the subject of the clause. 6 5 

2 Sam. 19: 24 (25). See below, sub Mic. 1: 16. 

Esther 4: 8; 8: 5. See p . 289 n. 55. 

Ps. 126 (127): 2. The confusion of-σθε and -σθαι move in a different 
sphere of syntax. Sometimes it is not easy to tell whether they represent 
real variants or accidental mis-spellings, especially where the Greek is 
a mistranslation. So in Ps. 126 (127): 2, the L X X fails to connect 
•»Ç">3BJ9 and Dtp, and moreover by haplography reads the following 
'Tljita as ""ΐη^· The resulting translation (els μάτην ύμϊν έστιν του 

ορθρί^ειν, έγε(ρεσθαι μετά τό καθήσθαι, ol Ισθοντες) is most unsatis
factory, and therefore it is not easy to decide between έγείρεσθαι and 
έγε{ρεσθε, especially as the witnesses for these variants come from each 
of the several recensions. Even if this were partly due to itacistic 
spelling, which may have arisen independently in the different groups 
of MSS, we would still have to ask which spelling was the original, 
εγείρεσθε is the majority spelling, as it is found in members of all three 
of the ancient groups of MSS, namely in Bo. (lower Egyptian group), 
•Se. (upper Egyptian group), La. = La . R Τ La.° Vulg. (Western); 
ένείρεσθαι ( = Dip) in two only, namely in S (lower Eg.), Ga (Western) ; 
the testimony of the Lucianic κοινή text is divided as well, only a 
minority, including A, reading -σθαι. There is a gap in Β ( i05 i 7 - i37 6 a ) ; 
therefore Swete followed A, as did Grabe and Rahlfs, whereas the 
Sixtine and its followers have -σθε. Was έγε{ρεσθε meant to represent 
Vnp for Dip, or was it introduced later, because it seemed to offer the 
imperative required by the following ol ΙσθοντεςΡ Either was possible, 
once the original translator failed to grasp the preceding participles in 
the Hebrew and thus gave an isolated ol Ισθοντες. 

Mic. 1 :16. ξύρησαι καΐ κείραι, make thee bald and poll thee. Nobody will 
be deceived by κεϊρε which is read by A. So in Jer . 7: 29 Nestle-Dahse 
and Rahlfs are right in writing κείραι τήν κεφαλήν σου against the 
κεΐρε of BS* (compare Job 1: 20 έκείρατο τήν κόμην της κεφαλής αύτοϋ), 
as Nestle-Dahse and before them Ludwig Köhler (£ΑΙΥ ag, 1909, 
Ρ· 13: 'Β hat einen ganz simplen Schreibfehler überliefert') are in 
preferring the middle form άπόπλυναι to the active -νε of BS* in 
4 : 14 (compare 2: 22 where Nestle-Dahse and Rahlfs rightly put âàv 



άποπλύνη έν νίτρω against the active -ης of B*S* 41106). For the 
L X X correctly uses the active voice only when the object of the action 
is not identical with its subject (Ezek. 16: 9 έλουσα...καΐ άπέπλυνα. . . 
έχρισα. . . ) . 

Moreover, there is a passage in which the application of this well-
known grammatical rule confirms the shrewd detection of a doublet by 
Wellhausen, although it goes against his cancellation of its second half, 
2 Sam. 19: 24 (25). The doublet for he had not dressed his feet is καΐ ουκ 
έθεράπευσεν τους πόδας αύτοο ουδέ ώνυχίσατο, the latter half being 
made more complete and so more conformable to the first half by the 
addition of τάς χείρας αύτου in Lucian and of (nec ungues dempsit) de 
pedibus suis in the margin of cod. Leg., which on the whole is Lucianic 
(Vercellone 11, 409"). Wellhausen and Nowack take the second alter
native to be the L X X proper; but Driver silently refrains from following 
them. The matter can be decided from the syntactical point of view. 
Our passage belongs to the later portions of Samuel-Kings, the ' literal 
or unintelligent versions' (Thackeray pp. 10, 13). Contrary to the 
proper L X X usage shown above, throughout the verse all reflexive 
activities are given the active voice, ώνυχίσατο being the only excep
tion (ουδέ ώνυχίσατο, however, is under -r- according to Field, ' Codd. 
Reg., 243 ') ; but a glance at BM's apparatus shows that έθεράπευσεν 
and έποίησεν were transformed to the middle voice by certain classes of 
MSS, their originators taking offence at this barbarism. So here 
έθεράπευσεν is genuine and ώνυχίσατο secondary. In contrast with such 
abuse, the passages from Micah and Jeremiah show merely scribal, 
itacistic, errors and are no more a confusion of voices than is σύνπεσαι 
for σύνπεσε in a second-century papyrus where, as Mayser points out 
(i 2 2, 138, 144), the context does not admit a middle form. 

2.2. η > ι 
άττάχης. In an enumeration of the different kinds of locusts (Lev. 
11 : 22) we find τόν αττακην with some variants. F 1 M m g minn. La . r w 

read τόν άττακον just as αττακος Aristeas §145 and αττακοι Philo, 
alleg. 11, 105 m (72), while changing over the word with την ακρίδα 
reads τόν αττακιν, and M has the anonymous hexaplaric quotation 
άττακίδα which, possibly wrongly, is attached to όφιομάχην. 

άττακύς as quoted by LS is found nowhere. Since it is quoted as a 
variant reading ('ΑΙ,') of Lev. 11 : 22 it must refer to αττακιδα M m g 

('"Αλλος ' Field) and therefore read άττακις, a formation missing in LS. 



As in the instances enumerated earlier αττακις may derive from an 
accusative αττακιν, and this in its turn may be an itacistic mistake for 
acc. άττάκην. But the existence of αττακιδα precludes a clear decision, 
for there remains the accent: αττακιν cannot be oxytone, while αττα
κιδα forms part of the inflexion of an oxytone word in -is. Uncertainty 
about the accent marks all the formations mentioned. There is unani
mity about άττάκη5 only, O T T O K O S is printed as an oxytone in Aristeas 
and Philo (alleg. π, 105, cod. Μ άττακόξ, Α άττακο$), yet as a propar-
oxytone in LS. As to the formations in -is there is a slight possibility of 
getting rid of αττακιδα. Since this marginal note is misplaced within 
a context which includes ακρίδα, and ακρίδα is changed over with 
αττακιν (sic) in min. m, the ending -ίδα may have come in from the 
vicinity. 

Moreover άττακοί is most certainly corrupt in Aristeas. His § 145 is 
obviously not based on Lev. 11 : 22. (1) The Bible enumerates four 
species of locusts; Aristeas' περιστέρα! τρυγάνε* 'άττακοί ' ττέρδικε*, 
ίτι δέ χήνε5 καΐ τά άλλα δσα τοιαύτα gives a list of those birds which it 
was permitted to eat, and continues to speak more fully about those 
forbidden. The Bible nowhere enumerates the birds permitted, but 
only mentions them in general, and this not in Lev. 11, but only in 
Deut. 14: 11, 20 of all clean birds (v. 20 fowls) ye shall (v. 20 may) eat. 
( 2 ) The particulars feeding on wheat and pulse suit birds rather than locusts. 
(3) άττακοί are in the right place in Leviticus, but not among the birds 
of Aristeas. (4) Wendland has άττακοί in his text, but Hühner in his 
translation. But this is a translation of άτταγαι moorfowls, francolins, 
the reading found in Eusebius' Praep. Ev. I t is mentioned as an alter
native in Thackeray's and Meecham's translations. (5) άτταγαι must 
be received into the text, which thus ceases to be an allusion to Lev. 
1 1 : 22. Here also there remains a difficulty in accentuation as can be 
seen from Lobeck's very full note in Phryn. pp. 117 f. 

Are the Atticists right in confining bird names in -as and their 
circumflex (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 1, 461) to Attic? Do they merely contest 
Hellenistic άτταγήν, or do they imply a different accent of a-rrayas in 
the later period? Can we rely on the accents, especially for plural forms, 
as found in MSS of later writers, either oxytone or paroxytone? LS and 
our grammars give no guidance here. 

θημωνιά, heap. Conveys the same meaning as θημών. I t is collective like 
Ιωνιά violarium and κρινωνιά (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 1, 469) and derives from 
τί-θη-μι. I t must therefore be spelled with an η. We find it so, but 
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wrongly accented as a paroxytone, in the old editions, e.g. Bos and 
Grabe. As the proper spelling is found in the majuscules in C Sir. 
39: 17 (22) and V a ι Macc. 1 1 : 4 only,5* it has automatically dis
appeared from our modern editions (cf. p . 4). Consequently even 
Rahlfs overlooked Grabe's correct spelling. This oversight may be 
excused on account of the rarity of the word : apart from Eustathius 
(XI I p ) and Hesychius, it is found in only seven passages of the L X X and 
two of hexaplaric translations. 6 7 In the Song of Moses, Exod. 15: 8, 
I*? gives an anonymous marginal alternative for lO^Si L X X διέστη, 
viz. έθημωνιάσθη from θημωνιά^ειν which is missing in LS. 6 8 

ρΊητίνη, the balsamic resin of the mastix or terebinth, Lat. résina. In our 
MSS it sometimes changes its first -η- into an itacistic -1-. Rahlfs' 
restoration of £η- in his 1926 edition of Genesis has been confirmed by 
papyrus evidence: ChB 962 ( I I I p ) supports D in 43: 11 and 961 ( IV p ) 
supports D ' 1 1 in 37: 25 (Rahlfs, Genesis, Proll. p . 38), where Swete had 
to put pi-. In the three remaining passages, Jer . 8: 22 ; 26 (46) : 11 ; 
Ezek. 27: 17, Β provided Swete with the correct spelling. 

2.3. ι > η 
άναπιδύει. Prov. 18:4 άναπηδνει = S3i, gushing forth, has rightly been 
corrected into άναπϊδύει by Schleusner 1, 245 (accepted by Tdf, Proll. 
§17, cf. also Lagarde, Anm. p . 58, Thack. p . 85). There is no *πηδύω 
in Greek, only πηδάω, but πϊδύω is closer to »31. LS sub πηδύω, 
πηδν/λίξ, records similar itacistic distortions from Hesychius. 

'Ατοφγατϊς. There are examples of seeming metaplasm which in fact 
originate from mere itacism, as the confusion of feminines in -η or -iç. 6 9 

As shown above, the form Άταργάτη issued from a mistaken accusative 
Άταργάτην = -ιν. 

χάλπις. In 4 Macc. 3: 12 Rahlfs, following S, puts the nonsensical 
κάλπην, trot, instead of the required κάλπιν, pitcher, found in A and, 
accordingly, in Swete (as to κάλπη, compare καλπά3ειν to trot A' 
Isa. 8:6). The confusion occurring in this word is not confined to the 
L X X (LS p. 870"). 



a ^ . ο ι > η 
οίσθα > ήσθα, Num. ί ο : 31; Deut. 9: 2. In this instance mis-spelling 
results in the correct form of a different verb. Since, however, these 
confusions are due to some similarity of sound at a later stage of trans
mission, the change is phonetic by nature. For n»7J Deut. 9: 2 FMN, 
followed by the majority of minn., read the normal οίσθα, whereas 
Bxa, have οίσθας which, according to v, was the reading of 0, Origen's 
L X X column, and hi οίδας which ν ascribes t o C . Α θ and some minn. 
read ησθα which, as from είναι, would make no sense here whatever. 
But as a corruption it is not unique, for it is at the root of the strange 
distortion of the whole context of Num. 10: 31. Here, as was shown 
earlier,*0 the application of sound principles of emendation brings the 
Greek into complete harmony with the Hebrew: 

p - V » "·? «nk at»n XI-Vn μή έγκαταλίπτις ημάς ου είνεκεν 
MTiilJ ξινχ ήσθα μεθ'ημών οίσθα.. .ημών 

MV rrni "lTTSa έν τη έρήμω καΐ ίση έν ήμΐν 
: B?î,yV πρεσβύτης προς δψεις. 

The corruption began with the change of οίσθα into ησθα.' 1 This led to 
further substitutions: for ήσθα could not govern an object, and con
sequently the equivalent of MnJIj was dropped, and μεθ' ημών from the 
following verse was introduced in its place. There is no need to think 
that the word expelled bore any graphical resemblance to the imported 
word. Therefore, in restoring the original word, we are not bound by 
the normal rules of palaeography, and may safely assume that παρεμ
βολή or a verbal form of the stem formed part of the original text."2 

Thus we need not consider σταθμόν ημών (Rudolph, ZAW, NF 11, 
I934» Ρ· "8 ) or σταθμούς ημών as I did in I942. 6 8 

προς δψεις is based on a brilliant aperçu by Wutz, p . 19 with n. 2, 
who suggested the less likely προς δψιν, without dealing with the passage 
as a whole, προς δψεις organs of sight?* (LS s.v. I l e ) is an excellent 
rendering of the idiomatic 0$·?^. For πρός = V I refer to Johannes-
sohn n, 266, 269 ; for a possible intermediate corruption προσβύτης to 
Mayser 1, 97 and e.g. the corruption which Cohn, Philo vi, v, mentions 
from cod. M,probus 74, where instead of πρεσβευταί M reads προσέταξε ; 
or to the corruption mentioned by Cohn on p. liv of the same volume, 
ta Flaccum 97 πρεσβείαν] πρός βίαν MA; for this is obviously no variant 
at all, but just πρεσβείαν with two changes, (1) προσ- instead of 
Τίρεσ-, which may be due to popular etymology, and (2) an itacistic -1-



for -ει-. The whole passage serves to emphasize the need for examining 
the Greek and putting it in order drastically, if necessary, before postu
lating a variant from the M T in the underlying Hebrew; and there are 
many other passages requiring similar treatment. 6 6 

2.5. υ > αι 
σφυρωτήρ > σφαιρωτήρ. In a posthumous essay (IF 31, 1912/13, 

pp. 492 ff.) Felix Solmsen brilliantly vindicated the traditional spelling 
σφυρωτήρος for τρ"ΐίρ thong of a sandal, Gen. 14: 23. He pointed out that 
σφαιρωτήρος as our editions read, in spite of άμφίσφαιρα, buttoned boots, 
Hdt. 7, 59, could not be explained as giving the meaning which the 
context required. 'For what would be the meaning of the suffix -τήρ, 
given this explanation? And σφαίρα is not κύκλος.' While σφαιρωτήρ 
was unimpeachable as a translation of *iifiB3, Exod. 25: 31 ff., it could 
not at the same time cover ^"lfe. Solmsen further exposed the impossible 
explanations found in some Fathers and Scholiasts, yet called attention 
to one in Johannes Chrysostomus, which gives the clue, τινές δέ φασι 
τήν κλήσιν λαβείν από τοϋ σφύρα τηρεϊν. For this σφυρωτήρ, he says, 
derives from σφυροον, tie round the ankle (σφυρόν). σφυροϋν compares 
with γουνοΰσθαι, embrace the knees, and στομοϋν, tie up, stop up the mouth, 
mostly Ionic formations, which may have been passed on to early 
Hellenism, but soon lost so that σφυρωτήρ was supplanted by the un
suitable σφαιρωτήρ. Solmsen further points to the Homeric έπισφύρια 
and to περισφύριον, περισφυρίς, περίσφυρον. 

In all this he is perfectly correct. His one small error is in referring to 
the evidence. Before making his point he emphasizes that ' the best of 
all MSS, Vaticanus B, has σφυρωτήρος'. In this he mistakes the Sixtine 
edition for Vat. B, which is missing for most of Genesis, σφυρ. is the 
reading of the Sixtine, and the Sixtine took it from the Aldine. Neither 
H P nor BM give any evidence for this reading from MSS. So we are 
left with the alternative that Aldus Manutius either found it in the not 
yet collated minn. 68 or 122, which are presumed to be his sources 
(Rahlfs, Ruth p. 116 n. 1), or may even have conjectured it for reasons 
much like those of Solmsen on the basis of the additional explanation by 
Joh . Chrysostomus which was quoted above. Whether it represents the 
original text or is an emendation, the reading is sound. On the other 
hand σφαιρ. may be due to the obsolescence of σφυρωτήρ rather 
than to scribal or phonetical confusion. Nevertheless it has to be 
placed in this section, because a grammarian's task includes warn-



ing in matters which strictly speaking are beyond the Umits set to a 
grammar. 

5. Long i-diphthongs 
3.1. Mistaken omission of ι 
In a number of passages Rahlfs rightly restores diphthongs dropped in 
the earlier editions, so αποθνήσκω, μιμνήσκω; in others the diphthongs 
still wait to be restored. 6 6 There are examples of a neglected -1- in 
(3. ι. ι ) stems, (3.1.2) nominal suffixes, and (3.1.3) case-endings. 

3.1.1. Stems 
{παίδων. In Deut. 18: 11 all our texts read έπαείδων έπαοιδήν. Here 
the use of the old, ' Ionic and poet.', form έπαοιδή for επωδή is remark
able; but it is beyond doubt, being found also in Isa. 47: 9, 12 and in 
Exod. 8: 7 (3) in A M m g q u , and the very old Papyrus Baden 56 instead 
of φαρμακίαΐξ, which is in the great majority of our MSS. So LS ought 
to have taken notice of it, as it notes the frequent and uncontested use 
of έπαοιδος in the LXX. Still more remarkable is the verb. The fact 
that I mention it under the heading of long i-diphthongs indicates the 
solution which I offer, έπαείδων, found only in B*Mg, is a spelling 
meant to ensure the pronunciation of the long i-diphthong by spelling 
its second component i by ει, a device to be observed more than once 
elsewhere.6 7 I t was Crönert who found this solution (MGH p . 47 n. 2, 
ΈΠΑΕΙΔίΟΝ = έπάιδων'). He points to the preservation of άιδ-
elsewhere in B. He could have added that the corruption of A in Jer . 
8: 17 is also clear evidence (ετπλησαι for έπαισαι, the η being an itacism 
for ι: Λη ~ Αι), αιδειν is attested by Mayser i 2 2, 167 (236s). I t is clear 
that the spelling έπαείδων has some connection with the following 
έπαοιδήν ; but this remains true if we refer it to later scribes. 

πρωρεύς, officer in command at the bow, πρφρα, of a ship. The word ought so 
to be spelt in Jonah 1 :6 ; Ezek. 27: 29. 

3.1.2. Nominal suffixes 
As 3φον draws its 1 from -ιον, two nouns draw it from the compound 
suffix -ίδ-ιον: κφδιον and καλφδιον; cf. 3φδιον, 3<ρδάριον, and even 
3φδαρίδιον in which the suffix -ιδ- appears twice. 



κώδιον. A derivative from κώας, κ&ς, fleece. I t is found in Judith 12 :15 
and 2 Esdras 13: 15. ' 8 LS also records a noun κωδδς, -ôrroç, dealer in 
sheepskins from an Oxyrh. Pap. ( I I I p ) . When spelled correctly it ought 
to read κωδδς, because the word seems to be based on a formation like 
κώδιον or κωδάριον. I do not see where it could have got its -δ- from, 
if not from -ιδ-. 

χαλώδιον, dim. of κάλως, meaning small cord,** is found four times in 
Judg. 15: 13 f. ; 16: 11 f. in both the A and Β texts. I t is possible that the 
diminutive meaning was no longer felt. For κώδιον LS does not even 
give a translation as a diminutive. Perhaps the two words are of those 
formations in -ιον, -ίδιον, which were introduced, or later on used, as 
mere substitutes for the original word, where an unusual formation or 
declension led to disuse of the original. LS gives early evidence, some 
from inscriptions, for -ωι-. καλώδιον, e.g., was restored by Pokel in 
Thuc. 4, 26, 8. Since both words are not very common, one would 
expect LS to cite their occurrence in the LXX. 

λαγωος=λαγώς 'epic ' , also in prose, has no 1 suhscr.; LS does not 
mention v.l. Ps. 103: 18; A' Lev. 1 1 : 5; Deut. 14: 7; θ ' Ps. 103: 18. 

άρωδιός/άρωδιός. As an appendix to 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 I mention 
άρωδιός, heron, Lev. 1 1 : 19; Deut. 14: 16 (15). The spelling with initial 
α is supported by BA a, (509) Vet. Lat., a fairly strong piece of evidence, 
which Rahlfs ought not to have rejected in favour of the more common 
ερωδιός 7 0 (there is also a form βωδιός). According to Herodian and the 
evidence of codd. of Homer, the second syllable should be spelled -ω-, 
yet the etymology does not favour this spelling (cf. Solmsen and Boisacq 
in Huber, Uo. p. 10). Therefore Solmsen gives no decision. LS prefers 
the spelling with -ω- . 7 1 

3.1.3. Case-endings 
πέρα. In 2 Esdras there is a translation of >1"Jî]i 13»? ('Ί) which differs 
from the prevailing one (έν τφ) πέραν, found frequently in Xenophon, 
namely (ol) έν περα τοϋ ποταμού, 6 :657 :21 , 25." περα, as an adverb, 
can be understood as an instrumental in -a or a dative in -a (Bl.-Debr. 
§26). The spelling in -a is not recorded in LS, although TTEPA' του 
μετρίου (Crönert, MGHp. 41) seems to be evidence for it. In 2 Esdras 
we must read έν πέρα = ^ » 3 , πέρα being a noun just as "I3ÎJ. There is a 



noun ή πέρα = ή περαία (seil, γ ή , χώρα) for which evidence is given 
by LS from Aeschylus only (Suppl. 262 έκ πέρας Ναυπακτίας; Ag. 190 
Χαλκίδος πέραν έχων) and an inscription from Argos (V s ) πέρανδε ' to a 
foreign city'. Our closest parallels are passages in Hellenistic writers 
where compounds of πέρα are used, as ή πέρα itself is used in Aeschylus, 
as an adjective with its noun added or understood. So, for example, the 
Bucolic Moschus (II a ) Άσίδα τ* άντιπέρην τε (seil. παραλίανΡ) ' Asia 
and the opposite coast', or Polyb. 1,17,4 έξ άντιπέραςχώρας (according 
to the best codex, Vat. A, the inferior tradition reading αντίπερα); 
perhaps also κατ* άντιπέραν, Xen., An. 4, 8, 3; L u c , JTr 42 and, 
closest of all, κατ* άντιπέραν, c. gen. Polyb. 9, 41, 1 1 . 7 8 

I think I was right (ThLZ, 193^> P- 280) in restoring έν τ ω πέραν 
στόματος βοθύνου = nnD~ ,D "Η3??3 Jer . 3 1 (4 Ö ) : 2 ö - The unanimous 
έν πέτραις of our tradition repeats what occurred earlier in the same 
verse; Giesebrecht was therefore rash in basing his conjecture on it 
(without mentioning the LXX) , while in one of CorniU's alternatives 
only this much is wrong that, in suggesting έν περασι (after Spohr), he 
confused τό πέρας and πέραν. I refer to the parallels Jer . 22: 20; 
32:8 (25: 22); 52: 8 and especially 48 (41) : 10, because here the article 
after έν τ φ πέραν is omitted in imitation of the Hebrew in which beyond 
(MT 48: 28 " l a y a , M T 41: 10 *13»V) is followed by a construct state 
without article, πέραν is also read b y C , and έν μέρεσιν A' has a parallel 
in L X X Exod. 32: 15. 

3.2. Mistaken insertion of 1 
Here also most of the traditional mis-spellings have vanished under the 
influence of the evidence of the inscriptions and the new grammatical 
teaching. So, if we now rightly spell τιμδν and no longer τιμςτν, we are 
following the documentary evidence and at the same time drawing on 
our knowledge that behind the spelling ει there is a real diphthong ei 
and, beside it, an ë- sound that was never a diphthong; and this latter 
81 was fused with α to form τιμαν ( = τιμαφν). 

αρωδιός. For this doubtful spelling see above, p . 70. 

πραΟς, πράος, 2 Macc. 15: 12. Rahlfs' spelling is correct here, for 
πραϋ- never had an 1 subset, in our evidence and πρφος was only due to 
the mistaken analogy of jbqcov (Debrunner, IF 40, 1922, pp. 13 f.). 



|&αθυμ€Ϊν, βαθυμία. Wackcrnagel {Hell. p . 26) has given the most 
satisfactory explanation of the facts. He points out that the Ptol. papyri 
frequently display ράιδιος, but never ραιθνμ-, and the literary papyri 
only ραθυμ- (Crönert, MGH p . 51), and he asks whether the spelling 
ρςίθυμ- which, he says, has to be recognized as the good orthography of 
the Imperial period, really goes back to an earlier period or is due 
rather to some late pedantry which introduced it by analogy with 
βάδιος, ρφων, ^δοτος, ραστώνη. So Wackernagel combines the mono-
phthongic pec- with the Attic adverb φδ. In the fifth century or earlier, 
he says, (φδ) ράθυμος, ρΌθυμεΐν may have been moulded on the analogy 
of (ευ) εύθυμος, εύθυμεϊν. In this way he avoids the difficulties raised by 
Mayser's explanation of the early examples of |5 αθυμ-. The latter had 
seen in them a transformation of δι to δ, unparalleled in the third 
century. 7 4 But soon after the publication of his first volume the third-
century Tebtunis Papyri were found to contain many examples. 

So we must spell ραθυμεΐν in Gen. 42: 1; Judi th 1: 16; Sir. 35: 11 
( 3 a : I5)> 2 Mace. 6: 4 and ραθυμία in 3 Mace. 4: 8.78 Some slight 
additional evidence may be found in the fact that the proper name 
ΒίΠ*] which in 2 Esdras appears as 'Ραουμ or, mostly in Α, 'Ρεουμ, in 
ι Esdras is found as ' Ράθυμος, one of the traditional scribal distortions 
of names (O-θ) with which we shall have to deal elsewhere. 'Ράουμος, 
which Rahlfs rightly restores, would probably have been less easily 
changed into ' Ράθυμος, if the scribes had been accustomed to spell the 
adjective ράθυμος with the iota adscriptum. 

4. The o-vowels 
4.1. Interchange of ο and ω 
4·ι.ι. ο > ω 
The examples discussed here are of very diverse character, though they 
have this much in common that they do not admit of a phonetic 
explanation. 

βρόμος. The traditional differentiation between βρόμος (A) any loud 
noise, and βρώμος (Β) stink, noisome smell, is still maintained in LS, which 
to the latter adds a warning 'βρόμος is freq. f. 1.' There is only one 
example in the LXX, Exod. 7: 18, where to the L X X reading έτπ^έσαι 
F b adds a marginal note βρωμήσει. But, as has been convincingly 
demonstrated by Dawkins, Class. Review 53, 33 and Hatzidakis, Glotta 
»2, 1934, pp. 130 f., 132 f. (cf. Bl.-Debr. 8, § 126 Anhang), there is only 



one word, which has a gradually developed further connotation: 
βρόμος, noise > aepitus ventris > stink (ή βρόμα in modern Greek). 
Therefore βρόμοί, stink, J ob 6: 7; Wisd. of Sol. 1 1 : 18; Joel 2: 20; 
(A' Ezek. 23: 20?) and βρομώδης C Job 41: 26 are correct, and 
βρωμήσει Exod. 7: 18 F b m a r g - mistaken, βρώμα Letter of Jer . 11 (από 
loö καΐ βρωμάτων), however we may interpret it (W. Bauer, art. 
'βρώσΐξ', 2), belongs to βιβρώσκω. 

Ιόραχα. Hellenistic Greek, we know, abandoned the apparently 
irrational differentiation which existed between the imperfect and 
perfect of όρδν. Now Thackeray (§16, 6) and all our editions 7 8 still 
cling to William Veitch's extremely useful, though philologically 
uninformed, compilation Greek Verbs Irregular and Defective (18651). So 
they fail to realize that in the augmented imperfect έώρων, -εω- is due 
to the well-known Attic quantitative metathesis (ήρόρων ~ ήόρων ~ 
έώρων), whereas the reduplicated perfect ρερόρακα was bound to 
become έόρακα; so that έώρακα, far from being ' the old Attic form', is 
merely a secondary adaptation to the augmented imperfect. 7 7 1 should 
not have mentioned these well-known facts, if there were not good 
reason for reversing Thackeray's statement that έώρακα was ' universal 
in the Pentateuch' (p. 204). The fresh evidence from the recently 
discovered ChB papyri points to the opposite conclusion. ChB 963, 
which may go back as far as the second century A.D., has έορακ- in 
Deut. 3: 21, 28; 4: 3; 29: 2, whereas έωρακ- is found only in 4: 9. So 
it may have been rash of Sir F. Kenyon to supplement [εωρα]καμ[εν] 
1: 28 and [έωράκασιν] 29: 3 (immediately after the preserved έοράκατε 
39: 2). In this he was following his practice of filling gaps from Swete's 
text; but its correctness ought first to have been checked and proved. 
For the sake of fairness I must add that ChB 965 (first half of I I I p ) has 
έώρακα in Isa. 57: 18 and likewise the third-century ChB 962 έώρακα 
in Gen. 41 :15 and εω[ in Gen. 46: 30, whereas the evidence of the later 
Genesis pap. ChB 961 ( IV p ) is divided: Gen. 26: 28 εωρ[ and 41: 15, 
unlike 962, έόρακα. This much may be stated : this fresh evidence, much 
earlier than that represented by our other MSS, does much to bring the 
«Delling of the Pentateuch into conformity with ' the majority of the 
books' in which 'έόρακα is strongly supported'. 

•ύοδία. By a confusion of similar words εύωδία was written instead of 
ευοδία. Here Rahlfs gives the right text in the three Sirach passages 
mentioned by Thack. p. 91, of which 38: 13 had already been emended 



by Schleusner π, 583; but not in 1 Esdras 1: 11 (12) Sw. = 1:13 Ra., 
where first Schleusner, loc. cit., and later S. A. Cook (in Charles' 
Apocrypha), had corrected the mistake. For this passage must be related 
to 2 Chron. 35:13 which it translates. Of course, even the corruption 
made some sense; so Guthe in Kautzsch's Apokryphen translates unter 
Wohlgerüchen !78 

κατοδυνώμενος. We find the adj. κατώδυνος ι Sam. 1: 10; 22: 2; 
30: 6; 2 Kings 4: 27 f., a n d C Isa. 29: 2, A ' C θ ' Isa. 54: 6. Moreover, 
we read the part. pres. (τών καταστενα^όντων και) τών κατωδυνω-
μένων = Ο^ΙΚίΠΙ DTiltun Ezek. g : 4 a n d κατωδυνωμένην Tobit S-
text 8: 20, where there is no question of changing into a perf. κατω-
δυνημ-. Both words are confined to the LXX, yet elsewhere we have 
other compounds of οδύνη which Wackernagel, Dehnungsg. p . 48, 
enumerates in chronological order. The impf, κατωδύνων Exod. 1 :14 
is inconclusive, but the simple formations οδύνη, οδυνηρός, όδυναν in 
the L X X have nothing comparable, and this for good reasons : what we 
find here takes place in compounds only. Wackernagel, Dehnungsg. 
p. 53, shows that this lengthening in the suture of a compound dates 
back as far as the pre-Homeric period, because it contravenes the later 
rule of elision without lengthening, which can already be observed in 
Homer, and further that the earlier usage did not cease suddenly, but 
underwent a further extension, as in compounds with the privative άν-, 
like άνώνητος 7 9 for άνόνητος (for the L X X see Thack. pp. 90 f.), which 
ought therefore to be recorded in LS. Wackernagel's explanation is still 
held (Schwyzer pp. 397 f.). It fully explains κατώδυνος, since every
where in his comprehensive tabulation an adjective is the first formation 
fashioned in this manner. Things only become more difficult with 
further formations derived from the adjectives. Nouns like άνωδυνία are 
doubtless legitimate, just as, from a different root, συνωμοσία, 8 0 

συνωμόται Gen. 14: 13. But a verb in -αν is not covered by analogy ; so a 
κατωδυνάω as from κατώδυνος is unimaginable and the repeated 
κατωδυνώμενος is merely scribal. Therefore, in accordance with our 
practice of restoring a classical spelling where there are no special 
reasons for the opposite, we must decide for κατοδυνώμενος as repre
senting the hand of the translators. 8 1 

So this instance, which is not in Thackeray, must be kept apart from 
examples of misplaced augment (Thack. § 16, g) , 8 2 which arose in other 
verbal formations and nominal derivations by false analogy with indi
catives. Consider, e.g., Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. pp. 656, 397: άνηλώσωσιν, 



άνήλωμα or, with a syllabic augment, κατεάξαντες, κοπΐαγμα, 8 3 

Ανέθεμα (Nägeli, Wort. p . 49 η . ι ) . It is obvious that Thackeray, who 
does not take into account the problems of word-formation, is unable to 
cope with its different aspects when arranging his material as a series 
of vowel changes. So here, in §6, 30, there occur two instances of 
misplaced augment which are missed in §16, 9, καθωμολογήσηται 
Exod. 21: 9 and άνθωμολογήσει dat. 2 Esdras 3: 11 Β*; and, while 
here he gives too little, he is in other respects inclined to give too much, 
since he includes merely itacistic mis-spellings of ΙδεΤν with -ει- where 
only -t- is correct. 8 4 

4.1.2. ω > ο 
ίθωοϋν. The diphthong -ω- of άθωουν, to hold guiltless, changes into -o-
almost throughout where a second ω follows (Thack. §6, 29). There 
exists a certain parallel in an Attic inscription, IG* 13621 4 Θοάσει shortly 
after 300* (M.-Schw. p . 66 n. 583), but, as the evidence for θωά^ω, 
βω(»)άω, θωά, θω(ι)ή indicates, we cannot be sure whether the writer 
had in mind ω or ωι, and LS may be right in suggesting that the ο is due 
to copying from a pre-Euclidean original, written in the old ortho
graphy which had no ω. άθωουν, however, as a denominative from 
άθφος, had an i-diphthong, and I feel sure that the uniform spelling 
άθοω-, ranging from Judges to Jeremiah, 8 5 including ήθόωμαι Β* in the 
late text of Judg. 15: 3, does not go back to the translators, and has 
therefore been rightly corrected in our editions. 8 6 

πρωινός. Thackeray credits the translators with the differentiated 
spellings πρόϊμος and πρωινός, the former of which he derives from πρό. 
In point of fact πρωινός, too, is sometimes spelled with -0-, Gen. 49: 27 
F* ; Lev. 9: 17 A. Since it is obviously secondary here, the spelling 
ττρόΐμος must not be admitted into our texts, either in the L X X or the 
NT, Ta. 5: 7, in spite of the unanimous practice of our editions, down to 
Ziegler and Nestle". Though W. Bauer still maintains Thackeray's 
view, the change of πρωί- into προϊ- is due to an unwarranted associa
tion with πρό (Crönert, MG H p. 288 n. 4) which is nothing but the 
outcome of a popular etymology to which Thackeray falls a prey. The 
reason why I do not follow Blass, whom Thackeray quotes, and 
Bl.-Debr. § 35, 1 who, comparing Attic πλώϊμος and the later πλόϊμος, 
explain the two formations from the use of different forms of the stem, 
is twofold: (1) it is more likely that the erroneous analogy of πρό arose 



at the stage of transmission, and (2) the fact that -o- intruded upon 
πρωινό* too, weakens the case for πρόΐμο* as a legitimate alternative to 
πρώιμος (Blass, Debr.), and even more as the original formation 
(Thack., Bauer). 

βωποπώλης, dealer in petty wares, huckster, 2 Esdras 13: 31 f. I t is spelled 
όοβ- in BS*h and φοπ- in the rest of the MSS. Rahlfs in his note rightly 
refers to Thackeray §7, 16 who, however, does not mention this 
instance of putting β for π here, nor of ο for ω anywhere. None of our 
texts, in fact, restores the correct form £ωπ-. LS quotes an inscription 
from Cos spelling £οπο-. Here also I should attribute the spelling of 
our MSS to later corruption. 8 7 

έν σκώλοις. In Job -χ.· 40:19 (24) Grabe takes exception to ένσκολιευό-
μενος (for D ^ f j i a a ) , which is suspect for this reason among many, that 
-εύεσθαι, the formation indicating a wilful action, does not make sense 
here. Moreover, the verb would be a hapax legomenon, the nearest 
existing verb being σκολιόομαι, to be bent, crooked. Grabe's own sug
gestion, ένσκωλ(ι)ευ-, certainly reflects tfj?1a, but that is its only merit 
(σκωλόομαι, Pass., to be offended, is one of Aquila's coinages). Moreover, 
Theodotion, who in the remainder of the verse follows the Hebrew 
closely and without misunderstanding, must not be supposed to put a 
participle for D ^ t o a . So we should read έν σκώλοις (cf. A ' C Θ' 
Prov. 18: 7) without being unduly concerned about the origin of the 
corruption ; it may be due to dictation. 

4.2. Interchange of ο and e 
ρεμβ ρομβ-. The mistaken change of ε into o, though noticed and 
rejected by Meister n, p . 26 n. 62, and Thackeray, §6, 27 (1), is still 
found in all editions, as it is read by Β (with the sole support of G). In 
Num. 32: 13 Β and our editions have κοπερόμβευσεν, but κοτερέμβευσεν 
in the others is now confirmed by ChB 963 (about 2θθρ), and ' the 
meaning, led astray, points to the spelling with -ε- ' (Meister). Moreover, 
the simple όεμβεύω, apart from Isa. 23: 16, is found three times in the 
later translations. The Quinta, Hos. 8: 6 ρεμβεύων, takes the difficult 
D'aatf as from aaW or 33W, and gives it the same intransitive meaning 
as does Aquila in the two parallel passages Jer . 38(31): 22 and 
30 (49) : 4, namely ή ρεμβεύουσα (fiaaitfn nan , 0 thou backsliding daughter 
cf. AV), and C , in Song of Sol. 1: 7, ρεμβομένη.8 8 The word-group is 



fairly well represented, mainly in later parts of the L X X and in the later 
translations: -όέμβομαι, Prov. 7: 12, once in A' and four times in C ; 
ονρρεμβόμενος Prov. 13: 20 in cod. A, believed to be the genuine 
reading by Lagarde, then two hapax legomena - ή όεμβάς, Sir. 26: 8, 
in an addition in min. 248, perhaps representing the second Greek 
translation or revision, and ρεμβασμοί, Wisd. of Sol. 4 :12 , derived from 
a verb ""ρεμβό^ω which, however, has not been preserved in existing 
Greek literature. So we must not assume a development βέμβομαι -
βόμβος - ρομβεύω, certainly not in the mind of the translator of 
Num. 32: 13 ; if, in the course of transmission to BG - i.e. the text used 
by Origen for his Hexapla - something like τρέφω - τροφός - τροφεύω 
was considered, a type which is not frequent, it was decidedly secondary. 
Indeed it may be nothing more than graphical error (€ ~ O), as in the 
two instances of ρεμβώδης quoted by LS from Plutarch and Galen. 8 9 

5. Metathesis of 1 and υ 
The words with which I have to deal under this heading, being absent 
from the NT, have failed to attract the attention of the O T grammars of 
Helbing and Thackeray. 

έρυσίβη. For έρυσίβη, rust, mildew, A reads έρισύβη in four of the six 
instances. With this it stands alone in our tradition, as far as we can see, 
and I find this metathesis recorded only by Lobeck, Path. el. 1, 523, 
' έρισύβη ap. Hesych. s. σκωλοβάτης'; so it is rightly kept out of our 
editions, and lexica. 9 0 

Ιλύς/ύλις. mud. The Lucianic MSS put Ιλύος Ps. 39: 3 and Ιλύν 
Ps. 68: 3, thus restoring the Attic forms, and Rahlfs follows them against 
the early evidence which reads ύλεως and ύλιν. The latter is spelt ύλην, 
just as in a papyrus from 153*, which is mis-interpreted by Mayser 
( 1 , 34).9 1 ύλις, mud, is found also in Pap. Lille 3, 19 ( I IP ) , gen. υλ(. .)ς 
and, from an earlier period and more respected corner, in an Attic 
inscription (IV a ) , IG a2, 2498, 9, ύλιν, and it has been suggested that 
this form was a stone-dresser's mistake for Ιλύν, which is found in the 
similar passage IG ι 2 , 94, 20, 23 (V a ) . Such errors are bound to have a 
cause, which in this instance is the early transformation of υ from u to ü. 
It is only from this increasing similarity between the two sounds ü and i 
that a metathesis (observable also in other words than ours) 9 2 can be 
understood. 



The first thorough discussion of the metaplasm resulting from the 
metathesis of ι and υ was given by Lobeck, Path. el. i, 523. Quoting 
Etymol. Magn. 180, 10 άφυλίσαι παρά τήν Ιλύν καΐ κατά μετάοεσιν 
υλις, he continues: 
eodemque modo scribuntur ύλί^ειν, άφυλ^ειν, διυλφιν, έξι/λφιν; nunquam 
contra, etsi ab ύλη, silva, longe disjuncta sunt; necque hinc repetunt Gram
ma tici sed a mctaplasto: υλις μεταπλασμος Ιστιν από τοϋ ύλη Ε.Μ. yj6, 32. 
ύλη καΐ [κατά μεταπλασμόν Ολις] καΐ έν ύπερβιβασμφ Ιλύς Gud. 277· 28. 
idemque credidisse videtur Photius ύλην τό καθί3ον [sic] TOÖ ύδατος* 
Αριστοφάνης, mendosa, puto, scriptura deceptus. 

He also gives a plausible explanation: 'Ab Ιλύς derivandum erat 
Ιλύ^ω, sed quia nullum est verbum in -0300 a nominibus in -ν/ς ductum, 
ypsilon primam occupavit syllabam.' He goes on to give a few further 
examples of verbs in -ί^ω instead of (cf. Debrunner, Wb. §234). 

It is obvious that the vulgar formation, established beyond any 
doubt by the gen. ύλεως, must be introduced into our text, and also 
Amos 6: 6 διϋλισμένον olvov is correct, meaning strained, clarified wine. 
I t will have been seen that I did not accent the nom. and acc. of ύλις. 
Perhaps this was over-cautious. The 1 of the first syllable of Ιλύς is 
certainly long, yet as to the υ of the second, metrical evidence is 
ambiguous, ύλη, too, has a long first syllable; it is possible that it 
influenced the metaplastic formation, in which the pattern of πόλις 
requires a short second syllable; 8 3 so it may not be too rash to put a 
circumflex, if only we assume that the metaplastic formation took a long 
first syllable as do both ιλύς and όλη . 9 1 

στυππεΐον, στυππέον/στιππύον ; στύππινος, στυππέΐνος/στιππύΐνος, 
(στιπποινος). 
The noun, meaning tow, oakum, was originally spelt οπνππεΐον as in 
Hdt. 8, 52 and in Attic authors and inscriptions (M.-Schw. p . 52 
n. 422; sometimes στυππέον, p . 43 n. 274). The adjective is spelt 
στύππινος in Attic inscriptions of the fourth century (p. 97 n. 855) and 
in an anonymous comic fragment; the earlier στυππέϊνος (from 
•στυππείΐνος) occurs only once (in a third-century papyrus). 9 5 This 
transformation of the adjective took place in the pre-Hellenistic period 
and we shall see that it underlies the phenomena which we observe in 
the Ptolemaic period from the third century onwards. 

The fresh feature in the Hellenistic examples is a large variety of 
forms, many of them with a metathesis of υ and 1 both in the noun and 



the adjective. Compared with this complexity the evidence in the L X X 
is very plain. The noun is στππτύον everywhere, the variants being 
completely negligible. 9 8 The Attic form στυππείου, read in Isa. ι : 31 
by Q c — 106 (Ziegler p . 103) is as late and secondary as the corrections 
mentioned by Ziegler p . 44. 

The adjective is found as στππτύΐνος in Lev. 13: 47, 59 only, with 
two or three minuscules restoring the sequence u-t (ει), but at the same 
time giving the noun, which makes no sense here. 

I should say a word about the isolated reading found in B* at both 
places, στιτπτοινος for στπτπύϊνος. There is further evidence for this 
formation in Pap. Lond. 3, 928* ( I I I p ) . Formations in -όϊνος are 
extremely rare, and are not even mentioned by Chantraine and 
Debrunner. Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 491, gives two examples, καρόϊνος, 
λευκόϊνος.97 But there is another example nearer at hand. Aquila, 
following his etymological principle of translation, renders DISC 'strong, 
powerful' by όστέϊνος (cf. DXJJ1, QSV 1); but, whereas in Gen. 18: 18; 
Ps. 34 (35) : 18, our MSS make him say όστέϊνος they give όστόϊνος in 
Exod. 1: 9; Deut. 7: 1; 9: 1. 

All this is far from encouraging us to adopt the reading of Β* στιπ-
ττόϊνος. The confirmatory evidence from elsewhere is late, and, more
over, the form could be an itacism -oivos for -uvoç, perhaps a metathesis 
of στύτππνος. 9 8 There are more examples of itacistic 01 for υ in B* (not 
in Thackeray §6, 41), as καροια instead of κάρυα Num. 1 7 : 8 (23), 
against all other evidence. 

Here, then, I do not propose to introduce any change, and in this 
I feel supported by the testimony of Phrynichus (Lobeck pp. 261 f.) for 
whom στυπττέϊνος is so obsolete that he warns against it and recom
mends 'δνευ του I τρισυλλάβως στύτππνον, cos ol αρχαίοι' . Our 
στππτύϊνος is simply the earlier στύτππνος brought closer to the later 
στππτύον by metathesis. As στιπύΐνος it occurs once in a Ptolemaic 
papyrus. 

6. Syncope (aphaeresis) and hyphaeresis 
Under this heading I propose the rejection of two spellings of our 
editions. 

( 1 ) νεοσσός in Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy and, perhaps, Isaiah. 
While the Attic form νεοττός in 4 Mace. 14: 15 and νεοσσός in Job 

and Proverbs are incontestable, νοσσός appears to be the genuine form 



in Lev. 5: 7, 11 ; 12: 8; 14: 22, 30; 15: 14, 29; Num. 6: 10; Deut. 22: 6; 
32: 11, as it is attested throughout by Β with never less than two and 
often with many adherents, among them ChB 963 ( 2 0 0 P ) in Num. 6:10, 
the only time in the Pentateuch where ChB has preserved the word. 
Rahlfs is therefore mistaken in putting νεοσσός in all these passages. In 
Isaiah the evidence is more equivocal: in 16: 2 νοσσός is found in 
'B 147-93' (Ziegler) only, and in 60: 8 νοσσοΐς is the reading of S Q * 0 
(including B) L, so that νεοσσοΐς is confined to A and, as it seems, C 
(the Catena group). Swete is in no dilemma here, since B, which is 
hexaplaric in Isaiah, reads νοσσ- in both passages. Yet Rahlfs and 
Ziegler are certainly mistaken in spelling νεοσσ- throughout. In 60: 8, 
at least, the basis for doing so is too slender. 

Since ' the derivatives all take the κοινή form νοσσιά, νοσσίον, 
νοσσεύειν, νοσσοποιεϊν' (Thack. p . 98), we may state a twofold develop
ment : in some books the use of different formations for the several classes 
of words (νεοσσός-νοσσιά), which may have been the rule in Attic 
(νεοττός-νοττιά) and, somewhat different, in Hdt. (νενοσσευμένος-
νεοσσός, νεοσσιή), as it is still in Herodas ( I I I a , νεοσσοί η, 48 - νοσ-
σιήν 7, 7 2 ) '•> but in the Pentateuch (and Isaiah?) analogy has done its 
levelling work with the result of uniformity (νοσσός-νοσσιά), just as 
Menander (IV s ) once displays νοττός and even Aeschylus, Fragm. 113 
νοσσόν (compare W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. p . 690, and Schweizer, Perg. 
p. 102, who sees an Ionism in the νοσσ. forms). 

(2) άλιάετον Swete, άλιαίετον Rahlfs. 
Of these two forms of the word for sea-eagle, which occurs in Lev. 

11 : 13, Deut. 14: 12, the one chosen by Swete and BM is that for which 
the evidence is provided by only 9 min. in Leviticus, and Ν with 
16 min. in Deuteronomy, of which afiorxyaj are common to both 
passages - meagre evidence, indeed. The one chosen by Rahlfs is 
supported by GMejsz (cmbw) in Leviticus and begjw in Deuteronomy 
(Ra. : ' p a u ' ) . On the other hand, the overwhelming majority reads 
άλίετον in both passages, and this form must be considered the real 
tradition, and this all the more, because άετόν occurs in the same verses 
without any variants. In neither word can the diphthong -αι- be 
expected in prose. So our explanation of άλίετος must start from 
άλιάετος. 

Here we have an example of hyphaeresis, the expulsion of one 
vowel out of a group of three (Meister 11, p. 34; Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 
pp. 252 f.), such as in γόον for γόεον Horn. //. vi 500 or μυθέαι for 



μυθέεοα, the termination -ιω instead of -ιεω, gen. plur. -ιων instead of 
,ιεων. This is one of the ways in which a troublesome hiatus in speech is 
eased, even if it is not wholly avoided. When Meister, the first hitherto 
to consider this word more fully (and with him Huber, Lev. pp. 2, 14), 
alternatively thinks of a ' late contraction of αιε into ε or an expulsion of 
ε alongside of αι ' , he seems to start from the assumption that the 
shortening of the word was only possible after cu had become a mono-
phthongic ε. Therefore he says, ' in any case άλιετος goes back to 
άλιαιετος, not to άλισετος'. In this he is mistaken. For (1) the form with 
-on- cannot be expected in later prose, and (2) hyphaeresis is not 
confined to identical or homogeneous vowels. Perhaps our editors 
refrained from accepting άλίετον into their texts, because the expulsion 
of a syllable, which was under the accent, seemed to them to be proof 
of a later distortion by copyists far removed from the translators; but the 
parallels adduced from Homer, from later Ionic and other dialects (see 
Schwyzer) make it clear that such an expulsion, followed by a migration 
of the accent, was well within the scope of Greek and far from bar
barous." Here the Cambridge editions were for once not supported in 
their choice by any corrector of B. 



3. C O N S O N A N T S 

ι. Single and double consonants 
I.I. False simplification 
χιννάμωμον = pö|p.. Does not seem to have a variant -v- in the L X X 
any more than in the Ptol. papyri where Mayser quotes κιναμώμων 
from Dionys. Periegeta ( I I p ) 945 only. 

χρομμυα, onions. Our editions have the correct spelling, κρόμμυα, with 
BHM and minn. in Num. 11 : 5, as do the Ptol. papyri (Mayser 1, 
218 ff.) and as is required by the metre in Aristophanes; AFN and 
minuscules, giving -μ- as do Homer passages (metri causa) and post-
Christian papyri, are clearly secondary. 

κροσσοί, tassels, fringe. With this word and the adj. κροσσωτό* there is 
strong evidence for -σ- in almost all majuscules in Exod. 28: 24 (29) 
and nearly as many in v. 22, whereas in 36: 22 (39: 15) only Β with 
six minn. reads -σ-. The same applies to the adj. in 28: 14, while in 
Ps. 44 (45) : 14 at least S°"RT have -σσ-. The spelling κρωσσ-, which 
is given by H R as an alternative for the noun, appears in Bos' edition 
only ( = the Sixtine), but never in Grabe. We may remember that 
Hdt . 2, 125 has the variants -ωσσ- SV, -ωσ- R, for a different word 
κρόσσαι, steps. Following Β, Swete and BM give the mistaken forms in 
-σ-. 

ποδοχάχχη, ή, stocks, J ob 13: 27 άλλο*. The mistaken spelling, -κακη 
(Field), is due to false etymology (LS). 

προσστάς, προσσχης, προσοχές etc. Thackeray (§9, 1) discusses the 
occasional coalescence of two words, which had in early Attic inscriptions 
already resulted in the omission of one of the two sigmas or nus at the 
suture point of the two words. He continues ' T h e L X X remains 
practically free from this blending of words, the only well-supported 
example being πρόστόμα, 2 Esdras 12: 13 BS A'. In point of fact there 
are many more. For the prophets I refer to Ziegler's useful classification 
of grammatical variants Orthographika. In Isaiah he does not go beyond 
what is found in Thackeray. Here I mention 28: 17 εισταθμους B*S*A 



and ι : 31 ωσπινθηρες SA. From the Minor Prophets he adduces 
Jonah 2: 6 εισχισμας S*A minn.; Nahum 1: 10 ωσμιλαξ WS*VAQ_* 
minn., 3: 12 ειστομα S*AQj*. Cf. his edition of Jeremiah, p. 121; 
Ezekiel, p . 76; Daniel, p . 74. We may add έξανιρ (èicCavip) Ezek. 7 : 5 ; 
Arm. comesHonem ( = φαγήν) for εΙς σκάφην, Daniel, Bel and Dragon 
Θ' 33, where some minn. read εισκαφην. 

Had Thackeray here applied his own teaching (§9, 4) that identical 
aspects are shown in the suture of compounds, he could have pointed 
to a consistent mis-spelling. In Num. 16: 15 the traditional editions, 
Bos, Tischendorf7 and even Grabe, have μή ιτρόσχης. Our modern 
editions certainly correct the accent, putting Ίτροσχης, but they fail 
to restore the double σ for προς-σχεϊν. I t was Lagarde alone who 
both in his Lucian and the posthumous Psalterii Graeci Quinquagena 
prima gave the double σ to all unaugmented aorist forms of ττροσέχειν 
(no form of the future exists in the L X X ) , just as, e.g., Immanuel 
Bekker had done in Thucyd. 4, 1 1 , 3 a hundred years ago. 1 In addition 
to προσοχής Num. 16: 15 and 1 Sam. 16: 7 Ζ there are 17 instances of 
•ΤΓροσσχες in the Psalms alone, and three more besides - Dan. L X X 
9: 18; Dan. θ ' g: 19; 3 Mace. 2: 2. In 1 Sam. 16: 7 Lagarde in his 
edition of the Lucianic recension (Lib. VT) had already put the emended 
form ιτροσ(σ)χη5 (cf. p . xi with a reference to Field). 

In Wisd. of Sol. 13: 1 ; 14: 30, Rahlfs may be right in preferring the 
pres., ττροσέχοντες (with AS) to προ(σ)σχόντες (Β), though in 14: 30 
an equally irrational καταφρονήσαντες in the parallel clause, 30c, argues 
for the aorist. 

Wendland (Philologus 57, 1898, p . 116) suggests προ(σ}στάς in 
Theophr., Char. 11, 8. 

1.2. Doubling of single consonant 
οίμμοι. The spelling οϊμμοι has neither been unobserved nor is it 
confined to the LXX, contrary to Thackeray's assumption (§7, 41). 
Wilhelm Schulze (KZ 33» 1895, p. 397) gave examples from Attic 
inscriptions and even formulated the rule: 'After diphthongs and long 
vowels we sometimes find the following consonants doubled in an un-
organic way, as an indication that in such cases the pronunciation is 
inclined to distribute the consonant between both syllables.' After 
referring to G. Meyer, Griech. Grammatik1 §289, pp. 280 f., for Χαφρονέα, 
Ισχυρρός, ναολλον he went on to say: 'Here the spelling οϊμμοι also 
belongs', which occurs in two inscriptions on tombstones. In his review 



of Kretschmer's Die griechischen Vaseninschriften (Göttingüche Gelehrte 
Anzeigen, 1896, pp. 228-56) he added some more examples, one of 
which, being Byzantine (X p ) , would in itself not mean very much, as 
it may have been influenced by the biblical usage (now Kl. Sehr. 
pp. 278 and 712 n. 3). More is now found in Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. pp. 103, 
238. He gives an example of οΤμμοι from Menander (H 6 Jensen) and 
of many other words from Attic and other dialects, and dates the habit 
of changing open syllables into closed ones (by 'doubling' the con
sonant) as early as the fifth century. In detail, he says, there could be 
several causes; 'für οΤμμοι liegt es nahe, expressive Gemination an
zunehmen' (p. 238). There is certainly something distinctive in the 
prevailing use of this form in the L X X ; it may be one of the peculiar 
features due to its isolation as a book of the Church. Thus far Thackeray 
was correct in his perception, but neither he nor LS should have over
looked the Attic precedents. 

πλήμυρα/πλήμμυρα etc. πλημμυρά J o b 40: 18 (23), πλημμυρεΐν C 
Eccles. ι : 7, and Ό Gipoç Jer . 12:5 (this is not in HR) would appear 
to be covered by W. Schulze's rule; yet it may be better to assume either 
a false etymology (πλήν + μύρομαι) or merely a mistaken analogy from 
πλημμελής, both in the mind of later copyists, and to restore the single 
-μ-, and all the more as this spelling is found in inscriptions, papyri and 
good MSS (LS s.v.). The word is not a compound. A suffix -üra 8 would 
be almost without parallels, and even the fact that πλήμη πλημϋρίς 
πλήμΰρα has its exact analogy in another series of formations of a 
closely related meaning, αλμη άλμϋρίς αλμυρός adj., gives no clue. So it 
may be safer in πλήμυρα to see a retrograde formation from πλημύρειν, 
such as εϋθϋνα from εύθύνειν, αίσχυνη which replaced an earlier αίσχος 
from αίσχύνειν (Deb., Wb. §224). In contrast to Luke 6: 48 (-μ- DW 
al) the correct spelling is in none of the O T passages, as far as we can 
see; but we should not hesitate to restore it even in the NT, though 
Moulton (n, 101) would consider it ' due to correction by literary hands 
in some ancestor'; for in the light of the evidence mentioned above this 
correction does not look like classicizing, let alone atticizing. Cohn, 
Philo ι, xliii, would have done better not to enumerate ' πλήμυρα pro 
πλημμυρά ' as 'geminatio consonarum inter dum neglecta' in Pap., for it is the 
correct spelling which has been rarely preserved. 



1.3. False forms of the type έξεκκλησιάζειν 
First of all attention must be directed to Lobeck's rich note in his 
Phtynichus p . 155. When looking up H R we find seven instances of 
έκκλησιά^ειν, but twenty-one of έξεκκλησιο^ειν. This is a strange forma
tion, indeed, for it contains the same preposition εκ- twice over. Closer 
examination of the instances, however, shows that they are all aug
mented forms of the ind. aor. The fact that they have the augment in 
the place proper for true compounds, although the verb is a mere 
denominative derived from εκκλησία, however incorrect, is not without 
parallels. What is stranger, they have the -έκ- doubled, and hence 
derives the impression that it was put twice over. In point of fact this 
doubling is merely scribal (Thack. p. 207), and at the root of the -κκ-
there is the more familiar noun εκκλησία. Thus we must cancel the 
second κ in all those aorist formations, as has been done in other 
classical texts from Thucyd. onward. The only formation that is found 
in a mood without augment is Aristotle, Oec. 1348 a Ιξεκκλησιάσας ptc. 
(with Io. G. Schneider's comment, Leipzig, 1815, p. 44). I t merely 
represents an isolated instance of more advanced corruption. The 
copyist may have inadvertently thought of an augmented indicative. 
Strangely enough LS has an article ' έξεκκλησιά3ω = έκκλησιοςω Arist. 
Oec. 1348 1 1 ' , and in the article on έκκλησιά^ω lists the augmented 
aorist forms as w . 11. instead of ff. 11., without mention, however, of 
instances from the L X X . 3 

Other instances of this type of mistake are : 
«ν€γγυαν. The mistaken έξεκκλησια^ειν has a close and equally frequent 
parallel ενεγγυαν in the augmented forms of ayyväv (Crönert, MGH 
p. x). Here also the -yy- is due to the influence of the noun έγγύη. It is 
not in our current L X X texts, and it could be ignored here but for a 
reference in H R and for the fact that the traditional editions, including 
Bos and even Grabe's posthumous text, repeat it from the Sixtine in 
Prov. 6: 3 ενεγγν/ήσω. In Jos., AJ xvi, 227 codd. M W read κατενεγ-
yv/ησαν, Ε κατηγγ-, but Niese rightly puts κατενεγύησεν. 

4ν€γκρατ£υομεθα. Offered in Justin, Apol. 1, 29,1 by our poor evidence, 
this false formation reflects the -γχ- of εγκράτεια. 

•εμπορεύομαι. One more example of the inferior and sorely un
checked information about the L X X in LS is its entry: 'ένεμπορεύομαι, 
trade with one in, σο! έν ψυχαΐς L X X Ezek. 27: 13'. Actually the Hebrew 



has the participle Ή? Τ̂3Ί, the Greek ένεπορεύοντο. A " ( = A -26-544), 
a group with many peculiar readings (Ziegler, xvi 1, 30), alone read 
ένεμπορεύονται i.e. the present, which is the usual rendering of a 
Hebrew participle. But, as it stands, it looks like a conflation of εμπο
ρεύονται and ένε[μ]πορευοντο. When comparing v. 21 ( ^ Π Ο ) we find 
εμπορεύονται as the majority reading and ένεπορεύοντο in 967 A ' - 106' 
and others. All this taken together gives the impression that the 
ένεμπορεύονται of A " was originally ένεπορεύοντο, in which the -μ- had 
come in as a reminder of εμπορία, έμπορεύεσθαι. Nothing entitles us to 
trace this form back to the translator. It is a corruption on which no 
lexicon should base an article, any more than on the mere itacism 
εμπορειον for έμπόριον Arist., Oec. 1348 b 21, which latter Susemihl 
restored, though he left untouched εξεκκλησιασας. 

None of the corruptions listed above represents spoken Greek. None 
is even likely to be intentional with the copyists. In all of them the 
spelling of the noun caused the intrusion. 

2. Irrational nasal before consonants 
άδρύνω/άνδρύνω. άδρύνω, to ripen, mature (always in pass.), which LS 
quotes only in connection with fruit, embryos, nestlings, is in the LXX 
always used of men (except in 2 Sam. 12:3 of the poor man's only lamb 
and Ps. 143 (144) : 12 oar sons as plants grown up in their youth) ; to show off, 
swagger, 1 Macc. 8: 14 and similarly in Dan. 0' 8: 11 in a doublet in 
the Lucianic tradition (cf. Field). In our secondary evidence (but not, 
of course, in our editions) the infiltration of -v- resulted in an un
warranted *άνδρύνω in most of the passages - Exod. 2: 10; Judg. 11 :2 , 
13: 24; Ruth 1: 13; 2 Sam. 12: 3; 2 King 4: 1 8 - o r else it resulted in 
other words which in themselves would be possible, but which in fact 
are clearly distortions of the less known άδρύνω = Vis. So we have 
άνδρόω Exod. 2: 10 and Judg. 11 : 2 in /, άνδρί^ω Ruth 1: 13 in y; the 
itacism ινδρυνθη 2 Kings 4: 18 in b ' along with ιδρυνθη in qt and 
υδρυνθη in x; whereas in Ps. 143 (144) : 1 2 a considerable part of our 
evidence reads Ιδρυμένα as from Ιδρύω, here always without v. So in 
Job 34: 19 for άδροΐς (ïÏBf) some MSS read ανδρών (AV), others 
ανδρός (cf. Field, Auctarium). We see therefore how precarious it is to 
say with LS: 'άνδρύνω = άνδρόω, Ps.-Callisth. 1: 13 (Pass.)'. This 
corruption of άδρύνω did not deserve an article and, moreover, even 
Miiller's edition of Callisthenes (Paris, 1846), from which LS quotes, 
has the correct ανδρωθείς without any variant. 



Χευκαθίζω/λευκανθίζω. λ ε υ κ ά ζ ω (cf. Wackernagel's probable con
jecture in Hes., Sait. 146 λευκαθεόντων) = Gothic liuha} ( = λευκαθα), 
German leuchten, is the only correct form, although Hude's Oxford 
Herodotus 8, 27 still reads -ανθ- against the best MSS, as does the 
Babrius Papyrus against the metre, and the MSS of many Greek 
authors. In Lev. 13: 38 f. all our majuscules are correct and with them 
the editions. The minuscule evidence, however, shows that Origen and 
Lucian, among others, put the wrong form. In Song of Sol. 8 : 5 8 and 
Swete are correct, but Rahlfs, following SA, puts -ανθ-. 4 One of the 
reasons why the secondary η-infiltration has become more habitual in 
this word than in others is the existence of words like λενκάνθεμον (cf. 
χρυσάνθεμον), λευκανθεμίς, white flower, and above all, λενκανθής, white-
blossoming. λευκανθί3ω, though formed on purely phonetic grounds, 
seemed to recommend itself as a derivation from such words. According 
to the evidence, Hesychius, in a gloss taken from Lev. 13, supports the 
inferior tradition -ανθ-; but Wackernagel, without mentioning the 
passage in Leviticus, concludes from the alphabetic sequence in 
Hesychius that he may have spelled λευκαθ- (Glotta 14, 46). 

The infiltration of nasals before explosives found its first adequate 
treatment in W. Schulze's essay 'Samstag' (.££33, 1895, n o w ^ · Sehr., 
pp. 281-96). Among the surprises brought by the early ChB papyri is 
the fact that they display forms of λημψ- etc. without the inserted -μ-. 
I cannot now go into the problems which here call for an answer. The 
insertion of nasals was widespread. Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 123, gives 
examples of 'inorganic nasalization' from Asia Minor, and in the L X X 
there are occasions in which one may doubt whether they are due to 
Hebrew or Greek influences.5 *λευκανθί3ω and *άνδρύνω have this in 
common that popular etymology may be at their root; but the combi
nation with άνθος and άνδρ(ός) could not have taken place, if the -v-
had not been inserted for purely phonetic, i.e. subconscious, reasons. 
One may also remember the modern Greek spelling -ντ- and -μττ-
which safeguards the pronunciation d and b, after δ and β had become 
spirants. But λευκανθ- with its aspirate certainly would not favour this 
explanation. 



3. Insertion of explosive consonants between two other 
consonants 

Εσδρας, Εσδραχ, Ιεσδρι, Ισδραηλ, Ιστραηλ, Μεσδραιμ, Μεστραϊμ, 
Μισθραιος, Οαμψων 
Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 277, from the L X X mentions Οαμψων, Ισδραηλ 

(-στρα-), Εσδρας, and a few more examples are given by Thackeray 
§7, 27. Compare also W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. pp. 275 n. 8, 710 n. 2. 
Moreover, Istrahel, Isdrahel which, along with Israhel and Sdrahel, is 
fully supported by evidence from the Latin Bible in Rönsch pp. 459 f., 
seems to appear in the L X X only once, 6 Ίσδραηλΐται, 4 Mace. 18: 1 in 
S (S always displays Ισδρ- in Acts: v. Soden pp. 1375 f.), but, according 
to W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. p . 383, it was a genuinely Greek vernacular 
form, removed from our MSS not later than in the fourth century. We 
should even mention Ιεσδρι V)X"'> 1 Chron. 25: 11, and Μεστραϊμ for 
Μεσραϊμ 0?ΊΤΙ? Gen. 10: 6, and, less strongly attested, 10: 13. In 
ι Chron. 1: 8 even our texts give Μεστραϊμ BLiy Arm.; Μεσδραιμ Cgj 
the latter certainly is secondary (but compare Ιεσδρι above, and Μισθ-
ραΐος, which W. Schulze restores in Appian. Mithr. 10), for the last 
two examples have -στρ- for n s as distinct from -σδρ- for *lt. Thackeray's 
instance of 6 (2 Kings 19: 37) has disappeared from Rahlfs' text 7 which 
reads Νεσεραχ instead of Εσθραχ Α (Θ ~ €), in spite of B's Εσδραχ 
(ηΊοι 2 Kings 19: 37, cf. p. 320 n. 2). 

Τελαμψουρ. This instance is of a slightly different nature, for here the 
same rule is applied to two contiguous words, disclosing what is called 
sandhi ' i .e. changes in initial and final sounds of words when used in a 
word-group or sentence' (Moulton-Howard 11,54i b , Index of Subjects). 

ι Sam. 27: 8 the words n*JW> ï|Kia D^toö are represented by από 
ανηκόντων η από Γελαμψουρ τετειχισμένων. S. R. Driver, partly after 
Α. Klostermann, most lucidly shows that there is ' a doublet twice over 
(από ανηκόντων [apparently = D^frö] ή άπό Γελαμψουρ [ = tbv 
again + TW] τετειχισμένων [clearly a second representative of " 1 W 
wall]) '. His restoration, after Thenius and Wellhausen, of B ^ ) ? in the 
Hebrew is sound, and the interchange of Τ ~ Γ being one of the most 
common, the whole L X X evidence favours this emendation. It is also 
clear that the two alternative translations, going back as they do to our 
corrupt Hebrew, have no significance. They are secondary even in the 
LXX, and must disappear from the emended text; for they are marked 
by ·χ· in m m * ( m t e x t displays mistaken asterisks) as the reading of 



O' = Origen's L X X column. The alternative reading άπό Τελαμψουρ 
is likely once to have been marked by Origen by an obelus, of which no 
trace is left. 

Above, I left η without accent. In our present context it must be 
taken as ή introducing a doublet (so Klostermann and Nestle), in the 
emended text it is ή representing But with this the text is still not 
mended. The parallels, in this book 15: 7, indicate that ^Nia was 
originally rendered by ÊOÛÇ; this we must now insert, thus dissolving the 
compound Τελαμψουρ into Τελαμ 2a>s Coup. 

Thus the sandhi form Τελαμψουρ owes its origin to a mutilation of the 
original text in the course of the contamination described and con
sequently it does not belong to the original L X X . After ucoç was 
dropped, copyists who no longer understood the place names took 
Τελαμ Coup as one word, so that their Τελαμψουρ with its infixed π 
(μττσ > μψ), is a complete parallel to Οαμψων. 

4· On the pronunciation of ζ 
4.1. ζ = σδ 
Ionic-Attic 3 represents four different etymological values (Schwyzer, 
Gr. Gr. p . 330), one of which is σδ. So in 0305 (Aeol. δσδος) German Ast; 
T.3CÙ Lat. sido, from *si-sd- according to Umbrian andersistu = 'inter-
sidito'; Boeot. 0ε03οτος Att. θεο3οτίδηΐ = Θεοσδ-; Άθήνα3ε (cf. 
Μέγαράδε) from *Aeävavs-Ö8. 

4.8. σδ = ζ 
The published text of Deut. 31: 13 in the ChB papyrus 963 reads 

Here €Δ makes no sense. Unfortunately the plates of this 
volume are still unpublished, but we can hardly doubt that we must 

read [[CA]](*)CIN, both spellings (CA and Z) representing an identical 
pronunciation, namely sonant sd. 

4*3· δ > ζ under the influence of an immediately preceding σ 
Νέμεσις Ζικεα.8 Ad. Wilhelm* brilliantly explained this as Νέμεσις 
σδικαία. 

*ύλης ζύο. This, the reading of A at Ezek. 40: 39, stands obviously for 
ττύληςσδύο. 



44. ζ as a mis-spelling of δ 
συμποδιον, τοπαδιον. I t even looks as though copyists in various 
quarters had been made aware of the fact that in some instances 3 was 
a mis-spelling of δ. In this way Rahlfs 1 0 explains Coptic spellings such as 
ονττοδιον, τωπαδιον = συμπόσιον, τοπά^ιον. Likewise in Ezek. 28: 13 
the Scheide Pap. reads τοπαδιον and Tyconius cod. V topadiü (Burkitt 
p. 78,1. 4)· 

ζιου/διου. Our last example is the transliteration of if. In the Hebrew 
the word occurs twice, at the beginning and at the end of the record 
about the building of Solomon's Temple. The original L X X transposes 
the verses 37 f. of 1 Kings 6 to the beginning of the chapter, after v. 1, 
as the second half of an insertion, the first half of which represents M T 
5: 31, 32 a. In the Hexapla they were brought back to their place after 
v. 34 (36), the place given to them by the Hebrew author, whose text 
of v. ι suffered similar, but minor, influences from w . 37 f. A still later 
recension, of which MNhy are the chief witnesses,1 1 places w . 37 f. 
before, not after, v. 1. In the original L X X the word itself has suffered 
from mechanical corruption, as was seen by Montgomery. Three 
witnesses only have kept clear of i t : 31ου ο; Xiiu La.; δειου η . 1 2 The 
hexaplaric insertion has a unanimous JEIOU, which is read in the M N 
insertion too, with the exception of διου h. Thus in two of the three 
text forms a single minuscule indulges in the hyper-Graecism διου - ap
parently independently. 

4.5. ζ = zd 
"Αζωτος for ΤΠ0Κ in Hdt. has been observed by the grammarians 
before as evidence for the pronunciation of 3 in Greek as zd ; Schwyzer, 
Gr. Gr. p . 153, gives Ασεδωδ as the L X X form. Yet this is only partly 
correct; for, apart from Joshua, the L X X uses "AJCOTOS throughout and 
Ά^ώτιοι for its people, as ^ ω τ ι σ τ ί for their speech (2 Esdras 23: 24). 
There is an isolated Ά3ωτίω even in Josh. 13: 3, yet everywhere else 
in this book something peculiar has happened, namely a confusion 
with T\VTp$ (cstr. n*nfta) pi. of Ttfç (cstr. Ttig)13 (the only occurrence of 
the sing, found in the Hebrew, Num. 21: 15, is not represented in the 
LXX) , slope, steep descent. This is transliterated in Josh. (10:40; 12: 3, 8; 
13: 20) as in Deut. (3: 17; 4: 49)1* throughout, always in the form 
Ασηδωθ. In Josh. 10: 40 it is even given the article ή as a fem. sing. 



This indicates that the translator thought of a city-name {sal. ττόλις), 
cf. the neuter plurals in -o with preceding ή, collected by Thack. § 11,10. 

This same Ασηδωθ is read for the city Tfrtfg according to Bdghpr 
Co. Eth. La. in Josh. 15: 46, whereas in 1 1 : 22 the most ancient 
evidence, including slight corruptions in Β and 9 , leads to Ασεδωδ as 
the reading of B G 9 cfjosvz (Gcov1*1* -ωθ). In both passages Origen's 
spelling obviously was Ασδωδ, and in 1 1 : 22 FN rell Co. have Ασηδωθ, 
the reading of 15: 46 and, at the same time, the one uncontested in the 
passages rendering DiTtfjÇ 'slopes'. As the Β tradition of Joshua as a 
whole suffers from the careless transmission, at an earlier stage, of good 
and pre-hexaplaric material, and similar oversights are found in other 
passages, as in the unique QICUV for rirro instead of Οηων 13: a i , we 
may safely state that Ασηδωθ is the general spelling in Joshua, the 
ending -θ once more pointing to the confusion mentioned. 1 5 



4. D E V I C E S F O R A C O R R E C T 
U N D E R S T A N D I N G A N D P R O N U N C I A T I O N 

ι. Diaeresis 
As there is a very clear and instructive paragraph on this topic in 
Moulton's Grammar (n, 50), I can briefly state that we use the sign of 
diaeresis (1) in order to avoid diphthongal pronunciation and (2) also 
elsewhere to mark the beginning of a new syllable. In many instances 
our usual method of accentuation precludes all confusion, and this 
applies also to Semitic proper names and place-names. I propose, 
however, to exclude names from this section, for their treatment would 
claim a disproportionate space, particularly since Rahlfs' edition, which 
does away with accents and puts -1- instead of the traditional -ει- when 
expressing î, creates a series of fresh difficulties. They require a special 
chapter. 

I.I. Avoidance of diphthongal pronunciation 
A sign of diaeresis is required to ensure the correct pronunciation in 
words like όοίσκος, which is always given without the puncta diaereseos 
(τρήμα) in the Cambridge editions. Here, too, Rahlfs shows his change 
of attitude; he follows the Cambridge practice in Exod. 28: 33 bis, 34; 
36: 31 ff., but inserts the diaeresis in 2 Chron. 3: 16; 4: 13; Sir. 45: 9. 
If we were to confine the use of diaeresis to the strict avoidance of a 
mistaken diphthongal pronunciation, we could omit it in the cases with 
short terminations, because here the acute accent would indicate in 
itself that there is no question of a diphthong, which otherwise would 
here require a circumflex. Yet I should not suggest such a practice, as 
it is not actually found anywhere, nor is it suggested by the lavish usage 
throughout later antiquity. 

So Rahlfs is certainly right 1 in spelling τφοΐη Job 7: 19, ττροΐεμαι 
Prov. 8: 4, ττροΐεντο 2 Macc. 10: 34, προϊέμενον 2 Macc. 15: 12, 
€βραΐστί Sir. prol. 22, Ιουδαϊκής 2 Macc. 13: 21, and Ιουδαϊσμός, 
Ιουδαϊστί throughout. That he does not take the line tentatively 
suggested above is shown by his spelling Εβραΐδι 4 Macc. 12: 7 ; 16: 15· 
In the latter passage Swete is inconsistent for once and puts a diaeresis. 
But I would go further than Rahlfs and give a diaeresis to ιουδά^ον 



Esther 8:17 where Rahlfs has none, apparently because the accent on 
the -a- precludes any misunderstanding, άιδίον Wisd. of Sol. 7: 26, 
shared with Swete, should be corrected after άϊδιότητος 2: 23 and 
άΐδιον 4 Mace. 10: 15. 

Rahlfs is likewise right in spelling -προϋπήρχε Job 42: 1 yb, προϋποτε-
ταγμένων 3 Mace. 1: 2, and προϋφεστώτος Wisd. of Sol. 19: 7, to 
secure the pronunciation prohu-. Here Swete adds to the failure of his 
presentation by even dividing πρου-ποτεταγμένων which cannot but 
suggest a mistaken pronunciation. 

μ,ισούβρι, as Swete reads 3 Mace. 6: 9, is mistaken from two points of 
view. First it ought to display the diaeresis of its source (μεισοϋβρει A), 
and secondly it ought to be proparoxytone. Moreover, its open, etymo
logical, formation in -o- before the second component which starts with 
a vowel is extremely unlikely in 3 Maccabees with its stylistic aspira
tions. There are remarkably few examples of such open compounds at 
all, and A, where it stands alone, is rather unreliable in orthographical 
matters; so we may safely follow Rahlfs who, with the other MSS, 
including V, reads μίσυβρι.2 

None of our editions conforms to the common practice, shared by 
H R and LS; they all fail to spell βοί Exod. 23: 4. πρωί, πρωίθεν, 
πρωία, πρωινός, πρό'ίμος with a diaeresis.3 

1.2. Emphasis on beginning of fresh syllable 
The diaeresis on ϊ (and ϋ) - which at an early period had already 
become simply a dot on the i, even in Ιτϊ (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 149) -
was very useful in helping the later Greeks to understand and pro
nounce ; and it should be introduced into our biblical texts to the extent 
of marking the division between the syllables. So we ought to read 
διϊκνείσθω Exod. 26: 28, διίπταντος Wisd. of Sol. 5: 1 1 , 4 διΐστησιν 
Prov. 17: 9, διϊστώσιν Isa. 59: 2, περιϊπτάμενα 4 Mace. 14: ij,6 

περιϊοταμένου 2 Mace. 14: 9. 

2. Accentuation 
2.1. Traditional inadvertence 
λύχνοι. An isolated instance of mistaken accentuation - λυχνοί for 
λύχνοι 2 Chron. 13: 11 — was observed in Swete by P. H. Hedley in his 
review of BH3 Gen. Ps. Is. (JTS 32, 1931, p . 305) and in a note mJTS 



34» r933» P- 270; c f - ZAW3$, 19*3» Ρ· 33·β T h i s λυχνοΙ, however, is a 
slip passed on from one edition to another; thus we find it in Bos, 
Tischendorf 7 and Rahlfs. 7 

2.2. Neglected grammatical prescriptions 
2.2.1. Place of accent 
Other common mistakes are more serious, as they disclose a neglect of 
ancient prescriptions. 

αδελφέ. I t is generally recognized that the vocative αδελφέ was pro-
paroxytone, since elsewhere the accent is drawn back as far as possible 
in the vocative. 8 This is attested by Trypho Grammaticus (I a ) and is still 
alive in modern Greek." Our editors have been very slow to introduce 
the correct accent into their texts, as is shown by the list of mistaken 
accentuations given by A. Kaegi, Griech. Schulgrammatik8 p . ix n. 26. 
Even now we read αδελφέ in Soph., Electra ed. Kaibel (quoted above, 
p . 44) 1346, 1484, and in Murray's Oxford Euripides, Iph. Aul. 471, 
1241, Orest. 1037, in contrast with Αδελφέ Medea 1272. There is no doubt 
therefore that we should introduce αδελφέ in the more than twenty L X X 
passages ranging from 2 Sam. 1: 26 to 4 Macc. 13: 11, 18, and the same 
applies to the N T (Acts 9: 17 ; 21: 20) and the Gospel of Peter 2: 5. For 
some unknown reason Rahlfs sometimes retains the incorrect form, so in 
2 Sam. 20: 9; ι Kings 9: 13; 13: 30; 4 Macc. 13: 11, 18; Jer . 22: 18. 1 0 

αμητος. See below, sub τρυγητός. 

δεσμή, bundle Exod. 12: 22. Given by Rahlfs as oxytone in accordance 
with the prescription of Herodian and with our N T texts, M T 13: 30. 
The same accentuation is in Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 493, whereas 
Thackeray, p . 154, and LS mention only δέσμη. For δοχμη LS gives 
both alternatives, but quotes στάθμη as a paroxytone only. Lobeck 
who, Par. p. 396, tries to lay down a definite rule, gives plenty of 
material, but no satisfactory result. The only thing which he proves is 
that in the majority of MSS δέσμη is a paroxytone, and this cannot 
compete with the distinct prescription of Herodian. 

ταμιεΐον. Another mistaken accentuation is confined to Rahlfs' later 
period. While he displays the correct ταμιεΐον in Ruth p . 151, and Gen. 
43: 30 in his edition of 1926, for an unknown reason the Psalmi of 1931 



turn to a proparoxytone -ίειον, which is impossible. In the Stuttgart 
text the casus recti are correct only in Gen. 43: 30 and Judg. 15: 1 Β 
text as against 23 instances of mistaken proparoxytone forms from 
Exod. 8: 3 (7: 28) to Ps. Sol. 14: 8. 

τρύβλιον, cup, bowl. Expressly stated to be proparoxytone (quotations 
from grammarians in W.-Schmiedel §6, 7 b and LS) ; it may not be a 
diminutive at all. I t occurs 18 times in a case ending in a short vowel, in 
al l of which Bos, Swete, and H R accent the second syllable, as Rahlfs 
does except in 1 Kings 7: 36 (50), where for once he gives the correct 
accent. 1 1 

τρυγητός, αμητος. Herodian teaches that, whenever the time (or act) 
of harvesting is meant, the words are proparoxytone, and oxytone, as 
participles, only when they stand for the fruit harvested or to be 
harvested. On the whole, this differentiation has been borne in mind by 
our editors, most carefully by Rahlfs and Ziegler; but even after my 
remarks in ThLZ, 1936, p . 283, which in general were followed up by 
Ziegler, there remain some passages in which the matter has not yet 
been definitely settled. For details see Excursus VI I , p . 226. 

φάρμακος/φαρμακός. φάρμακος, poisoner, sorcerer, magician, as a pro
paroxytone is taught by Herod., Gramm. 1, 150 in contrast to φαρμακός, 
scapegoat. The latter is classical, being used from Hipponax onwards and 
repeatedly by Aristophanes; the former is confined to the LXX, 
Revelation (21: 8, 22: 15) and Hermas, vis. in, 9, 7 bis. Therefore 
W. Bauer, Wörterbuch ζ· JV7", confuses the issue by his information ' das 
Wort als Hauptwort seit Aristophanes '. In point of fact the biblical word 
is a fresh formation and ranges among those which mark a difference of 
meaning by divergent accentuation. I t looks as though it was considered 
sub-standard by polished writers and Atticizing revisers. 1 2 Where it is 
used, we must restore the correct accent, so twelve times in the LXX. 
Moreover φάρμακος, ό, ή, unlike φαρμακός, is of common gender. This 
is seen from Mai. 3 : 5 . Although the M T has masculine participles, 
D^piÇîçai D'BtfSM, the L X X reads έπΙ τας φαρμάκου καΐ έττι τας 
μοιχαλίδας, feminines which are not in the vein of the prophet's context. 
Besides, participles do not any more than adjectives share in the liberty 
of using the ending D , _ for feminines. In Exod. 22: 18 (17), however, 
where HBtfJO is taken to be a collective and rendered φαρμάκον/ς, it 
would not seem safe to assume that the Greek has changed the gender. 1 3 



Syr. Targ., which have the masculine, are no witness to the contrary, 
for they, or even the Hebrew on which they are based, may be influenced 
by Deut. 18: 10 

2.2.3. Differentiation of ώ and ώ 
There is another example of a traditional grammarians' rule the 
substance of which, although the authorities are to some extent contra
dictory even here, we should strictly apply as a welcome and simple 
means of interpretation. The 'interjection' ώ, according to them, 
displays a twofold accent : a circumflex as a mode of address or invo
cation, but an acute as an exclamation, expressing surprise, joy, or pain. 
For the details see Excursus VI I I , in which all instances of ώ in the 
L X X and the N T are checked and classified. Where I spell ώ, I am 
interpreting the sentence as an exclamation; where I put ώ, I wish to 
indicate that here we have an address or invocation. 

3.2.3. Neglected quality of vowels 
The neglect of vowel-quantity in word-stems, where metre, etymology, 
and sometimes the witness of ancient grammarians put the quantity 
beyond doubt, has led to mistaken accents in our editions. 

θλΐψις, etc. We must accent θλίψις 22 times, Gen. 42:21-4; Mace. 14:9, 
and θλΐψαι Lev. 26: 26; Sir. 46: 5, 16, with H R and Rahlfs; συντρϊψαι 
Gen. 19: 9; Ps. Sol. 17: 24 Ra. = 26 Sw., έκτρϊψαι Ps. Sol. 17: 23 
Ra. = 26 Sw. with Rahlfs (the others are inconsistent - so also H R and 
Swete have συντρίβον ι Kings 19: 11, συνεκτρϊψαι Wisd. of Sol. 11 : 19, 
έκτρϊψαι 12: 9); έκτρίψαι Jer . 9: 21 (20); 1 Mace. 3: 35; 12: 53; 
13: ι, 6, 20; 14: 31; 2 Mace. 9: 15, σνντρϊψαι Lam. 1: 15; Ezek. 30: 18; 
34: 27 with H R and Rahlfs, as the simple τρϊψον Isa. 38: 21. 

ΙχΘΟς, (όφρΰς), όσφϋς. An express teaching of Herodian regarding the 
nom. and acc. sing, of ΙχθΟς (όφρΟς) and όσφϋς 1 4 which preserves the 
etymologically certain length of the υ (Moulton 11, 141 f.; Schwyzer, 
Gr. Gr. pp. 463 f.), is not followed by any edition of the L X X or the NT. 
Yet, as Herodian does not postulate the circumflex for Attic alone, but 
for common Greek, he ought to be heeded, and Debrunner's remark that 
it is doubtful how much of the difference between acute and circumflex 
was still observed in the post-Christian Koine (Bl.-Debr. §13), is not 



meant for, and does not apply to, the Ptolemaic period in which the 
L X X was written. Moreover, it is an unfortunate objection; for, as was 
said in our introductory remarks, our spelling, far from aiming at a 
phonetic reproduction of the translator's actual speech, means a 
standardizing, and these standards, apart from comparatively few 
well-known exceptions, have been identical from ancient Greek almost 
to the καθαρεύουσα of today. Considering the definiteness with which 
Herodian presents the case, I feel sure that this is not one of the instances 
in which the Ptol. period introduced modifications of earlier Greek, 
and that 0 was in the mind of the translators. 

χοφάξαι, etc. In Isa. 65: 24 we must accent κεκράξαι, against all 
editions, including Ziegler's, for not only do κεκράξομαι, έκέκραξα with 
κεκραγμός, κέκραγμα all derive from κέκράγα, but, moreover, Herod., 
Gr. 2, 14, expressly asserts that the α of the imp. aor. κραξον is long by 
nature. 

κήρυξ, κηρύξαι. Thackeray does not mention κήρυξ (Gen. 41: 43; 
Sir. 20: 15; Dan. L X X θ ' 3: 4, στρατοκήρυξ ι Kings 22: 36) nor 
κηρύξαι (2 Chron. 36: 22 ; Isa. 61: 1 ; 1 Macc. 5: 49), the υ of which is 
short by force of the following ξ, according to Herodian (K.-Blass 1 2, 
458, B.-Debr. §13). Here Rahlfs and Ziegler alone have the correct forms. 

κύπτω, etc. Since there is no evidence for a long υ in κύπτω (Bl.-Debr. 
§13, pointing to Luke 13: 1 1 ; 1 Pet. 1: 12), our editions are correct in 
reading κύψον Isa. 51 : 23 and κύπτον Baruch 2: 18. Therefore Cohn 
was mistaken when in 1, lxxxxiii, he proposed to accent άνακυψαι 
alleg. n, 34. Likewise in the text ύπερκϋψαι, det. pot. 100, proem. 30, 
requires -ύ-, just as we find correct ύττερκύψαν (ptc. aor. ntr.) spec. leg. 
n, 166. 

μείγμα/μίγμα. In Sir. 38: 7 (8) I prefer Rahlfs' μείγμα to the μίγμα of 
the other editors. Both are possible, but since in earlier Greek a 
generalization by Systemzwang in favour of the stem-form μεΐγ- had 
already taken place (cf. p . 31), probability speaks for μείγμα, in spite 
of the general preference elsewhere in Hellenistic Greek for stem-forms 
with shortened vowel in nouns in -μα. 

*1«τω, βίτιτω. φίτττω and πίτττω also have î, the latter following the 
example of the former, its 'causative' as Schwyzer rightly calls it 
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(Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 648). So we must accent ρΐψον Exod. 4: 3; 7: 9; 
2 Kings 9: 25 (Swete ρίψαι with B0 f ) , 26 with Rahlfs, άπορρΐψαι 
Sir. 6: 21 (22) with H R and Rahlfs (Swete -p-), and even the inferior 
reading of A 1 Mace. 3: 35 cannot stand as a paroxytone, as in Swete 
(έκρίψαι). In Job 14: 18 Rahlfs alone correctly reads πϊπτον. 

πνίγος, βΐγος, ψύχος. Occasionally it is rather difficult to decide upon 
a vowel quantity. Regarding πνίγος, which is not found in the LXX, 
Phrynichus (Lobeck p . 107) attacks those βραχύνοντες τό ϊ ; for ρίγος 
and other nouns other grammarians attest a vernacular form with a 
short vowel. Yet, as Debrunner (Bl.-Debr.) §13 admits ψοχος to the 
NT, it may be safe with our editions to accent pïyos κσΛ ψοχος Dan. 
L X X 3: 67 and ψύχος Gen. 8: 22; Job 37: 9; Zech. 14: 6; Dan. L X X 
θ ' 3 : 6 7 , 6g. 

(χΐδρον), plur. τα χΐδρα, unripe wheaten-groats. This word has a long i. 
This is proved by metre (Huber, Leo. p . 6), and therefore our editions 
which accent χίδρα are mistaken. An indication of the correct pro
nunciation is perhaps found in the sporadic spelling with -ει-, Lev. 2:14 
in η and 23: 14 in g. A glossary quoted by Schleusner ν , 523, differenti
ates χιδρα δια T O O î and χειδρα δια διφθόγγου; but it attributes the 
same meaning to both and is, moreover, unsupported by any other 
grammarian. 1 6 

χρίσμα, χρϊσις, χρΐσαι, χρΐσον. (Contrast μείγμα above.) In spite of 
Thack. p . 221, we must accent, with Rahlfs, χρίσμα Exod. 30: 25 bis; 
40:15; Sir. 38: 30; Dan. L X X 9 ' 9: 26, and χρΐσις Lev. 7: 35 (25) (for 
χρίσμα see Bl.-Debr. § 13, for χρϊσις Huber, Z^o. p . 6 with the literature 
given there, and the exceptionally instructive articles in LS). And 
certainly the aorist-stem of the verb displays î, as also the present-stem 
(W. Schulze, Quaest. ep. p . 356). H R and Rahlfs are therefore correct in 
accenting χρΐσαι Num. 7: 88; Judg. 9: 8; 1 Sam. 15: 1; 1 Kings 
5: ι (15); Ezek. 43: 3 (here, for once, Swete agrees with them) and 
Dan. 9 ' 9: 24 and χρΐσον ι Sam. 16: 12. In Tobit 6: 8, Β and S text, 
Swete himself is correct and spells έγχρΐσαι. 

2.3.4. Incorrect accents in verbal formations: traditional slips 
Just as we find mistaken accentuations, which have passed from one 
edition to the next, in the formations mentioned above, so also in verbal 



formations. Thus in 4 Mace. 8: 9 the subj. aor. διάθησθε, with this 
accent everywhere, ought to be διάθησθε.1 8 Likewise πρόη Prov. 5 : 9 ; 
24: 67 (3° : 32) is mistaken for προη. 1 7 In 1 Esdras 4: 50 Swete and BM, 
following B*hjv, give άφίουσιν, correct as from άφίω, which is found 
earlier in the book (4: 7 είπεν άφεϊναι, άφίουσιν). Nevertheless, they are 
mistaken; for here, in 4: 50, the preceding Ινα (as in Prov. 5: 9) 
requires a subjunctive, which is in fact supplied by AN rell La. Rahlfs, 
however, who has it, accents άφιώσι as from άφίημι. But since the 
translator uses άφίειν, we must spell άφίωσι (cf. W.-Schmiedel, p . 123). 1 8 

A similar traditional mistake occurs in all our texts for Prov. 8: 9, 
where the dat. part. pres. is accented συνιοοσι. As there is σν/νίων in 
βι : 11 and συνίει in 21: 12, 29, we are bound to put συνίουσι (re
membering that the alternative could only be συνιεϊσι). In 2 Chron. 26: 
5 Rahlfs was the first to accent συνίοντος. συνιέντος is the Lucianic 
variant; συνιόντος of the former editions was a mistake that died hard. 

8.8.5. Incorrect accents in verbal formation: imperatives 
clnov. The form with which we have to deal here has long offered a 
real problem and has been much discussed. I t is the imp. sing., belonging 
to the α-aorist είπα, and I am going to offer a solution which, if accepted, 
would put an end to this discussion. I t has, in fact, been adopted in 
Ziegler's editions, after having been proposed in ThLZ, 1936» p. 284 
and accepted by Wackernagel-Debrunner, Philologus 95, 1943, 
pp. 179-81. 1 9 

The grammarian Choiroboskos (on Theodos., ed. Hilgard 11, 245, 15) 
on the authority of Johannes Charax expressly states that, as far as 
biblical texts are concerned, the imperative aor. είπον must be accented 
in what he calls the Syracusan way, as an oxytone, an accentuation 
which would be contrary to the entire profane tradition (cf. H. L. 
Ahrens, De Graecae Linguae Dialectis 11, 304 n. 7; Alex. Buttmann, 
Gramm, des ni. Sprachgebrauchs p. 50; W.-Schmiedel §6,7d;Bl.-Debrunner 
§81, 1; Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 745). Yet it is obvious that this is a mere 
sophistication dating from a time very remote from the facts with which 
it attempts to deal, namely the time when accents began to be put in 
our MSS. So it is a secondary attempt at marking a difference between 
this imperative *ε1πόν and εϊπον, the first, sing, and third plur. of the 
indicative. Choiroboskos' concluding words: οίον λάβε λάβον.. . , εΐ ουν 
ίΐπέ όξυτόνως, δήλον δτι καΐ είπόν κτλ., look like a mere reasoning by 
analogy; none of the links in this chain should be taken at face value. 



His idea is that the secondary imperatives, belonging to asigmatic 
α-aorists, followed the accentuation of the ε-imperatives formed from 
the original aorists in -ov-. Yet his argument does nothing to suggest 
that he was any better informed than we are about the peculiar features 
of non-Attic accentuation, and 'Syracusan' may only refer to some late 
pastoral poetry. We may, therefore, safely dispose of his teaching as not 
representing any genuine tradition. 2 0 This involves an alteration of very 
many passages in the LXX, ranging from Gen. 12: 13 to Dan. 6 ' 
4: 15 (18), among them as many as 44 occurrences in Ezekiel, to 
mention only one book, and alteration, as well, of the three instances in 
the NT, Mark 13: 4; Luke 22: 67; Acts 28: 26. 

ϊδε, λάβε. In five verbs the primitive oxytone imp. aor. sing, in -έ was 
preserved in Attic, as was the middle imp. aor. in formations like λαβου 
throughout the whole history. Two of these, λαβέ, Ιδέ, were lost in the 
later development and are therefore expressly stated to be exclusively 
Attic. 2 1 Thus there is no room for them in our texts, and our editions, 
including even Rahlfs' earlier editions of Genesis, 1926, and Psalmi, 1931, 
rightly accent λάβε, ϊδε. I t follows that we must correct a great many 
passages in Rahlfs' Stuttgart text of 1935, which reads the Attic forms 
throughout. 2 2 

κ ά τ α σ χ ε ς . All our editions have preserved another traditional, mis
taken, and wrongly accented imperative which, although maintained 
by some ancient pseudo-tradition, was expelled from our classical texts 
during the nineteenth century. Instead of κάτασχε σαυτω, 2 Sam. 2:21, 
we must read κάτασχες σεαυτω, healing, at the same time, the haplo-
graphy, which, though found in Β only, has been taken over into our 
editions. The haplography is twofold: (€[C]C[€]). Its unusual σαυτω is 
convicted as secondary by the fact that B, with all the others, displays 
σεαυτφ only six words later on (Thack. p . 190). To support κάτασχες 
we have έττίσχες in Job 18: 2, just as in third-century papyri (Mayser i 2 

2, 138 ff.) we find έπίσχες, συσχες. In Euripides, where the metre 
demands the same emendation, Elmsley, Brunck, Lobeck (Path. el. a, 
208 ff.), and Nauck were right against Porson and G. Hermann. 
Although κάτασχε is found as v.l. in Philostratus and is read even in 
Pap. Mag. Lond. 97,404 (LS) - without any indication of the accentua
tion in mind, of course - in our passage haplography offers the easiest 
explanation of the corruption, κάτα-, ττάρασχε, which encroach upon 
our rules for the accentuation of verbal compounds, cannot be explained 



as fashioned by analogy with κάτεχε, ττάρεχε; and it is much more 
likely that the confusion of compounds of §χω and ΐσχω was at the root 
of the mistaken forms. So Göttling rightly put ?π-ισχε as from έπ-ίσχω 
in Hes., Scut. 446, where the majority of MSS read έπι-σχε(ς) as from 
έπι-σχεϊν (K.-Blass 1 2, 434; Wackernagel, NGG 1906, p. 175; 
Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 800; nothing in Thackeray). 

2.3.6. Enclitic personal pronouns 
Our list of incorrect accents is by no means complete, but I shall content 
myself with this last observation. I t is inconsistent to write προς με, but 
προς σέ and πρός ή μας, ύμας. Certainly there is an έμέ besides με, but 
this does not mean that we should read each σε as equivalent to έμέ in 
the first person. As to the plural pronouns there is not only an express 
tradition (Apoll. Dysc , Synt. 130, 23) pointing at enclitic forms ήμων, 
ήμιν, ή μας and ύ-, but, as can be proved, these forms were still alive in 
the later Imperial period; for Babrius ( I H p ) , who in his choliambi 
always has an accented syllable under the verse ictus of the penult., 
could not be read without breaking his rule, if we were not allowed to 
read there the enclitic forms (9, 9; 47, 11, ύμας). For the whole see 
Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. pp. 601 ff.; LS sub έγώ and σύ. I do not propose to 
introduce the enclitic plurals, as this would be too unusual, but at least 
an equal treatment of the first and second sing., i.e. to introduce 
enclitic forms of the second person in all passages, in which the pronoun 
is used without emphasis, as equivalent to the enclitic με etc. in the first 
person. Take Gen. 31: 52, where προς σε and προς με correspond to one 
another. Here only Grabe accented correctly, whereas we read an in
consistent προς σέ and πρός με in Bos and Rahlfs, and even προς σέ 
and πρός μέ (!) in Tdf?, Sw., BM. 

2.2.7. Supposed solecism 
Rahlfs, who leaves proper names unaccented not only where they are 
merely transliterated, but also where they are fully Graecized and even 
inflected, but not found in non-biblical sources, extends this procedure 
to formations which he considers solecistic. But he could have taken 
from LS that δ δκαν and acc. τον δκανα, both 2 Kings 14: 9, are un
impeachable, though uncommon, Greek formations. The absence of 
accents in Rahlfs, and the accentuation άκάν, άκάνα, which is peculiar 
to the Cambridge editions, are equally strange. 



5. A C C I D E N C E A N D C O N N E C T E D 
S Y N T A C T I C A L M A T T E R 

ι. Nouns in -ις 
There was always some fluctuation of inflexion in feminine nouns in -is 
such as κλεΐν ~ κλείδα, χάριν ~ χάριτα (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 464). 
In our context four nouns call for special consideration. 

βάΐς, palm-Uafy from Copt. bai. Here the only two examples from an 
intact pre-Christian book are found in 1 Maccabees. The first is in 
13: 37, where the correct reading, the acc. βάϊν, is in AV and a few 
others. The traditional editions and even Rahlfs, following S and the 
majority of MSS, have τήν βαινΗΝΉΝ άπεστείλατε. This dittography 
was tentatively indicated by Schleusner 1, 536, and simultaneously 
removed in ThLZ 61, 1936, p . 284, and in Kappler's edition. This 
interpretation is more suitable than the old one suggested by Salmasius 
ad Achill. Tat., Erot. 4, 13 and Sturz, De Dial. Maced. et Alex. 1808, 
p . 89, according to which βαίνη meant ράβδος βαίνη, virga palmea, an 
assumption which is not supported by convincing parallels. The second 
example occurs in 13: 51, where we must read βαΐων against S* 
(Kappler). 1 As we find βάϊν in Horapollon ( IV p ) and acc. plur. 
βα<ε)ις in Porphyry, Abst. 4, 7 (as a quotation from Chaeremon Trag. 
IV*), it is difficult to understand why Mayser, I 2 2, 31 f., expressly states 
that instead of *βαΐς, *βαίδος, which, he says, was to be expected, the 
Egyptians, assuming a word βαΐς, formed an acc. βάϊν. Seeing that bai 
was a vocalic stem, what might we suppose to have been the origin of 
the dental in the other cases? What we do in fact find is precisely what 
'was to be expected', a barytone word with a vocalic inflexion 
throughout. 2 

βάϊς is missing from Thackeray's enumeration §10, 18 (p. 150), and 
the gen. βαΐων, Ιβίων, mentioned above indicate that he is mistaken in 
asserting that 'Egyptian (Ionic) words in -is are declined like τΓόλις'. 
Although these Egyptian words are i-stems, they are not declined in the 
(non-Attic, i.e. Aeolic, Doric, and) Ionic way, which retains this -1-
through all the cases. For acc. plur. ειβις B* Isa. 34: 11 is itacistic in 
both syllables for ipeiç, as is acc. plur. ßais Porph., Abst. 4, 7 for βάεις. 
The only example that actually follows Thackeray's rule has nothing to 



do with this paragraph. 8 Yet Thackeray's examples θΐβις, Ιβις are to the 
point, 4 and there is one more requiring comment (see στίβις below). 

έπαρύστρας, vessels for pouring oil (into a lamp). 

θβρμάστρεις, kettles for boiling water. 
These two examples are genuinely Greek; they occur within the 

narrow limit of nine verses and are of the same type. Our remarks 
concern their inflexion which can be seen from the acc. plur. In 1936 
I merely said: ' Für griechische Wörter verweise ich auf θερμάστρεις 
I I I Reg. 7: 26(40), 31 (45), neben dem έπαρύστρεις 35 (49) inBbeacht-
lich erscheint.' Today I am happy to prove what I then suggested. 
Θερμάστρες is paralleled by three occurrences in fourth-century Attic 
inscriptions of an acc. sing., displaying a form without the second p, 
which had vanished from progressive Femdissimilation, θερματιν instead 
of Θερμαστριν (M.-Schw. p . 130, θερμαστίν; now Schwyzer {Gr. Gr. 
p. 464) more appropriately omits the accent). These formations are 
remnants of the former i-inflexion, the forms in -ιδος, -ιτος being 
secondary (Schwyzer, p . 464, δ ι ) . 

επαρύστρεις is confined to Β alone (here Swete's and Thackeray's 
έτταρύστρις is still better than BM's έπαρυστρϊς) in contrast to the usual 
έπαρυστρίδας of all the others. Yet there are two important exceptions, 
La. v reading eparystridas très aureas, and the hexaplaric text (Ax, while 
Syr. is missing) τάς έτταρυστρίδας χρυσός τρεις. This bears out that 
Ιπαρύστρεις was in the original text, but at an early date, so that the 
formation was mistaken in as far as -τρεις was thought to be three and 
the termination -ίδας consequently supplied. This secondary έπαρυστ-
ρΐδας τρεϊς χρυσός was literally translated by the source of the margin 
of cod. Legionensis (La. v ) , and it was still in the text on which Origen 
drew. He, in an endeavour to improve upon the arrangement of words, 
produced τάς έπαρυστρίδας χρυσδς τρεις. Moreover, one may say with 
some likelihood that Lucian, when closing the sentence with χρυσά τά 
πάντα, seems to try to make sense of the expanded reading by means of 
a generalization, either as it underlies the Latin or rather in the 
Origerdan form.6 

If, after this experience, we look back once more to θερμάστρεις, we 
find a close analogy. For τας θερμάστρεις in v. 31 (45) BM record 
'ealdaria tria Arm. Eth. ' and the same for Eth. in v. 26 (40). And in 
this verse even La. v renders τούς λέβητας καΐ τας θερμάστρεις καΐ 
τάς φιάλας by ollas très et caldarias et phialas. Here it is obvious that 



très has changed its p lace- for it is bound originally to have stood 
after caldarias. 

So it is evident that in all three passages of this chapter there was a 
period when the termination -τρεις was mistaken for a numeral, though 
Origen was deceived over έπαρύστρεις only. Moreover it has been 
proved almost beyond doubt that θερμάστρεις and έπαρύστρεις are 
genuine. In both words we have to accent the penult., for a Greek 
using or reading a fern. acc. plur. in -εις in all probability related it to a 
supposedly wholly barytone paradigm like πόλις. 6 

στίβις, powdered antimony, kohl. Our editions give it in the form στίβι, 
Jer . 4: 30, following BS (στιμη Α, στειμι QJ. But this is an itacism, the 
context requiring a dat. instrument., so that we must write lav έγχρίση 
οτίβει (^B3) τους οφθαλμούς σου. The same ΈρΒ3 occurs in Isa. 54: 11 
where A' 9 ' have έν στίμε», C στίμει, according to Eusebius and Pro-
copius (cf. Ziegler's second apparatus), spelled στίβει in cod. 86.7 

2. Verbs 
2.1. Corrupt future middle formations with passive meaning 
The L X X no longer knows any future middle formations with passive 
meaning ; to avoid them the authors do not refrain from using very long 
formations, like λιθοβοληθήσομαι, έξολεθρευθήσομαι (Helbing, Gr. 
p. 98); the same has been observed in the Ptol. papyri (Mayser 11 1, 
122 f.). In Pap. Tebt. 161 (b) : 314 f. we have a middle form άποκατα-
στήσονται, most likely with passive meaning; yet since a few lines later 
(321 ) we read άποκατασταθήσονται in an identical context, it may be 
safest to emend the former instance to agree with the second. An 
analogous emendation was proposed by Wackernagel (ThLZ, 1908, 
pp. 640 f.) when he pointed to an apparent exception from the rule, 
Gen. 16: 10 πληθύνων πληθύνω τό σπέρμα σου καΐ ούκ άριθμήσεται 
από του πλήθους. ' Hier ist -σεται sicher passivisch. Aber gegenüber den 
Hunderten von Gegenbeispielen kann diese eine Stelle nichts beweisen. 
Die Form ist durch Haplographie aus άριθμηθήσεται entstanden; vgl. 
Gen. 13: 16 (έξ)αριθμηθήσεται (άριθμηθήσεται in cod. 76) und I I Chr. 
5: 6 άριθμηθήσονται.' Consequently Rahlfs, who purposely does not 
mention merely scribal mistakes, puts the aor. pass, in his text without 
mentioning the middle aor. read by Aglmt only. 

There are, however, two more passages left for discussion which 
Thiersch, p. 92, had already mentioned as rare exceptions. As to the 



first, Gen. 17: 17, 'γεννήσεται nascetur', our majuscules, including 911 
( I I I P ) , no longer support the -w- formation as from γεννάω, reading 
γενήσεται, from γίγνομαι come to life, be born, which is a standing usage 
from Homer onwards. If not merely scribal, the only variation worth 
mention is M's γεγενήσεται which would be a unique fut. m . 8 

Thiersch's second example, 'συναριθμήσεται numerabitur', Exod. 12:4, 
has not been dealt with since. The middle is read by BA b'cdkqt Cyr. 
only, the others putting the pass. Yet we must read σνναριθμήσετε, as 
does cod. 76, έκαστος... σνναριθμήσετε, in accordance with the Hebrew 
lOilJ.. .eft* and the AV every man... shall make your count (the Vulgate 
and Luther omit the verb) .· 

3.3. Future of χαίρω and its compounds 
Here things have been put right by Wackernagel (ThLZ 1908, p . 640). 
In the simple verb the LXX, as the later translators, the Book of Enoch 
and the NT, use χαρήσομαι, a Hellenistic formation fashioned after 
έχάρην. Therefore the only exceptions, χαροονται Zech. 4: 10 (BS*W) 
and χαρεϊται Zech. 10: 7 (BS*AQ), the latter along with χαρήσεται in 
the same verse, must be corrected. In the compounds, however, there 
exists only 'die spezifisch jüdische Neubi ldung ' -χαροομαι . 3 Macc. 
ι : 8, Wackernagel adds, is not evidence to the contrary; for this author 
does not write L X X Greek, συγχαρησομένους, as read by the traditional 
text against χαρησομένους of Α (χαρισομένους V, Rahlfs, is an un
fortunate compromise) is required by the sense congratulate, and this 
formation is quite usual in Polybius, the inscriptions and elsewhere. 
Other parallels, including some from Diodorus, who, he says, is 
neglected by Hellenistic research, are added by Ad. Wilhelm (Anzeiger 
der Akademie der Wissenschaft zu Wien, 1937, pp. 28 f.). Wackernagel's 
explanation is obvious - the polysyllabic compounds were more easily 
influenced by the ordinary verbs in -αίρω (καθαίρω and others) than 
the disyllabic χαίρω. 1 0 

2.3. Impossible aorists in -σασθαι, formed on the analogy of 
futures in -σεσθαι 

In the same context of his review of Helbing (ThLZ, l9°%> c ° l - 636) 
Wackernagel sets right Helbing's statement ' für Ιτνχον einmal Ιτεν/ξα 
I I Ma. 1 5 : 7 ' (ρ· 91), pointing out that the passage in question has the 
middle: ττεποιθώς μετά. . . ελπίδος... τεύξασθαι (τεύξεσθαι q - 1 2 0 62-93 



58e) and that in sentences expressing hope we should expect the future. 
On the other hand, W. Kappler, De memoria alterius libri Maccabaeorum, 
Diss. phil. Gött., 1929, pp. 29 f., decides 'τεύξασθαι, utpote magis 
insuetum, correctum est' (he means rectum - correct). Neither author 
pointed to the parallels found in Maccabees. In 3 Macc. 2: 33 Rahlfs 
reads ευέλπιδες... τεύξασθαι (A pau.] -ξεσ-θαι rel.), and in the same 
2 Macc. 9: 22 έχων. . . ελπίδα έκφεύξεσθαι (-ξασθαι V ΐ2θ 19-9355 
771). Taken together, these instances allow for a certain decision. 
Nobody disputes the fact that Hellenistic Greek confused future and 
aorist infinitives (mostly in stock formulae, different from ours, Mayser 
11 ι, 219 f.; ι 2 2, 163 f.). In the N T the future infinitive after verbs like 
έλττί^ειν is confined to the literary style of Acts and Hebrews, but even 
these books elsewhere use the aorist infinitive, either uncontested or as a 
variant. For the future infinitive after ελπίζει Β stands alone in Acts 26: 7 
(Bl.-Debr. §350). In 2 Macc. 7: 11 the aorist is almost unanimous 
ταϋτα πάλιν έλπ(3ω κομίσασθαι] -^εσθαι A, and undisputed in Job 24:23 
μή έλπΐ3έτω ύγιασθηναι] -αναι Α. In the former the alternative is the 
present. The present is unopposed in the mistranslation of Gen. 4: 26 
(Enos) ήλπισεν έπικαλεΐσθαι. If thus the aorist infinitive has almost 
universally taken the place of the future, there is no need with 
Thackeray pp. 76, 287 to compare misformed futures such as Mayser 
cites from papyri, Ισασθαι, παρέξασθαι. They are without parallels in 
the L X X and particularly unwarranted in books with the literary 
aspirations of 2 and 3 Maccabees. This, however, is not the decisive 
point. For τυγχάνειν we know of no middle aorist formed on the lines 
of act. έτυχον. For τεύξασθαι K.-Blass 1 2, 556 quotes Themistius 
( IV P ) as corrupt. Similarly for φεύγειν K.-Blass 1 2, 561 notes 
έφευξα = Ιφυγεν from Hesych., 'wohl nur spät, έκφεύξας or. Sib. 6, 6', 
But LS has δια-φεύξασθαι Deer. Ath. in Hp., Ep. 25. I t is for this reason 
that we decide for the future in all three passages, though it is strongly 
attested only in 3 Macc. 2: 33 (τεύξεσθαι) and 2 Macc. 9: 22 (έκφεύξεσ
θαι). The opposing forms in -ασθαι are due to later scribal changes, 
cf. 2 Macc. 9: 17 επελευσασθαι A 347, as quoted in R. Hanhart 's 
Göttingen edition of 2 M a c c , 1959, p . 25 n. i . u 

2.4. Competing aorist formations 
To return once more to χαίρω, there is strong evidence for an aor. 
έπέχαρα. έπέχαρας is unanimously attested in Ezek. 25: 6 and given by 
all our editions; in addition it is even found in Scheide Ezek. 25: 3 for 
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the έττεχάρητε of all the others. 1 2 I t is therefore a question of a merely 
traditional slip, observed by W.-Schmiedel p . 109, that all our editions 
spell έπιχαρέντες in Baruch 4:31, although Β * A are certainly right in spell
ing -αντες, for which there is a parallel from I I a in Mayser i 2 2, 133. 1 8 

A similar mistake occurs in Sir. 13: 22. σφαλέντος v. 22 a and Ισφαλεν 
v. 22ί are no more consistent than έιπχαρέντες and έττέχαρας. So we 
ought to read σφάλαντος. From Smend's commentary we learn that 
with this not all difficulties have disappeared. 1 4 

As to the new second aorist άνέθδλον Thack. p . 235 is right in 
considering it legitimate, and Bl.-Debr. § 75, wrong in proposing to read 
-λλ- instead of -λ-, thus restoring present formations. 1 6 

If our texts are right there is another intransitive aorist in -ov 
4 Mace. 4: 23, δόγμα έθετο δττως, εϊ τίνες αυτών φάνο ιεν τ ω ττατρίω 
•πολιτευόμενοι νόμω, Θάνοιεν. This would make sense : if it were manifest 
that some behaved according to the traditional law, they would be killed. And it 
may be out of respect for the rhetorical assonance that no editor seriously 
considered the reading of Α ΦΑΝΙ6 = φανείεν. I do not propose to 
adopt it either, as does Thack. p . 288 n. 1. But there is a third possi
bility. If we keep in mind the high stylistic aspirations of our author, 
however remote he may be from the decided Atticism of later writers, 
we could feel induced by a very slight alteration to find here the 
specifically Attic mode of expression φανθηναι for to be denounced. 
Writing φανθεϊεν, we would sacrifice the assonance, but give to the text 
an interesting nuance, which would be by no means out of its reach. 
Then φάνοιεν, if not merely a scribal mistake, would be a later adapta
tion to θάνοιεν.1* 

2.5. Assimilation of verbal formations as to voice and tense 
An assimilation of verbal formations from the vicinity, including a 
change of voice and tense, is unmistakable in 1 Kings 8: 57 γένοιτο 
κύριος...μεθ' ημών.. . , μη έγκαταλίποιτο ήμδς μηδέ άττοστρέψοιτο 
ήμδς. Here the middle formation έγκαταλίττοιτο is entirely unique; 
and, as the context here excludes a future optative, the resulting sig-
matic aorist with an asigmatic termination in -o- is hardly less irregular. 1 7 

So Lucian corrected both forms, putting έγκαταλίττοι and άποστρέψαι. 
In the second verb he is decidedly wrong as to the voice, άποστρέ-
φεσθαΐ, to forsake, abandon, being good Attic and Hellenistic Greek 
(Schleusner 1, 403; Helbing, Kasussyntax p . 35; W. Bauer* col. 199; 
Bl.-Debr. § 149). Representing the same tftM we read σύ άττεστράφης με 



Jer . 15: 6, and the same aor. pass, occurs in the NT, Matt. 5: 42; 
2 Tim. ι : 15; though the middle aor. is found in 3 Mace. 3: 23 as in 
Hos. 8: 3; Zech. 10: 6 (Thack. p . 286). Of the alternatives άποστρέ-
φοιτο and -ψοατο, only the latter is possible, as our verse forms part of 
a prayer of blessing. In Hebrew blessings and wishes are expressed by 
the jussive, the shorter imperfect form; this, however, is in most 
instances indistinguishable, but fortunately the first verb in the sentence 
is an obvious jussive, "Vpt = γένοιτο, and so Fr. Böttcher §964 (n, 182) 
is right in interpreting as jussive the two following verbs also, which are 
rendered by the two Greek verbs in question; as will be seen later, the 
L X X renders them by opt. aor. Consequently A and 10 minn., which 
read άποστρέψαιτο, are correct (άποστρεψέτω gu and -ψάτω i 
represent another recension which I am unable to identify off-hand). 
As to the first verb, Lucian is obviously right in putting the active form 
έγκαταλίττοι. As a matter of fact, we cannot decide with certainty 
whether in doing so Lucian preserved the correct tradition or merely 
restored the correct form. In the latter case his evidence would not 
necessarily stand for the original Greek wording; yet if there has been 
an adaptation of έγκαταλίττοι to the surrounding middle forms γένοιτο 
and άποστρέψαιτο, it is far more likely to have taken place in the 
course of transmission, early enough to influence the entire evidence, 
except Lucian. 1 8 

There are, however, examples of mistaken voices which cannot be 
explained by influences from the vicinity. Some of them have the verb 
in question twice, and here no reason can be seen why the faulty form 
should have come in side by side with the correct one. 

τ ο υ ς άγνοοΰντας, Wisd. of Sol. 19: 14 (13). This active cannot possibly 
mean those unknown; long ago Grotius and Grabe put TOUS ογνώτας. 

άπέχυννε, ι Kings 22: 35. άπεχύννετο (το) αίμα έκ TTJÇ πληγής = 
n s g n ' D l ρ $ 2 is required. Only B c reads το twice. The Hebrew is 
intransitive, cf. κέχυται Job 38: 38. Rahlfs' άπέχυννε τό αίμα may rest 
on the assumption that the L X X took p2Tl as a transitive, but would 
not this require "H£? Yet what we find here is not a confusion of voices, 
but mere haplography. In this chapter the Greek article occurs where 
the Hebrew has a construct state. We therefore cannot acquiesce in the 
reading of the Cambridge editions, άπεχύννετο αίμα. Moreover, as 
the Greek puts έκ, the article becomes still more indispensable. Even 
the doublet later in the verse, τό αίμα της τροπής, has the article. 



Hebrew verse Greek 

sing. 15 sing. 
plur. plur. 16 sing. plur. 
plur. sing. 17 sing. sing. 

In point of fact the LXX, supported by the Samaritan, keeps the sing, 
of v. 15 longer than the MT. Therefore not only -ασασθε is mistaken, 
but also the active -ασατε of the remainder looks like a tertiary com
promise. So we are left with έξεττείρασας = M T which is read by Ny 
Eth. La., and this is no doubt the correct reading. The early corruption 
-ασθε is easily explained as the result of two-sided dittography -aC[9€]6v 
- fo r which I may refer to the analogous haplographies εγγ ( ιε)ιεα>5 
(p. 112) and κατασχΕ (C) C <€>αυτω (p. 100). 

βσυλεύω. The active is frequent in poetry, rare in Attic, and foreign 
to the L X X except for Isa. 23: 8. Here we read έβούλευσεν = fJT, but 
in the following verse έβουλεύσατο = HSSP. The meaning of both is 
identical in the Greek, as it is in the Hebrew, and therefore we must 
adopt έβουλεύσατο although it is in S Syr. h m g minn. only. 

ελέγξαι, ι Chron. 12: 17 (18). Of the variant readings, 

ϊδοι καΐ έλεγξοιτο Cj ελεγξοι jpqtz 
-αιτο BS -ει d 

-αι AN rell., 

ελέγξαι alone is correct. Here there is no middle form in the vicinity; 
only the tense vowel suffered attraction. 

Ιξεκειρασασθε. This impossible middle is read by Rahlfs in Deut. 
6: 16 in spite of έκπειράσεις earlier in the same verse. In this he follows 
B*AFM minn., strong evidence, indeed, which has since been re
inforced by Pap. 963. The earlier editions, including Swete and BM, 
all had έξεπειράσατε, a received text for which Rahlfs, owing to the 
restriction imposed on his annotation, quotes B c only. In the Hebrew 
orpDl, 10JF1, no shade of difference in meaning can be detected. The 
explanation has nothing to do with grammar. To put the passage right 
we must call to mind the continual fluctuation between the second sing, 
and the second plur. found in Deuteronomy. It occurs both in the M T 
and the LXX. But in many instances the resulting text of the L X X 
differs from that of the M T . If we accept Rahlfs' reading, the two texts 
Would offer the following sequences of numbers : 



εΰροιτο, ι Sam. 24: 20, read by Bjyagbg for K$0?, is corrupt, since none 
of the connotations which are expressed by the middle applies. Read 
εύροι with Ν rell. Chr. (c ευρη Α εύρων). In the same verse, αύτφ must 
be replaced by σοι, though it is only in the Ethiopian and Lucifer, of 
which the former certainly reflects a correct Greek and the latter most 
likely. Finally, there should be a question mark after άγαθη. 

2.6. Optative aorist 
The 3rd sing. opt. aor. in -σαι and the 3rd sing. fut. act. in -σει tend to 
be confused in our tradition, and therefore some grammatical dis
crimination is required, lest we introduce some rash corrections. 

There are instances where the context and parallel passages permit a 
certain emendation, so in Lev. 5: 16 the opt. aor. άποτείσαι B*Awyz, 
which Huber, £«>. p . 3, does not understand and would take to be an 
inf. aor. -τεϊσαι, is shown to be mistaken for the fut. άποτείσει by the 
following προσθήσει καΐ δώσει and the analogous wording of 5: 24. 

There are, on the other hand, instances where, quite apart from other 
considerations, to which we shall have to return, some of the Greek 
forms are too different to be easily interchanged. So, as I tried to show, 
ThLZ, I938> p- 34» in a review of BH3, part 13, Megilloth, Th. H. 
Robinson was not justified in even tentatively suggesting in ττοιήσαι 
Ruth 1: 17 a corruption of an original ποιήσει (his note β), as he 
himself does not suggest changing the following προσθείη into προσθήσει 
(his note γ). He ought to have remembered that the same form of oath, 
τάδε ττοιήσαι καΐ τάδε προσθείη (κύριος) occurs elsewhere in 1 Sam. 
3: 17; 14: 44; 20: 13; 25: 22; 2 Sam. 3: 9, 35; 19: 13 (14); ι Kings 
2: 23; 19: 2; 21 (20): 10; 2 Kings 6: 31. 

So, although the optative mood underwent a continuous process of 
elimination in the post-classical period - interrupted only by an artificial 
revival during the Atticizing reaction of the Imperial period - a process 
which led to its complete disappearance in modern Greek (Thumb, 
Handbook of the Modern Greek Vernacular p . 115), and although many of 
the specifically Attic niceties as regards the use of the optative no longer 
exist for our authors, there is an extension of classical usage peculiar to 
the LXX. After earlier, less adequate, attempts to circumscribe and 
define it (ThLZ, 1936, p . 341 ; 1938, p . 34) I am now able to delineate 
its setting, proper usage and Hebrew root, for it is a distinctly syntactical 
Hebraism. For all particulars I refer to Excursus IX, p . 237. 



3. Mechanical corruptions 
This is the proper place to point out that some verbal forms of the L X X 
play a regular part in our Greek grammars only because of their 
corruptions, and that, when they have been emended, they have to 
disappear from them. 

3.1. No prohibitive subj. pres. after μή 
The Greeks do not use the subj. pres. with μή in a prohibitive sense 
(K.-Gerthi i 1, 220); the few examples rather hesitatingly quoted by 
Gerth have now been emended in our editions. Even Mayser, π ι, 147 
n. ι, gives very few examples and so likewise shows that they require an 
easy emendation. The only instances left are two of μή έξη in one and the 
same second-century papyrus. The reason is obvious: there is no aorist 
of έξεϊναι, whereas γενέσθαι is the aorist for the simple είναι. After 
reporting (n. 1) that in μή αγωνιεί, Oxy. rv 744, 4 ( I a ) , Wilamowitz 
suggests a scribal error for μή άγωνια(ση)ς, Mayser goes on to say, 
'Bisher war das älteste derartige Beispiel Tobias 3: 3 μή με έκδικης'· Yet 
this is not the reading of any MS. Β alone reads μή έκδικης, the others 
μή με εκδίκησης, only b omits με and dp put με after the verb in a rather 
un-Greek way. Now according to Nestle and many others, the Β text of 
Tobit is only a shortened recast of the S text, and the S text here agrees 
with the others against Β alone. So here the evidence itself provides the 
same correction which in Oxy. is due to Wilamowitz. 

Mayser could have quoted Obad. 12 as well, where a similar cor
ruption was equally corrected by Rahlfs, who restored μή μεγαλορρη-
μονήσης after μή έπίδης καΐ μή έπιχαρής (Swete, BW f -μονής). 1 9 

3·2· No .£νι for Εστίν 
There has been much discussion, chiefly among N T expositors, 
regarding the interpretation of ένι in Sir. 37: 2 ουχί λύπη ένι έως 
θανάτου (Bl.-Debr. §98)· Relying on information provided by R. 
Smend, Wackernagel discussed it in NGG, 1906, p . 179 n. 1. There are 
two alternatives - the older meaning is be in the midst and be possible, this 
latter still found in Polybius and 4 Mace. 4: 22 in both instances = 
ίνεστιν. Later, ' in a more recent or more vulgar form of Hellenistic 
speech' and in modern Greek, where it is spelled είναι, it is a mere 
equivalent of Ιστιν, and no longer of ενεστιν. Smend, and Wackernagel 



with him, believe that since the discovery of the Hebrew original the 
first-hand reading of the uncials, now including ChB 964 (IV P ) Ivi, 
is definitely shown to be superior to the less attested reading μένει. In 
this they are doubtless right. Yet they further say that the Hebrew puts 
the meaning is beyond doubt, so that the translation inest of the Latin 
Bible was simply mistaken. In this they are wrong, because neither the 
Hebrew nor the Greek, when emended, means is.20 

The Hebrew in Smend's text runs thus (the pointing is mine, as 
Smend gives an unpointed text) : nï l j""^ JH9 Ji"7 ttVil is it not a grief 
verging on death? Before turning to the Greek we consider the parallel 
passages in Sirach. One is in the same chapter, 37: 30, y r SH??} 
NTî'Vîjt and the greedy man is near to dysentery. The other is 51 : 6 nva1? »?rn 
"tf Bl and verging on (the kingdom of) death was my soul. There are two 
more parallels, where the Hebrew is missing. In 23: 12 the Greek, in an 
emended form, 2 1 reads, and Smend translates, There is something ehe 
that comes near to death. Here the Greek, εστίν λέξις άντιπαραβεβλημένη 
θανάτω, differs from the usual rendering, as it does in 31: 13 (Ra. 
34: 12) έως θανάτου έκινδύνευσα where Smend, p . 308, suggests »U for 
the Hebrew, observing that the Syriac translation is the same as in 
51 : 6 (A^lo). In 37: 30 and 51: 6 the translator renders VU Hiph. by 
έ γ γ φ ι ν (37: 30 καΐ ή απληστία £γγΙ&ι έως χολέρας; 5 ι : 6 ήγγισεν 
έως θανάτου ή ψυχή μου), as the Psalmist had done 2 2 in two completely 
analogous passages, 87 (88) : 3 (4) καΐ ή 3ωή μου τ φ φ^Ώ ή γ Υ ι σ ε ν > a n c ' 
106 (107): 17 (18) καΐ ήγγισαν έως των πυλών του θανάτου. From these 
parallels it is obvious that instead of ?vi we must read έγγιεΐ, the cor
ruption being a result of mere haplography (€iT(l€)I€(0C, combined 
with a confusion of ΓΓ ~ N). 

This emendation accepted, Sir. 37: 2, as the only example in the 
L X X for the later usage of ?νι = εστίν and the earliest example any
where, vanishes, so that the Greek O T offers no parallels to the N T 
usage, for which Pernot (MSL 9, 178 fr., quoted by Wackernagel) 
gives the striking parallel of French ily a, in the modern use of which the 
local meaning represented by y is eliminated in the same way. 2 3 

4. Post-Ptolemaic formations, which have to be emended 
Before passing on to remarks on word-formation proper I here propose 
to emend some passages which bear unmistakable traces of a post-
Ptolemaic modernization. 
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ζΰτος/ζϋθος. The first is concerned with a change of consonant in the 
word for beer, namely JÖTOS in the Ptol. papyri, but j06os in those of the 
Imperial period (Mayser I, 36, 179). In the only L X X passage, 
Isa. 19: ίο , our editions put 3O60V, but in 1936 (ThL%, p . 283) I saw 
that the corruption juyov in S* points to the restoration of the proper 
form. Here, as often, a corruption (Τ > Γ) made modernizers overlook 
a formation which elsewhere was bound to be modernized. Ziegler, 
who in 1939 consequently admitted jCrrov into his text, was able to give 
further evidence for 3uyov from 198e and 534, two minuscules which, 
though equally belonging to the Alexandrinian group of MSS, are codices 
mixti and elsewhere have no specially marked kinship with S. 

κατάγαια, μεσόγειος, ύπόγαιος. Sometimes ^the dividing line between 
Ptolemaic and other speech cuts across the LXX. Consider the forma
tions derived from γ ή , Ionic and Hellenistic -yctioc, Attic -γειος.** So 
rightly κατάγαια, Gen. 6: 16, 2 5 following which we should read την 
ύπόγαιον, Jer . 45 (38) : 11 with AQj* (S -ε- is rather equivocal), 
whereas it may be safe to accept the Attic form attested in 2 Mace. 8: 35 
Tfjs μεσογείου. In another instance 2 Maccabees betrays its vacillation 
between vernacular and more cultivated speech. When writing την 
αύλαίαν θυραν, 14: 41, it follows the prescriptions of the Atticists 
(Harpocration ed. Dindorf, p. 66, referring to Menander, and Moeris 
ed. Piersonus, p . 65, οώλ(ε)ία θύρα Άττικώς, πυλών Έλληνικώς), 
though its spelling, as far as we can trust it, in -αι- is unique, for we 
have to keep distinct αυλαία = curtain. 

μηνιάογις, Sir. 10: 6 (μηνίσης SA). This is a typically Hellenistic form, 
as is the hapax legomenon μηνίαμα Sir. 40: 5 (4). The same μηνιάσης 
must be restored in Sir. 28: 7 against the entire evidence, which reads 
μηνίσης. The outstanding parallel witness for μηνιαν is Apoll. Rhod. 
(III») 2: 24.*· Our emendation in Sir. 28: 7 is all the more corrobo
rated by the fact that in mistranslating the difficult verse, 10: 6, the 
translator was guided by 28: 7 (cf. Smend). With later copyists the 
influence of Lev. 19: 18 may have led to the change of μηνιάσης into 
μηνίσης. 

νουμηνία/νεομηνία. Only in the Imperial period and not earlier do we 
find the form νεομηνία, for then it had become a pedantic fashion to 
indicate more perspicuously the component parts of a compound. Here 
our editions still represent the haphazard mixture of ancient and modern 



found in our MSS, in Β worse than in A. In most instances they happen 
to be correct, yet Rahlfs still has six mistaken open forms νεομηνία, viz. 
Num. 28: 11, where A with many others, including ChB 963, is right 
against Β; 1 Sam. 20: 5; 2 Kings 4: 23; 1 Chron. 23: 31; Ezek. 23: 34, 
where Scheide with the bulk of MSS is correct against Β and a few 
followers, and Ps. 80 (81) : 4 (Mayser 1,153; Wackernagel, ThLZ, I9°^> 
p. 37; Thackeray p . 98). Moulton 11, 91 (though not on p . 279) may 
be right in excluding the open form also from the NT, as νουμηνία is still 
read in the Epistle to Diognetus 4 : 1 . 

σκοτομαΐνη/σκοτομήνη. There is no reason to substitute σκοτομήνη 
for the reading of B*A in Ps. 10: 2 σκοτομσίνη (spelled here -ενη), 
derived from σκοτόμαινα, for which see Lobeck, Phryn. p . 499, Hesychius 
s.v., and Meister 11 p . 21. 

[In his MS Dr Walters has here two paragraphs summarizing Deiss-
mann's observations on two words. They are marked in the margin 
with the note 'del. 136f.; careful with footnote'. This I interpret to 
mean that he wished to delete Deissmann's observations (presumably 
because they were not his own work) but to retain the lengthy comments 
in his own footnotes. I give, therefore, the references to Deissmann and 
the footnotes in full. Ed.] 

γραμματεύς. 2 7 See Deissmann, BSt pp. 106 ff. 

χατεχαστος. 2 8 See Deissmann, BSt pp. 135-7. 



6. W O R D - F O R M A T I O N 

ι. Nouns 
γένημα: γέννημα. Τένημα (unrecorded in LS ed. 8) is a new κοινή 
formation from γίνομαι = produce of the earth, fruit, and is carefully dis
tinguished from γέννημα, offspring (from γεννάω).' Thackeray's 
statement, p . 118, based on Deissmann and Mayser, is correct. But we 
cannot follow him in excepting ι Mace, ι : 38; 3: 45, where the bulk of 
the evidence would suggest γένημα as 'applied to Jerusalem's offspring'. 1 

LS» has now an article on γένημα, but it leaves much to be desired. 
Polybian passages such as 1, 71,1 των έκ της χώρας γενημάτων must still 
be looked up under γέννημα, although the best evidence has the correct 
-ν-, as is rightly stated by W. Bauer 4 p . 280.2 

ι Mace, ι : 38 and 3: 45, on the other hand, form part of dirges about 
desolate Jerusalem and its Offspring', children. Both Rahlfs and 
Kappler, nevertheless, retain the γενήματα of their sources, the former 
with a reference to Thackeray, the latter on the authority of Phrynichus 
(Lobeck p . 286) who warns against the use of γεννήματα for καρποί. 
But here in Phrynichus, as Bl.-Debr. § 11 1 states, we must read γενήματα. 
Thus the Atticist's warning is not directed against an extended use of 
γέννημα, but against the new Hellenistic word γένημα. 

πρωτογενημα(τα) which renders D ^ l S S or n'Ttfin, thus fruits of the field 
or of trees, is always correct with -v- in Rahlfs. In Cohn and Wendland's 
Philo the spelling with -w- is carried through, although it is everywhere 
mistaken for the compound and in most instances for the simple noun 
where vegetable produce is meant. We even find the correct spelling 
recorded as corrupt in the annotation, so in det. pot. 114 or de decal. 160. 
In ι Chron. 4:8 all editions still have γεννήσεις for ninetfa families, clans, 
which would be unique not only in the LXX, but everywhere in Greek 
speech. Grabe long ago suggested γενέσεις, as found in w . 2, 21, 38 of 
the same chapter, and besides in Exod. 6: 24 f. and Num. 1: 18,8 with 
no variants, except for the Lucianic δήμοι. BM now record γενέσεις 
from f ( = 489), doubtless the correct reading. This connotation is not 
in LS. 

As to the underlying verbs, γενέσθαι shares in the rendering of TV*, 
most frequently in Genesis. This is in accordance with classical usage and 
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involves no toning down. The primary meaning of γίγνεσθαι is come 
into being and to be born (of persons), to be produced (of things). There is 
some dilution in the meaning take place, come to pass (of events) and still 
more in become (with predicates) and whenever the past tenses are used 
to supply the defective verb είναι. The reduplicated γί-γν-εσθαι and 
γενναν, its causal (LS), derive from the same root. Rahlfs (Genesis p . 39) 
observed that was born is frequently rendered by έγένετο, sometimes in 
passages close to others which have έγεν(ν)ήθη, and accordingly chose 
the Hellenistic pass. aor. έγενήθη, adducing in proof passages such as 
Exod. 19: 16; Num. 4: 48, where the evidence has -vv- in spite of the 
obvious meaning became, was. He decided in the same way all through 
the LXX, although there are not many examples of γενέσθαι be born 
outside Genesis. In general he was right. But there are a few passages 
which might be usefully discussed and possibly emended. There are 
three instances in Gen. 21. In the awkward accumulation of v. 3 TOO 
γενομένου (TViîH) αύτω ôv Ιτεκεν (îTT ;̂) αύτω Cappa, the passive is 
expressed by γενέσθαι, the active, as in v. 7, by τεκεϊν. In w . 5 and 9 
έγένετο correctly renders a passive (5), but incorrectly iVT̂ jJ (9) which in 
v. 3 is έτεκεν. Is the reason for this that the subject is Hagar, that is to 
say, does the Greek disclose a bias against Hagar such as later on came 
to full growth in Philo's exposition of the story? In Lev. 25: 44 f. the 
Greek has a twice repeated γένωνται, first for secondly for vrVin 
which they begat', but here the passive is shared by the Samaritan (nVin) 
and Targ.o (Baentsch). Accordingly this passage does not serve to 
explain any tendencies of the translators. Another point in Rahlfs' 
argument is Gen. 17: Ι7γενήσεται = TVJ? (followed by τέξεται = TVri). 
Here γεννησεται as read by some minn. is certainly wrong; for we must 
not expect any middle futures with passive meaning (αριθμησεται, 
Gen. 16: 10 Aglmt, is a haplography (Wackernagel, ThLZ 33> !9 0 o> 
coll. 640 f.)). Thus we must read γενήσεται, without a following υίός, 
in accordance with Rahlfs who still had it in his 1926 text. I t may have 
come in from v. 19. Our earliest evidence, Philo, constantly, alleg. 111, 
85, 217, mut. 176, Pap. 911, Bo. p La., omit it and are not discredited by 
the fact that Ocq and other late minn. leave it out in accordance with 
the MT. It may have come in to relieve the context. 

Although it was shown earlier that γίγνεσθαι fully expresses be born, 
there are passages in which γεννδσθαι would seem preferable. In Job 
we certainly read an isolated έγένοντο for Π^}? ι : 2, yet in 5: 7 
γεννάται = *rVv. The passages 3: 3 and 15: 7 are so similarly shaped 
that we should not with Rahlfs read έγεννήθην in the former, but 



έγενήθης in the latter. I would suggest Ιγεννήθης (T^l?), considering the 
parallel έττάγης Β^ΪΠ. 

In the Psalms, where we find no middle aor. γενέσθαι, the thrice-
repeated τ>» requires έγεννήθησαν 86 (87) : 4, έγεννήθη v. 5, γεγεννη-
μένων v. 6. In Ps. 89 (90) : 2, too, the most graphic parallelism was born 
nV* and was brought forth by labour V^inn would postulate γεννηθήναι, 
if only we could be sure that πλασθήναι in the parallel stichus does not 
indicate a toning down of the original. 

In Isa. 9: 6 (5) έγεννήθη Τ > and έγενήθη (Α' έγένετο, C έσται) "»nn 
are both right. Since there is no example of γενέσθαι for t"?* in Isaiah, 
one understands Ziegler who, Einl. p. 105, states that in 2: 6 the context 
requires έγεννήθη. But his text nevertheless reads έγενήθη. 

2. Verbs 
Here I propose to restore some verbs which, by force of itacism or other 
reasons, have been changed into verbs of another class. The confusion 
of verbs in -έω, -άω and -(^ω, more precisely of forms in -ησ- and -ισ-, 
is a very common corruption. 

άκροβυστέω: άκροβυστίζω. άκροβυστέω to be uncircumcised, doubted by 
LS, must be replaced by άκροβυστίζω treat as, and leave, uncircumcised, 
A' C 9 ' Lev. 19: 23. Fig. άκροβυστιεϊτε τήν άκροβυστίαν αυτών 
(refers to πδν ξυλον βρώσιμον). The meaning is refrain from gathering 
the fruits during the first three years = i n ^ y DC^JJI. The emendation is 
Field's after his Lips, (see Field pp. 79 and 199) which reads -ιεϊτε as 
do Mv in BM. -εϊτε is found only in second-rate tradition (cf. Field). 
Here the later translators render the Hebrew in their meticulous way, 
whereas the L X X (ιτερικαθαριεϊτε τήν άκαθαρσίαν αύτοϋ), Vulgate and 
Targum give the very opposite meaning.* 

άνομέω: άνομίζω. In 1 Kings 8: 32 our editions read 

.. .nn^ y#J SH?"}!^ άνομηθήναι δνομον, δοϋναι.. . 

. . .nn1? p ^ S p^snVl καΐ τοΟ δικαιώσαι δίκαιον, δοϋναι.. . 

Here both verbs in the Hebrew are declarative, but in the Greek only 
the second. As a parallel to δικαιώσαι we expect a declarative άνομησαι, 
which in fact is the reading of Ο and other later recensions. I t looks as 
though this causative άνομησαι had been purposely altered in our 
otherwise best tradition, here BA and the more reliable part of the 



Lucianic MSS, ocjeg (Rahlfs, S-St ni, Ch. 2, especially §14), to avoid 
any ambiguity. 6 

But what is important in our context, is a second attempt to replace 
άνομηθήναι so that the causative meaning may stand out unmistakably. 
I n cod. i (56) we read άνομισθηναι. According to Rahlfs (§5) i is a ' L X X 
codex with many L readings in the text ' , readings which, just as the 
doublets and mixed readings, are secondary in i (p. 42). There is a 
second, undoubtedly Lucianic, witness for this reading, namely the 
Syriac palimpsest codex Z(uqninensis), for it is obvious, that instead of 
[ανομη]σΘηνσι (Tissérant, BM) we have to restore [ανομι]σθηναι. 
•άνομ^ω, to outlaw, is otherwise unknown, but we can still see why it 
was fashioned. Besides, a causative άνομεϊν, unknown in secular Greek 
apart from the p.p.p., is found in Ezek. 22: 11 ήνομοοσαν (||έμ!αι-
νεν) = nasrtfl n^y and in Dan. θ ' 11:320! άνομοΰντες διαθήκη ν = ' yehö 
rV)a, which could be explained as an internal (modal) object. 
Cf. Helbing, Kasussyntax p . 12, where there is more evidence than in 
LS. 

άσθενέω. πολλούς ήσθενήσατε èv νόμω, Mal. 2: 8, may stand, although 
the causative meaning is unique ( M T Vifa Hiph. make to stumble). Here 
Schleusner's various suggestions fail to convince ; his -ώσατε is a hapax 
legomenon in Xen., Cyr. 1, 5, 3, his alternative -ίσατε is found nowhere. 
The only other possibility is that πολλούς, which has an uncertain 
position, is a secondary addition. In this case the L X X would have 
understood anraten as Qal, which is hardly plausible, and πολλούς 
would represent a later approximation to the Hebrew which left the 
Greek verb untouched. 

εύλογέω. The Berlin Papyrus P. 11763 (VI I /VI I I p ) , a hymn composed 
of psalm verses (Otto Stegmüller, Berliner Septuagintqfragmente, iQ39, 
Nr. 16, pp. 41 ff.) quotes Ps. 127 (128): 4 with ευλογησθησετε (verso 
1. 17). The editor considers derivation from εύλογέω, quoting εύλογί-
σθη from an inscription on a grave, Preisigke, Sammelbuch 1, 298, and 
referring besides to Tobit 4: 12 ηυλογισθησαν Α, ενιλογηθησαν B. But 
this is one of Swete's imperfections of collation; for BM have ηυλογηθη-
σαν A in their first apparatus only, the only variant being ηυ- for ευ-. 
Even Stegmüller prefers to think of a form of εύλογέω, the unanimous 
reading of all MSS. He is certainly right, yet he should not adduce 
ασθετησι (verso 1. 22) nor Thackeray's §18, 2, which deals exclusively 
with the insertion of σ immediately before the endings. 



εύπορέω: βύπορίζω. A conjecture by Grabe has been superseded by 
fresh evidence. Wisd. of Sol. ί ο : ίο εύπόρησεν αυτόν έν μόχθοις, he 
made him thrive in his toib, is obviously causative. Grabe therefore 
proposed εύπόρισεν. Helbing, Kasussyntax p . 79, however, quotes 
εύπορώ τοϋτον from an ancient Schoolbook. So the causative meaning is 
established and ought to be endorsed by our lexica. Moreover, εύττορί^ω 
is recorded only from a dubious reading in Galen. A causative εύπορώ 
could easily arise from the secondary deponent εύποροϋμαι = intr. 
εύπορώ cf. Debr., Wb §§192 f., and parallels from the N T and later 
Greek in general in Bl.-Debr. §§148, 3; 307; 316, 1. 

κοιμασθαι: κοιμίζειν. Rahlfs was correct in introducing έκοίμισεν with 
S and L into his text of Gen. 24: 11, whereas it was listed as an itacism 
in BM's first apparatus. For in the L X X there exists only κοιμασθαι on 
the one hand, and κοιμί3ειν for the causative (33tf Hiph., pass. Hoph., 
and other equivalents) on the other. The array of examples for the latter 
in the L X X indicates that the impression conveyed by the selection of 
examples in LS - that the verb belongs to poetry and higher prose 
only - is mistaken. 6 Of all these passages only one has some stronger 
evidence for έκοίμησεν, which, nevertheless, is an itacism (1 Kings 
17: 19)· 

The scrupulous translator of 2 Kings renders the Hophal : 330» 
tolÇÇ by κεκοιμισμένον έπ! την κλίνην αύτοο (4: 32)> uPon n*s bed, as 
AV alone renders, while most moderns follow the less exact iacebat of 
Vulg. and lag of Luther. And yet this nuance is as necessary here as it is 
in the parallel story about Elijah, έκοίμισεν, ι Kings 17: 19. In Ezek. 
32, where the Greek misses the point, κοιμήθητι ig ·χ·, 21, κοιμηθήσεται 
32, AV again brings it out faithfully be thou laid 19, he shall be laid 32, 
although Vulg. has dormi, dormivit, and Luther lege dich, soll liegen. 

χυκλόω. έκύκλευσαν, 2 Kings 3: 25, is attested by Β exclusively. As all 
MSS read έκύκλωσαν in v. 9 of the same chapter and κυκλόω is the 
only form of the verb found elsewhere in the LXX, -ευ- in Β is mistaken 
here and must not be considered the genuine text. 7 

olxciv, οΐκίζειν, κατοικίζειν, συνοικίζειν. 
Confusion between forms in -ησ- and -ισ- is common, 8 but has mostly 

been put right in our editions. No one, for instance, would follow A, 
which spells κατφκησεν instead of-ισεν in 1 Sam. 12:8. and κατοικήσαι 



instead of -ισαι in ι Mace. 3: 36· Moreover Schleusner ν , 2iof. and 
Field had already corrected συνφκησας of C Gen. 3:12 and κατοικήσω 
o f C Hos. 2: 18 (20) into forms with -ισ-. 

But we still read κατοικίσαι for n^ff, usque ad habitandum (situm), 
Num. 21: 15, and κατοικιεΐ for 31j£j, dwells, Ps. 28 (29): 10, i.e. a 
causative instead of an intransitive. For Numbers, Schleusner in, 291 
already read κατοικήσαι which, against BAMNgivy Syr., is found in 
F b h* rell. and inhabitare La., and there is the still more literal trans
lation κατοικίαν in dh b pt , the Lucianic sub-group, confirmed by 
habitationes Bo. In Psalms the easy emendation κατοικεί = 3#2 suffices,9 

while for the present tense there is a parallel in Ps. 9:8 μένει (38^ 'fort 1 
3#J' BH3), for here, owing to the following ήτοίμασεν, we must not read 
μενεϊ. 

Still there remain a number of passages in 1 Esdras which I have 
discussed at length in a review of BM n, part rv (ThLZ, 1937, 
pp. 342 ff.). In all of them there is the question of introducing (Kfcï, 
T$Sî\, |nj) alien wives into the national Jewish community, and the 
verb used, with the exception of 9: 12 (2χειν), 17, ι8 (έττισυναχθηναι), 
is συνοικί^ειν, which is good Greek, though not Attic: Hdt., Pap. - cf. 
συνοικισία, -ίσιον, marriage, συνοικισμός, wedlock - Polybius, Diodorus, 
Plutarch. 1 0 

συλλοχάω : συλλοχίζω. In 1 Mace. 4: 28 συνελόχησεν ανδρών 
επίλεκτων έξήκοντα χιλιάδας, where the context requires the sense he 
raised (gathered) 60,000 picked men, L. Goetzeler, Quaest. in App. etPolyb., 
Würzburg, 1890, p . 40, saw that we must write συνελόχισεν, according 
to parallels from Appian and Plutarch (cf. also LS p. i673 b). The point 
is that, while λόχος means both ambush and a body of troops, the simple 
λοχάω is found only in contexts implying the first meaning, whereas 
λοχί3ω has both meanings. The evidence for συλλοχήσαι is confined 
to our passage and an equally doubtful one in Plut., Galba 15. Both 
must therefore be changed into -ισ-. Among the grammarians quoted 
by Schleusner ν , 152, only Suidas has the correct spelling, and the cor
ruption in S συνευδόκησεν obviously goes back to the mistaken spelling. 

τρισσεύω: τρισσόω. In 1 Kings 18: 34 an inconsistency within the 
space of a single verse must be corrected one way or the other, καΐ 
εΐπεν Δευτερώσατε· καΐ έδευτέρωσαν. καΐ εΤπεν Τρισσώσατε· καΐ 
έτρίσσευσαν stands for ltf)?BM wfyi " i ç in IKft do it for 
the second (third) time,11 a Hebrew idiom which cannot be transplanted 



without violence into any non-Semitic language. Here the translators -
or perhaps already the vernacular speech around and behind them -
were bound to create a novel mode of expression for a novel require
ment, and although the verbs are used intransitively in our passage, the 
causative formations in -όω, which were among those most alive up to 
the latest periods, were very apposite. 1 2 As to δεντ-, the formation in 
-εύω had formerly been used for other purposes; as shown on pp. 57 ff. 
ττρωτεύω, 1 3 δευτερεύω was the verbal expression alongside of ττρω-
τεΐος, δευτερεΐος, first, second of rank;1* so they chose δευτερόω as in a 
number of other occurrences of JTJtf. For three the examples are rarer in 
both languages. Apart from our passage Piel is used in Deut. 19:3, 
divide in three, τριμεριεΐς, and 1 Sam. 20: 19, 20, where the context 
requires do on the third day, v. 19 τρισσεύσεις καΐ έπισκεττήση, 1 5^»* will 
be missed on the third day, v. 20 καΐ έγώ τρισσεύσω ταϊς σχ^οος ακοντ ίων, 
and I on the third day will shoot with arrows.16 

In ι Kings 18: 34 the inconsistency has been removed in different 
ways, Lucian putting τρισσεύσατε for -ώσατε and thus adapting the 
former to the second form - and, on the other hand, AN with a number 
of minuscules reading έτρίσσωσαν in the last place. This latter is what 
the context requires. Then -ευ- would have come in from 1 Sam. 
20: 19 f. at a later stage, but only in part of the evidence. 

3. Compounds 
There are nouns and proper names, in which a distortion, due to late 
and mistaken etymological considerations, has gained a hold of most of 
our evidence and the whole of our published texts. The most conspi
cuous example in classical texts is Κλυταιμήστρα 'whose name has 
nothing to do with the " su i to r s ' " (μνηστήρες, W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. 
pp. 697 f.; Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 448). For the correct spelling of this 
name there is a mass of evidence: vases, the Vet. Lat., the testimony of 
the famous cod. Laurentianus of Aeschylus and Sophocles, and the much 
earlier occurrence in the Herculean scroll of Philodem., Rhet., first 
noted by W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. pp. 697 f. ; yet editors were slow to 
accept it. 

Ανδρογύνων. In the Greek Proverbs, 18: 8 and 19: 15 are but different 
renderings of the Hebrew 19: 15 (so that the Greek counterpart of the 
Hebrew 18: 8, which is repeated in 26: 22 and found there in the 
Greek as well, is lost). Much as the two verses differ in vocabulary, 1 7 



they have in common ctvSpovw(m)os, which is not a bad translation 
of <i;i?"i, lassitude, as it replaces a quality by its bearer. We should 
therefore expect the same formation in both. Rahlfs, however, whilst 
righdy reading ανδρογύνων in 18: 8, against άνδρογυναιων of S* f 

alone, prefers ανδρογυναιον in 19: 15, thought it is, here also, a 
minority reading of BS**. In themselves both formations are possible, 
cf. μισο-, φιλογυναιος, -γυνής, -γυνος. But the real point is one of 
textual criticism: BS** here deserve no more to be followed than S* f. 
Thus we must read άνδρόγυνον in 19: 15 too. 

έλέπολις, battering-engine, a compound with a verbal stem in -ε as its 
first component. In Homer such compounds only have a present stem, 
thematic aorist stems being found only in post-Homeric poetry. These 
compounds represent a type inherited from Indo-European; their 
imperatival interpretation, however, is secondary, and instances which 
must be interpreted as imperative are recent (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 
pp. 441 f., 444 f.). A subsequent development, though found already in 
Homer, shows the familiar composition vowel -o- in formations con
taining a thematic aorist, such as άμαρτορ·εττής//. xm 824 or φυγοπτόλεμος 
Od. xrv 213 (Schwyzer, p. 442). But there is nowhere a formation contain
ing both in a combination -εο-, such as *ελεοπολις would be, which Rahlfs 
twice accepts into his text, 1 Macc. 13: 43 with S La. f , 44 with SV 
La. +, Ά pau ' omitting the word, and the majority reading the correct 
έλέττολις. A compound ελεο- could only be connected with τό §λος, 
marsh-meadow (*έλεσο-). Against these facts Rahlfs apparently puts the 
venerable Vet. Lat. which he does not quote frequently elsewhere. 
However the Latin only shows that the corruption took place very 
early. 

έξοπλασία: έξοπλισία. Ο. Glaser proved that Ιξοττλασία is the only 
form of the word in the inscriptions and the MSS of Polybius. Though 
the verb is έξοττλ^ω, -ασία may have become customary and even 
prevalent in comparison with -ισία from the proximity and influence of 
forms in -ασία from verbs in -6300 (cf. W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. p. 367, from 
whom LS's report on έξοπλασία in Diodorus can be modified). In 
2 Macc. 5: 25 Swete has a correct form έξοττλισίαν; Rahlfs, however, 
prints an impossible -ησίαν, which, according to his apparatus, is the 
majority reading. If it is, it agrees in an itacism 1 8 or a confusion of Η 
and A (cf. εξοπησιας sic, v. 1 in Diodor. 16, 3, 1). So we have to choose 
between -ισία and -ασία, the former of which is better attested. The 



isolated ώπλεον from όπλέω Horn., Od. vi 73 is not sufficient to support 
Rahlfs. 

επιεικώς. Rahlfs is equally unfortunate in giving as his emendation 
έπιεικέως, ι Sam. 12: 22 with BM -αιως (om. L), 2 Kings 6: 3 with 
-αιως in Β and part of the Lucianic evidence, -εως is the Ionic form which 
cannot be expected in our texts except as a mistake (cf. ολοσχερώς, 
επιμελώς and others). So Rahlfs himself, with that change of mind 
observed before, acquiesces in επιεικώς, 2 Mace. 9: 27, where the 
evidence is unanimous. 

χαταπάλτης. Ο. Glaser (p. 69) shows from the inscriptions and a cor
ruption in the MSS of Polybius, which he combined in an instructive 
way, that the only correct form for catapult was καταπάλτης from 
πάλλω, sway, and not -πέλτης as is 'frequently written in literary texts' 
(LS 9 p. 904s). This distortion may be due to later confusion with πέλτη, 
small shield. The word occurs five times in 4 Mace. 8: 13; 9: 26; 1 1 : 9 , 
26; 18: 20, and in Niese's Josephus Β J v, 14, never with the correct 
form. 1 9 

Περσα(πολις. Among the itacisms that have to be corrected owing 
either to fresh documentary evidence or recent linguistic research is the 
name of Persepolis. Wackernagel, Glotta 14, 36 ff., whose results have been 
endorsed by Schwyzer pp. 196, 438 n. 2, and LS, begins by quoting 
Th. Noldeke's view {Aufsätze zur persischen Geschichte, Leipzig, 1887, 
p. 140) that Περσέπολις means Town of th Persians, and that Clitarchus, 
the historian of Alexander the Great, whose work to some extent can 
be reconstructed from later historians, in a peculiar way replaced ' the 
correct *Περσόπολις' by the old poetical compound περσέπ(τ)ολις. 
Wackernagel first states that destroyer of cities would be so strange a name 
for a city that, however stilted Clitarchus may have been as a writer, 
it was unlikely that historians and geographers and even the official 
usage should have followed his example. He then shows that *Περσό-
πολις is a grammatically impossible formation. From Lobeck, Path. El. 
I» 549 ff., he quotes the law formulated by CI. Salmasius, Exercitat. 
Plin. 834 (p. 586* in the Utrecht edition of 1688): ' in huiusmodi 
locorum denominationibus, quae ex duobus substantivis componuntur, 
intégra duo nomina Graeci semper retinent' , and demonstrates that 
this rule is true throughout the whole of older Greek, and especially 
with πόλις. Formations like the modern Constantinople, Adrianople 



must not mislead our judgement, though ethnica like Ήλιοπολίτης 
(Hdt.) would lead to them. Οκυθόπολις in Josephus for the Οκυθών 
πόλις of the L X X - 2 Mace. 12: 29 C K U Ö C O V πολις, 12: 3θΟκυΘοπο-
λΐται - is one of the earliest examples. Further, we find the spelling 
Περσαίπολις unanimously in Aelian, Ν A 1, 59 and as a frequent and 
sometimes prevalent reading in Strabo. So the form with -ε- is a mere 
itacism. To explain Περσαίπολις Wackernagel, following Nöldeke, 
reminds us that the city was also simply called ο! Πέρσαι. Passages in 
Berossus and Arrian allow no other interpretation of Πέρσαι. There are 
sufficient examples of towns bearing the names of the tribes which 
founded them. Πέρσαι πόλις grew together as did Νέα πόλις so acc. 
Περσαίπολιν is as acceptable as Νεάπολιν. 

2 Maccabees, which Wackernagel does not mention, is not much, if 
at all, later than Strabo, our first preserved coherent text which has the 
name Persepolis. So we must read είς τήν λεγομένην Περσαίπολιν in 
9: 2, where the isolated spelling Περσιπολιν of V perhaps preserves part 
of this pre-itacistic form. Further Wackernagel shows that both in 
Arrian and Plutarch there are passages where the interpretation of 
Πέρσαι is difficult now, because the authors contaminated different 
sources and failed to realize that on occasions Πέρσαι meant the city. 
So even in 4 Mace. 18: 5, άπάρας άπό των Ιεροσολύμων έστράτευσεν 
έττΐ Πέρσας it is not impossible to understand against Persepolis, especially 
as άττό των Ιεροσολύμων precedes. There is a parallel in Plutarch, Alex. 
37 Ισται καθηγεμών 'Αλεξάνδρω της έπί Πέρσας πορείας, 2 0 where 
Wackernagel would rather think that έπί points to the people and 
country. Yet there is sufficient evidence for έπί before place-names in 
LS and Mayser to allow for the alternative interpretation. 

3.1. C o m p o u n d s w i t h πυρ, πυρός 
The compounds with πϋρ, πύρος deserve comment. There were three 
types in Greek. Most frequently the first component appears as πυρ-, 
in some examples as πυρι-, which is here an instrumental dative, and as 
-o- tended to become the general vowel used in compounds we also find 
πυρο-, although this always involves some ambiguity by confusion with 
πϋρο- from πυρός, wheat. This -o- appears also before terminations, as 
in πορόεις (Schwyzer pp. 438, 440, 446 f.). 

The first type is represented in the L X X by πυρπολεΐν 4 Mace. 7: 4, 
πυρπνόος Wisd. of Sol. 11 : 18, πυρφόρος Job 41: 20 (21) ; the second 
by πυρίκαυστος Isaiah four times, where it regularly represents a form 



of "pfr with an added tfN, and πυριφλεγής Wisd. of Sol. 18: 3 and 
3 Macc. 3: 29 (here Schleusner's conjecture περί- is not necessary); 
the third by πυροβόλα (καΐ λιθοβολά) ι Macc. 6: 51, πυροφόρος 
Obad. 18, πυρόπνουν Rahlfs 3 Macc. 6: 34. I t is mainly the third type 
that requires some comment. 

Both Schleusner iv, 536, and LS fail to see that πυροβόλον, far 
from being a βέλος tipped with fire, is an engine - έστησεν έκεΐ βελοστά-
σεις καΐ μηχανας καΐ πυροβόλα καΐ λιθοβολά καΐ σκορπίδια είς τό 
βάλλεσθαι βέλη καΐ σφενδόνας - a fire-thrower, as λιθοβόλον is a stone-
thrower. The word is not frequent, and it deserves mention that along 
with it there is a πϋροβολέω sow wheat in a London pap. from I p . There 
exists, however, no other form of the word, apart from the one with the 
first component πυρο-. 

As to πυροφόρος, Obad. 18, it is very instructive that in the case of 
Jerome, who was neither a Purist (Is. Hilberg, WSt 34, 1912, p. 261) 
nor an Atticizer, his feeling for Greek revolted against this formation 
which Rahlfs receives into his text with BS* WLpC, against πυρφόρος 
of AQSCZ^. To him it would mean frumentarius or, as Schleusner (iv, 
536) puts it, is qui brachiis vel ter go frumentum gent, in spite of the fact that 
inscriptions from various parts of Greece and various dialects actually 
display πυροφόρος as bearer of sacrificialfire, which is elsewhere πυρφόρος. 
As things stand, we cannot condemn πυροφόρος with the confidence 
shown by Schleusner, who relies on Jerome, and of late by Rudolph, 
ZAW, 1931, p . 225, and this all the less, because there is no reason for 
bringing the rather barbaric translation of the Minor Prophets into line 
with the translator of Job . πυρόπνουν, on the other hand, which Rahlfs 
reads with AV*, is not supported by any parallel, and therefore here 
we decide for πυριπνουν of the others. 

Τρωγοδύται. The Ethiopian Τρωγοδύται are surprisingly slow in 
getting rid of their added -λ- which makes them cave-dwellers (τρωγλο-
δύται) instead of a tribe the name of which has been preposterously 
forced into a far-fetched and mistaken etymology. In Hdt. 4, 183 Hude 
in his Oxford text three times within four lines confines -yo- to the 
apparatus, though it is supported by the best evidence (AB, here even 
in G), and prefers -γλο- with the vulgar text. 2 1 The same occurs in the 
L X X and Josephus, 2 Chron. 12: 3 and A J 11, 259. In 2 Chronicles 
Swete and Rahlfs have the correct form in their apparatus as the reading 
of B, whereas BM record it among the scribal mistakes of Β in their first 
apparatus. 2 2 In AJ Niese puts Τρωγλοδύταις with the unanimous 
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Greek evidence, though the Latin rightly preserves trogoditarum. Observe 
that the corruption is more recent than the date of the Latin translation, 
as it is secondary in Herodotus and 2 Chronicles. After Puchstein, 
Epigrammata Graeca in Aegypto reperta, Diss. Strassburg, 1880, W. Schulze, 
Orthographiée, Progr. Marburg, 1894, p . xxiv, had collected the evidence 
for Τρωγοδύται (cf. also his Kl. Sehr. p . 413), and now we have an 
impressive 8 8 array of evidence for Τρωγοδύται and its derivations in LS 
from Greek and Latin authors and the papyri, together with some useful 
comments. 

3.2. Accentuation of compounds 
A word must be said about the accents in these formations. We have the 
general rule that formations, in which the second, verbal component 
conveys an active meaning, are paroxytone, while those with passive 
meaning are proparoxytone. The grammarians record very few 
express exceptions to this general rule, and we should apply the rule in 
all instances apart from those special exceptions. So, compared with 
the traditional texts and H R it was a progress in Swete and Rahlfs to 
accent πυροβόλα ι Mace. 6:51. On the other hand, all our editions are 
superior to Schleusner and LS in accenting πυρπνόον Wisd. of Sol. 
1 1 : 18, and 3 Mace. 6: 34 την πυριπνουν (instead of πυροπνοϋν) 
τόλμαν.** 

πρωτότοκος, 4 Mace. 15: 18 Rahlfs, is a mere misprint. 

γλωσσοκόμον. In this word, which stands for p")}<, ark, the active 
meaning is so unmistakable that a paroxytone accent must be postulated 
(W.-Schmiedel §16, 5, p . 140; Bl.-Debr. §119 tending rather to the 
same). The word is late in the LXX. In 2 Sam. 6: 11 it forms part of a 
variant belonging to the Origenian text, where the L X X reads κιβωτός 
as in the whole context. In 2 Chron. 24: 8, 10, 11 bis γλωσσοκόμον is 
used for pIK where it does not mean the Ark of the Covenant, but a 
collection box, whereas the parallel passage in 2 Kings 12 uses κιβωτός 
indiscriminately. This tendency is continued in the later translators. So 
e.g. A' Gen. 50: 26 says γλωσσοκόμον for ]i"iK which here means 
coffin, mummy-chest. His tendency to etymological translation would lead 
us to expect him to use the same Greek word for different meanings of 
the same Hebrew word; but here it is interesting that γλωσσοκόμον 
seems to have been used in this sense also in secular Greek (cf. LS). 



7. IDIOM AND L E X I C O N 

ι. Peculiarities of the system of tense formations 
In this section I would insist on the need for a very intimate knowledge 
of the peculiarities of Greek, before one sets out to publish observations 
about it. I begin with two statements contained in Her rmann-
Baumgärtel, Beiträge zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Septuaginta, 1923. On 
p . 28 Baumgärtel, when attempting to prove that Isaiah was the work of 
two different translators, gives as his twenty-first example, '7fb Ni. α: 
προστιθέναι 14: ι. β: προσκεϊσθαι 56: $, 6'. ffi1? Ni. join somebody is 
rendered by προστεθήσεται 14: ι, and the προσκείμενος of 56: 3, 6 is 
nothing but the normal p.p.p. of προστίθημι. This example cannot 
therefore prove anything for a difference between two translators. Or, 
speaking about the different translators to be traced in the Pentateuch, 
he gives a tabulation of the renderings of Π10 (p. 57, no. 15, and p. 76, 
no. 13), and one of his points is that there is a ονήσκειν and an άποθνήσ-
κειν side by side. If we look up the passages, we find what we expected 
to find, namely that the simple verb is found only in the perfect which 
is the common usage: the perfect is 'perfectival' in itself, whereas the 
other tenses require a preposition to this effect.1 

I t is important to make sure what tenses are actually formed from 
each verb. However obvious, this demand was neglected up to the 
nineteenth century. So, e.g., from Dionysius Thrax to the grammars of 
the nineteenth century, including Ph. Buttmann's, the general paradigm 
for the normal verb was τύπτω , from which all tenses were formed in an 
entirely unreal way, although anyone could know that the paradigm 
ran τύπτω , πατάξω, έπάταξα (παίσω, έπαισα), τύπτομαι, πληγή-
σομαι, έπλήγην, πέπληγμαι (cf. Rutherford, The New Phrynichus 
pp. 257 ff.), as even the L X X shows: τύπτων έπάταξας τήν Ίδουμαίαν, 
2 Kings 14: 10 (cf. Wackernagel, ThLZ, 1908, p . 640) and the passage 
quoted by Thackeray p . 287 n. 1, είπε πατάξαι, τύπτουσιν ι Esdras 4:8. 

The L X X also follows the general line in restricting έπίστασθαι, to 
know, to the present stem. So we find its subj. pres. after three subj. aor. 
in Isa. 41: 20, ίνα Ιδωσι καΐ γνώσι καΐ έννοηθώσι καΐ έ π ι σ τ ώ ν τ α ι , for 
the obvious reason that there was no aorist within reach of the trans
lator, whose feeling for Greek was a match for any indigenous Greek's, 
though he was very imperfect as a translator. As a matter of fact, Veitch 



and LS record only two examples of an aor. ήτπστήθην, from Hdt. 3, 15 
and Plat., Ug. 687 a. 

In emending corrupt passages we have to keep this in mind. In 
2 Esdras 18: 13 (Neh. 8: 13) nrnrVx V'Ston'? is rendered έτπστήσαι 
upos πάντας τους λόγους. Schleusner 11, 587, after giving a strange 
literal translation, continues 'mallem tarnen hic legere vocem ab 
έττιστήμη derivatam The solution is εττίστασθαι, as is suggested by the 
reading of Lucian συνιέναι and by Isa. 41: 20 as well, έτπστηθηναι is 
excluded for the reasons given above. 2 

2. Transitive and intransitive use of verbs 
It is of equal importance to notice whether a verb is capable of being 
used as a transitive or not. So âv- and κατισχύω are used transitively in 
the LXX, though very rarely elsewhere (Helbing, Kasussyntax pp. 76 f.), 
but the simple verb nowhere. 3 Compare the mistaken translation Isa. 
35: 3 Ισχύσατε, χείρες άνειμέναι L X X ( C ενισχύσατε, χείρες) with A' 
ενισχύσατε χείρας παρειμένας; Ισχύσατε χείρας in a small minuscule 
group is an impossible compromise. Therefore Grabe was right in 
emending Wisd. of Sol. 16: 20 αρτον. . . ττδσαν ήδονήν Ισχύοντα by 
putting ϊσχοντα after Vet. Lat. Hentern. A similar emendation is 
required in Sir. 43: 15 έν μεγαλείω αύτοϋ ϊσχυσεν νεφέλας, where the 
context requires ίσχυσαν νεφέλαι (cf. A ισχύς εν νεφελαις). In this 
chapter the translator changes the construction of the original through
out (verses 5, 14, 15Ä, 16).* Sir. 43: 17, which seems to break the rule 
(ώνείδισεν γήν), is corrupt as well, and here the emendation is found in 
Α ώδίνησεν γ ή . 

In Tobit 10: 2 the Β text μήποτε κατήσχυνται is obviously corrupt, 
but not healed by κατίσχονται (Drusius in Schleusner in, 289). The 
emendation is suggested by the S text which reads κατεσχέθη (La. 
detentus) : it is κατέσχηνται. detinere is the regular translation of κατέχειν 
in the Latin Bible. As De Bruyne has seen (Rahlfs, Ruth p . 128 n. 2), 
the Vet. Lat. has detinemini in Ruth 1:13. This observation duly exposes 
A. Sperber's adventurous guess in MGWJ 31, 1937, p . 59: decinemini-
desinemini - reflecting senexl - retranslated έκγηράσετε. 

3· Confusion of similar words 
Different words of a similar spelling were frequently confused, especially 
when the variant made sense though not the intended one. 



άλοάω/&λως, αλων. Here it is sometimes difficult to decide whether we 
have a scribal mistake, which must be corrected, or loose thinking on 
the part of an author, which must not be touched. I have in mind 
instances when forms of άλοάω, to thresh, are influenced in form by 
άλως, αλων, threshing-floor, two stems which, in spite of their English 
equivalents, are not identical. Certainly in Jer . 5 :17 the reading of Q_ 
άλωήσωσιν for άλοήσουσιν of BSA is secondary, and no one will feel 
tempted to adopt it. Yet W. Crönert (Passow's Wörterbuch, völlig neu 
bearbeitet p. 308) attests this formation from Eust. 560, 43. He also 
draws attention to two late occurrences of άλω[ε]ισμός, along with 
άλόησις, and άλωνευόμενος, threshing, in App., Mac. 13 (p. 323). So we 
shall refrain from touchingC Jer. 28 (51) : 33 καιρός άλωής as rendering 
nsn ' in Π» tempore calcationis ejus, and this all the more, as Crönert 
(p. 321) records a gloss άλωή, tritura} 

απαγωγή/επαγωγή. Here the confusion is one-sided in the LXX, the 
intruder being επαγωγή ; and the discrimination is easy, because each 
word is used only in one meaning, and the Hebrew original leaves no 
doubt what to read in any passage. 

Throughout, α π α γ ω γ ή means leading away into captivity, as in the 
third-century example quoted by Mayser i 2 3,20 and in Polybius, captivity, 
prison. In the eight Sirach passages επαγωγή renders different Hebrew 
words meaning distress, misery, and is therefore correct. The same applies 
to θ ' Prov. 27: 10, έν ήμερα επαγωγής. 

As to επαγωγή in Sirach there is a variant only in 38: 19, Β with a 
few minn. and Lat. reading α π α γ ω γ ή ; but, as Smend shows, the L X X 
translates here Π3», plague, visitation as in 3:28 and 40:9, cf. 1 ο : 13 = »M.e 

There are four passages for which we must claim α π α γ ω γ ή . The one 
least contested is 1 Esdras 8: 24 α π α γ ω γ ή = Ezra 7: 26 pjlONV, L X X 
είς δεσμά, rightly accepted by Rahlfs against είς παράδοσιν of BN (h) 
only (cf. *)10Χ Dan. Θ' 4: I2 (15), 20 (23) δεσμφ). Here only k reads 
επαγωγή , which does not count. 

In Isaiah επαγωγή, which is preferred by Rahlfs and Ziegler in 
10: 4, and by all editors in 14: 17, would make sense in itself. Yet only 
α π α γ ω γ ή tallies with the Hebrew "VOX, prisoner; cf. 10: 4 oi λ' ύπό 
δεσμόν; 14: 17 oi λ' τούς δεσμούς; 24: 22 L X X δεσμωτήριον, C 
δεσμίου; 42: 7 L X X δεδεμένους.7 

So we must write είς άπαγωγήν 10:4 with BQZ,C, τούς èv α π α γ ω γ ή 
14: 17 with VOj"gZ, and others {abductos Tyconius). Here Montfaucon 
had already proposed άπ . Rahlfs and Ziegler may have preferred the 
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mistaken reading because it is more strongly attested and more remote 
from the Hebrew: but this latter applies to all corruptions. 

The last example is Deut. 32: 36. Here the Hebrew displays an 
example of its 'polar ' mode of expression, "MXy which in the 
L X X is interpreted in many different ways. 8 Since in the context of 
Deut. 32: 36 παρειμένους can only mean released, we must understand 
the preceding word as detained, and this is bound to have been expressed 
by έν α π α γ ω γ ή as found in a few minn., the Armenian and, apart from 
Lugdunensis, in the collection of Vet. Lat. MSS quoted by Robert. 
There is further evidence for α π α γ ω γ ή in Schleusner n, 422. 

άπαλλάξη/άπολέση. Here no obvious reason, graphical, semasio-
logical, or otherwise, can be seen for the confusion of two verbs. Yet if 
once detected in one passage, it may help us to emend other passages. 
For example, if we find Bija f*MS*-|0 lest he burst forth against them 
rendered, in a way which softens down the harsh expression, μήποτε 
άπαλλάξπ άπ ' αυτών, lest he part from them, fall out with them (so Helbing, 
Kasussyntax p . 178) in Exod. 19: 22, we realize without any hesitation 
that what we find in verse 24 as a translation of the same Hebrew 
expression, μήποτε άπολέση άπ ' αυτών, is a mere corruption of the 
former. Having this in mind, we shall easily restore Isa. 10: 7 in the 
opposite direction, reading άπολέσαι ό vous αύτοο for ta?1?? Töf'nV 
instead of απαλλάξει which is in all MSS - and which had rightly been 
changed to απάλλαξα» by Biel (Schleusner 1, 325) - comparing έξαραι 
Symmachus, ut conterai Vulg. 

έπβιράθην/έπειράσθην. Although Thackeray pp. 220,281, and Helbing, 
Kasussyntax p . 143 n. 1, had warned against the confusion of έπειράθην, 
from πειράομαι, make proof of, have experience of, with έπειράοτθην, from 
πειράζω, be tried, proved, our editions, including Rahlfs, still read 
πειρασθεΐσα 4 Mace. 15: 16 with A against the correct πειραθεϊσα of 
SV, whereas they are correct in Sir. 31 (34): 10 against S. Here the 
Latin, in a triplet, twice has the mistaken tentatus est = έπειράσοη 
( w . 9, 11) and once est expertus — έπειράθη (v. 10). 

Ιδεΐν/εΙδέναι. See Excursus I, p . 197. 

κοπάζω/κοπιάω. There is some confusion between κοπάζω, leave off, 
cease, come to rest and κοπιάω, be tired, grow weary; work hard. In two 
passages the corruption is almost universal : 



( ι) In Ps. 48 (49): 10 (9) Grabe, after Lucas Brugensis, and Rahlfs 
read εκόπασεν, which alone is in harmony with Virn, ceased, whereas 
our entire evidence reads έκοπίασεν. (Α' έπαύσατο, C παυσάμενος, yet 
θ ' € ' έκοπίασεν = LXX.) 

(2) In 2 Sam. 13: 39 the Hebrew, when rightly emended, reads 
VpriJ, yearned after, which cannot be expressed by the εκόπασεν of our 
editions. Therefore Schleusner m, 358 suggested έκοττίασεν which, 
according to BM, is actually found in u. Against all our editions we 
must read έκοπίασεν." 

An additional confusion lingers in our lexica. For κοπάζω almost 
everywhere we find the meaning grow weary which belongs to κοπιάω. 
Still LS records, 'grow weary, TOO πολέμου Lxx Jo. 14. 15; τοΰ θυμοϋ 
ib. Es. 2. ι '. When going into the matter we find that Bptf, come to rest, 
is rendered by καΐ ή γ ή κατέπαυσεν πολεμουμένη Josh. 1 1 : 23 and καΐ 
ή γ ή εκόπασεν του πολέμου 14: ΐ5· Ι*1 Esther the verb is *ptf, to sink -
' the king's wrath abated'. The Greek changes the construction, saying 
εκόπασεν ό βασιλεύς του θυμού 2 : ι (ό. β. I. τ . θ. η : ίο) desistedfrom. Here 
the authority upon which LS depends simply produces mis-translations, 
rendering εκόπασεν as though it were έκοπίασεν. Whereas this confusion 
exclusively rests with the anonymous expositor, the converse seems to 
exist in a papyrus (LS s.v. κοπιάω I I I ) . 

κτησ-/κτισ-. See Excursus VI , p . 219. 

στυγνάζω/στενάζω. The confusion between στυγνά^ειν and στενά^ειν 
is one-sided, the latter coming in as a bad guess for the former which 
ceased to be understood when there was no longer any contact with the 
Hebrew. V» COSti, to be struck dumb, petrified with horror, is rendered in 
different ways: θαυμάσονται έπ' αύτη Lev. 26: 32, έκστήναι ι Kings 
9: 8; 2 Chron. 7: 21, with έπί Isa. 52: 14; Jer . 2: 12; 18: 16; 29: 18 
(49 : J7> R a - 3 0 : " ) ( > BSA), σκυθρωπάσει Jer . 19: 8; 27 (50): 13. 
In Ezekiel there are two passages with an undisputed στυγνά^ω: 
έστυγνασαν έπί σέ 27: 35» στυγνάσουσιν έπί σέ 32: ι ο. In 28: 19 
Rahlfs, referring to the two former passages, rightly rejected the 
στενάξουσι of B + . There remains 26: 16, where not only the entire 
Greek evidence reads στενάξουσιν έπί σέ, but even Tyconius translates 
ingemescent (with Const, and Wire ) , while he put contristati sunt 27: 35, 
contristabuntur 28: 19.1 therefore suggested στυγνάσουσιν (ThLZ, 1936, 
p. 280), and this, like other emendations, has now been proved true, 
since it is the reading of Scheide Pap. I have since found a further 



instance: in Job 18: 20 (Vätfi) έστέναξαν must be έστυγνασαν. (In 
Job 17: 8 186^ is translated θαύμα Ισχεν, which renders "\Vto Wpç in 
18: 206.) 

τορευτός/τορνευτός. τορευτός, worked in relief, chased, and τορνευτός, 
worked with a chisel, turned on a lathe, are found with the same objects, but 
only the c o n t e x t - a n d in the L X X the H e b r e w - c a n tell which is 
correct in a passage. In the L X X we find only τορευτός. It is correct as 
a rendering of ntfj?B 1 (G.-Buhl's classification), solidum opus, in Exod. 
25: 17 (18), 30 (31), 35 (36) and also in Jer . 10: 5 L X X C , where it is 
due to a confusion with ntffjl? 11, field of cucumbers (cf. Isa. 1:8). 1 0 None of 
the occurrences of Π#ρ>0 involves turned work. Isa. 3: 24 (n#f?») is 
quite a distinct word, although A' renders ένουλώσεως, curling, a new 
hapax legomenon found in min. 710 ed. Lütkemann-Rahlfs. 

In the remaining three instances we must read τορνευτός. Two of 
them are in Song of Sol. 5: 14; 7: 3; 5: 14 ant "^V?, golden cylinders 
(AV golden rings), τορνευτά! χρυσαΐ; cf. Esther 1: 6 έπΙ κυβοις χρυσοϊς 
where Schleusner m, 404 righüy emends to κύκλοις, referring to "̂ J'V* 
cf. sub rotis La.«"1 0); 7: 3, inçn ]ÎK, a round goblet, (AV 7: 2) κρατήρ 
τορνευτός, Vulg. crater tornatilis. The third is 1 Kings 10: 22 D'anitf 
B*ani VPpp), ivory and apes and peacocks, all of them borrowed words, 
except for $ , tooth, where ' the rendering of L X X λίθων τορευτών και 
•πελεκητών is obscure' (Burney, Kings p . 149 n. 2). Twelve minn. here 
read τορνευτών, and Syr. lapidum elaboratorum et tornatorum looks like a 
translation of λίθων πελεκητών (τορευτώνΡ) καΐ τορνευτών. So Martin 
Rehm (Alttest. Abh. xm, 3, 1937, p. 127) is certainly right in postulating 
τορνευτών. After F. Wutz, Systematische Wege von der Septuaginta zum 
hebräischen Urtext 1, 1937, p . 779, he also gives a reconstruction of the 
Hebrew underlying the Greek, which does not look convincing. 
Lucian's reading απελέκητων indicates that he found and kept 
τορευτών. 

Addendum 
[In his thesis Dr Walters indicated in his Introduction that he had 
deliberately omitted from the grammatical part of the thesis his obser
vations on the distortion of proper names and on abbreviations and 
contractions. His intention was to deal with these topics fully in a later, 
separate section; but he was never able to carry it out. In the Intro
duction, however, he gave a few examples of his findings, and these 



I append here in the place where he himself indicated that they strictly 
belonged. Ed.] 

ι. Distortion of proper names 
There are more habitual distortions of names which cannot be attri
buted to the translators than is generally recognized. Thus it is only 
going half-way to change Ιεβοσθε to Ισβοσθε, for we must restore 
Ισβοσεθ, and likewise Μεμφιβοσεθ, since ΜεμφιβοσΘος in Josephus 
merely indicates the early date of the corruption. In other names 
itacistic cu for ε is detected from a comparison with the Hebrew, and 
consequently our editions require emendation. So ΓΟΓ} is bound to be 
€μαθ, γρι Δεδαν. Even the spelling θεμαν for 8!}WR could be advocated, 
as ε is the old equivalent also for ê (cuneif. Tema, Time), but in instances 
like this last close collaboration with Semitists is indispensable, whereas 
instances like the former are easily emended. (Note. If we sometimes find 
spellings like Ημαθ, especially in Chron., Jer., Ezek., this η has not 
replaced an itacistic at, but is a later spelling for what had been ε in an 
earlier period of transmission. There is plenty of evidence, partly from 
preserved earlier spellings, partly from corruptions which escaped later 
correction, to indicate that, mainly in Chronicles and 2 Esdras, a more 
recent mode of spelling η and ω has replaced the original one which 
displayed ε and o. Here Lucian sides with the older fashion. Even the 
initial Η of Ησαΐας invites reflections, which include the inconsistencies 
in the spelling of this name in the Vulgate and the AV and confirm the 
repeated observation that the spelling of identical names is sometimes 
subject to differentiation, as far as different bearers are concerned. 
A first step to the explanation of the otherwise inexplicable N T spelling 
€λισαβετ can be shown to be a corruption in the LXX, and so disposed 
of (cf. Lagarde, Ue. p . 69 note).) 

For the distortion of proper names as a result of euphonic changes 
within compound words and at the meeting point of two contiguous 
words see ThLZ, 1936, p . 272. 

3. Misunderstood abbreviations and contractions 
Since we now touch on palaeographical questions, this might seem the 
proper place in which to classify many corruptions according to the 
confusion and interchange of similar letters, yet I refrain from doing so 
here. In bygone times when there was an only slightly justified, though 



quite common, belief in the infallibility of the methods of merely formal 
textual criticism, such classifications were in vogue. The idea was to 
give an indispensable help to, and a never-failing means of, unshakeable 
emendations. Nowadays we no longer believe in this infallible method, 
in the wake of which there followed a mass of needless conjectures which 
did not come up to the rank of emendations. For it is simply not true 
that in general an emendation starts from the tentative changing of 
interchangeable letters in the way of a chemical experimentalist. Only 
two things are necessary when a text is corrupt. One must have a clear 
idea about what the author is supposed to have said ; and one must be 
sufficiently familiar with the language to know how the text required 
by the context was bound to run. The first requirement is more easily 
met when we are dealing with a translation, however mistaken it is ; and 
efficient help towards the second is provided, when our text is extensive, 
by parallel phrases and passages. The LXX, of course, is very extensive, 
though it is not homogeneous throughout. Lists of interchangeable 
letters and habitual corruptions are most instructive in dealing with 
corrupted proper names, especially with those transliterated and trans
lated from a foreign language which has no special affinity with the 
translator's language. Here lists like those in the introduction to Bewer's 
book on the text of Ezra (cf. p. 12 above) are most useful. There are 
more recent lists in Wutz's book on the transliterations of the L X X ; yet 
just here it is quite palpable that, apart from the explanation of cor
ruptions in single MSS, their usefulness for emendations of a running 
text can in no way be compared with their value for emending cor
rupted proper names. Moreover, if one would discover where the 
opposite procedure leads to, one needs only to go through Wutz's 
suggestions in his Transkriptionen to find amazing examples of sheer 
impossibilities which, nevertheless, are graphically flawless. I give one 
example: Hab. 3: 5 

Β (Swete) A (Rahlfs) 
προ προσώπου aCrroO πορεύσετοα λόγος 

καΐ έξελεύσεται είς πεδία καΐ έξελεύσεται, έν 
κατά πόδας αύτοϋ πεδίλοις ol πόδες αύτοο. 

One sees at once that Β is closer to the MT, and this is not necessarily 
in its favour. Thackeray (Schweich Lectures, 1920, pp. 51 ff.) therefore 
decides in favour of the other text which is more remote from the MT, 
and, by a lofty flight of imagination, pictures ' the Λόγος shod in the 
sandals of Perseus!' (the exclamation-mark is Thackeray's). Wutz, on 



the other hand (p. 472), knows that the MT's »]jjh means pestilence, and 
though els πεδία is only one among several variants, he finds behind it 
the requisite word for bubonic plague, *έμπελία. To him it does not 
matter that there is only an adjective έμπέλιος livid, used once only - and 
perhaps coined - by the artificial Alexandrian poet Nicander ( I I a ) , 
Ther. 782 ; he forthwith forms a noun. In itself this noun would not be 
impossible, but Wutz neglects two facts: (1) l a 1 ! is accounted for here 
by λόγος = " l ^ , as elsewhere, and (2) everywhere in the L X X 
and the Three is interpreted as flames or winged birds. I t is from the latter 
that the emendation should undoubtedly start. The natural equivalent 
which is supported by parallels and meets all requirements is πετεινά. 
Now one of the frequently observable processes of corruption, especially 
in proper names, is the transposition of letters and even of syllables, for 
proper names had no meaning for the copyists. This same process has 
led from πετεινα > πε" 5 δια > είς πεδία. Thus, except for his palaeo-
graphical bias, Wutz was right in keeping to B, and Thackeray's 
mythology could not but lead him astray. 

Wutz's methods in his Hebrew emendations are sometimes of the 
same kind. Thus in 2 Sam. 3: 39, where an emendation to be sound 
must start from the translations, he starts from the Hebrew, putting 
lj*in mtfoi dropping in tenderness (cf. Deut. 28: 56) for the MT's mtfai. 
This conjecture is certainly brilliant, but beside the mark, since the 
starting-point is mistaken (Wege p . 773). For another example of wrong 
method in attempting emendation, see Miscellaneous Note 5, p . 274. 

But to return to the question of the interchange (as distinct from the 
transposition) of letters. The only instance which I find convincing is an 
exchange ν ~ θ in Chronicles. This is rare elsewhere and seems to 
reflect variations in the Hebrew of Chronicles. I here confine myself, 
therefore, to corruptions arising from the use of contractions. 

In Greek there were different ways of shortening a word in writing. 
Of these the best known and most frequent way was abbreviation (or 
suspension) which omitted some of the last letters of a word. As the endings 
and with them the grammatical characterization of a word were thus 
lost, with the result that the whole sentence may have become ambiguous, 
a second way was used, contraction (G. F. Hill, JHSt 18, 1898, p . 304, 
'syncopated abbreviation'), which retained as much of the word-stem 
as was considered indispensable and sufficient to avoid misunder
standing, and also the entire ending, cutting out what was between 
them. Sometimes this was done in a varying and inconsistent way and 
sometimes simultaneously in more than one place in the word. 

!35 



The problem of contractions was sharply posed by Ludwig Traube's 
posthumous Nomina Sacra (1907), a wonderful and inspiring book which, 
however, gravely underrated, and as far as possible explained away, 
the extensive use of contractions in Greek documents and MSS which 
cannot be supposed in any way to be influenced by the habits of biblical 
MSS and through them by the Hebrew custom of contracting the 
nomina sacra (Traube's chief thesis). (With ancient Hebrew custom 
compare the early Victorian Her M.jesty, a pronounced Judaism, which 
reflects the masoretic (so BH3), as it is still found in the orthodox 
Jewish spelling G.tt, G.d.) Contractions, it is true, are rare in book-
hands, and orthodox teaching, almost everywhere, denies their 
existence. Yet Swedish scholars especially have collected overwhelming 
evidence from ostraka (G. Rudberg, Eranos x , 1910, pp. 71-100) and 
inscriptions (E. Nachmanson, ibid. pp. 101-41). They have also gathered 
from classical MSS a vast number of corruptions which can best be 
explained on the assumption that either a word was understood to be 
a contraction and accordingly expanded into its supposed full spelling, 
when it was in fact quite a different word; or a contraction was under
stood to be a word written in full, only slightly corrupt, and therefore 
replaced by a different word, which was shorter than the original one 
when written in full. An example of both alternatives was given from 
Hippocrates Περί Φν/σών by Alex. Nelson, Die hippokratische Schrift 
Περί Φυσών, Diss. phil. Uppsala, 1909, p . 67: in the first instance the 
correct text νούσων had a variant νουθεσιών, that is NOYCON under
stood as ΝΟΥΘΩΝ ( = νουθεσιών), in the second the variant φύσιν for 
the correct φρόνησιν originated from reading ΦΡΟΝ as ΦΥΟΝ. 

How can this observation and explanation be reconciled with the fact 
that contractions, though not altogether absent in L X X MSS, are 
nevertheless rare in uncial MSS? The answer is the same as in the case 
of inscriptions on stone : the engraver had the contraction in his cursive 
first draft and failed to write it out in full as was the intention for his 
copy on stone; and his customer did not object (Nachmanson pp. 105 f.). 
In exactly the same way, the scribes of our majuscules or of their proto
types either drew on cursives or occasionally fell back on the habits of 
cursive writing, just as scribes continually vacillated between numbers 
written out fully in numerals and numbers written in the shorter way 
in numeral letters. Thus for example, we are often unable to decide 
whether a certain translator originally put δώδεκα or δεκαδύο, because 
he may have used numerical letters, the transformation of which into 
words may have changed more than once in the course of transmission. 



Occasionally a corruption still indicates today the way in which a scribe 
pronounced an abbreviated numeral; thus in ChB Num. 29: 12 the mistaken 
τ in ϋ τημέρα derives from πεντεκαιδεκάτη. It is instructive to compare the 
whole section Num. 29: 12-17 in ChB with the evidence given by BM from 
which, for example, it cannot be seen what MSS in 29: 13 actually spell ιδ, 
apart from Β (and ChB). From what they do say, δεκατέσσαρας, the form 
chosen by Rahlfs, is only in AF c o r r buw, and δεκατέσσαρες, in F*. As their 
only further information attributes the unusual setting δέκα κα| τέσσαρες to 
q az and τέσσαρες καΐ δέκα to Gx ( = 0 ) and dgnpt ( = L), we are left to 
assume that τεσσάρας καΐ δέκα, as in 29: 17, was the reading meant here also 
e silentio by BM. Bos, who with the Sixtine reads δεκατέσσαρας, notes that the 
Aldine read δεκατέσσαρες. 

Although I did not collect examples of contractions systematically in 
the early stages of my work, nevertheless their number is large. Lam. 
2:21 έττορεύθησαν for the necessary έπεσον, which Origen reintroduced 
from Symmachus, can only be explained as a spelling in full of a 
supposed contraction ETTOCAN ( ThLZ, I93°> p. 34) - which would also 
support the view that the original form was έπεσαν in the Greek. The 
doublets in Sirach which I quoted from Smend (ThLZ, I93^, Ρ· 2 7°) 
arose in the same way, and so did the corruption έξήρανεν for έξήρεν 
ί ο : 17. From the rich material I quote a few more examples: Ps. 144: 13 
βαλεια BS for βασιλεία; 2017, Ps. 135: 19, βαλεα for βασιλέα; Ps. 
100: 3 S* παρα βασιλείς instead of παραβάσεις; Judg. A text 5: 6 
βασιλείς where Grabe rightly restored βάσεις (Wutz has here an 
abortive βαδίσεις), all of which find parallels from inscriptions. The 
shining skin of Moses' face in Exodus and Leviticus is rendered indis
criminately by χρώματος and χρωτός (always gen.), where only the 
latter is correct. In nom. and acc. this confusion would not have been 
possible, χρώματος sometimes prevails markedly, and we can observe a 
sporadic attempt at its rectification. Lastly, two examples from the 
difficult text of the Minor Prophets: Zeph. 2: 9 nVç 'sal t ' is represented 
by άλωνος, only Jerome with the Three giving the correct rendering 
αλός which, of course, was taken to be AAOC and consequently written 
in full as άλωνος. The reverse process has occurred in Zeph. 1: 9. Here 
the Hebrew speaks about those who in the pagan manner jump over 
the threshold, ^noan"1?» iVnrr'iS. The Greek, displaying a nonsensical 
έττΐ ττάντας εμφανώς επί τά ττρόπυλα, is still unemended. Yet it 
is easy, I think, to see that εμφανώς sprang from a misunderstood con
traction of έφαλλομένους (ΕΦΑΛΛΟΫΟ: ΛΛ ~ N) cf. Sir. 36: 31 (26) 
έφαλλομένω, Song of Sol. 2: 8 πηδών, with διαλλόμενος in the 



parallel clause, Isa. 35: 6 άλεΐται, 2 Sam. 22: 30 ( = Ps. 17 (18): 30) 
ύττερβήσομαι. 

I am not sufficiently familiar with the corresponding features in the 
NT. Yet I feel sure that άναστά* δέ Acts 5: 17 is but a similar mis
interpretation of an original Awotç δέ which has been brilliantly vindi
cated by F. Blass. 
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8. HEBRAISMS 

Even after Thackeray's rich and instructive survey, 'The Semitic 
Element in L X X Greek' (Grammar §4), much remains to be done. In 
one field part of it has been done by M. Johannessohn, Der Gebrauch der 
Kasus und der Präpositionen in der LXX (1, 1910; 11, 1925), and R. Helbing, 
Die Kasussyntax der Verba bei den LXX, 1928, each of whom deals with 
one of the many subjects that fall under the general heading. I cannot 
here enter upon an exhaustive treatment of the whole subject, but 
confine myself to giving some examples characteristic of three of its 
main aspects. Helbing in his introduction gives a useful classification of 
the different kinds of Hebraisms, syntactical, lexical, phraseological, 
and stylistic. Here I confine myself to the first two, as far as they give 
rise to emendation of our editions. 

ι . Syntac t ica l H e b r a i s m s 
Johannessohn, 11 334, briefly remarks that ' some verbs, meaning be well 
pleased with a person, choose him, are constructed in a slavish imitation of 
the Hebrew with έν: (α) βούλεσθαι, Rg. I 18: 25; II 24: 3, (b) Θέλειν 
I 18: 22; II, 15: 26, both = a fen, take pleasure in; (c) έκλέξασθαι 
I 16: 9 f. = 3 "ina choose (yet v. 8 with the accusative, though here also 
a in the Hebrew) '. Helbing touches on this usage only slightly.1 

(1) As to βούλεσθαι έν ~ 3 fDn the above statement is exhaustive. 
I have only to add that 2 Chron. 25: 16, έβούλετο έπί σοΙ του κατα-
φθείραί σε, as our editions read, does not belong to this group ; for here 
where the Hebrew has nV D'n>X γGod has determined to destroy 
thee, the correct Greek reading is found in Lucian only, έβουλεύσατο i<ç. 
- Also in 2 Chron. 29: 11 κς is omitted by Β m. See Excursus X, 
Pp. 242 f. 

(2) As regards θέλειν έν = a γ on three more passages can be added 
to the two quoted by Johannessohn : 1 Kings 10: 9, 1 Chron. 28: 4, in 
a chapter which contains a peculiar accumulation of all the expressions 
dealt with in this section, and 2 Chron. 9: 8, where έν after ήθέλησεν was 
dropped by haplography in BANgh only and must be restored. This 
Passage is the parallel to 1 Chron. 10: 9, but here the same omission of 
fe> occurred in y only and thus did not influence our editions. 



(3) έκλέξασθαι έν ~ 3 *ina is more frequent. There are, however, 
instances in which έν may have been dropped during the course of later 
transmission. So immediately before 1 Sam. 16: 9 f., in v. 8, the M T 
reads " "irja'tf1? <τ|3~Βΐ. Yet the Greek runs ουδέ τούτον έξελέξατο κς. 
ν alone has έν τούτω = MT, and there is much in favour of this being 
the original translation. If so, all MSS but one would have been under 
an influence which in 16: 9 was confined to four minuscules, fmsw, 
reading τούτον. 2 

The extremely literal character of the translation of Kings and 
Chronicles may be seen from two observations. (1) The Hebrew does 
not always keep to the construction of a with *ina. In these instances the 
Greek follows the Hebrew in constructing έκλέξασθαι with acc. So in 
ι Kings 8: 48 and 11 : 13. (2) Once, in 2 Chron. 7: 16, the M T reads 
njg n^lO'DSt "•fitflpjijl ^ t j a , having only one object to the two verbs 
and constructing it, as is natural, to fit the second verb. This is meticu
lously followed by the Greek έξελεξάμην καΐ ήγίακα τον οίκον τούτον. 
So also in a relative clause, δν . . . αυτόν as in MT, 1 Kings 11 : 34, 
contrasting with ής. . .έν αύτη, ι Kings 8: 44, ήν. . .έν αύτη, 2 Chron. 
6: 34, in both instances exactly like the M T . 

I t remains to enumerate the examples: 1 Sam. 16: (8) 9, 10; 
ι Kings 8: 16 bis, 44; 1 Chron. 28: 4f.; 2 Chron. 6: 5 bis (= 1 Kings 
8: 44) (in the second instance of 6: 5 bme 2 have τόν Δ instead of έν) ; 
6: 34; η: i2; 2 Esdras 19: 7. 

(4) αίρετφιν έν ~ 3 1Π3 has not yet been recorded. I t is found in 
ι Chron. 28: 4, 6, 10; 29: 1; 2 Chron. 29: 11 ; 1 Mace. 2: 19 (9: 30 with 
a c c ) . Of these passages two need some explanation: in 1 Chron. 28: 10 
the Hebrew reads ?|3 *ip3, yet the bulk of the Greek evidence ήρέτικέν 
σε. Lucian reads σοι instead of σε and his reading makes sense only after 
the haplography is corrected: ήρέτικέν (εν) σοι. I t looks therefore as 
though ήρέτικέν σε was a secondary adaptation of the ungrammatical 
ήρέτικέν σοι. Therefore I propose to include this passage in the number 
of those reading αίρετί^ειν έν, relying on the observation that the L X X 
follows the M T closely in putting έν for a. The other passage mentioned, 
ι Chron. 29: 1, is more interesting. Here our Greek text conflates the 
original and the corrupted Hebrew. The Hebrew now reads *ΤΠ£ 'la 
O'îiVk ia~"irja, and the expositors and grammarians range this 
passage among others which omit the relative ; outside the poetical texts 
this omission of the relative occurs mainly in Chronicles. 8 At the same 
time they follow the Greek which reads δ \Αός μου εϊς, δν 4 ήρέτικέν έν 
αύτφ κύριος, by emending ΤΠ$ to 1^î | . 8 The latter alternative is 



preferable, and therefore after this emendation our passage is no 
longer among those which omit the relative particle. In the Greek 
δν. . .έν αύτω exactly represents 13 as in the passages mentioned 
earlier in this paragraph. Thus it is obvious that E Ï Ç was added after the 
corruption of the Hebrew had taken place. Its addition brought about 
the conflation mentioned above. Here strict interpretation rather 
than the slender evidence justifies our emendation; for Arm. and 
Bo. are translations which may have taken exception to the word 
which prevents the sentence from running smoothly, and d (107) is 
perhaps too isolated a witness to carry weight, [d Arm. Bo. omit εϊς. 
Ed.] 

2. Lexical Hebraisms 
2.1. Greek words extend their range of meaning in an on-Greek 

way after the Hebrew word which they render 
This is only what was to be expected, as it is found everywhere where a 
culture has become bilingual. Here is an example from our own times. 
Because the English like combines among others the meaning similar, 
equal and be fond of, Americans of German extraction are inclined to say 
ich gleich das, when they wish to express / like that. They ought to say 
das habe ich gern, das gefallt mir. The characteristic thing to be noticed 
here is not the formation of a homonym (a feature with which we shall 
have to deal in our next section), viz. the adoption of a word for a 
meaning different from, and without connection with, the usual one, 
but, on the contrary, an extension of a word's range after the pattern of 
another language. 

Thiersch expresses it well in his study quoted earlier, 'Vocabulo 
Graeco tantus conceditur ambitus, quantus est Hebraico, quocum in vi 
sua nativa congruit ' (p. 118). In a most instructive contribution 
J . Wackernagel, Lateinisch-Griechisches, 3. parabola (IF 31, 1913, 
Festschriftßr Berthold Delbrück pp. 262 ff. = Kl. Sehr. pp. 1239 ff.) shows 
at length among many other examples that the biblical παραβολή 
assumes all the five connotations of the Hebrew btfn. 

Only one of the five is classical. The Latin Bible did the same and 
passed on this usage to all Romance languages. He further shows that 
εύλογείν and benedicere, when meaning endow with gifts of fortune, can only 
be understood if we go back to the Hebrew. For i p a combined the 
meaning speak well of somebody, praise him, which it shares with the Greek 
and Latin verbs, with the other, which is foreign to them. He also 



points to the English Gentile = paganus with its modified sense, the 
ancestry of which can be traced back to gentilis = εθνικός = "Tl. 

The example which I propose to discuss here is not dealt with by 
Helbing, and its presentation in LS is to some extent erroneous and at 
least incomplete. 

σπεύδω and its compounds and derivatives, mostly being the equi
valent for "?na Piel and Niphal, combine, as they do, the sense of /taste 
with the Hebraizing one of trouble, fright, dismay. So σπεύδω = *?Π3 
Niphal means be frightened, Exod. 15: 15, as the parallel clause έλαβεν 
αυτούς τρόμος shows clearly, 1 Sam. 28: 20 (cf. p. 318 n. 10), 21; 
Judg. 20: 41 (A and Β texts); Dan. L X X 5: 6; Sir. 2 :2 . The same 
passive meaning of Vna Niphal is elsewhere rendered by σπουδό^ειν, 
Job 4: 5; 21: 6; 23: 15 (14). Here also we have a further example in 
which the parallel clause guarantees the meaning of σπουδά^ειν: 
Isa. 21: 3, DiKna ^ n a ? »btfip Ti'ISî / am upset so that I cannot hear, 
alarmed so that I cannot see, ήκηδίασα (cod. 93, ήδίκησα the others) τό 
μή άκοΟσαι, έσπούδασα τό μή βλέπειν (τοϋ instead of τό is obviously 
required; it is read by oil L" C in the first example, by 0' L" in the 
second) [Ziegler's notation. - Ed.] 

σπεύδειν does not occur as a rendering of the transitive to frighten. For 
this the translator of Job uses σπουδό^ειν again, in 22: 10 for the Piel, 
in 23: 16 for the Hiphil of bm (έσπούδασέν με, immediately after the 
intransitive έσπούδακα 23: 15). Elsewhere compound verbs are pre
ferred for transitive use (compare p . 128 above, about intrans. Ισχύω 
and a transitive use of έν-, κατισχύω) and this usage is confined to late 
translations and to the Three, in the L X X proper to 2 Chronicles and 
Daniel LXX. 

In 2 Chron. 32: 18 κατασπευσαι 8 has been corrupted to κατασπασαι, 
and the corruption extends over the whole of our Greek evidence; L 
adds αυτούς = MT, and Arm. even muros, to make sense of the verb. 
It was Wutz, Transkriptionen p . 31, who restored κατασπευσαι in line 
with the fact that *?Π3 is rendered by κατασπευσαι in 26: 20; 35: 21. 
His free and good conjecture is now corroborated by fresh evidence. 
The Alcala Vet. Lat., as discovered and edited by R. Weber, 7 renders 
oVij?^ by ad terrendos et ad turbandos eos, whereas the Vulgate 
omits the second verb. The new text not only confirms the Lucianic 
reading φοβήσαι αυτούς against the corrupt βοηθήσαι αύτοϊς but 
κατασπευσαι too, and the latter moreover with the correct interpreta
tion to terrify. 



M T L X X θ ' 
and rumours καΐ ακοή καΐ άκοαΐ 
will trouble him ταράξει αυτόν καΐ σττουδαΐ ταράξουσιν αυτόν. 

In Zeph. ι : 18 we read σπουδή ν in the L X X and κατασπουδασμόν 
in A'. 

It remains to complete the picture by reviewing the passages in which 
a word of the σπευδ- group renders a Hebrew original other than Vitt. 
This enumeration gives additional evidence for our view that when 

In 2 Chron. 26: 20, κατέσπευσαν αυτόν (ΛϊΚΐ;) έκεΤθεν καΐ γαρ 
αυτός Ισπευσεν (10*13) έξελθεΐν, the compound and the simple verb are 
used side by side, and it is tempting to infer a difference of meaning. In 
fact Buhl interprets *na Hiph. as thrust out hastily, Kittel as take away with 
fright. Certainly the prevailing meaning is that of haste, with but some 
colouring oîfright or flutter. The latter, however, is much slighter than in 
2 Sam. 4: 4; 2 Kings 7: 15; 1 Sam. 23: 26, which are renderings often 
(p. 318 n. 11). In 2 Chron. 32: 18, on the other hand, the parallel 
φοβήσαι guarantees the meaning frighten for 0 ^ 3 ^ κατασπεϋσαι. 

In the third passage mentioned, 35: 21, it is hard to understand how 
Buhl could have ranged it among the instances of Vna Pi. meaning 
frighten. Here in the urge to haste the idea of precipitancy is at best con
comitant, and certainly in no way predominant. 

In Daniel L X X the translation, κατασπεύδω, occurs 4: 16 (19) ; 5: 6, 
in the latter passage immediately before an intransitive Ισπευσεν. The 
other examples belong to the Three: κατασπεϋσαι Dan. 9 ' 4: 16 (19), 
an active κατασπουδάσαι, unique in this meaning, A' Ps. 2: 5 κατα-
σπουδάσει (LXX ταράξει), κατασπουδασθήναι J o b ·χ· 23: 15α, in a 
doublet from Θ', but also claimed for A', and in addition A' 2 Sam. 4 : 1 ; 
Ps. 6: 1 1 ; 29 (30): 8. 

As to the noun there are again passages in which the context, some
times a parallelism, removes every doubt about the meaning fright for 
n^na: so Jer. 15: 8 (τρόμον καΐ) σπουδήν (Α' σπουδάς = nib^a). 
Again, Ps. 77 (78) : 33, έν ματαιότητι |J μετά σπουδής (n^fjaa, in trouble 
AV, A' κατέσπευσεν). We may compare Isa. 65: 23 etc κενόν || ε!ς 
κατάραν (A' C Θ' είς σπουδήν). 

This σπουδή is further found in Zeph. 1: 18 and Dan. Θ' 9: 27, in a 
doublet not identical with Dan. LXX, and θ ' 1 1 : 44 where it may 
represent Theodotion's own translation, augmented by an intrusion 
from the LXX. 

M T L X X θ' 



using σπευδ-, the translators in fact wished to render *?M in its meaning 
to frighten. 

There is first n s a Niphal, be deterred, be overwhelmed by a sudden tenor, 
in which there is certainly a suggestion of haste in sudden, although it is 
only accessory to the chief idea of facing a tenor. I t is rendered by 
έταράχθη Esther 7: 6, by έθορυβήθην, Dan. L X X 8: 17, and έθαμβήθην, 
Dan. θ ' 8: 17. In ι Chron. 21: 30 the Hebrew construes it with 'lBJ? 
and so the Greek puts κατέσπευσεν άπό προσώπου. The meaning, tenor, 
is still more obvious in the noun, any 3 is ταραχή Jer . 14:19 and σπουδή 
8 :15 . Compare also t r n i s a , objects of terror = φοβερισμοί Ps. 87 (88) : 
17 (16) (in Job 6: 4 the translation is so free that any inference would 
be hazardous). 

The other instances are slightly less conclusive, as they throw more 
light on the Three and their interpretation of the M T and the L X X 
than on the L X X itself. So flfps, angustiae, which in Isa. 8: 22; 30: 6 is 
rendered στενοχωρία by the L X X and the Three, is interpreted as 
κατάσπευσις, tenor, in Prov. 1: 27 by θ ' (LXX πολιορκ(α). For naVa, 
tenor, which is απώλεια in L X X Ezek. θ ' has σπουδασμός, Ezek. 27: 36 ; 
for the same in Job , where the old L X X translation uses όδύναι, θ ' 
displays ταραχαί, 24: iy (ταράσσω is the competitor of σπεύδω in 
rendering Va3 both in the L X X and the Three). In Dan. 10: 7, where 
the M T reads Kanaa , in the hiding-place, the L X X says έν σπουδή, which 
θ ' appropriately interprets έν φόβω. In Dan. θ ' 9: 27 a doublet not 
found in Β translates aînmi a^S'TS till the extermination and decision = the 
decided extermination by έως συντελεΐας και σπουδής. Here the translator 
may have confused ·ρη ι decide with the rare f in 11 hasten (hap. leg. 
2 Sam. 5: 24) ; but it is almost equally possible that, as in the previous 
examples, he took his pattern from a^aa, which in Isa. 65: 23 and 
Ps. 77 (78) : 33 means sudden destruction (cf. p. 145). In any case neither 
Dan. θ ' g: 26; θ ' 11 : 36, nor Isa. θ ' ί ο : 23; θ ' 28: 22 support Behr-
mann's view (Comm. p. xxxvi) that this doublet is the genuine translation 
of Theodotion. 

We have still to mention Jer. 38 (31) : 20 έσπευσα έπ' αύτφ for 1»Π 
•pipy içç^ my bowels are passionately excited towards him, where Symmachus 
renders έταράχθη and after him Jerome conturbata sunt viscera mea super 
eum and AV my bowels are troubled for him. The marginal note 'Hebr . 
sound' follows Aquila's interpretation ήχησεν, which is not unique, for 
the first translator of Jeremiah (1-28) actually uses ήχεϊν for a»a, roar,6 

the second translator βομβεΤν.9 Here we must leave open the decision 
whether in nan ~ σπεύδω the notion of haste or of passionate turning 



towards the object prevailed in the translator's mind. He may have 
combined both of them here as elsewhere. 

The last word rendered by σπεύδω that comes into consideration is 
"ΙΠ8. Its range of meaning is rather akin to that of "?Π3; yet whereas in 
Vna the meaning of frighten, trouble prevails so decidedly in earlier 
Hebrew that Kautzsch considered the meaning hasten an Aramaism, 
with "ina it is the other way round: the Piel throughout means hasten 
or do something quickly,10 and it is only in the Niphal that psychological 
implications come in which, generally tending towards the meaning of 
Vna Niphal, have left room for some divergence of interpretation by the 
translators and expositors. 

So in Job 5: 136, where our expositors translate fTjnaj by is too rash 
or goes ahead too precipitately, the L X X and C agree in expressing the idea 
of frustration and confusion (LXX βουλήν ίξέστησεν, C βουλή ταραχ-
θήσεται). 

In Isa. 35 : 4> where the L X X rightly renders aV'^naï, the faint
hearted, by ol όλιγόψυχοι τη διανοία (in a context which is a mistrans
lation), A' T O T Ç ταχινοϊς καρδία, and Θ' τοις ταχυκαρδίοις display what 
can only be called misplaced etymological renderings. On the other 
hand their rendering of the play upon the root "ΙΠ8 in Isa. 32: 4 α tïHîJBî 
\b ΊΠΒΓΐ ταχυνόντων ~ ταχυνεΐ is more in line with the exegetical 
tradition (Symmachus alone goes his own way by putting ανόητοι in 
both passages), and suggests an emendation of the L X X : its άσθενούν-
των is not covered by όλιγόψυχοι of 35: 4, and obviously should be 
σπευδόντων with the meaning which is well expressed in Duhm's 
translation die Schnellfertigen, just as the L X X renders ID 0 1? by τ α χ ύ 
μαθήσονται. This σπευδόντων is in line as well with the translation of 
ΤΠΒ, Isa. 16: 5, σπεύδων (elsewhere οξύς Ps. 44 (45): 2; Prov. 22: 29, 
ευφυής ι Esdras 8:3; ταχύς 2 Esdras 7:6) , and κατέσπευσαν for ΉΠΒϊ 
Sir. 50: 17. 1 1 

Earlier we mentioned that Kautzsch saw an Aramaism in the meaning 
hasten of Vna. In fact the Aramaic of Daniel has both meanings side by 
side: Vna Pail means frighten, Hithpaal be frightened, Hithpeel to hurry, 
cf. V^na hurry Ezra 4: 23, and the same wide range of meanings in 
Jewish Aramaic which is beyond my competence. There are, at least in 
Syriac, more signs of a confusion or rather close combination of the two 
meanings hasten and be troubled.12 (I borrow from the Syriac only what 
apparently cannot be supplied by the earlier Aramaic language.) As 
will be seen in our next section, and as is already well known, our 
translators were often guided more or less unconsciously by their native 



Aramaic, and here this provided them with a close relationship of the 
meanings to hurry and be troubled. The result of this is what we have found 
in this paragraph. Perhaps we may state that here a sense-distinction 
which is quite clearly drawn in our minds did not exist equally distinctly 
in the minds of the early Semites. 

We may do well to stop at this point. Otherwise it would be tempting 
to go on and reflect upon the oriental outlook which sees dignified 
slowness as inseparable from the good life. Its prevalence to this very 
day makes us realize why hurry and trouble were for their ancestors two 
closely connected aspects of something incompatible with that good life. 

From what has been stated, the following modifications are suggested 
for LS σπουδάζω : the meaning disturb, trouble arty one ought to be supple
mented by the intransitive one be upset, alarmed, terrified J ob 4 : 5 5 2 1 : 6 ; 
23: 15 ( 14) ; Isa. 2 1 : 3 ; σπουδασμός Ezek. 27: 36 is not zeal, but fright.13 

σττουδή, fright, is entirely missing from LS, for the heading '11, zeal, 
pains, trouble, effort' does not cover the meanings found in the LXX, as 
the examples given clearly indicate. Jer . 15: 8 (τρόμον κσΐ) σπουδή ν 
would be a good example, and so would Zeph. 1:18 σπουδήν ποιήσει 
and Ps. 77 (78) : 33 μετά σπουδής. Under κατασπεύδω ι 2. agitate, 
dismay, the emended 2 Chron. 32: 18 should be added, n 1. intr. make 
haste, hasten would be better represented by 2 Chron. 35: 21 ό θεός 
είπε κατασπεΟσαί με (ι Esdras 1: 25 κύριος μετ' έμοϋ επισπεύδων εστίν 
is a mistranslation of the same Hebrew passage). The example given in 
LS is open to doubt: Deut. 33: 2 κατέσπευσεν έξ όρους Φαραν for 
"D *)Π0 »'Bin, shines, gives the impression of being corrupt. 1 4 Further, 
ι Chron. 21:30 κατέσπευσεν από προσώπου c. gen. should be recorded, 
κατάσπευσις Θ' Prov. 1: 27 for nj?1S angustiae is certainly not haste, but 
something like fright, tenor. As to κατασπουδα^- LS records a dep. pass. 
and a later active, be serious; it records the pass, κατασπουδσ^ομαι, be 
troubled, which in fact is confined to the more recent translators, for 
instead oi'Jb. 23. 15 ' it ought to quote v. 15 a which is an addition from 
9 ' (and A' cf. p. 145). But it omits Aquila's transitive active κατα-
σπουδάσει Ps. 2: 5 ( M T iöVriaj: L X X ταράξει). 

2.2. Greek words assume un-Greek meanings from a confusion 
of Hebrew homonyms 

Solecisms similar to that observed in σπεύδειν, which in itself could 
never mean confuse in Greek proper, can also result from a slightly 
different reason. Whereas here the co-existence in a Greek word of 



incompatible meanings reflects a usage found in its Hebrew equi
valent, in other instances the un-Greek range of meaning derives from 
a confusion by the translator of two homonymous or similar Hebrew 
roots. In the former instance the solecism results from a meticulous 
imitation of the Hebrew, an etymological way of rendering, a thinking 
in terms of Hebrew even when another language is used, as can be 
best observed in Aquila - and, in our own days, in the expressionistic 
German O T translation of Rosenzweig-Buber. In the latter instance it 
is a sheer mistake, arising from a deficient knowledge of Hebrew or, at 
an earlier stage, from a secondary confusion of originally separate roots 
of similar sound by the Hebrew-speaking community themselves. 

LS pays more attention than any earlier general lexicon to this kind 
of mistranslation, indicating the Hebrew roots the confusion of which 
led to peculiar meanings of Greek words. I t is therefore expedient to 
give some examples of words where it fails to resort to Hebrew homo-
nymy. My examples are άγχιστεύειν, -εία and τταραττικραίνειν. 

άγχιστεύειν, to be the next or near represents bga and from here expres
sions like ά. τινά do a kinsman's office to a woman, marry her (so LS; better 
perhaps redeem (ransom) a childless widow) or άγχιστεύων τό αίμα 
Numbers, Joshua, άγχιστεύων τοϋ αίματος Deuteronomy, άγχιστεύς 
του αίματος, 2 Sam. 14: 11, avenger of blood, do not stretch the word 
beyond all limit. The expression take possession as a legitimate heir, Num. 
36: 8 bis), is more difficult, as it represents not V K Î , but BhJ (Num. 
27: 11 κληρονομήσει, Lev. 25: 46 έσονται ύμΐν κατόχιμοι = îljns nBhV). 
αγχιστεία for Π^Κϊ, duty of redeeming, in Ruth 4: 6 ff. to be understood 
as an internal object to άγχιστεύειν, is quite legitimate. Yet there 
remain some passages, about which LS records: 'άγχιστεύω 3. Pass., 
to be excluded by descent, άπό της Ιερατείας 2 Es. 2. 62, Ne. 7. 64' 
and ' αγχιστεία 3. exclusion by descent Lxx Ne. 13. 29'. In giving these 
meanings, it fails to realize that in these three passages the translator, 
who is one and the same, since 2 Esdras comprises also Nehemiah as 
chapters 11-23, confuses two Hebrew homonyms and renders n 
and the hapax legomenon ""̂ Kî as though they were the 1 and n"?Kl 
about which we have just spoken. The Pual of ^Ki π means be pro
claimed defiled and therefore tabu, disqualified, the noun ""̂ KJ, plur. constr., 
defilements.16 So we have an obvious mistranslation, and LS is mistaken in 
its attempt to telescope the meanings of the two homonymous roots. 
Defilement, pollution and be disqualified, with a note about the homonymy, 
is required, and by descent ought to be dropped. The mistake in LS 



goes back to Biel, 1 6 yet was avoided in Schleusner's new edition as early 
as 1820.17 

παραπιχραίνα,ν. This compound is confined to biblical literature, 
including Philo, and so is the simple verb in the meaning embitter and 
the active έκπικραίνειν. A transitive παραπικραίνειν represents DUD 
irritate in some passages of Jeremiah, who also has the simple verb. In 
Deut. 32: 16 έκττικραίνειν takes its place, παρα- (from 31: 27) being read 
by Β alone. To our astonishment we find that these Greek verbs only 
very rarely render 110 which would be their proper equivalent. So we 
read an uncontested transitive πικρδναι in Job 27: 2 only, and παρα
πικραίνειν with the Three exclusively. In other passages the same verbs 
are rendered by π α ρ ο ρ γ φ ι ν or similar verbs. 

Yet there is still another usage which was observed by Mozley in a 
note on Ps. 5: 11 (The Psalter of the Church, 1905) and dealt with in 
detail by Flashar (ZAW, 1912, pp. 185 fr.) and Helbing (Kasussyntax 
pp. 101 ff.). Flashar, who confines himself to the L X X Psalter, bases 
his argument on Mozley's suggestion (p. xiii) that the Pentateuch, 
Hebrew and Greek, probably was 'our translator's textbook in learning 
Hebrew, and served him to a great extent in place of a dictionary'. As 
to παραπικραίνειν Flashar sees the model passage in Deut. 31: 27, 
where D**jaç, rebelling, is rendered παραπικραίνοντες as though from 
Tia , be bitter, instead of m a Hiphil, to rebel. The same occasional con
fusion is made by the same translator when rendering n*ji8 by έρεθιστής 
Deut. 21: 18, rnb by ερεθίζει Deut. 21: 20, and "18 by έρεθισμόν 
Deut. 31: 27. He points out that this occasional slip in the translation 
of Deuteronomy resulted in ten examples of a stereotype παραπικραί-
νειν = n*ja in the Psalms, 1 8 to which he adds the two examples of 
D^qlO, rebels, rendered παραπικραίνοντες. παραπικραίνειν for Π"]β, 
however, is found sporadically in other parts of the L X X or behind its 
mistranslations (Hos. 10: 5, cf. Schleusner and Nyberg). In addition, 
Ezek. 2: 3 twice renders Tia to rebel in the same way, TOUS παραπικ-
ραίνοντάς με, οίτινες παρεπίκρανάν με. Ezra 5: J 2 3^|J^ KJTinaK Wl<? 
(2 Esdras 5:12 παρώργισανοί πατέρες ημών τόνθεόν) reads ol πατέρες 
ημών παραπικράναντες ήμαρτον είς τον κν in 1 Esdras 6: 14. And a 
passage in the translated 1 Mace. 3: 7, in the psalm-like eulogy of Judas 
Maccabaeus at the beginning of his career, discloses the same feature, 
έπίκρανεν βασιλείς πολλούς καΐ εύφρανεν τον Ιακώβ; for here we must 
translate he rebelled or rose against many kings, a meaning which may be 
traced back to a n*}8 of the lost original, and which is expressed in 



correct Greek ά ν τ έ σ τ η πρός τον θεόν Hos. 14: 1. So it is a mistaken 
literalism ('septuagintism') to translate with Kautzsch, 'er erbitterte viele 
Könige'. 

To return to the Psalms, in addition to their stereotyped rendering of 
!T}ö by πσραπικρσίνειν, there are two more occasional renderings of the 
same character. (1) Πβηο, deceit, which elsewhere in Psalms is rendered 
by δόλος or its derivations throughout, appears as πικρία in g: 28 
(10: 7 MT) , as though the 0 at the beginning of the word formed part 
of the root, which it does not, since Π»*}» derives from ΠΟΊ 11 Piel to 
deceive. (2) The other instance is of far greater consequence, since through 
the medium of the NT, it distinctly colours our liturgy. Once more the 
translator of Psalms interprets a noun with an initial a as though this 
was the first radical. ϊΐ^Ήβ quarrel, dispute (μάχη Gen. 13: 8, άντιλογία 
Num. 27: 14) is also the name of a rock spring in the desert. Here the 
late translator of Ezekiel transliterates Μαριμ(β)ωθ 47: i g ; 48: 28; 
Exod. 17: 7 says Λοιδόρησις, Num. 20: 24 Λοιδορία, whereas Num. 
20: 13; Deut. 32: 51; 33: 8, and even Ps. 80: 8; 105: 32 display 
Άντιλογία. Against this background Ps. 94 (95) : 8, quoted in Heb. 
3: 8, 15, stands out with its Παραπικρασμός as from I S . I t is obvious 
that in the Ps. passage we must spell place-names, έν τ ω Παραπικ-
ρασμω and TOO Πειρασμού = Π0». In Hebrews I leave the decision to 
those more competent to explain the author's mind. It might require 
inverted commas in our vernacular texts. In Psalms, Luther alone 
translates zu Meriba, zu Massa, as do the modern expositors; for the 
Hebrew clearly refers to the event which took place at the locality 
described by the two place-names, the situation of Di»n, σήμερον, being 
paralleled to the one of bygone times. The Vulgate and the AV, how
ever, follow the L X X (and Hebrews), and in Hebrews all translators 
give the translated place-names - Vulg. Ps. in irritatione, Heb. in exacerba
tione, in v. 15 inserting ilia - and the expositors form no exception. 

H. Windisch's exposition (Handbuch zum NT rv 3, 32) 'παραπικ-
ρασμός, in der Bibel nur in diesem Zitat, ist Erbitterung, die in Gott 
hervorgerufen wurde', is completely mistaken. Against it, it is sufficient to 
quote Deut. 33: 8, έλοιδόρησαν έπί "Υδατος 'Αντιλογίας which in the 
language of Ps. 94 (95): 8 would read π α ρ ε π ί κ ρ α ν α ν έπί Ύδατος 
Παραπικρασμοϋ, following the paronomasia in the Hebrew ίΠ^Ρ^η 
fl^n? ^"''S'. For the meaning of the noun here depends upon that of 
the verb, which is certainly not erbittern, as even Flashar says (p. 186 n. 1 ) ; 
it is used absolutely, and embitter is a transitive. Following Flashar we 
must go back to the LXX, more especially to Deut. 31: 27, the Greek 



Psalmist's model, and what he took from it. In so doing we find that 
there is only a very weak foundation for asserting a prevailingly transi
tive use officio. It is constructed with 0» in Deut. 31: 27, rarely with 3 
as in Ps. 5: 11, and more often with the accusative, but there are still 
more examples of the absolute use; so even the accusative may be some
thing half-way between a modal accusative and one designating an 
object. Thus Deut. 31: 27 '"'"By is translated τα TTOOC τόν θεόν, which 
is decidedly modal. Therefore the problem is not to ask with Flashar 
and Helbing in what passages an accusative may justify the translation 
embitter, provoke, but, following a line traced by Flashar elsewhere, how 
clear a meaning we may expect at all. For, as Flashar has amply shown, 
the characterististic feature of these borrowed equivalents for difficult 
Hebrew words is that they betray a lack of understanding, the trans
lator being satisfied with having filled the gap in a way that left all 
responsibility to his authoritative source, the Pentateuch. In this 
connection Flashar lays great stress on his observation that, when a 
Hebrew text was easily understood, the translator tended to mould it 
afresh after his own mind; but, when it was difficult, he followed it 
word for word, without insisting too much that it make sense, and left 
the responsibility to the original. In virtue of these observations I would 
plead for an interpretation in line with the Hebrew which is always to 
rebel, be subversive. The fact that in Ps. 5: 11 ?ja n o is rendered by 
παρεπίκρανάν σε, also by an accusative, does not mean much to the 
contrary. Considering Π3"Η» ~ Παρατπκρασμόξ, Ps. 94 (95) : 8, we 
cannot even be sure whether the translator, at this first occurrence of 
the phrase, did not have in mind instead 'PS''"!» part. Hiph., cf. 
ι Sam. 2: 10; Hos. 4: 4 and its defence here by Nyberg (Hosea, 6, 
pp. 27 f.). The frequent use in Ezekiel of οίκος τταραπικραίνων = n , 3 
,"50., house of rebellion, tends towards the same end, as does our earlier 
observation that transitive παρατηκραίνειν for DS3 is rare and, as a 
rendering of Tin, hexaplaric only. So the transitive meaning was not 
established firmly enough to be a model for the usage which arose from 
confusion or homonymy in the Hebrew. 

Interpreting our L X X passages in the light of their origin from the 
Hebrew is one thing, and following up its influence on later translations 
another. Through the medium of the Vulgate our vernacular trans
lations put provoke, Luther in five, AV in six, of the 12 instances in 
Psalms, but the L X X and Vulg. in nine of the twelve instances; yet our 
expositors, who translate from the Hebrew, give intransitive translations 
only. 



So the translation, even in Hebrews, ought to be rebellion and to rebel, 
and the reason for the strange use in the L X X of -τπκρ- is not so much, 
as Mozley, Flashar, and Helbing say, a confusion of the other roots with 

- which is too rare - but a mistaken association with, and conno
tation of, 10. 

The relevant articles concerned in Bauer's Wörterbuch attempt to 
develop the meanings the other way round. In doing so, it is striking 
that the first meaning for τταρατπκρασμός, ' Erbitterung ', is evidenced from 
three hexaplaric occurrences only, one from each of the Three, in spite of 
the fact that they wrote generations later than the author of Hebrews. 

Here it may be advisable to pause and reflect upon the nature of these 
mistranslations which are caused by a confusion of two Hebrew roots. 
They present a problem which from the point of view of the Greek 
lexicon is wholly different from that presented by the mere extension of 
meaning after the pattern of a single Hebrew root. In the latter aspect, 
which was dealt with under ( i ) , it can be taken for granted that the 
translator wished to convey to the Greek word the meaning of its 
Hebrew equivalent, as he did understand his Hebrew text and was 
mistaken only in so far as he forced the Greek equivalent into the range 
of meaning to which he was accustomed from the Hebrew. In doing so, 
he may have been guided by some earlier tradition among his bilingual 
compatriots, and to some extent this tradition may even have been 
legitimate wherever it was possible to imagine a semasiological bond 
Unking the different meanings in Hebrew, and consequently to apply it 
to the Greek equivalent as well. Here, in the (i) instances the Greek 
lexicon should record and explain the novel, Hebraistic, meaning. But 
what of the ( 2 ) instances? Here we can be fairly sure that the translator 
did not understand his text, and this betrays a lack of exegetical 
tradition ; for otherwise he would have recognized the specific meaning 
of the root concerned, however rare or obsolete it might have become 
by his time. So his translation stands for, and renders, a root which was 
not in the mind of the original author, yet, apart from the nonsense 
which results, there is nothing remarkable in the relation between 
original and translation. If the lexicon is intended at all to record such 
blunders, it can do so only by way of indicating the strange background 
of this mistranslation, without ascribing the meaning of the Hebrew to 
the Greek word, which in fact reflects its homonym. LS often appro
priately explains a mistranslation on these lines; but there are other 
articles where it fails to do so. 



Our two examples give rise to further discriminations. Homonym 
roots such as VlO ι and π do not in the least cover any common semasio-
logical ground; only complete ignorance or utter negligence can confuse 
them. So a lexicon must not try to build bridges between two points 
which are not situated on the same plane. But, perhaps, it may be 
different with other examples. In Hebrew there are slightly different 
roots which, nevertheless, are semasiologically identical. There are other 
similar roots bearing similar, though not identical, meanings. Some may 
be due to some secondary differentiation of what was once identical; in 
others we may observe some semasiological assimilation at a later stage. 
This assimilation may have taken place at a stage later than that 
covered by Hebrew literature and may even have been an idiomatic 
peculiarity of our bilingual translators. They may have acquired it 
either from life or from a combination of earlier translations which they 
used as their model and pattern. If so, what originally was homonymy 
in Hebrew only would have been turned into some Greek homonymy. 
With some reservation I am inclined to suggest that something of the 
latter kind may have occurred in the assimilation to the meaning of ">ö 
which the L X X discloses in the roots κ*}ο, !VJB, *V]8, and occasionally, 
as we have seen, also in some other words in which the initial is not even a 
radical. Here we observe an intermediary stage, half-way between a 
solecism from a misunderstood Hebrew homonymy and a less serious 
blunder in line with the extension in Greek of the range of meaning of a 
word after the Hebrew pattern, and this would involve a different 
attitude on the part of the lexicographer. But before he can set to work 
with any confidence, many puzzles have to be solved. As an example I 
refer to what is said elsewhere on the confusion of the verbs Vyç and O V J ? 

(Excursus XV, pp. 262 ff.). Collaboration with Semitic scholars is 
required here. 



9. HELLENIZED SEMITIC WORDS 

Apart from that section of the vocabulary of the L X X which discloses 
fresh meanings derived from the Hebrew original there are other words 
which are wholly new coinage. Thackeray gives three lists of them, first 
transliterations proper, which are treated in their Greek form as in
déclinables, the Hellenized Semitic words, and finally Greek words of 
similar sound to the Hebrew. These lists were very helpful when they 
were published in 1909. Moreover they are an opus supererogatorium as 
prefixed to a treatise which deals only with orthography and accidence, 
and it is in the nature of things that a successor of his, to whose lot it 
will fall to continue his Grammar by adding the missing chapter on word 
formation, is likely to approach the matter from a slightly different angle. 

ι. Transliterations 
After the discussion caused by the theory of F. Wutz (Die Trans
kriptionen von der Septuaginta bis zu Hieronymus, 1925-33) that most of the 
translations were made from a Hebrew text written in Greek characters, 
which left its traces in the translation, more will have to be said about the 
transliterations than was necessary in 1909, even though Wutz has failed 
to convince. Here I do not go any further than stating that there are in 
our texts transliterations which hitherto have escaped notice. I mention 
one of them, because it is instructive as regards the Hebrew and the 
Greek texts. 

In ι Chron. 25: 9 ff. the casting of lots among the twenty-four classes 
of temple-singers is reported by an enumeration of the twenty-four heads 
of families. As befits a charter, this enumeration proceeds monoto
nously without any variations. In the Vulgate everything runs smoothly, 
and the same applies to Luther and the AV, which here obviously draw 
on Jerome. The Hebrew and Greek, on the other hand, share a cor
ruption in 25: 9. Instead of the second to Gedaliah they read ""Jt̂ rj ίΠ^Ιϊ, 
Γοδολια · ό δεύτερος Ηνία, both putting the second after Gedaliah. 

(1) What is the meaning of Ηνία, as Rahlfs, or Ήνειά, as the others 
spell it? Far from being a proper name, comparable with Ηλ[ε]ια, 
Ηλ[ε]ιου, it is a transliteration of ""Λ*, and thus a doublet. To understand 
its origin, we have only to consider the context: O A £ Y T Ê P O C ( C ) 



ΗNI[A]ΑΔΕΛΦΟΙ, where <> means a haplography, [] a dittography. 
The late origin of this doublet is betrayed by η = Once it is 
removed, the M T and L X X are identical. I wonder whether the 
traditional aspirate is due to ηνία, rein. Where nonsense has once 
started, anything is possible. 

(2) BH3's suggestion ' trsp c Vulg. ν τ Ή Λ ^ n ' is based on the 
Vulgate, as though nothing could be gathered from the LXX. In point 
of fact we have a pre-Jerome Latin text which clearly reflects a L X X 
text in agreement with the original uncorrupted Hebrew. It is the Latin 
Lucca Chronicle (Lagarde, S-St 11, 5-28), quoted by BM as Anon 1 . 
Together with g (158) it fills a gap in the Hebrew earlier in the same 
verse (cf. BH3), as can be seen from BM; yet the more important 
contribution which it alone makes has hitherto escaped the notice of 
Hebrew and Septuagint students. 

(3) As Lagarde indicates (p. 44), we have here, in the two MSS of 
Lucca and Turin, ' a dated and geographically locatable " I t a l a " text ' , 
of African origin, from the second half of the fifth century (the copies 
preserved, of course, are much more recent). I t is worth while to give 
the different forms of the text in parallel columns : 

M T L X X Anon1 Vulgate 
καΙ έξήλθεν excidit egressaque est 

ό κλήρος δ πρώτος 
υΙών αύτοϋ 
καΙ αδελφών αύτοϋ 

sors prima 
filiorum eius 
et fratrum eius 

sors prima 

T C Ö Ασαφ 
τω Ιωσήφ 

ipsius Asaf h [ne] 
Uli Ioseph, 
ipse 

Ioseph 
qui erat de Asaph. 

αδελφοί αΰτοΰ 
καΐ υίοΐ αύτοϋ 
.Φ' g (158) 

et filii eius 
et fratres eius 
duodecim 

irrVii 
Τ 1 *1 

Γοδολια Secundus Secunda 

-ran 
ό δεύτερος ηνια Godolias Godoliae; 

ipsi et 
Τ V Ι αδελφοί αύτοϋ filii eius filiis eius 

καΙ ulol αύτοϋ et fratres eius et fratribus eius 
δέκα δύο duodecim. duodecim. 

The redundant words in the beginning, which L X X and Anon' have in 
common, can only be understood from the latter, and that only after 
putting right the punctuation, as has been done above. We have to 



read: ipsius Asaph, Uli Joseph. Ipsius and Uli are like articles, they are 
there to indicate that Asaph is a genitive and Ioseph a dative. There is 
much thought behind this interpretation of the Hebrew, from which the 
expositors agree that ηο«^ must be excised, as being either a gloss or a 
dittography of ηοΐ'γ. There is some connection between Anon 1 and the 
ordinary Greek which would point to a reading τ ο ϋ Ασαφ, such as is 
also at the root of Jerome's alteration, and his transposition too. Yet the 
preceding words make no sense here, 1 and we must state that, from the 
doublet preserved in Anon 1 , the L X X chose the wrong alternative, 
namely the first, whereas the second, with a minor transposition, was 
preserved by g (158) only. Yet the most important contribution of 
Anon 1 is the words Secundus Godolias (not in BM) which elsewhere are 
found in the Vulgate only. But the Vulgate has secunda which is more 
correctly related to sors, whereas Anon" preserves not only the nomi
native of the LXX, which is good, but even the gender of δεύτερος, 
failing to observe that it makes sense only when referring to κλήρος. 
In these two aspects Anon 1 reflects a Greek text such as was reconstructed 
in the diagram. This Greek text has the two words in the proper order 
and thus restores what is lost in v. 9 only in the Hebrew and in the 
current Greek alike. But in the whole of the list, from number two, 
Γοδολια, onward to number twenty-four, v. 31, it gives the proper 
names as nominatives and therefore must have related the ordinals to 
them, dropping the correct translation of v. 9 a ό κλήρος ό πρώτος . . . τ ω 
Ασαφ τ ώ Ιωσήφ. This mistake easily escapes notice in the Greek, 
because κλήρος is masc , in contrast to Latin sors, and also because the 
proper names are uninflected transliterations. But once we compare the 
enumeration of the 24 priestly classes in ch. 24, w . 7-18, the difference 
emerges clearly; for here the proper names are all preceded by τ φ as in 
25: 9 a. Thus the translation is correct in ch. 24, whereas the proper 
meaning is missed in ch. 25 for the classes 2-24 of the temple-singers. In 
both chapters Anon 1 follows its Greek Vorlage. In ch. 24 the only 
exception is that in Anon 1 the ordinals precede the proper names in 
contrast to both the M T and the LXX.:prima sors Iarim, secunda Bidae... 
In ch. 25, as was stated earlier, Anon 1 restores the required word order 
of the M T and the L X X by having secundus before Godolias. In neither 
does it express the dative by Uli or ipsi, in contrast to 25: 9 a. This 
different aspect of chapters 24 and 25 has something comparable in the 
Hebrew. Whereas in 24 everything runs as smoothly in the M T as in 
the LXX, there are in 25 many parallels to the "p missing before IfrVn 
(though not to the transpositions), b must be inserted also in vv. 10, 



12-18, 20 f., and in w . 20-31 the ordinals are preceded by "p instead of 
the article; among these instances there are two in which S is missing 
before the proper name, viz. w . 20 f. 

So the note in BW ought to be ' trsp. c LXX, Vet Lat, Vulg ' . 

As to Thackeray's list of Hellenized words I would suggest the elimi
nation of three groups and the selection of three others for special 
treatment. 

2. Groups to be eliminated 
3 .1 . Corrupted transliterations which assumed the semblance of a 
Hellenized word only by force of their corruption. 

There are three words ending in -ων which are nothing but translitera
tions, and not Hellenized words : Κέδρων, σαββατων, σιρωνων or σιωνων. 

Κέδρων. The detailed evidence provided by BM and Rahlfs allows us 
to draw the line more distinctly than could Thackeray (pp. 38 and 
169 n. 5), and this has a special interest in view of John 18: 1. As a 
transliteration of TiTif?, Κέδρων is a normal formation. Its ε is not 
shaped by any influence from ή κέδρος. Examples of ε for Hebrew i 
abound. 2 Having in mind the variants of John 18: 1, των κέδρων BCL, 
τοΰ κέδρου SD i t . v a r , του Κέδρων A i t . v a r syr.* (among which it was 
left to Emanuel Hirsch (Studien zum vierten Evangelium, Tübingen, 1936) 
from his partiality for the consent of SD to decide in favour of τοϋ 
κέδρου), we briefly review the L X X passages. Leaving aside the 'other 
Κέδρων, a town in the region of Jamnia ', to which Hort drew attention 
(11 Appendix p . 90), we find that Κέδρων, which is always preceded by 
χείμαρρους,8 has no article whatever. Such variants as exist are negli
gible: (1) των (as though it were κέδρων) ι Kings 2: 37 Nb-aj, 242; 
2 Kings 23: 6, in the first occurrence, ν Cyr. ; 2 Kings 23: 121. (2) An 
article resuming the case of χείμαρρους and thus co-ordinating Κέδρων, 
as in John 18: 1 πέραν τοϋ χειμάρρου τοϋ Κέδρων, a usage almost 
unknown in Attic speech (Thuc. 7, 80-2) and foreign to the L X X 
proper, found at 2 Chron. 15: 16 in abdmp-ze a (bye 2 are Lucianic). In 
two passages, where κέδρος occurs instead of Κέδρων, we observe an 
isolated mechanical adaptation of κέδρος without an article to the case 
of χείμαρρους, 2 Kings 23: 4 (L) κέδρου ( = ig, not in 108); 2 Kings 
23: 6, second occurrence, κέδρω χ. 
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Against this background there stand out the two passages mentioned 
by Hort and Moulton-Howard (π, 149), 2 Sam. 15: 23,1 Kings 15: 13 
as parallels supporting τών κέδρων John 18: 1 which they both prefer. 
Moulton goes so far as to say, ' the hellenised form starts in L X X ' ; yet 
I think I can show that this holds good only of some late and secondary 
developments during the course of transmission which may be con
temporary with, or even deriving from, τών κέδρων and του κέδρου of 
John, but certainly do not form part o f ' t h e L X X ' . In 2 Sam. 15: 23 
the expression occurs twice, but the first έν τ φ χειμάρρω τών κέδρων is 
missing in OL, and the entire clause, of which it forms the closing part, 
in MNagjnuvybj. As can be seen from Wellhausen and Driver, this 
clause is a late doublet of the last clause of the verse, in which again καΐ 
ό βασιλεύς 2° is a doublet rightly omitted by OLV. In the intermediary 
clause, which is genuine, we read τόν χειμάρρουν τ φ Κέδρων, with 0 alone 
displaying έν τ φ χειμάρρω τών κέδρων and L έν τ φ χειμάρρω τ φ Κέδρων. 
In ι Kings 15: 13 Syr. L omit τών before Κέδρων. Rahlfs, who does not 
otherwise emend 2 Sam. 15: 23 nor 1 Kings 15:13, where at least εϊδωλον 
τ φ "Αλσει instead of σύνοδον έν τ φ άλσει is certain ( ThLZ, 1936, p . 286, 
after Wutz, Transkr. p. 24), in neither passage admits the article before 
Κέδρων. In this he is right. In the former passage the very divergence of 
OL (τών κέδρων Ο, τ φ Κέδρων L) exposes the secondary nature of 
their respective additions, which do not yield L X X Greek; in the 
latter 0 is deserted by its chief witness Syr. and by L too. 

If I am right, the article before Κέδρων originated from late copyists 
who had in mind John 18: 1. It appears in part of the L X X evidence 
in three alternative forms, the gen. sing, του κέδρου being represented 
most slightly of all, as was to be expected (κέδρου after χειμάρρου 
without the article, in a singular Lucianic MS (b') 2 Kings 23: 4). 
So we must exclude the article before Κέδρων everywhere in the 
LXX, just as we exclude all other interpolations from the New 
Testament. 

σαββατων. Jinatf natf is rendered σάββατα σαββατων Lev. 16: 31; 
23: 32. In the former passage Schleusner (1, 242 f.) opposes the accentu
ation σαββατων and suggests the transliteration σαββατων, quae mihi 
ipsa vox hebraica graecis Uteris expressa esse videtur. He is right, though he 
does not fully maintain his suggestion in v, 2. As his suggestion appears 
to have been overlooked, something more is required to set it in its 
proper frame, and thus to contribute to the understanding of the 
complex phrases of which it forms part. 



( ι ) σαββατων is confined to the two passages mentioned, the 
prevailing rendering being άνάπαυσις, which in Lev. 16: 31 σάββατα 
σαββατων άνάπαυσις έσται αύτη ύμΐν, is found together with the former. 4 

(2) In ρτι3# rï3tf the former word is in the construct state, yet in this 
the L X X does not follow the M T . Moreover the L X X translates 
Exod. 16: 23, where the M T inverts the sequence of the words, as 
though it had read jinsitf Γ)3$; and, in any case, the meaning of M T 
Exod. 16: 23 is exactly the same as in the passages with the sequence 
rina# natf, though the other translations and the expositors follow the 
M T . The sequence of such synonymous words represents a kind of 
hendiadys, which intensifies the meaning common to both. As such this 
expressive mode of speech is closely related to the one which takes the 
place of a superlative by means of ' bringing to prominence a feature 
among the members of its own category' (König, Syntax §30ç>h) in 
'supporting a substantive by the plural of the same word ' (G. Kautzsch 
§1331).* Now a tabulation of the examples given by König and 
Kautzsch, both for the repetition of the same word and the juxtaposition 
of synonyms, shows that the older parts of the L X X tend to avoid the 
construct case relation. They certainly say τοϋ αγίου τών αγίων 
Exod. 26: 33 (cf- &γιον του αγίου 29: 37» τ α * Υ ι α τ ω ν αγίων Lev. 
21: 22), θεός τών Θεών καΐ κύριος τών κυρίων Deut. 10: 17 (as Ps. 135 
(136): 2 f.), and, ό ουρανός καΐ ό ουρανός του ουρανού* Deut. 10: 14 
(also ι Kings 8: 27) ; but in the older parts of the translation they would 
say παις οΐκέτης Gen. 9: 25, even avoiding the repetition of the same 
word CTTS» T3J> (which Aquila renders literally δούλος δούλων and 
likewise Jerome serous setvorum).1 Similarly they put ό άρχων έπΙ τών 
αρχόντων Num. 3: 3 2 (AFMN and many minn., that is, some later 
recensions other than B0£,, inserting ό before έπί) for 'ITjM Vrtpl. 
Likewise Isa. 34: 10 Β 'Π^ΐ Π^Λ is rendered είς χρόνον πολύν, whereas 
the Three closely follow the Hebrew: A' Θ' είς νΐκος νικέων, C είς 
έσχατα έσχατων. The same co-ordination is found in σκότος γνόφος 
θύελλα for n ' j ç^- '^h Exod. 10: 22 (cf. Deut. 4: 11 ; 5: 22 (19)). 

With this juxtaposition of synonymous substantives Kautzsch groups 
jinatf natf, where the co-existence of two words derived from the same 
root results in expressing a superlative. So σάββατα σαββατων is an 
asyndetic juxtaposition of two nominatives, as is σάββατα άνάπαυσις 
Exod. 16: 23; 31: 15; 35: 2; Lev. (16: 31); 23: 3; 25: 4. Accordingly 
L a lugd. s a yg requies sancta, omitting σάββατα, Exod. 31: 15 and quies 
sancta sabbata, requies 35: 2, following Β ; and, in the light of his genitives 
elsewhere, it is worth recording that Jerome in the Vulgate has co-



ordinated nominatives in the same passages : sabbatum est, requies sancta, 
Exod. 31: 15, erit vobis sane tus, sabbatum et requies, 35: 2. 8 The Greek uses 
a genitive in Lev. 25: 5 only, ένιαυτός αναπαύσεως for finatf Π3# ; for 
no other translation would make sense. But in the Vulgate genitives 
prevail : Exod. 16: 23, requies sabbati for r)3B> J\T)0 and, rather strangely, 
an analogous sabbati requies for *ΪΓι3# Π3#, Lev. 23: 3,' while the majority 
of passages read sabbatum requietionis, Lev. 16: 31 ; 23: 32; 25: 4, and, 
of course, annus requietionis, Lev. 25: 5. 

Twice, in Lev. 23: 24, 39, pnstf appears alone. Here the L X X 
renders άνάπανσις, 1 0 yet the margin of some codices preserves some 
anonymous hexaplaric readings, 23: 24 σαββατων Mv (as Ρ in a 
doublet in the text of Exod. 31: 15), σαββατον sz; 23: 39 σαββατον svz. 
This is interesting for its consequences. There can hardly be any doubt 
that Jerome, who was influenced by the same late Jewish tradition as 
the Three and drew so freely on them, took from this tradition his 
translation of "irntf, sabbatum, Lev. 23: 24, 39, which is still preserved 
in Luther and the AV. Still more, even in Lev. 25: 5, where the old 
translations have ενιαυτός αναπαύσεως, annus requietionis, year of rest 
(AV) there are some remnants from the Three, σαββατα s, σαββατων 
vz, and this is preserved by Luther's translation, Sabbatjahr. This is still 
alive in German, as is sabbatical year in English. I feel sure that at the 
root of this quid pro quo there is the confusion of σαββατον and σαββα
των : both originally represented final?, and as ο is the more primitive 
transliteration of S, we must not assume that σαββατον was written to 
mean Π3#, τό σαββατον. 

But expressions like άσμα φσμάτων, δούλος δούλων tempted later 
copyists and readers to the interpretation, σαββατα σαββατων, 1 1 and 
this happened so early as to result in the translation of Lugd., Lev. 
16: 31, sabbata sabbatorum erit haec requietio erit vobis ea, for σαββατα 
σαββατων άνάπαυσις Ισται αύτη ύμΐν, which was recognized as a 
doublet by Schleusner (cf. above, p . 159). As to Schleusner's decision, 
it is difficult to speak definitely. He must have had in mind Lev. 23: 32, 
the only passage elsewhere with σαββατων. But considering the later 
tendency to add the transliteration of "inatf, σαββατων (F" Exod. 
31: 15), σαββατων/-ον Lev. 23: 24, 39, as was shown in the preceding 
paragraph, it is safer to judge that a hexaplaric correction, which 
elsewhere resulted in a doublet, took the place of the original 
άνάπαυσις in Lev. 23: 32, and must consequently be cancelled in 
Lev. 16: 31 . " 
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σαρωνιμ., σιρωνων. In Judg. 8: 26 two of the five groups of MSS of 
this book render 0»)*ιη£ crescents by σιρώνων or σιωνων, the members 
of both groups being exceptionally divided in their witness. The other 
three groups, including the markedly secondary Β text, read μηνίσκων, 
as does Aquila. The context requires a gen. plur., and so all our editions 
accent σιρώνων; so does even Rahlfs, thus indicating that here he did 
not find a transliteration, but a Hellenized word. On the contrary I am 
convinced that the false resemblance to a gen. plur. was attained only 
in the course of transmission, at the beginning of which there was a 
transliteration. In fact χ has σαρωνιμ. 1 8 

2.2. Formations that are unique and of doubtful or transitory 
nature and in line with what we observe elsewhere. Most of such 
instances may be traced back to 2.1. 
τα βακχούρια (Thack. p . 34). έν τοις βακχουρίοις, 2 Esdras 23: 31, for 
tr̂ sal? is unique, yet very well attested, as only Lucian here reads 
πρωτογενήμασι, as do all in 20: 36 (35). As it stands, it favours those 
who believe Theodotion to be the translator. This was Torrey's 
assumption, which was based mainly on the frequent transliterations. 
But it can hardly be adopted for Chronicles, Esdras, Nehemiah (cf. 
Rahlfs, S-St in, 85 n. 2), for they often represent a corrupt Hebrew 
consonantal text, a fact which Torrey in vain attempts to explain away. 
If the text read βακχουριΑ (this nominative seems to be the correct one), 
everybody would be inclined by an easy graphical correction to restore 
βακχον/ριΜ ; but the dative too admits an unobjectionable emendation 
(βακχουριΟΙΣ ~ GIM).1* 

The existence side by side in the same translation of πρωτογενή-
ματα 2o: 36, and βακχουρι- 23: 31, is not unparalleled. As an example 
I briefly mention the translations of Aram. "?3^0 pl., to which we shall 
have to come back in a later section. In Dan. 3: 94 (27) L X X and 9 ' 
both have σαράβαρα, in 3: 21 they divide, L X X reading υποδήματα, 
θ ' σαραβάροις. Yet this parallel is less striking in so far as τά σαράβαρα 
was used in Greek beforehand, even if we have only the fragment from 
Antiphanes left, whereas βακχούρια, at its best, was due to the momen
tary predicament on the part of a bad translator (he mistranslates 
αγχιστεία for ""Vtu (above, p. 149) only two verses earlier). 



2.3· Borrowed words of old standing, and therefore familiar to 
Greek speech and literature, though less frequent there than in the LXX, 
which was influenced by the Hebrew original. This is the only group of 
real importance. 
Whereas under (2.1) and (2.2) only a few examples were ruled out, 
many of Thackeray's examples of declinable Hellenized Semitic words 
will have to go as soon as we make a distinction between such Semitic 
words as had been received into the Greek vocabulary at an earlier 
epoch, and others which owe their existence in the L X X to the Hebrew 
words of which they are the equivalents in the translation. I t is obvious 
that only such a distinction, involving as it does a sharp reduction in 
number, will allow an unequivocal picture of L X X speech in com
parison with contemporary speech uninfluenced by a Semitic source. 

Among those to be ruled out are άρραβών, βίκος (HR wrongly 
βικός), βύσσος, θΐβις, κασία, κιννάμωμον, κύμινον, λίβανος, μνδ, νάβλσ, 
νάρδος, σάκκος, σαμβύκη, σάπφιρος, συκάμινος, χντών. There are 
differences, of course; some of the words appear as early as in Homer, 
others are post-classical, or found only in inscriptions or papyri, but 
not in literary texts; but these differences are of no consequence, for 
these words were all ready at hand for our translators and had not to 
wait to be created by them. There remain, however, among the words 
already borrowed by the Greeks some of special interest. They will be 
dealt with in the next section. 

3. Groups for special treatment 
3.1. Words received into Greek more than once 
Even if a word is found both in common Greek and in the LXX, the 
latter may have adopted it spontaneously in a second creation, as it 
were. Where this cannot be proved it must be dismissed as a mere 
speculation. But elsewhere differences in form indicate that a fresh 
borrowing has taken place, and frequently its outstanding feature is a 
closer approximation to the sounds of the original. In the West this 
second borrowing created words which were closer to the Latin or 
French original, some of them for clerical needs, others for those of the 
scholarly and more highly educated part of the society. I give some 
English examples, chosen by analogy from the German ones found in 
Hermann Paul, Prinzipien der Sprachgeschichte3 p . 372, and it will be seen 
that there is an unmistakable differentiation of meaning between the 



old and the new word: order-ordain (ordnen-ordinieren), preach-
predicate (predigen-prädizieren), prove-probe (priifen-probieren, erproben). 
If we try to apply this to the examples which I am going to adduce 
from the LXX, we shall find that there is almost no suggestion of a new 
meaning; what is new, apart from the difference in form, is the hint at 
the background provided by the original text, which becomes felt by 
the slightly different use that is made of the sounds of the original word. 

3 .1.1. Clear examples 
νίτρον. Thack. p . 35 rightly describes λίτρον as the older and νίτρον as 
the more recent form of the word borrowed from "ipj ( = Egypt, njrj ; 
Natron) ,1S There is also some truth in his statement that νίτρον ' must have 
been the original form'. Yet this does not mean that the undoubtedly 
later νίτρον should have preserved the original pronunciation of the 
Greek word. Following a tendency which the Greeks may have inherited 
from their Indo-European ancestors (K. Brugmann, Kurze vergleichende 
Grammatik der indog. Sprachen §§ 174*, 334s ; Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. pp. 258 f.) 
they dissimilated ν into λ (λίκνον, cf. λικμάω, from *νίκνον; Horn, 
άνεμώλιος for -ωνιος; νυκτάλωψ from -νωψ) or vice versa (cf. the 
reduplications γαγγαλί3ω, τανταλ^ω for γαλ-, ταλ-). The majority of 
the examples quoted contain a ρ (λάρναξ for *ναρναξ, CorropvïAos for 
-vivos). So we may safely say that when "inj was first Graecized, it 
came to be λίτρον, and there is no reason for assuming that a νίτρον, of 
which there are no traces left whatever, should have existed along 
with it. At a later date and independent of the LXX, νίτρον was 
introduced, perhaps not so much as a correction of λίτρον, but owing to 
a fresh contact with the world from which it had been borrowed. Such 
contact is not difficult to imagine in the Hellenistic world. The difference 
between the two forms is not one of dialect but of time, for Hdt. and 
the best MSS of Hippocrates have λίτρον in common with the Attic 
writers. So in the L X X certainly νίτρον has to be judged exactly as 
σίκλος (see below) : the change in pronunciation and spelling witnesses 
to a fresh contact with the original, amounting to a second and inde
pendent borrowing. 

σίκλος. In Xen., An. 1, 5, 6 we have an early, more careless repro
duction, σίγλθ5, of The L X X and Josephus, however, say σίκλο$ 
(κ being the regular equivalent of ρ), τό σίκλον (Ps.-Galen, περί μέτρων 
καΐ σταθμών, ig, p . 763), τό μικρόν σίκλον (ρ. 764)» τ ο σικλίον (ρ. 773) 



look like secular witness to the form with -κ-. But more probably they 
all are corruptions of τόΟκελικόν, just as Polyb. 34, 8, 7 σίγλος, where 
LS suggests the same. In Soph., fragm. 1094 σίκλος καΐ το ένώτιον, 
καΐ σταθμός βαρβαρικός (Photius, lex. p . 511> 15) ^ e ' κ " m a y D e due 
to subsequent alteration. LS would interpret it as ear-ring. I t would thus 
range with ' ή σίγλα P. Masp. 340v, Hsch. ; aeol. acc. to Pollux 5.97' and 
σιγλοφόρος, -ov, wearing ear-rings, Com. Adesp. 792' (LS). We need not 
therefore assume any overlapping between an early σίγλος and a later 
σίκλος as distinct borrowings from 

3.1.2. Less certain examples 
ακροβυστία. In some way or other άκροβυστία for the earlier άκροιτοσ-
θία would be a secondary borrowing, if in fact Ass. buätu (cf. nttfa) were 
at the root of the Greek word. Yet early derivations of ττόσθη, like 
ττόσθων, make this rather unlikely. In the Jewish authors this may be an 
example of popular etymology which, in introducing the association of 
buStu, nrtfa, modified to some extent the form of the old word. 

4 μανδύας, woollen cloak. Renders "to, Π». Aeschylus has a gen. μαν-
δύης, and ή μανδύα, -η is found elsewhere. J . Laurentius Lydus (VI p ) 
agrees with the LXX, using μανδύης, just as he also agrees in using δ 
μανιακής (see below). 

Α μανιακής, necklace, torque. It is possible that a different termination and, 
consequently, inflexion, could witness to more than one act of borrowing 
at different times or places, ό μανιακής (a middle-Iranic word through 
Aramaic mediation) has the same inflexion in Dan. L X X Θ', ι Esdras 
as in Polyb. and later writers, only a pap. V I p displaying ή μανιακή. In 
addition, however, there exists τούς μανιακούς in a variant to Judg . 8:21 
ejz , x t Arm. (torques Eth. La. Syr.) for the prevailing reading τούς 
μηνίσκους, and this is not a scribal mistake, as the termination -ους 
might suggest, but a real variant, which for crescents substitutes necklaces 
from verse 26. 

?παλλακούς. For B^B the L X X uses ή τταλλακή ; only once, Job 19: 17, 
we read ή τταλλακίς; yet both are ancient Greek forms. In Ezek. 23: 20, 
however, where B&̂B pi. is used for males in the meaning, minion, 
paramour, the L X X has Χαλδαίους which, apart from lacking literalness, 
is proved wrong by the context, because the author has in mind the 



Egyptians. Here J . A. Bewer, in his review of the Scheide Ezekiel, offers 
a brilliant conjecture, τταλλακούς (JBL LVII, 1938, p . 422), which would 
be exactly in conformity with the Hebrew. If he is right, this would be 
the first occurrence of the word in an author, for otherwise it is found 
only with the lexicographers Hesychius and Photius, and they, of 
course, are most unlikely to have drawn on our passage. Bewer's 
emendation, apart from being entirely to the point, is graphically 
sound; 1 ' the decision here depends on our readiness to introduce an 
extremely rare word in an equally rare context. 

3.2. Words borrowed from Aramaic and not from Hebrew 
The second class of words which ought to be singled out for some special 
consideration are those which can be shown to have been taken over 
from the Aramaic. As to words incorporated into earlier secular Greek 
speech an a priori decision is awkward. Anciently there were two 
entrance-doors of equal importance : Phoenician, the Western Semitic 
language of the trading people which gave the Greeks γράμματα 
Φοινικήϊα, and so much besides, and Aramaic, the East-Semitic lingua 

franca of Western Asia. 
I t would be rash forthwith to consider e.g. σίγλος, λίτρον as neces

sarily borrowed from Aramaic ; for though the normal Hebrew form of 
nomina segolata is qitël, there is a fundamental qitl which is preserved in 
many forms and connections. As to σίγλος, an Aramaic origin is not 
excluded by the more recent Aramaic formations having n as their first 
radical, for the old Aramaic form, which alone could be behind the old 
Greek borrowed form, was, like the Hebrew, "?p». Even a termination 
of the Greek word in -a is not an infallible indication of a borrowing 
from the Aramaic. 

3.2.1. The names of the Greek letters and the question of their 
origin 

As to the Greek names of the letters of the alphabet, it used to be 
considered an established fact that they were borrowed from the 
Aramaic. It was Albert Schultens, Instil. Ling. Hebr. (Leiden, 1737, 
p. 9), who in the closing -a first found the Aramaic emphatic state. 
Weighty authorities like Lagarde (Ges. Abh. p . 255) and Wellhausen 
(Bleek4 pp. 629 ff.) backed this view by fresh arguments. P. Schröder 
(Phoen. Spr. pp. 30 f.) took the opposite view, namely that the γράμματα 



Φοινικήϊα were borrowed from the Phoenicians; but the weak point in 
his argument was that the closing -a was adopted in analogy to γράμμα. 
Yet there is a better and fully satisfactory explanation, which was first 
suggested in a book that has since been forgotten (E. A. Schmidt, 
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. Gramm, des Gr. u. Lat., Halle, 1859, p . 77) and authori
tatively propounded by Th. Nöldeke (Beitr. ζ· sem. Sprachw. 1, Strassb., 
1904, pp. 134f.): 'Die Griechen vermieden, dem Charakter ihrer 
Sprache gemäß, den Auslaut auf eine Muta durch Anhängung von a ' 
(p. 134); 'der Auslaut α bei einigen wenigen Buchstaben ist ein rein 
griech. Zusatz, um die Form eben aussprechbar zu machen' (p. 135). 
Of late, this explanation has had the weighty approval of the great 
Egyptologist K. Sethe, Der Ursprung des Alphabets (JVGG 1916, Geschäftl. 
Mitt.), p . 90 n. ι. 

E. Schwyzer (Κ^ζβ, Ι 9 3 0 / 1 » ΡΡ· Ι 7 ° Κ· a Q d > briefly, Gr. Gr. pp . 140 f., 
409) was the first to rescue this view from its isolation and so to make it 
fully plausible. He began by pointing to the interjection σίττα ( = st!, 
hush!) which is known from Theocritus onwards and which, as he 
shows, is found in all periods of Greek since, including modern Greek, 
and in a good many other languages as well, as often happens with 
sounds that are natural expressions and reactions. There are other 
observations to support this view. ('alf), heifer, and n ^ , door, are 
Hebrew words (*pH is used only in the plural = cattle) which are not 
found in Aramaic (H. Lewy, Sem. Fremdw. im Gr., Berlin, 1895, p . 170). 
I t is no longer necessary to explain 3ήτα from the analogy of βήτα etc., 
which has always been awkward, as there already existed in Semitic a 
formation zojit alongside the Hebrew zajin (Sethe, %DGM, 80 (NF 5), 
43 f.; Lindblom, Symbol, philol. Daniebson, 1932, pp. 157 f.); with this, 
another weak point of the 'Phoenician' view has been fortunately 
eliminated. In view of the other fact that a mediation between σίγμα 
and samekh is difficult, an old explanation of σίγμα as from σ^ω , to hiss, 
(make the sound st! σιττ!) has been readopted. A further strong argument 
is the indeclinability of the names. (Democritus' isolated δέλτατος, 
θήτατος are but one among many characteristics of his self-willed 
style.) 

The same vowel Of the opening of the mouth ' , as in the interjections 
and the names of the letters in -a, Schwyzer finds in Archilochos' 
τήνελλα, the reproduction of the sound arising when the chord of the 
kithara is touched. Among the examples with other vowels than -a are 
σίττε, which is found alongside of σίττα, and Θρέττε, Aristoph., Equ. 17. 
On pp. 184 ff. he gives good reason for seeing an analogous procedure 



in other Greek words, in which the addition of an α was a phonetical 
protection against the loss of an otherwise final, and thus endangered, 
consonant, which was of paramount importance for a word and there
fore was retained. He also (p. 182 n. 1) gives some striking parallels 
from the Romance languages, quoting Meyer-Lübke, Roman. Grundr.21, 
674 §58, 3: ' D a das Florentinische kein Wort mit einem Konsonanten 
enden kann, so läßt es konsonantisch schließenden Fremdwörtern ein 
e nachklingen: Davidde, vgl. §83; ebenso allen Oxytona: androe, virtue, 
piue, was in heutiger Schrift nicht mehr anerkannt wird, wohl aber in 
älterer nicht selten zum Ausdruck kam.' Schwyzer continues: 'Daher 
auch die ital. Buchstabennamen effe eile emme enne erre esse und die span. 
ele eile eme usw.' (Roman. Grundr.2 1, 638, 883). 

I should not have gone into these details, if I could not add a further 
argument in favour of the Phoenician derivation of άλφα etc. I t was 
natural that the Aramaic emphatic state should seem to offer an easy and 
plausible explanation of the Greek forms. But reflection upon its 
essential nature exposes a basic weakness in this line of argument. The 
proper function of the emphatic state was to indicate an individual 
bearer of the noun (Marti, Gramm, d. bibl.-aram. Sprache2 §700), and 
so long as it retained this function, it would have been against its very 
nature to designate letters of the alphabet. Later, in the post-Christian 
period, it ceased to express a determination and became the normal 
form of the noun (Brockelmann, Syr. Gramm.2 §200). But this borrowing 
took place in the very early period, when the character of the emphatic 
state is bound to have been most distinct. Now the names of the letters 
do not point to individual letters written on stone or paper any more 
than the mathematician's triangle, which is a symbol, points to any 
actual triangles, which are but its illustrations. For here we do not think 
either of an actual writing or of the mathematical figures in an exercise-
book. To confuse the aspects of generic idea and actual object (uni-
versalia and res) is a sign of loose thinking, and this is at the root of the 
theory which attempts to trace the names of the letters to a supposed 
Aramaic emphatic state. 

On the whole, however, it is well worth while paying attention to the 
grammatical form and gender in which the borrowed words appear in 
Greek, and sometimes it is here that the answer is to be found to the 
question from which Semitic language a special word was borrowed. So, 
to give an example, it is plausible that Aram. N"?33, rather than Hebr. 

Va*, (all masc) , was the parent of ή νάβλα (Soph., Fragm. 849) and 



ό νάβλας, gen. -α. Without entering here upon the questions arising 
from the sounds, terminations, gender, and inflexion, which we find 
with the Semitic words accepted into secular Greek," we turn at once 
to the Semitic words which are confined to the L X X and the literature 
influenced by it. Here Aramaic plays a very decisive part. For the 
position of the translators was this : their language was Greek, and the 
Hebrew from which they had to translate was to them virtually a dead 
language. The learned rabbinical tradition, which later on was to make 
itself felt so emphatically in the restoration period for which the school 
of Aqiba is characteristic, and which is reflected in the Three and 
Jerome as well, either did not yet exist or was very remote from them. 
In this point, however, there are remarkable differences among the 
various translators. Nevertheless, one feature is common to almost all 
of them. The one Semitic language that, if any, was fairly familiar to 
them, was Aramaic, and it was from Aramaic that they had to make 
their guesses and to fill the gaps of their knowledge of the Hebrew. 
Many mistranslations are nothing but Aramaisms, as the translation 
gives to the Hebrew word the meaning of its root in Aramaic. The 
influence from the Aramaic which concerns us here is one of form, 
which makes itself felt in two ways: in transplanting Hebrew words into 
the Greek translation they chose Aramaic forms, some crudely trans
literated without any adaptation such as inflexion, and others to a 
certain degree accommodated to Greek habits, yet in such a way that 
one still can recognize from the kind of inflexion adopted the Aramaic 
form which suggested the chosen inflexion and gender. 

3.3.2. Crude transplants from Aramaic 
μάννα, πασχα, σικερα. Examples of crudely transplanted Aramaic 
words are σικερα (N"1D#) for "I3B? and πασχα for nop (here we cannot 
vocalize the Eg.-Aram. ΠΠΟΒ, yet Jew.-Aram. was ΝΠΟΒ and Syr. î ^ ^ à ) . 
The few exceptions but indicate how firmly this indeclinability was 
kept. 1 * 1 9 There exists no inflected form at all of πασχα in our MSS. 
There is a gen. σικερας in a single minuscule only, t in Num. 28: 7, 
but σικεραν, Judg. 13: 7 in the Complutensian, belongs to its home
made Greek of which there are many examples. A different adaptation 
is confined to two passages of Isaiah: in 5: 11 '26 //-93 301 ', in 5: 22 
'26 736 C 301 ' (Ziegler's notation) read τα σίκερα instead of τό σικερα, 
*hus taking the indeclinable σικερα to be a neutr. plur. and adapting 
the article to it. It is interesting to see that the Latin Bible discloses a 



divergent tendency. Its trend away from indeclinability will be 
discussed in Excursus X I I . 

τΓασ-χα and σικερα point to an old and primitive stratum of the LXX, 
when the translators in an unreflecting and spontaneous way incor
porated into their translation what may well have been modes of 
expression used in the vernacular Greek of the Egyptian Jews 2 0 (here 
I do not press 'Egyptian ') . On the other hand, φασεκ and μέθυσμα, 
μέθη (for which I refer to the excursus just mentioned), reveal a later 
stage which avoided such patent Aramaisms, perhaps from a reflection 
upon the sacred nature of the Bible text. This avoidance makes itself 
felt in two opposite directions: either real, unidiomatic Greek (μέθυσμα, 
μέθη) or strict transliteration (φασεκ,phase Vulg., φεσε A' Deut. 16: i, in 
which the varying vowels may interest the historian of Hebrew pro
nunciation). Here Jerome (cf. Excursus XI I ) , where he does not in the 
main pass on earlier translations, follows the more recent trend, as the 
Three had already done. This observation comes in as a help in singling 
out those parts of the Vulgate which are but a slightly modified Vet. 
Lat., where there are no surviving MSS of the Vet. Lat. proper or 
quotations therefrom. 2 1 

I append a few remarks on μάννα, merely in order to give some 
information additional to that given by W.-Schmiedel p . 92 n. 2, the 
very rich content of which ought to be kept in mind throughout. For 
1Ç the L X X has μαν in Exod. 16: 31, 33, 35, yet everywhere else μάννα, 
which has rightly been related to Aram. K|0. With this μάννα a different 
one, which stands for nrnn twelve times, must not be confused in our 
editions as it is in our MSS. Rahlfs was the first to restore the correct 
μαναα everywhere (e.g. compare his notes to Jer . 17: 26, Ezek. 46: 5, 
Dan. θ ' 2:46) ; the second -a- here represents the guttural Π, for in that 
older stratum of the L X X α and ε stand for the harder Hebrew 
gutturals. At first sight μαν in Exodus as a close reproduction of the 
Hebrew word may appear strange, as it seems not to fit into our view 
that spontaneous Aramaisms are the more primitive, subsequent 
conformation to the Hebrew the later feature. Yet here the reason for 
this seeming exception is obvious. In using μαν the translators had in 
mind the etymological explanation o f ' m a n n a ' in Exod. 16: 15, where 
the children of Israel asked one another ΚΊΠ ]0 (Τί έστιν τοϋτο; ) ; and 
the word to which this question alludes follows only sixteen verses later. 
It is in these passages that the L X X understandably enough uses μαν. 

Lugd., which is missing in Exod. 16, has the nom. manna. Num. 
11: 6-9, Josh. 5:12 bis, yet the a c c , mannam, Deut. 8:3, 16; the Vulgate 



extends the use of the Hebrew man from Exod. to Num. 1 1 : 6 f., 9, yet 
elsewhere uses manna; Deut. 8: 3, cibum manna quod, 16, cibabit te manna, 
2 Esdras 9: 20 ( = 2 Esdras 19: 20), manna tuum non prohibuisti, Ps. 77: 24, 
pluit Ulis manna, all accusatives, if in Deut. 8: 16 the construction of the 
Greek του ψωμίσαντόξ σε τό μάννα is imitated here as it is in Lugd. 
qui te adescavit mannam. In Josh. 5: 12 there is a nom. defecitque manna. 
This indeclinable neuter is still in Tertullian and other ecclesiastical 
writers ; St Hilary uses manna, -ae, f., as did Plin., nat. hist. (Schmiedel) 
and Sulpic. Sev. (Georges). The Greek examples in Josephus and the 
Sibyllines (Schmiedel) indicate that this was the common tendency, to 
which Lugd. also adheres, and further, that in the Vulgate Jerome once 
more turned the wheel backwards. As to pascha, Tertullian inflects it as 
a feminine, which is inconsistent with his uninflected use of manna. 

The analogy of pascha and sicera and others with which we are about 
to deal is sufficient to explain the transition to a fern, inflexion of μάννα. 
Yet W. Bauer (Wb, s.v.) may be right in pointing to Greek ή μάννα 
(frankincense) powder or granules, or gum. This homonym, however, is not 
required for explaining the formation μάννα, but merely for the later 
inflected fern., which, of course, is outside Bauer's scope. Besides, the 
meanings of the old Greek ή μάννα and the word borrowed from J» are 
so closely related that I prefer to deal with this word here and not 
together with other homonyms from the Hebrew or Aramaic. Moreover, 
the final stage is not reached until μάννα becomes a fern., and this did 
not happen in the L X X any more than in the NT. 

3.3.3. Debatable borrowings 

δέλτος, κινύρα, νάβλα, νάβλας, νάβλον, σαββατα. Some borrowed 
words were inflected from the moment of borrowing. A more complete 
treatment of them would have to point out in detail the differences of 
gender that occur between the Hebrew word and its Greek counterpart. 
The reasons for these differences are not always the same; thus I feel 
sure that ή κινύρα, which represents masc. I i i? , was fashioned after the 
pattern of ή κιθάρα, just as lanterna from λαμτττήρ after that of 
lucerna. 

In most of the Aramaic words the termination -ä or (in Aram, fern.) 
-tà (which phonetically was a spirant, thus ->ä) was capable of more 
than one interpretation and imitation in Greek. It could lead to fern, in 
"Oj as in the old ή νάβλα (cf. p. 168), or to masc. in -aç, gen. -ä, as in ό 
νάβλαξ. I t could also be taken as a neutr. plur. in -a, and from this in 



due time a sing, in -ov could arise, as in the occasional τό νάβλον (cf. 
pp. 173 and 328 η. 24). But, on the whole, instances which once seemed 
to find their obvious explanation in this way, must in fact be explained 
otherwise. So E. Schwyzer (Ä"^6a, 1934/5, pp. 1 ff.) has convinced me 
that τα σαββατα, far from owing its termination in -a to an Aramaic 
emphatic state, must be explained in conformity with his explanation of 
άλφα etc. (above, pp. 167 f .) . M 

There remains the difficulty that η ought to be 6 and not τ ; Dalman 
(cf. Moulton 11, 153) had explained this spelling as resulting from the 
influence of the Greek ending -τον; in fact, -θο- is very rare as a suffix 
in Greek; and the majority of the examples that are found are certainly 
of non-Greek origin (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 510). And what is still more 
important, among these examples there are no neuters in -θον of the 
second declension. Schwyzer attempts to overcome this apparent 
difficulty by the assumption that σαββατα may have been borrowed at 
an earlier date when a less exact reproduction of the Semitic spirant was 
still possible, as it was in βήτα, ταυ and other examples. 

Perhaps we can corroborate Schwyzer's argumentation by con
sidering the Hebrew forms themselves. Just as the τ in βάτος for na 
could find some support from the fact that the Hebrew plural was D'ria 
with -tt- (cf. Lagarde's derivation of the word from ma), W. Lötz 
(quaest. de hist. Sabbati, 1883, and RE3 17, 289) had derived nag from 
sabbatt = sabbatat, comparing formations like rntfa, 1 Kings 1: 15 = me-

Haratt = nn*jt̂ a*, part. fem. of ntrtf Piel, ministering (G.-Kautzsch §8od), 
< 

or Gen. 16: 11, Judg. 13: 5, 7 nV?4- for r)"|^. If he were right, the 
Hebrew would have already displayed a tenuis here and not a spirant. 2 3 

Besides I confess that I do not know whether there is any early evidence 
for an Aramaic emphatic Knatf, which is generally referred to by those 
who plead for a derivation of σαββατα from Aramaic. 

The derivation from rV*t of ή δέλτος (Eustathius, Benfey, Wurzellexikon 
11, Berlin, 1842, p. 199, A. Müller, BB 1, 287 f., H. Lewy p. 171) has 
never found much favour with Indo-European scholars; yet if it were 
true, the fem. gender of the Greek word would answer to its origin, 
while ό χιτών does not when compared with njfoa the fem. n~ of which, 
together with the gender, has also been dropped. It is different in Latin 
which, for the formation of (c)tunica and bâr(i)ca (from ή βδρις, -ιδος), 
continued the old Indo-European expedient of the termination in -tea 
for accomplishing a 'motion' , i.e. fashioning a feminine (W. Schulze, 



'Zur Geschichte lateinischer Eigennamen', AGGW, N F ν 5, 418 f.), 
and thus kept alive the gender of the words of origin. 

Within the frame of the L X X something more has to be stated about 
the Greek derivations from Vai. Apart from ή νάβλα, which is the L X X 
formation, there is a variety of formations. As Thack. p . 35 indicates, 
only a few books use νάβλα at all. I t occurs in 1 Sam. 10: 5 (where 
Rahlfs rightly neglects the isolated ναβαλ of B, which, far from being 
a closer approximation to is merely a corruption, ναβΑΛ(ΛΑ)), in 
2 Sam. 6: 5, in ι Kings 10: 12, eleven times in Chronicles, and in 
ι Macc. 13: 51. Aquila and Symmachus too use νάβλα, as they agree 
with the L X X in strictly discriminating between this *?3ϊ and the other 
one which means wine-jar, rendering the former νάβλα, the latter νεβελ. 
The more recent translators on their part show some difference in form. 
Symm., Ps. 91 (92) : 4, δια δεκαχόρδου καΐ ναυλας, Ps. 150: 3 δια ναυλας 
καΐ λύρας with α purum is pretty modern evidence for Thack. § 10.3, 4; 
nevertheless, Aquila is reported to have written έν ναυλω. So we cannot 
decide whether Aquila, Amos 5: 24, pronounced ναβλών σου (so 
Field) or νάβλων σου. The spelling ναυλ-, of course, is merely graphical. 
When it arose, both β and υ had become an identical v-sound. Then 
also τό ναολον, fare, was pronounced navlon, but in classical Greek it 
was naulon. Nevertheless, I would hesitate to spell ναυλ- when it means 
ναβλ-, for it is our well-established practice to keep to the classical 
spelling. For τό ναΰλον, fare, there exists also a masc. ά ναύλος, and in 
itself Aquila's έν ναυλω, Ps. 150: 3, does not disclose its gender. 8 4 To 
sum up, apart from ή νάβλα the later translators occasionally display 
τό νάβλον and, as far as the evidence can be trusted, they use νάβλα 
with α purum and impurum side by side. Probability speaks for Aram. 
K âj being the parent of these formations rather than Hebrew Vai. 

3.2*4. Definite borrowings 
γιώρας, παταχρα, -ov. There are other words for which we do not need 
carefully to balance the pros and cons regarding derivation from the 
Aramaic, for the Aramaic form is so different from the Hebrew that it 
cannot be mistaken. 

One example has been discussed above (p. 33), γιώρας = XTinfor 
Hebrew "li. The Pentateuch and Isaiah, where the word is found, 
belong to the older translations; and a reading in Philo (Thack. p. 34) 
and marginal notes to Lev. 19: 34 indicate, as we have seen, that the 
original text read yicbpaç in passages where we now read -πάροικος or 



προσήλυτο*. Here a masc. in -as represents Aramaic -ä, which, as in 
ό vaßXccs, led to the formation of a singular. 

In my last example the L X X introduces an Aramaic word totally 
different from the Hebrew, and this of necessity, for this Aramaic word 
is not found in Hebrew. In Isa. 8:21 cod. 93, a minuscule belonging to 
the sub-group / U l of the Lucianic recension, alone reads παταχρα for 
ïïfrK, whereas other MSS have πάτρια. In Isa. 37: 38, where the M T 
again reads Vïfoa, the evidence is divided: παταρχον Β*, πατραχον 
93 53^» πατριάρχην (and not ττατριαρχον as is in Swete and Thackeray) 
Oj*, πατραρχον rell. (SABCZ, according to Rahlfs and Ziegler). In 
8:21 Symmachus agrees with the L X X displaying the doublet πατραρχα 
είδωλα, just as in Exod. 12: 11 we found him translating ΠΟΒ, when it 
appeared for the first time, by φασεχ ύπερμάχησι* (p. 249). In our 
passage his double rendering is firmly established by the united witness 
of Q, and Syr . h e x \ Here Rahlfs was the first to follow 93 in reading 
παταχρα in Isa. 8:21 and in emending τον παταχρον in Isa. 37: 38. 
In both passages he was followed by Ziegler. Although they are 
doubtless right in Isa. 8: 21, their reading in 37: 38 is hardly final. 
From what was discussed above, we should expect a neuter, and τό 
παταχρον would be an easy correction (Rahlfs, S-St m, 114). But it is 
unlikely that our translator, however often he may have failed to 
render correctly the syntactical context of the Hebrew original, mis
understood vriJK ^io? n , 3 , which is correctly translated in the parallel 
2 Kings 19: 37 by the L X X and in Isaiah by the Three as well, έν 
οίκω Ν. θεού αύτου. I t is more reasonable to suppose another example 
of the frequent confusion Y ~ N (cf. Bewer p . 2) and to read του 
παταχρου. As to K*ianB ] p A a } idol (of Persian origin, according to 

Brockelmann, Syr. Gr.2 p . i82*b), Theodoretus in his commentary on 
Isaiah explains both passages. For 8: 21 his comment is found in Field, 
for 37: 38 it first came to light in Möhle's edition, 1933, p . 150 and is 
reproduced in the Einleitung to Ziegler's Isaias, p . 81. 

As a translation it betrays the unsophisticated spontaneous nature of 
the old type, which, from the Pentateuch onwards, does not in the least 
refrain from manipulating the original when apologetical reasons seem 
to call for some retouching. As it stands, VirViai te^sa says nothing 
about an idol, and Duhm 3 p. 64, whilst referring to ' the moving tale ' , 
2 Kings 6: 26 ff., expressly states, ' daß es sich um einen Götzen handele, 
ist eine willkürliche Annahme' . He does not refer to the fact that the 
translator did everything to suggest this 'assumption'; for his version, 
τόν άρχοντα καΐ τα παταχρα, to all intents and purposes denies the 



titles of honour to what it thinks to be an unworthy king and his idol. 
The same can be seen in 37: 38, and this is conclusive evidence that 
chs 36-9 have the same translator as chs 1-30, the translation of which 
is obviously much more primitive and ingenuous than that of the 
parallel chapters of 2 Kings 19 f. 

I t is equally characteristic that with the same end in view later 
translators had to think out other devices. For in Isa. 8:21 the same 
discrimination is behind the plural θεοί* αύτου of A' Θ'. 'Der Plural 
tedls erklärt sich hier aus der Deutung von DTlVK auf falsche Götter ' 
(Lü.-Ra. p . 73 n. 341). In Isa. 37: 38, however, this expedient does not 
work; for there it is the question of only one god, and our easy dif
ferentiation between God and god does not exist for those writing Greek. 
Yet even here the fact that he had a name sufficiently indicated what 
kind of a god it was. (See Excursus XIII . ) 

As we see, the translator of Isaiah moves with complete freedom and 
detachment, taking from his idiomatic Greek a word which here was 
borrowed from Aramaic, as there it had been borrowed earlier from 
Persian. Later copyists did their best to Graecize it. From this there 
emerges πάτρια in 8: 21, at a rather early date, as the unanimity of our 
evidence may suggest. The varying evidence of 37: 38 still allows us an 
insight into the gradual attempts to Graecize what was no longer 
understood ; but here also in πατριάρχην of Q,* a result was reached 
which is Greek and at the same time not completely meaningless. Both 
passages show how bold the original translator had been, and how little 
later centuries were able and willing to follow him. 

3.3* Borrowed words which took the form of already existing 
Greek words of different meaning (homonyms) 

3.3.1. Introductory 
Homonyms are words of different meaning, but of the same sounds and 
pronunciation and also, except in English, of the same spelling. They 
may have arisen within one and the same language through phonetic 
changes which gave one word an identical pronunciation with another 
that originally was pronounced in quite a different way. As a language 
develops, such internal homonymy, as it were, may be transitory. So for 
example an expert in Old and Middle High German can tell exactly the 
period during which two words were homonyms in strictly defined parts 
ofthat country. Yet there is also an external homonymy, resulting from 
the clash of two or more languages in the habits of speech of one and 



the same country. For this English is the classic example in our days. 
For what we are going to find in L X X Greek it would be easy to find 
parallels in English. A common feature is that we can distinguish 
between the words that attract others and mould them to their pattern, 
and the words that are attracted. In this process of attraction and 
assimilation many influences are at work, among them popular ety
mology. 

As an example I take gauntlet, which means two absolutely different 
things, (i) various kinds of gloves, and (2) in run the gauntlet, a kind of 
punishment originally taken from the habits of the landsknechts. The 
first is derived from the French gantelet (as it was also sometimes spelt in 
English), which has the same range of meaning. Its ultimate root is 
Swedish vante = glove. The second is likewise of Swedish origin (gata = 
street, lopp = course). Here I feel sure that an adaptation has taken place : 
(a) the relationship between gata and gate was not felt, since gate has 
almost lost the meaning street, way in English; so a nasal was inserted 
and by this means the word was made familiar, but only in sound, and 
not in meaning, (ß) lopp, to which leap would be closest, could not be 
made intelligible; so in its unaccented position it was turned into -let, 
the diminutive which had already been taken over from French in 
many words as, e.g., in gauntlet ( 1 ). The transformation and assimila
tion of endings is the most common feature everywhere. Possibly 
homonymy would vanish when the idea of challenge came in, so that 
gauntlet (2) was understood as being a special application in a common 
phrase of gauntlet (1), as common phrases are often used without any 
reflection upon their origin, as a kind of small change. The thing which 
interests us here, however, is not so much what may later on happen to 
these homonyms, but their beginning, the way in which they came to be 
introduced into a certain language. 

3.3.2. Three special aspects to be excepted 
Coming to the homonyms which we can observe in the LXX, we must, 
because of its relationship both to Greek and to the Hebrew original 
and also because of the speech habits of the translators, who knew 
Aramaic better than other Semitic languages, carefully keep apart a 
small number of groups which have nothing to do with homonymy 
proper. As an example of the first group I take σαράβαρα, of the second 
αφεσίξ, and of the third θεροπτείαν. 



(ι) σαράβαρα was briefly mentioned above (p. 162). Perhaps I can 
best start by reproducing the article on it in LS. ' σαράβαρα, τά, hose 
trousers worn by Scythians, Antiph. 201; also = Aramaic sarbälin, 
Lxx, Thd. Da. 3.27 (cf. 21). (Prob. Persian shalvâr or skulvdr (braccae).)' 
From this we may learn that there was no genuinely Greek word σ., 
but that in an identical form it was twice borrowed from abroad, each 
time to denote or render something foreign, the first time as early as 
IV* by the comic poet Antiphanes, of whom only fragments are 
preserved, the second time by Daniel L X X and Θ'. Though the Greek 
forms are identical, the meanings are not. Nor can we safely say whether 
the word was alive all the time between its two widely separate occur
rences. I t may have been a momentary creation in Antiphanes, for the 
dramatic poets, both tragic and comic, liked to introduce barbarian 
articles under their foreign names to give a picturesque impression. 
And whether we have here a real homonym, depends on the meaning 
of the word, for according to definition homonymy means the co
existence of two words of the same spelling but different meanings. Now 
there is no agreement about the meaning of *?3*10 pl. in Daniel. Here 
the LXX, the old translation, certainly understood sandals, for in 3: 21 
it translates υποδήματα, whereas in 3: 94 (27) both translators and in 
3:21©' (and A') have σαράβαρα. The lexica (G.-Buhl 1 6 pp. 917 f., and 
Marti p . 82* Glossar) record three different interpretations of "?3"10, 
each supported by parallels from Eastern languages, which between 
themselves are so similar in their sounds that it could be imagined that 
some of them had already become homonyms in the ancient Middle 
East. I gather from Behrmann's Commentary on Daniel (p. 23) that these 
interpretations are all of them very old ; they are upheld and discussed by 
Theodoretus and Jewish authors (Aben Ezra, Tanchum, Barhebraeus). 
This is not the place, nor am I competent, to discuss what our modern 
philologists and expositors say when proposing their solutions. It is suffi
cient to repeat that if there is a difference of meaning between Antiphanes 
a n d Daniel, it may go back to homonymy in the circuit of languages from 
which *?2Π0 was derived, so that we may rather consider this instance 
analogous to what was said above (pp. 143 ff.) about Greek mistransla
tions due to confusion of Hebrew roots, either by the translators or earlier in 
Hebrew itself (cf. also Excursus XV about the confusion of and nV»). 
If, on the other hand, we assume that the first σαράβαρα caused another 
borrowed word to take its shape, although it derived from a different 
Word in an Eastern language, we shall have to receive it into the 
number of Greek homonyms; but this is exactly what we cannot prove. 



(2) αφεσις ~ Var\ Deissmann, in one of the most attractive essays of 
his BSt (1, 96 f.), has observed that in Lev. 25: 10-15 Vai', jubilee,year 
of emancipation kept every fifty years, is translated in different ways in the 
L X X : by σημασία, signal-year, which he considers as a wholly literal 
rendering that does not obliterate what is peculiar in the original, since 
Vai' among other things also means the ram's horn by which this 
festival year is proclaimed (Exod. 19: 13 without ]*Jf>), by άφεσις, or by 
a combination of these terms with or without έτος or ένιαυτός. άφεσις, 
he points out, is meant to help non-Hebrew readers to understand the 
technical expression, signal-year. This αφεσις was first introduced in 
verse 10 διαβοήσετε αφεσιν έττΐ της γ η ς , where it properly renders " n T | 
(grant of) liberty, release. From this, he continues, it must be understood 
that in the later sections of ch. 25 and in ch. 27 jubilee is rendered by 
έτος or ένιαυτος της αφέσεως, which, he says, is an explanatory para
phrase rather than a transliteration. In this he follows Cremer's MT 
Uxicon, the forerunner of KittePs. Even if Deissmann is not correct in 
some minutiae, 2 5 his main points are sound, including his reference to 
contemporary parallels in papyri and on the Rosetta Stone with αφεσις 
as release from taxes. 

The important thing for our present context is that from the accumu
lated renderings in Lev. 25: 10-13 there originated a fixed habit of 
making δφεσις the equivalent of "?ar>. There are ten instances in 
Lev. 25: 28-54 a n d five in Lev. 27:17-24. αφεσις, which in Lev. 25: 10 a 
correctly renders *iiT{, as it does in Isa. 61 :1 ; Jer . 41 (34) : 8, 15, 17 bis; 
and Ezek. 46: 17 (here τ ο υ έτους της αφέσεως), has been drawn into 
the complex rendering of VaV1 in 25: 10 b, 11, 12, 13, and the effect of 
this on the mind of the translator was such as to induce him to use it 
further on like an ideogram for the meaning for which he had earlier 
required a whole aggregate of words, although any one of them might in 
itself have been more appropriate than δφεσις. I t would be no more 
irrational, were σημασία to stand for "IVTI. This development originates 
from a psychological process in the translator's mind, and is therefore 
completely individual and fortuitous. I t is all the more remarkable that 
αφεσις ~ Vat1 is found also in Num. 36: 4, the only occurrence of 
αφεσις in this book. This is clear proof that this verse was translated 
under the influence and after the pattern of, and later than, Lev. 25 
and 27. Next we shall find another example of a word in a meaning that 
can only be explained from a development which had taken place in 
another book, which therefore is bound to have been translated earlier.2* 

Commenting upon Jer . 19: 6, Jerome (Field 11, 622 n. 14) wonders, 



' Miror autem quid sibi voluerint LXX, pro T H O P H E T H διάπτωσις, 
hoc est, ruinam, ponere, et pro valle ττολυάνδριον, quod significat 
virorum multitudinem', and proceeds to an attempted explanation; 2 7 

Theodoretus has a similar comment upon Jer . 2: 23 (Field 11,577 n. 44). 
Jerome may well wonder at this strange translation which is found 
three times in Je r . : 2: 23; 19: 2, 6.2 8 We cannot explain this translation 
from Jeremiah, but we can from Ezekiel. Here three times, 39: 11 b, 15, 
16, we read τό Γαι τό πολυανδρεΐον T O O Γωγ, as a correct and literal 
translation 2 9 of til tiöi] ΙΟΙ. With these passages already in mind, the 
translator of Ezekiel in 39: 11 a rendered t r n a ö n "ΐ by τό πολυανδρεΐον 
τών έπελθόντων. In translating thus, he proceeded on exactly the same 
lines as the translator of Lev. 25. I can perhaps best illustrate this by a 
diagram : 

pan 

πολυανδρεΐον you 

To this translator the single components of the compound expression 
τό Γαι τό πολυανδρεΐον had melted into one, with the result that he 
was able to supplant the first by the second, putting πολυανδρεΐον, when 
he wished to translate ICî. Here again we observe a psychological 
process, and in Ezekiel this development takes place before our eyes. 
And Ezek. 39: 11 α came to be the literary model for Jeremiah L X X ; 
for what can be easily explained in Ezekiel, could not be in Jeremiah 
otherwise than by seeing in it an adoption of a model fashioned 
previously in Ezekiel. 3 0 

Thus we have found some strange equivalents of a decidedly literary 
nature, equivalents which, far from illustrating the proper meaning of 
the Greek word in itself, rather illustrate what was in the mind of the 
translators. So the problem is not exactly lexical. As to Leviticus-
Numbers on the one hand and Ezekiel-Jeremiah (in this unexpected 
order) on the other, the truth of Thackeray's statement about ' en bloc 
translation ' has been confirmed. 

On p . 324 n. 10 I have pointed to the slight possibility that a third 
example of what we have just observed might be seen in Lev. 25: 8, 
where the L X X has αναπαύσεις for nhatf, supposing that the translator 
1 X 1 a similar way singled out άνάπαυσις from σάββατα άνάπαυσις = 
pnaj> n a # for fiatf instead of for pnatf. But I cannot wish to weaken the 



force of the preceding two examples by attributing the same weight to 
a parallel which admits of a different explanation. In itself the assump
tion that the L X X took rïhatf to be flnstt/ is not impossible, but jinatt* 
has no plural, and the context in the M T and the L X X requires a plural. 

(3) Bcponteiav. Among the 'instances due to later scribes extracting a 
meaning out of what were originally transliterations' (Thack. pp. 36 f.), 
θεροπτείαν, ι Sam. 15: 23, was given special attention, because it is the 
reading of Β and consequently of Swete. As even Rahlfs is not quite 
successful in restoring this passage nor quite correct in presenting the 
evidence, I may perhaps try to state the facts as they appear to me (see 
diagram). 

From this diagram, which purposely neglects the less important 
details, there emerge three forms of the Greek text. One is that roughly 
common to BO; it shares with the others the complete failure to 
understand the last Hebrew word (for which the Vulgate much better 
says nolle acquiescere), and also the separation of "Ho from the first half 
of the stichus. The lack of meaning thus created Origen attempts to 
correct by the gen. αμαρτίας. As Rahlfs' app. erit. indicates, he considers 
the passage one of those in which Lucian alone offers a text which is 
free from the later corruptions found in the others. I t was Wellhausen 
who first drew attention to such passages on the ground that in them 
Lucian was bound to be the true LXX, because his Greek text pointed 
back to a Hebrew better than our present one on which the other 
recensions depended, either wholly or by contamination. But in this 
passage there is nothing of the kind; all go back not only to the same 
Hebrew, but even to the same misunderstanding of it as is shown by 
their έττάγουσιν. Moreover, Rahlfs is certainly right in adopting 
Lucian's acc. όδύνην καΐ πόνους, but he is mistaken in citing Lucian as 
his source for θεραφιν, even if he does so only as against θεραπειαν of Β. 
This is my main objection: Lucian does not read θεραφιν at the very 
place where Rahlfs puts it with some later recensions which are under 
hexaplaric influence, including 0 itself. Tha t the Lucianic text contains 
a doublet is most easily seen from a comparison with the Vet. Lat., 
which is the most primitive of all. Here I neglect the different results of 
its wrestling with οΐώνισμα and the addition of tibi and ad te, the latter 
being attempts at making sense of έττάγουσιν. Yet its second part proves 
that the last words in Lucian represent the older and genuine half of the 
doublet, 8 1 and that the old text, if ever it reflected ä*p*wt, included it in 
πόνους and thus did not read θεραφιν at all. Therefore we get the oldest 



MT B, Swctc Rahlfs Origen Lucian Vet. Lat. 

Retranslation 
of 

Vet. Lat. 

ότι ότι ότι ότι quoniam ότι 
- η κ β π αμαρτία αμαρτία αμαρτίας οίώνισμα» peccatum αμαρτία 

οίώνισμα οίώνισμα οίώνισμα αμαρτία abominatio (L. Lucifer) 
(improperium)0 (Spec.) 

οίώνισμα 

έστιν, έστιν, έστιν, εστίν παρα-
πικρασμός · 

est ( + tibi Leg.) έστιν, 

αδικία (h -ας) 
καί θεραφιν6 

οδύνη όδύνην οδύνη όδύνην dolores όδύνην 

m καί πόνος καί πόνου; καί πόνος καί πόνους et gemitus 
ad te 

καί πόνους 

θερα (Γείαν θεραφιν θεραφιμ 
n s o n 
A" " 

έπάγουσιν. έπάγουσιν. έπάγουσιν. έπάγουσιν. adducentur (Leg. Lucif. 
Spec.) (adduxisti Lucif. $). 

έπάγουσιν. 

» Transposition. b Doublet. c = όνείδισμα (abominatio elsewhere = βδέλυγμα). 

ι8ι 



and best text obtainable by cancelling θεραφιν from Rahlfs' text. 
Lucian's insertion is hexaplaric, for in Theodotion's text the three 
words irapooriKpaapos αδικία θεραφιν followed one on other as they do 
in Lucian, only that Lucian inserts a καΐ before θεραφιν.3 2 So here 
Rahlfs' text is secondary, an Ur-Lucian with an interpolated θεραφιν, 
and Swete's tertiary, Origenian plus the late Graecizing Θεροπτείαν, 
which is in Bvy only. 8 3 Therefore, when seen against the background of 
its context, θεραττείαν, far from being a homonym, fashioned on the 
basis of CO*]?, is still more foreign to the L X X than θεραφιν, and, at its 
best, merely ranges with our examples in above, pp. 158 if. 

In his many reflections upon the appropriate and correct nature of 
translations found in the LXX, Jerome, who likes to pose as an expert 
linguist, often touches lightly the problem of homonymy, without, of 
course, ever getting any real grasp of it. In reading such passages we 
never really know whether we have to do with anything more than 
passing thoughts. So, when speaking about the variants θήραν ~ χήραν 
in Ps. 131 (132) : 15, he knows that et hebraea volumina et ipsi Septuaginta 
Θηραν Ment, though he prefers to keep to the traditional reading 
χηραν (Anecd. Mareds. in 1, 90: 10, Rahlfs, S-St 11, 121); yet he cannot 
simply acquiesce in θηραν, but tries to explain it in a passage (Quaest. in 
Gen. 45: 21) which has often been quoted from H. Hodius onward 
(Schleusner πι, 68) : Θήραν venationem magis potest sonare quam fruges, 
tametsi morts sit Aegyptiorum θήραν etiam 'far' vocare, quod nunc corrupte 
'atheram' nominant. For the context of this chapter Jerome indicates that 
(ά)Θηρα, gruel, porridge, in Egypt was a homonym of θήρα, chase, which, 
as we have seen, he personally did not favour in the Psalm passage. He 
is mistaken, of course, for θήρα in its further meaning, prey, game, is a 

> 

good translation of TS (compare Job L X X 38: 41 βοράν, 2 Esdras 
23: 15, in a Lucianic addition, έτπσιτισμόν). 

3.3.3. Homonyms proper 
If we had to classify the homonyms according to their formation, an 
example of secondary coincidence would be τό νΐκος (above, pp. 34 f.). 
When the word was moulded in early Hellenism, 1 and ει had not yet 
become fully homophonous, but for the later parts of the L X X where 
we find V Î K O S (and νίκη) as Aramaizing translations of Π?ϊ, homonymy 
with τό νεΐκος can be assumed. 8 4 

I propose, however, a different classification, dealing first with a 
group where borrowing was easiest, and then with another one where 



it is rarest in all languages, and finally discussing several words which 
offer a special interest. 

3.3.4. Homonyms proper: measures and coins 
Names of measures and coins are everywhere most easily borrowed. 
They move in a special sphere so that there is no danger of confusion. 

No Englishman, when using the names of foreign monetary units like 
mark or franc, feels in the least reminded of their homonyms, mark = 
target, or the tribal or personal name Frank (which, as the orthography 
indicates, is but an earlier borrowing of the same word), and frank = 
candid. Exactly the same happened to early Western Greek under Italic 
influence. Here as early as in the fifth-century Sicilian comedians, 
Epicharmus and Sophron, there is a νόμος = nummus, thus a homonym 
of νόμος, usage, custom and melody, strain. And this borrowed word is even 
found elsewhere. In modern Greek, where the vowel quantities are 
equalized, a further homonym comes in, νώμος, shoulder, pronounced 
νόμος, which arose from the acc. τό[ν ώμον. 

ό βάτος = Π 3 is also a complete homonym of ό βάτος, rubus, bramble, 
as this is masc. in the LXX. There is a third word in Greek, ό βάτος, 
skate* 

6 χάρος = in the L X X is homonymous with ό κόρος, satiety, 
Esther Ε3 (8: I2c Ra.) , and there are two more homonyms outside the 
LXX, ό κόρος, boy, lad and ό κόρος, besom, in Hesychius. In a written 
text, apart from the pronunciation there would be still two more 
homonyms, κορός, dark, black, and κορός, pure. Eupolemos, as quoted by 
Alex. Polyhistor, the NT, and Josephus share in ά κόρος = nà, which 
they took from the LXX. 

λίτρον/λΐτρον. In another word of measurement full homonymy was 
never reached. Earlier we mentioned λίτρον from inj with short 1; it 
was not until I I P that an occasional λιτρον for λίτρα = Latin libra, with 
a long i, λίτρον, was used, Pap. Fay. 331 (LS). But by this time the 
former λίτρον had long given way to νίτρον. LS ought to accent λίτρον = 
λίτρα as a properispomenon. 



3.3.5. Homonyms proper: verbs 
The class of words where borrowing is least frequent is that of the verbs. 
A noun is more like small change; it fits into every syntactical context 
without qualifying it. A verb, on the other hand, is of more far-reaching 
consequence. I t is much more closely connected with the conception and 
fashioning of the whole idea in the mind of the writer, and impresses its 
meaning in a much more thorough way upon his whole sentence. So it 
contributes in a much higher degree to the peculiar colour of speech 
than any noun could do. From the start we have, therefore, to expect 
that homonymous verbs are much rarer than homonymous nouns ; and 
in scrutinizing any examples that may have been recorded, we are 
bound to apply a much stricter standard. Some influence from Semitic 
languages may be expected; this follows from what we have been 
discussing about the extension of the range of meaning in Greek verbs 
according to the Hebrew pattern (above, pp. 143 ff.). But much that 
has been suggested by earlier scholars is rather doubtful, especially when 
it includes consonants which belonged to the Greek terminations. 

So 'tTHan ~ έξέβραξεν' in Wellhausen's stimulating list (Text 
pp. 10 f., note) cannot even be verified either from more recent or 
traditional editions, and I cannot here deal with similar suggestions as 
given in Cornill's otherwise so valuable critical edition of Ezekiel (1886). 

Thackeray's example συκοφαντεΐν (-της, -τία) Ps., Prov., J o b Θ', 
Eccles. = j?Bft* is neat, yet the convergence of the Hebrew and Greek 
meanings explains the renderings to such a degree as to exclude this 
example from our section dealing with homonyms. This much can be 
said, that with the later translators (Job θ ' , Eccles., and many hexa
plaric quotations in Field) συκοφαντ. = pttfS is one case among many 
where the Greek word was chosen because it sounded similar. 3 7 In the 
older examples we may merely have good and free translations without 
anything of the refinement of the later technique, e.g. Lev. 19: 11 ού 
συκοφαντήσει = In Gen. 43: 18 R. Kittel's retranslation 
'συκοφαντήσαι = Vn^nV (BH*) does not carry conviction; it looks as 
though it were thought out so as to be as close as possible to his retrans
lation of Targ. Syr., V*j|Tin ,̂ which is preferred by Procksch after 
Kittel. The experts do not yet agree as to the interpretation of the MT's 
VVinnV.38 As Joseph's brethren do not know what may happen to them 
in the house of the man whom they believe to be a high-ranking 
Egyptian authority, συκοφαντήσαι would be the proper expression for 
anything that they apprehend from him. This example dissuades us 



from seeing anything in Lev. 19: 11 in line with the later parallel 
συκοφαντ. ~ ptiv. I rather think that our N T grammars acted wisely 
in neglecting this example when discussing possible semitisms. 

The remaining two verbs in Thackeray's list, p . 38, do not stand the 
test either, 3 9 as soon as one thinks of finding in them more than a casual 
similarity of sound - and that, it is only fair to say, goes beyond 
Thackeray's purpose, κωλύειν and άποκωλύειν everywhere render 
verbs with the meaning retain, stop, hinder, 8^3, S M , *1XS. In 1 Kings 1: 6 
άπεκώλυσεν αυτόν renders i ^ S » , as does κωλύση, Job 12: 15, though 
the M T has tas», reproached him. The only thing that is remarkable 
about άποκωλύειν is the fact that in 1 Sam. 25: 7,15 the L X X translates 
DÎ?3, insult, as though it had read the verb »03 which, as Wellhausen 
remarks, has nothing corresponding to the Hiphil and Hophal forma
tions used here in the MT. Thus all that can be recorded boils down 
to some further examples of the confusion of Hebrew roots both of 
which, however, here make tolerable sense; but, of course, no editor 
would be tempted to make any alteration in the Hebrew text. 

Ιλαχεν = T ? V , 1 Sam. 14: 47, does not form part of the original 
L X X , 4 0 as was seen by Wellhausen and Field, and is easily recognizable 
from Rahlfs' text and annotation: 

κατακλη ροϋται Ιργον 

κατακληρ. ( + το D) έργον B Lm] + του βασιλευειν D; 
ελαχεν του βασιλευειν 0 ; pr. ελαχεν του βασιλευειν Β +. 

Thackeray above all should have avoided taking Ιλαχεν τοϋ βασι
λευειν, which is in Β and accordingly in the text of the Cambridge 
editions, as belonging to the genuine text ; for he was the first to explain 
the use of the historic present by the earlier translators of the books of 
Samuel and Kings (for his final statement see his brilliant Schweich 
Lectures, pp. 20 ff. and Appendix 1). One is really surprised that he 
should not have been startled by the context of Β and Swete, for και 
Cαoυλ κατακλη ροϋται. . . followed by καΐ έπολέμει is a striking example 
of Thackeray's own teaching, the effect of which is seriously impaired 
by the interpolation after Οαουλ: ίλαχεν . . . 4 1 

There is, however, a better example of homonymy in a verb, 
ήττδσοαι. Neither the verb nor its derivatives are frequent in the LXX, 
yet one thing stands out clearly. The great majority of the occurrences 
belong to Isaiah, and here six out of twelve have as their Hebrew 
equivalent nnn Qal, Niphal, be frightened; moreover, some other 



instances where the Hebrew is different are likely to confirm the inter
pretation which we are going to give. Elsewhere this particular 
rendering is confined to the later translators. Some few other passages 
disclose other usages of ήττδσθαι such as are paralleled in secular Greek. 
The homonymy which we believe we are able to state is given by the 
existence side by side of the more common usages of ήττδσθαι on the 
one hand, and the peculiar one rendering nnp on the other. For 
the details see Excursus XIV, p . 256. 

3.3.6. Homonyms proper: selected nouns 
It still remains to deal with some homonymous nouns which offer 
a special interest. 

β&ρις. When discussing σαράβαρα (pp. 177 ff.), we found that it was 
not originally Greek in any of its meanings, and the possibility was 
mentioned that in its early and later occurrences it derived from 
different foreign words, possibly even languages, and, if so, disclosed 
the co-existence, or subsequent existence, of two homonyms. What we 
were unable to prove there, for lack of evidence, is certain with βάρις 
(cf. p . 304 n. 3, where the remaining differences of inflexion are 
mentioned). Hesychius records the different meanings, as though they 
belonged to the same word, βαρις: πλοΐον, ή τείχος, ή στοά, ή πύργος, 
cf. also Etymol. Magn. 188, 31. Evidently there is no reason why we 
should accent the two homonyms in a different way, as do H. Lewy, 
Fremdwörter p . 96, HR, and Thackeray (p. 34, yet not p . 150), when 
spelling βάρις = ΠΤ3. Actually the decisive cases do not occur. Yet 
both the Hebrew n"ya, from which it is immediately derived, and the 
fact of homonymy point to the accentuation βάρις, which is beyond 
doubt in the homonym denoting Egyptian flat-bottomed boat, βαρις, large 
house, tower, is rare outside the O T and Josephus, yet there are some 
examples in LS from authors - Ephorus (IV a ) and Posidippus ( I I I a ) in 
later citations with slightly different mean ings - and an inscription 
( I I p ) . Though there are not so many compounds as of βάρις, boat, yet 
πυρνόβαρις, Ps. 121: 7, shows that the word was fairly well received 
into Greek. 

γ η . ΙΓϊ, ΙΠ, valley, low ground (see also the discussion of νεεννα, p . 247), 
is sometimes rendered by γ ή . 4 2 What we want to know is, whether this 
is merely a scribal adaptation of what originally was a transliteration to 



M T L X X 
Const. 

(Weingart) Tyconius 

•TIKVÏH καί Ιμπλήσω (ol Γ + · Χ · 
τας φάραγγας) 

sanguine tuo et satiabo 

τ~ - όητό τοϋ αίματος σου saturabo sanguine tuo 
πδσαν τήν γήν colles colles 

ττασαν την γην] om Β 
om την Α; οι Γ' ·χ· τας <papayyaç2°; 
τα πεδία L 
colles Vet. Lat. 

In some major points the recensions and translations are at one, as in 
the rendering of the difficult TWO*} and in the transposition of riVRirt 
and ipwi, . To Rahlfs πδσαν τήν γήν was a negligible minority 
reading (AC), and moreover his critical apparatus merely records that L 
reads τα πεδία. Now Pap. Scheide supports A and the catenae-group and 
Scheide is much earlier than both. So the balance has decisively changed, 
and one is bound to state that the Β text is mutilated. The change in the 
order of words, as compared with the MT, though not frequent in 
Ezekiel L X X (Cornill pp. 97 f.), indicates the authenticity of the text 

a similar Greek word, or whether it actually goes back to the translators, 
who thus would have given a ' translation' by means of a homonym to 
Greek yfj, earth, land. 

The decision is easy in passages where there is evidence for both you 
and yfj ; for here the latter cannot be anything but a transformation of 
the former. 4 3 So we must read έν Γαι Βεν €ννομ, 2 Chron. 28: 3 with 
Bca only, 33:6 with Β only. 4 4 The same applies to 1 Chron. 4:14, where 
the evidence offers some additional interest. Here, as in 2 Esdras 21: 35, 
we have the place name, Βφ}Χ\ the aaftsmeris valley. In 1 Chron. 
4: 14 the M T reads D'tf-jq K** 'aK and the L X X again Γαι (γή in Be,, 
whereas the others read γης and L again, ψαράς i.e. φάρας, a contraction 
for <papayyoç, cf. also 2 Chron. 28: 3." The evidence of 2 Esdras 21: 35 
is in conformity with that of 1 Chron. 4: 14, only that the L X X proper 
omits w . 32-5 and the secondary form Γη Αρασιμ is the only one 
preserved, and that in L only (including S c- a), which fills the gap 
throughout. 

Omitting here Zeph. 2:14, which will be dealt with later in connec
tion with other passages from the Minor Prophets, I turn to Ezek. 32: 5, 
the most important passage in this connection, and this all the more, 
as Pap. Scheide, which has since come to light, provides fresh evidence. 



of Scheide AC, all the more as it is found also in Lucian, whose τα 
πεδία may suggest that the Vet. Lat. colles, though attested by two 
independent witnesses, was once valles (if it is not an adaptation to the 
preceding montes). The more important point is that this fuller reading 
is obviously not hexaplaric, as Q, records τάς φάραγγας for the Three, 
displaying it under ·χ·, and this twice, at the place corresponding to the 
Hebrew and again instead of πδσαν τήν γήν. So τάς φάρογγας is an 
Origenian insertion, and we may safely imagine that in the Hexapla 
πδσαν τήν γήν, if retained at all, was marked by an obelus. Its omission 
in Β is, therefore, one of the indications, which are not too rare in 
Ezekiel, that here B's text is influenced by the L X X column of Origen. 

After thus vindicating πδσαν τήν γήν, we are prepared to profit by 
the lesson which it has to teach us. As we saw earlier (p. 59 and n. 49), 
plural formations of γ ή are rare in the L X X as elsewhere; they therefore 
invited itacistic corruption which Wackernagel was the first to correct in 
his review of Helbing's grammar (ThLZ, I 9 0 ö > Ρ· 638). Thackeray 
observed (§10, 6, p . 143) a tendency to avoid this rare and difficult 
plural by using the singular with an adjective, Gen. 41: 54, έν πάση 
τή γ ή , Jer. 35 : 0 γης πολλής, or even without it Dan. Θ' 11 : 42, 
always for niX"lN. Now in Ezek. 32: 5 the same expedient is used in 
rendering rrt'Çî, and this is conclusive evidence that this translator put 
γ ή for iTi, as Cornill suggested ('welches übrigens = tri sein könnte 
cf. 39: 11 ', p . 383). This presents us with an incontestable example of a 
homonym. 4 6 

There remain some passages in the Minor Prophets with what we 
can learn from them. ''ijrirvn, Zeph. 2: 14, is an old crux. J . Hempel, 
OLZ, 1926, pp. 263 f., after dismissing some attempts to interpret the 
passage by deriving from other roots elsewhere unknown in Hebrew, 
joins those who read (Χ)"1), (the last of these was Sellin), and with regard 
to the LXX's τά θηρία της γης he comments that γ ή was ' aus Unacht
samkeit aus der Transkription in die Ubersetzung übernommen'. On 
the contrary, I feel sure that there never was a transliteration preceding 
the existing translation; and one must remember that Hempel wrote in 
the heyday of Wutz's theory, which imagined a transliterated text in 
Greek characters as the basis from which the L X X was translated, τά 
θηρία τής γής is found more than once in the LXX, where it stands for 
different Hebrew expressions, among which is ΠΤ&Π ΓΡΠ, Exod. 23: 29 
(cf. also Hos. 4: 3 with the spurious amplification in the LXX, Nyberg, 
Hosea p . 24). In Josh. 15: 8 we read γης Ραφαϊν for B 'KBI 'p»» along 
with a twice repeated φάραγξ €νομ = Ban ( ' |3) one sees, and that 



is why I quote these passages, that there was some latitude in the use 
of yfj as an equivalent for different Hebrew words; but this is no 
obstacle to taking it as a homonym when it renders IFî. I t is my 
contention that it ought so to be taken in Zeph. 2: 14; for Marti's 
explanation, which is repeated by Horst -"Ίϊ a dittography of the 
following Dî, and f *7«Π dropped - is at least without support from LXX's 
Tfls yfis- Actually the L X X may not have found Κ|ΐ in Zeph. 2: 14, but 
"Ίΐ, and freely have 'substituted' ΚΊ as, soon afterwards, in 3: 6, it 
rendered υπερήφανους = triU (cf. Ps. 93 (94): 2; Job 40: 7 (12)) for 
the MT's Dliî, which latter is not contested by our editors and 
expositors. This difference between the assumption of a different 
Hebrew text found by the translators and their method of 'substitu
tion', which was a legitimate game of imagination rather than a 
deliberate departure from the given Hebrew text, is instructively taught 
by A. Kaminka in his Studies on the Minor Prophets (1928). 

Here is the proper place to mention yet another homonym deriving 
from id which was recorded by Thackeray (p. 38), 'χάος is suggested 
by K% "Ί in Mic. 1: 6, Zech. 14: 4'. In both passages χάος in its 
genuinely Greek meaning makes sense, though not that of the original, 
and we should not fail to record that immediately afterwards, in Zech. 
14: 5, we twice read φ ά ρ α γ ξ ορέων for Dnn-iTS, which has been 
emended into Din~iOî. χάος is not found elsewhere in the LXX, and 
the case for its being a homonym is less strong than that of yfj. Never
theless, it emerges afresh in Enoch 11 : 13 (observed by Albrecht 
Dieterich, Nekyia pp . 218, 221) τό χάος τοϋ πυρός which is identical 
with yeevva (του) πυρός in Matthew and 2 Clem. 5: 4 (parallels from 
outside the Bible, yet not outside its influence, in W. Bauer s p . 304). 

δρέπανον. Twice used in 1 Sam. 13: 20 f. In the second instance it 
stands for ox-goad, and most probably this same word must be 
restored in the Hebrew of v. 20 from which it was expelled by a word 
from the close context so that this word now appears twice. Most 
assuredly this translator knew that δρέπανον meant sickle. If ever he 
had to guess, it was the Hebrew word that set him guessing. And his 
guess-work continued on the line by which he had just rendered the 
hap. leg. HBhna by θεριστήριον, scythe.*7 Other translators had a correct 
δρέπανον for different Hebrew equivalents. 4 8 The same applies to 
φακός (see below). δρέπανον can therefore no more be called a homonym 
than φακός. When Wellhausen (Text p . 10 n.) assumes that the ' L X X ' 
was well acquainted with the true meaning of the Hebrew words, but 



knew their Greek equivalents only in the meaning of the Hebrew, he 
pictures a stage of primitive homonymy, but hardly the situation in 
which we find our translator. 

θάλασσα = "T̂ J/fl (a channel) ι Kings 18: 32, 35, 38. So Thackeray 
p . 37, but Rahlfs, S-St in, 285 and 69, thinks that Thackeray was wrong 
for the reason that he did not consider the reading θααλα which was not 
in Swete, and which Rahlfs considers the true L X X reading. 

nVrn, channel, ditch, elsewhere υδραγωγός Isa. 36: 2 = 2 Kings 18:17; 
2 Kings 20: 20; όύσ»ς, drain, gully, J ob 38: 25; plur. συστέματα, Ezek. 
31: 4, is represented by θάλασσα in the three passages mentioned by 
Thackeray: 

32 εποίησαν θάλασσαν χωρούσαν δύο μετρητός. 
35 τήν θάλασσαν Ιπλησαν ύδατος. 
38 τό ύδωρ το έν τη θαλασσή. 

In all three passages Lucian reads θααλα or θαλαα, and in 32 he also 
has the neuter χωρούν instead of χωρούσαν; yet in 35 he reads τήν 
θααλα and in 38 τη θααλα. Here we have the Lucianic method of in
consistent correction. He corrects the fem. χωρούσαν in 32, yet 
acquiesces in τήν 35 and τη 38. This gives the impression that in the 
text upon which he was working he had found θάλασσα and changed it 
to θααλα which he, to begin with, treated as a neuter. Tha t these 
alterations are late and of Lucian's own date and do not go back to the 
text upon which he made his recension, is also seen from the fact that 
support is missing from the Vet. Lat., which reads capientes ( = χωροΰν-
τες ο) and foveas (Lucifer foveam) in 32, foveam in 35 and in altare 
(Lucifer) in 38. This Vercellone (11, 533) derives from the comment of 
Theodoretus which he translates as follows: 'In orbem fodiens fecit aquae 
receptaculum (δοχεϊον). Hoc Hebraeus quidem appellavit θααλα; Iosephus vero 
δεξαμενή v.' And Vercellone continues, 'Hinc Lucifer Calarit. habet 

foveam, margo cod. gothic. legion, foveas'. In 38 the non-Lucianic 
reading is shared by N, which has a transposition of some clauses. In 
39 Lucian has a word which is elsewhere marked with an asterisk; so 
his text looks decidedly secondary in the whole passage. 

Textual evidence, therefore, strongly favours the reading θάλασσα. 
This, however, needs some explanation. A ditch, dug in the terrible 
waterless years, certainly cannot have been called 'sea ' , and Thackeray 
is correct in tracing θάλασσα back to nV»n ; but he fails to account for 
the difference in form between the Hebrew and the Greek. Here we do 



well to remember the fact that in certain strata of the L X X Aramaic 
forms were used and Graecized to render the corresponding Hebrew 
word. Therefore long ago I ventured to reconstruct an Aramaic word 
which has not been preserved elsewhere. Its sound would be something 
like tael'pä or taelap~ä. When I submitted this attempt at a solution to 
Professor Rahlfs some years before the First World War, he agreed and 
modified my suggestion by pointing to the Arabic forms tal'a or tar'a, 
with a transposition of the second and third radical. In conformity with 
this, the Aramaic form was bound to have been KrarVfl, and from this 
the Greek homonym θάλασσα was fashioned. 

This rendering of J? by -σσ- is an example of the repeated emergence 
of certain innate proclivities of Greek. All such examples are valuable 
for Greek phonetics. In earlier Greek, there is noticeable, in different 
periods and places and in ways that are not entirely identical in detail, 
a tendency to use -σσ- or -ττ- to express sounds, particularly foreign 
ones, which were neither σ(σ) nor τ (τ ) , but something half-way between 
them, so that some ears perceived a preponderance of the s-sound, others 
that of the t-sound. We are unable exactly to define the phonetic value 
of these sounds. The only thing that we can say with certainty, is that 
it was neither σ(σ) nor τ (τ ) . The dual spelling which in various ways 
attempts to express this peculiar consonant is found in many genuinely 
Greek formations: thus πράττω was used not only in Attica, but also in 
Boeotia and the Euboean Eretria; elsewhere the spelling was πράσσω 
or πρήσσω. Further it appears in place and proper names of a pre-
Greek stratum like Υμηττός. In Asia Minor there is even a special letter 
for this sound both in Carian names and genuinely Greek words; the 
shape of this (Carian-Cretan? Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p . 149 with n. 3) 
letter, which has latterly been found as far off as the Gilician Selinus, 
has given rise to the suggestion that originally the difference between 
the spellings σσ and τ τ in the main was a matter of orthography and not 
of phonetics. So Wilamowitz, Gesch. 11, 3. The Carian letter, T, looked 
like a broad Τ and τ (τ) may simply be a more recent substitute for this 
Φ. In later times this Φ survives only as the cipher " \ earlier τ , <τ>, and 
was called by the Byzantine name σαμπί, said to be σάν + πϊ, but in 
reality σαν ( = ώς αν) π ϊ ' like πί ' . 4 9 

Among the preserved spellings with Τ there is also θαλάΤης. Thus 
θάλασσα = KÇg'pn opens an interesting perspective, if we are allowed to 
interpret it as a late resumption of a formerly fairly wide-spread 
phonetic or orthographic custom. The analogy would be almost 
complete, if Brugmann-Thumb 4 (pp. 42, 114) were right in assuming 



that σσ — T T was a ' long ' or 'geminated spirans'; but Schwyzer, 
whose Greek Grammar supersedes the preceding editions of Brugmann 
and Thumb, gives convincing reasons for his view that we cannot 
define the pronunciation of this σσ and τ τ in the period previous to the 
Koine (pp. 318 f., 149).6 0 

μηχανήματα. J . Freudenthal, who combined mastery of rabbinics and 
classics, records in his monograph on the remnants of Jewish and 
Samaritan historical writings (Hellenistische Studien 1/2. Alexander 
Polyhistor, Breslau, 1875, pp. 119 f.) that Eupolemos 'ΤίϋΟα I Kön. 7, 
16 (4). 7, 43 (28) mit μηχανήματα übersetzt'. Inlbö, the ten bases on 
wheels, each carrying a sacrificial kettle, are among the cult objects 
manufactured by Hiram of Tyre (1 Kings 7: 27 if.). In the L X X the 
word is transliterated μεχωνωθ for the Hebrew singular and plural alike, 
and, inconsistently enough, is treated as a fern, singular and plural in 
all instances in 1 Kings (τα; μ. 2 Chron. 4: 14), but as a masculine 
τους μ. in 2 Kings 25: 13, and a neuter τ α μ. in 25: 16; elsewhere it is 
translated βάσεις Jer . 52: 17, as Lucian reads 2 Kings 25: 13. 5 1 For 
Freudenthal this was evidence for the fact that Eupolemos, a Jewish 
historian who probably lived in the first half of I I e , though drawing 
mostly on the LXX, especially on Chronicles, sometimes consulted the 
Hebrew original. Yet after going into the matter, I cannot but state 
that Freudenthal was mistaken, and that therefore this example, 
welcome as it would have been, must be abandoned. In order to prevent 
a similar mistake by later writers on the matter, I will now give some 
evidence for this statement. 

On the whole Eupolemos follows the order of the biblical report. 
There are some modifications and embellishments, and also some 
omissions which, however, may go back to the fact that we do not have 
his original work, but extracts made by Alexander Polyhistor, as 
quoted by Eusebius, Praep. Evang. ix. So, after describing the molten 
sea (λουτήρα χαλκοΰν g, 34, 9) with some non-biblical detail, he 
appends a short sentence about the altar and continues (9, 34, 11), 
ποιήσαι δέ καΐ δακτυλίους δύο χαλκούς αλυσιδωτούς καΐ στη σαι 
αυτούς έπί μηχανημάτων υπερεχόντων τ φ ΰψει τόν ναόν πήχεις κ ' . . . 
After this there is an obvious gap, and earlier there may have been 
another gap where we now miss his description of the ten bases on 
wheels for the ten lavers. For what was quoted above undoubtedly 
refers to 1 Kings 7: 41 (27) f., ' the two pillars, and the two bowls of 
the chapiters that were on the top of the two pillars; and the two net-
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works, to cover the two bowls of the chapiters which were upon the top 
of the pillars ' etc. ; and μηχανήματα means the contrivance upon which 
these bowls and networks were based. The fact that he speaks of δύο, 
and the other fact that the whole thing is said to be higher than the 
temple-roof, make it certain that here we have a description of the two 
pillars Jachin and Boaz. Moreover, Freudenthal himself gives a correct 
interpretation on pp. 114 and 211, so that his equation μηχανήματα ~ 
nilDB is a slip. The closest parallel to this usage of μηχανήματα is 
ι Macc. 13: 29, in the description of the memorial monument which 
Simon Maccabaeus erected on the grave of his brother Jonathan. 

μναΐ. J . E. Grabe, at the beginning of ch. IV of his Prolegomena to 
the first volume of his edition of the LXX, revives and adopts a sug
gestion of Capellus and Bochart which, though he does not say so, 
would lead us to assume another Greek homonymy of two borrowed 
Semitic words. He proposes in Gen. 31: 7 to read δέκα μνών instead of 
δέκα αμνών, and in 31: 41 δέκα μναΐς for δέκα άμνάσι. The Hebrew is 
0"ΊΒ, and he stresses that elsewhere D'JB is rendered μναΐ. Grabe 
purposely here omits the vowel points, and he defends his emendation, 
' quanquam cnn in his Jacobi verbis non minas auri argentive, sed vices 
decies mutatas significet', and continues 'Librarii autem occasione 
ultimae in proxime praecedenti numéro δέκα literae α, quodque 
agnorum Jacobo pro mercede datorum mentio in hoc Capite sit facta, 
αμνών & άμνάσι exinde fecerunt'. He then defends the translator 
against Jerome's stricture, 'a tqui non LXX, sed Librarii sunt in culpa, 
si recta sit nostra Emendatio' . In the other passages which Grabe 
quotes, ι Kings 10: 17; 2 Esdras 2: 69; 17: 71 f.; Ezek. 45: 12, μνα 
(Ezekiel) and μναΐ are the natural translations of Π1Β plural Q^B, from 
which μνα had been borrowed so early that the difference between Att. 
pi. μναΐ and Ion. μνέαι reflected that of γαΐ-γέαι. Yet apart from ΠΪ8 pi. 
nilB, part, portion, which in the L X X is always μέρος, there still is the 
pi. ΕΓΐΒ (from nib*) parts, i.e. vices, with which we are concerned here. 
This is obviously another word, though the consonants are the same. 
If the L X X really translated μναΐ, they have either confused two 
different Hebrew words which had the same appearance in their un
pointed text, or they chose to render it by a Greek homonymy which to 
some extent corresponded to the Hebrew one. The former alternative is 
highly improbable, as the translators of the Pentateuch and especially 
Genesis were guided and safeguarded by a fairly strong exegetical 
tradition - it is different with some later books like Isaiah and the 



Minor Prophets; the latter must be considered in the light of the 
evidence. 

For Ο*1» rtl^S, which is the same in Gen. 31: 7, 14, in verse 7 the 
L X X reads τών δέκα αμνών, with very few variants: αμναδων Cyr.; 
om. των Cj Cyr. cod.; Aquila δέκα αριθμούς, Symmachus δεκάκις 
αριθμώ. In v. 4i there are some more variants: the prevailing reading of 
the L X X is δέκα άμνάσιν; αμνών o n , 129 (pr. των) ; αμνας 961, 53, 56; 
αμναδας dpChr.J ( = Q; των δεκα αμναδων i a P j m g s m g Arm v i d - Boh.; 
Aquila δεκάκις αριθμόν according to Μ, δέκα άριθμοΐς according to jcjj ; 
Symmachus δεκάκις (this and the evidence of 31: 7 seem to indicate 
that in 41 the reading ascribed to Aquila by M in fact belongs to 
Symmachus). The difference of cases in both verses is what we should 
expect, for the translators of the Pentateuch are fond of variation, as 
was amply demonstrated by Thiersch. Another difference is the article 
in 7, which in a few MSS is also in 41. If we accept Grabe's emendation, 
the article must be excised, for it came in only with the corruption of 
μνών to αμνών. The fluctuation is between αμνός and άμνάς; for άμνή, 
a rare formation (Passow-Crönert, pp. 380 f.) does not occur in the 
L X X ; therefore άμνάς in 961, 53, 56 is mistaken, as it stands; but with 
an assumed dittography δεκα[α]μνας it may witness for an original 
δέκα[α]μνας. Observe that the oldest MS, 911 (HI?) displays αμνών as 
read in verse 7. I think that Grabe is right, and we should read δέκα 
μνών (without article) in verse 7; as to verse 41 we are at liberty to 
choose between μναϊς and μνδς, both being correct. By introducing this 
homonymy, the translator wished to express ten times, and I rather 
wonder whether in so doing he reflected an idiom peculiar to Jewish 
vernacular Greek. 6 2 

σχίζα. Of Wellhausen's examples of homonyms σχί3α (missing in 
Thackeray) stands the test better than some; for here it so happens 
that the Greek word renders one Hebrew equivalent only, and that in 
a single context and in an isolated reflection in the Apocrypha. 

In the story of Jonathan and David parting with heavy hearts, 
ι Sam. 20: 20-38, fn, shaft, dart, is ten times rendered by σχί^α, the 
Greek meaning of which is piece of wood cut off, lath, splinter. The same 
word is found in another translated book, 1 Mace. 10: 80, where the 
meaning, dart, is equally unmistakable, έξετίναξαν τάς σχίζας είς τόν 
λαόν. 8 3 I think the example in 1 Mace, at least proves that σ χ ^ α = γ Π 
had been incorporated in the translators' vocabulary. It may well have 
formed part of their community's idiomatic speech. 5 4 



σχί^α, dart, is not confined to the LXX. LS cites Anthol. Pal. 6, 282 
and an inscription, IG 2 2, 1629, 99^· Here, in an inventory, Traditio 
Curatorum Navalium Piraei, materials are quoted in a long list, on 
occasion of their being passed on to successors; we read σχί^αι είς 
βέλη κατατταλτών, which, in my opinion, can only be translated laths, 
for making darts to be used in catapults. So this example does not hold 
good. 

In the dedicatory epigram Anthol. Pal. 6, 282 the poet enumerates a 
list of articles used in Greek athletics, beginning with the felt-hat, 
buckle and scraper and proceeding to the pulled bow and the outworn 
chlamys, sucking up grease (γλοιοττότιν) καΐ σχίζας καΐ σφαϊραν 
άείβολον (always thrown). If with some expositors we understand 
σφαίρα as the disc, this would be an example of metaphorical speech, 
which would form a basis for seeing the same in σχί3αι, splinters, for 
darts. If, however, σφαίρα is the playing ball - the attributive άείβολος 
lends itself to both interpretations - to take σχί^αι metaphorically 
would be without parallel in the context. LS does not repeat the inter
pretation of σφαίρα as a disc, found in earlier lexica; but I do not know 
whether this omission is intentional. At any event, other words of this 
epigram are dealt with fairly exactly in LS. 

So I must leave it in suspense, whether fn merely invited a Greek 
usage which already existed, or led to the formation of a homonym 
similar in sound to the Hebrew vocable, a formation which in Anthol. 
Pal. was reached as a metaphor. 

This last question, namely whether and to what extent these homo
nyms, fashioned after a Semitic word of similar sound, had a Sitz im Leben 
in the idiomatic Jewish Greek on which the translators possibly would 
draw, could only be answered more decisively, if there were some 
example from outside the Greek Bible which would make it obvious 
that such a thing existed in the living Jewish Greek. 

φακός. Among the examples of homonyms to which Wellhausen drew 
attention, some denote tools and instruments of everyday life, yet when 
considered one by one they are seen to stand on different levels. 

So Thackeray (p. 38) is right in saying that, when φακός renders "?|B, 
a flask (also ΓιΠΟΧ a cruse) in 1 Sam. and 2 Kings, ' this meaning of the 
Greek word is classical' (see also H. Lewy, p . 28). I t is irrelevant that in 
Greek this meaning derives from the original meaning lentil, denoting 
anything shaped like lentib (LS) ; as everywhere the metaphorical character 
of a word was easily forgotten, and so it offered an easy translation for 



the Hebrew words of similar sound. So this is not a homonym. (See also 
δρέπανον and σχι^α above.) 

χάος. See above sub γ η , p . 189. 

3.3.7. Conc lus ion : t h e p r o p o r t i o n s 

Finally there arises the question of the proportions : to what extent do 
all these variegated tendencies colour and characterize the Greek of 
the LXX? As to the homonyms with sounds similar to Hebrew words, 
my enumeration, without aiming at completeness, was confined to those 
words about which it was hoped that something useful could be said. 
I t reveals that this feature, however striking it may be, keeps within 
fairly narrow limits. 

When looking at the whole of the not infrequent words of similar 
sound and meaning in both languages one is rather bound to feel that 
many opportunities were so to speak missed, βωμός for naa is confined to 
six passages in the Prophets; otherwise it is the proper translation of 
Π3ΤΒ ; χώμα never renders nain, any more than nratf1? is represented by 
λέσχη, although λέσχη, besides couch, later on means public building or 
hall. One must, however, not overlook the special attraction which the 
root p t f exercised on σκηνή, σκηνουν, 6 5 the Indo-European etymology 
of which does not give the impression of being firmly established. 

Compared with this feature, the others, namely confusion of homo
nymous or similar Hebrew roots on the one hand, and extension of the 
range of meaning after the Hebrew pattern on the other, to a decidedly 
higher degree influence the style of the different translators, stressing 
the varying degree of their independence upon the Hebrew original. 
To realize this, the reader must keep in mind that he has been given 
but a very scanty selection of examples which deserve some special 
consideration. For this there were two reasons: (1) we have the very 
solid, though not exhaustive studies by Johannessohn and Helbing, and 
(2) in this section the aim was not so much to provide a chapter that is 
missing in our L X X grammars, as to deal with such words as seemed 
to call for emendation in our editions. The first chapter on grammar 
was meant to be exhaustive, but completeness in the chapter on Semit-
isms was intended only within the treatment of the selected examples. 



'There is constant confusion in the MSS between the forms of οίδα and 
εΐδον' (Thack. p . 278), and even after Rahlfs a number of passages 
await rectification. This confusion is easily detected by consulting the 
underlying Hebrew. No one confronted with the Hebrew would have 
made the blunder; for in Hebrew the equivalents of know and see 
cannot be mistaken for one another, as can the words expressing see 
and fear. The imperfect K"*."1*, feared, was frequently confounded with 
ntjtT, 8*).% saw. Certainly it would be a mistake in method to 
correct mistaken Greek translations originating from confusion of 
Hebrew forms which were almost indistinguishable in an unpointed 
Hebrew text such as (n)NT; but it is necessary to emend such mistakes 
as are due not to the translators, who had the Hebrew before them, but 
exclusively to copyists, who had no recourse to the Hebrew and so were 
unable to check the text which they were copying. The difference is 
brought out by the words correct and emend : our task is not to correct 
mistakes committed by the translators, which, indeed, often would 
require but a single stroke of the pen, but to emend secondary corrup
tions and work back from the later stages of transmission to the earliest 
within reach. Therefore the appropriate procedure here is to start with 
the Hebrew words and to single out those features of the Greek which 
cannot be reconciled with their Hebrew equivalent. In this interfering 
influences from the context must be taken into consideration. 

ι. To know 
I take the most instructive passage first, because its corruption affects 
the Old and New Testaments alike, and conflicting tendencies can be 
observed in both. I t is Isa. 6: 9 f. : 

W ^ Ç P V K I Siötf ISJOttf gb ακοή ακούσετε καΐ ού μή συνητε 
: Win-^KI « η » c καΐ βλέποντες βλέψετε καΐ ού μή είδήτε · 

ΠίΠ DSfraV *»tt*n ιοα έπαχύνθη yap ή καρδία τ ο ϋ λ α ο ύ τούτου , 
"Τ33Π V3TK1 b καΐ τοις ώσΐν α υ τ ώ ν βαρέως ήκουσαν 

5*03 Vï*5*l c καΐ τους οφθαλμούς α υ τ ώ ν έκάμμυσαν 
rr»a ΠΚΤ-]Β d μήποτε ϊδωσι τοις οφθαλμοΐς 

Confusion of ΐδεϊν and εΐδέναι 



» 8 ^ Τ^ΐν^ί e καί τοις ώσΐν άκούσωσι 
iaaVl f καί τη καρδία συνώσι 

: 1̂  ΚΜΙ aeft g καί έτπστρέψωσι καί Ιάσομαι αυτούς. 

The editions have ϊδητε in v. gc, but obviously only είδήτε answers to 
« n n . The change may be merely itacistic; but more likely it is a definite 
corruption due to the influence of ϊδωσι in v. iod which, however, 
renders nijt*]?. Moreover, the argument of the whole passage points to the 
same conclusion: the fullest use of hearing (gb) and sight (gc) does not 
exclude a complete failure of understanding (gb) and perception (gc) 
on the part of the heart (lof) which has been made M T or grown 
(LXX ίο a) fat, unfeeling, callous. In 10 d-f the functions of the eyes, the 
ears and the heart stand out distinct and are not interchangeable, so 
that the corrupt ιδητε of gc must not be allowed to dim the same 
distinction which is at the root of g be, where V3fi and «ΠΒ are 
synonymous descriptions of the function of the heart, ioa-c express the 
same evil of obduracy in a changed order: heart-ears-eyes, in contrast 
with io d-f eyes-ears-heart, whereas the same scheme is only slightly 
obscured by the use of synonyms due to parallelismus membrorum : ears 
and heart (gb), eyes and heart (gc). To sum up, ιδητε, far from being a 
mere itacism, was caused by a thoughtlessness which confused the issues 
of gc and iod, so that ιδητε could be considered an equivalent of 
βλέποντες βλέψετε. No expositor nor any of our great Bible translations 
were misled by the corruption of the L X X ; it is the more surprising 
therefore that it has not been emended before. 

This corruption is dealt with at length because it appears both in the 
original Greek and the Versions. There are two complete quotations of 
Isa. 6 : g f. : Matt. 13: 14 f. and Acts 28: 26 f. The former is preceded by 
an allusion: Matt. 13: 13 = Mark 4: 12; Luke 8: 10. All three have the 
inverted order gcb which corresponds to that of 10 de, seeing before 
hearing, but differ in minor points. Mark alone has καΐ μή ιδωσιν = 
Isaiah καΐ ού μή ιδητε (and appends 10 g). Matthew omits it, but it can 
easily be restored in Luke, though his wording βλέποντες μή βλέπωσιν 
καΐ άκούοντες μή συνίωσιν is the shortest of three. By adopting the 
minority reading ιδωσιν, DWpc, we get a smoother text in which both 
seeing and hearing are expressed by a single word. 1 βλέπωσιν then is an 
assimilation to the synoptic parallels. I t is understandable that Mark 
and Luke, which have the allusion only, should present it more com
pletely. Perhaps the equivalent of Win-V« was dropped in Matthew 
when the full quotation was appended. John 12: 40, on the other hand, 



CONFUSION OF Ι5εϊν A N D EÎBévCCl 

must be kept apart, because here the quotation is confined to Isa. 6: 10 
with its legitimate μή ϊδωσιν T O Î Ç οφθαλμοί;. 

Luther and the AV render είδήτε in Matt. 13: 14 and Acts 28: 26 
and είδώσιν in Mark 4: 12. In Luke 8: 10, of course, they reflect 
βλέττωσιν. They are equally correct in rendering ϊδωσιν (Isa. 6: 10) in 
John 12: 40. They were not deceived by the itacistic corruption of 
Isa. 6: 9 and its quotation in the NT, because they knew the Hebrew 
original. On the other hand, the Vulgate is inconsistent. Though 
correctly translating Isa 6: 9 (nolite cognoscere) and Acts (non perspicietis), 
it has «0« videbitis in Matthew and non videant in Mark. Also our modern 
translations and expositions are strangely inconsistent. Some prefer 
εΐδέναι, but do not face up to the problem itself; and the same may be 
said of the grammars and lexicons. Indeed, where there are variants 
(είδητε Isa. 6: 9 SV +, and here and there in the N T quotations, and, on 
the other hand, the mistaken ειδωσιν Isa. 6: 10 Q,*) we can never be 
sure whether they were actually intended to convey a different inter
pretation. With us today it is different; for our task requires that our 
spelling reflects the correct interpretation. In this respect Isa. 6: 9 in 
the L X X and N T is a test case for what has been said on pp. 25 f. Once 
the issue is faced, the decision is easy. I t leads to the restoration of forms 
of εΐδέναι in Isa. 6:9; Matt. 13: 14; Acts 28: 26; Mark 4: 12, and in the 
Western variant of Luke 8:10, which may well be the original text here 
as well. In this the decisive point is that, just as in all these passages 
there appears the exact equivalent of so we have to see to it that 
Win is not obliterated by an ambiguous spelling of the Greek. 

There are several more passages which all have this much in common 
that, whereas the original meaning is made clear by » T , the itacistic 
confusion between Ιδεΐν and εΐδέναι necessarily foists into the context 
something unwarrantably different. But because the transformation 
makes some sense, there are occasions where editors have all allowed it 
to pass unquestioned. Yet in all these passages the true reading has been 
preserved in part of our evidence and, what is more significant here, in 
some of the secondary versions. 

Exod. 33: 13, that I may know thee (AV), reads γνωστώς ϊδω σε 
in our editions ; but Fo (ειδως) prag είδώ, confirmed by ut noscam Arm. 
and the conflation et noscam et videam, Eth., is the correct reading, which 
moreover is supported by Gen. 2: 9 τό ξύλον T O O εΐδέναι γνωστόν καλοϋ 
καΐ ττονηροϋ = ST1 3ÏD Π3ΠΠ γν, the tree of the knowledge of good and evil? 
Later in the same verse ΠΚ"ρ, and consider (imp.), is freely rendered by 



Kcd ίνα γ ν ώ which Baentsch rightly retranslates ΠΚΊΚΊ. The reason for 
this alteration of the meaning may be that Tp ΠΧ*1 is unique, and that a 
barbarism like Mai. 3: 18 δψεσθε άνα μέσον. . .καΐ άνα μέσον for the 
equally unique p a ΠΙΟ, *know the difference, discern between, was impossible 
in the Greek Pentateuch. The translator, who is translating freely here, 
may have been influenced in his choice of expression by the preceding 
γ ν ω σ τ ώ ς είδώ. A later copyist, however, would have been open to the 
same influence, and, for that reason, some might prefer to account for 
the reading as a corruption of ΙΔΟύ into ΓΝΟύ. This would be as easy an 
assumption here as in Isa. 26: 11, which will be dealt with sub ΠΤΠ8 (see 
below, p. 202). 

Lev. 23: 43. Here too W T , may know, is missed by the ϊδωσιν of all our 
editions; again the expected είδώσι is provided by MSS (Ffhsvx) and 
translations (Arm. Bo. w La.) and further supported by ν 1 " 8 γ νώσ ιν . 

2 Kings 10: 10. For KiDS know now, our editions read ϊδετε α φ φ ω ; 
but scitote Syr., the conflation scitote et videte La . b and γ ν ώ τ ε A' indicate 
that we must read ίστε (only occurs elsewhere in 3 Mace. 3: 14) or some 
other form of εΐδέναι. 

Sir. 46: 10. run •So*? δττως ϊδωσιν. Smend's einsähen is somehow half
way between the Hebrew and the Greek. We must emend to είδώσιν. 

J ob 38: 12 çsn?, caused to know. This has undergone a change of person 
in the LXX, owing to a free translation. I t was Grabe who rightly 
corrected εϊδεν into οίδεν = » T , referring to the M T and cognovit of the 
Vet. Lat. 4 

In the last three instances we have had to restore the correct spelling 
by reference to the Hebrew without the help of any of the Greek 
witnesses. There are other occasions where some Greek MSS witness 
to the true reading but have been suppressed by Swete and others in 
their preference for the leading uncials. For example, in 1 Mace. 11:31 
Rahlfs rightly recovered δττως είδήτε from L against SA, and in so 
doing vindicated the unanimous reading of the editions before Swete 
which represents a peculiarity of the Greek speech touched upon by 
Ph. Buttmann, Ausj. Gr. Sprachlehre π 2 , ι6ο. 6 



c o n f u s i o n o f Ιδεΐν a n d είδέναι 

2. To see 
2.1 . π$η 
Gen. 39: 3. Our editions read ήδει δέ; but Joh. Fischer righdy restored 
είδεν δέ from minn. ί(ειπεν)ϋ. He could also have referred to Eth. 
vidit. 
Num. 35: 23. In itself ούκ είδώς would make sense ( = ακουσίως), but 
a glance at the Hebrew ni«*l xVa without seeing (him), is proof that we 
must emend ούκ Ιδών, though there are no variants except the queer 
per dolum La. 

2 Kings 6: 32 ΟξΡΐηη see ye? (AV). This appears in Rahlfs' text as 
οίδατε with this annotation, ηδειτε B* f , εωρακατε D, ειδετε Sixt. The 
Sixtine emendation must be accepted, as it was by Grabe, just as we 
read ϊδετε for Wl later in the same verse. 

Job 28: 23 if. Here we find the sequence: 23 οίδεν (»7J), 24e έφορδ 
(tr?:), 24* είδώς (Τψ(<), 26 Ιδών (ΠΚΊ), 27 ·*· είδεν αυτήν (n»n). Here 
είδώς for ΠΚΤ is mistaken, as was observed long ago by J . J . Kneucker, 
Das Buch Baruch (1879, p . 305). Commenting on Baruch 3: 32 ό είδώς 
τα πάντα, in which he rightly sees a quotation from Job , he states, 
'Jedenfalls aber ist, hier wie dort, είδώς (statt Ιδών) ein Fehler. Vgl. 
dagegen Sir 15: 18: βλέπων τά πάντα ' (in the Hebrew Va ΠΠΠ). In 
fact we must put Ιδών in both passages, as we did in Num. 35: 23. 
Besides, a close analysis shows, what E. Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek 
pp. 217 f., proved (in an argument which, except for some minor de
tails, 8 still stands) that Ιδών 26 and είδεν αυτήν 27 are duplicate render
ings of the same Hebrew and thus both belong to v. 27, the former 
being the translation of the L X X and the latter that of Θ'. I t was therefore 
rash of Grabe and Rahlfs to replace ίδών by ύετόν. Certainly the equivalent 
of IDSV is missing; but it lurks under ούτως which ought to be ύετφ; 
and ίδών ήρίθμησεν is the L X X alternative of the Theodotionic 
v. 27a. 

Sir. 20: 6. είδώς καιρόν is corrupt (ΓΜ ΠΚΊ Ό) ; here Smend emends 
ίδών; cf. 48: i l where S alone corrupts ίδόντες ( i m ) into είδότες. 

Isa. 33: 19. ritnn tfV is rendered ουδέ ήδει. The translation is confused, 
and the second person was lost owing to this confusion; but doubtless 
we must restore είδε, cf. C δψει. 



There are examples of passages in which Swete's recourse to Β intro
duced itacistic corruptions which neither were in the previous editions 
nor are in Rahlfs'. I only mention Isa. 5: 19, where the Greek context 
was tempting, îW'Jïl Π«")? Iva ϊδωμεν, Ινα γνώμεν (ιοβ 0, 
including Β, have είδώμεν); and Ezek. 12: 3 W)?> Β* Swete είδώσιν; 
yet the others rightly ϊδωσιν. 

2.2. Hjn 
Job 24: ι. Here there is an addition in 249 Syr. h ·*· ουκ εϊδον (im) 
ημέρας αύτοΰ; here Jerome puts a mistaken nescierunt, which Mont-
faucon duly retranslated ούκ οϊδασιν (Field). This is an example of how 
these mistakes arose. 

Job 27: 12. οϊδατε for on*-?** is corrupt; but we still can see how the 
corruption arose. To the translator the Hebrew was quite unmistakable. 
I t consists of two sentences, as all the verses do in the immediate context: 

you have seen; why then...? Originally the Greek ran, εϊδετε· δτι . . .έτπ-
βάλλεσθε;. This δ τι, why, instead of the more frequent τί δτι (Lachmann 
p. xliii; Α. Buttmann p . 218; Field, Notes on the Translation of the NT 
p. 33; Turner, JTS 27, 1926, pp. 58 ff.; W.-Schmiedel §24, 18a) was 
no longer understood by a reviser who consequently changed the inter
rogative sentence into a subordinate ίΑαί-clause; and at the same time 
οϊδατε seemed to him to make better sense.7 έωράκατε A f is secondary. 

Isa. 26: 11. This passage seems to resist our simple scheme in so far as 
the same repeated Hebrew is expressed by two different Greek verbs 
which both mean know : 

1ΤΏ~ ΡΜΠΤ" 7 3 ο ύ κ ΐίδεισαν, ννόντες δέ . . . 

For the first we could write εϊδεσαν or εϊδοσαν (Isa. 22: 9, Thack. 
§17. 5), and behind ΓΝοντες there could hide ΙΔοντες, just as in 
Exod. 33: 13, which has been dealt with above, the disturbance arising 
from passages like 5: 19 (see above p . 200). 

Isa. 26: 14. Here ITI^Va is rendered 3ωήν ού μή ϊδωσιν. Several 
explanations are possible. (1) As it stands the translation can be de
fended only as a circumlocution. (2) The L X X may have seen a itnj 
behind VUI; then ειδωσιν S* would certainly be wrong, and 300ήν 
something of a doublet. (3) Comparing Sir. 48: 11 3ωή (3ωην min. 70) 



C O N F U S I O N O F Ιδεΐν A N D εΐδέναι 
3ησόμεθα, we might read 3ώσιν, perhaps in the phonetical spelling 
σδωσιν, as was suggested above, p . 89, for ChB Deut. 31: 13. But a 
last suggestion receives some support from the context. (4) For SOp^, all 
except S* 239 read an active άναστήσωσι = W p J Hiphil. The 
translator may therefore also have interpreted vn? as a causative Piel 
VTf>t, after 57: 15, διδούς μακροθυμίαν καΐ διδούς ^ωήν. The parallel 
would suggest δώσιν. The same interpretation is in Θ' ού μή ^ωοποιή-
σωσιν and in C , mortui non nivificabunt, gigantes non suscitabunt. This 
concurrence points to an exegetical tradition. This again strengthens 
the case of δώσιν. 

2.3. Conclusion 
From the preceding discussion we may draw the conclusion that most 
of the readings which we had to reject are not real variants, but simply 
reveal a wide margin of error around the mark of correct spelling. Their 
difference from ordinary itacisms is that the resultant mis-spelling in 
this case appears to represent an entirely new word in the Hebrew, yet 
one which would be fairly intelligible in the context and thus recom
mend the mis-spelling. From this, even habits of spelling may develop; 
yet that does not make them legitimate, as they characterize merely a 
recent stage of transmission. They cannot be traced back to the trans
lators, nor do they form part of what we would call 'evidence' in a 
strict sense. They are merely the dust that covers our evidence and must 
therefore be swept away. (Cf. above pp. 25 ff.) 

A good many of these corruptions are due to the influence of con
tiguous passages. I give a few examples. The correct readings ϊδω 
Num. 11 : 15 and οϊδας n : 16 influenced one another so that many 
MSS read είδώ in 1 1 : 15 and Β*, είδες in 11 : 16. A fluctuation between 
Ιδόντες, Job 20: 7, and είδότες Job 19: 14-19 can be studied from 
Rahlfs' instructive notes. Further, I refer to what has been said about 
Isa. 6: 9, 10 and its quotations in the N T about Deut. 32: 17 a, b, and 
Job 28: 23 ff. Even in Dan. ©'2:8 the mistaken οϊδατε AQ, instead of 
εϊδετε Β (prwq L X X έοράκατε) may be a thoughtless scribal adapta
tion to οίδα ( S T ) earlier in the same verse. Similar reasons, or rather the 
absence of any, together with the habit of comprehending Ιδεϊν and 
εΐδέναι under the heading 61Δ0) (so Schleusner without any strict 
discrimination) may here and there have lulled the attention of editors. 
In opposing this attitude I do not think my standards have been too 
strict. 



But still a note of caution should be struck. I t should not be overlooked 
that, in spite of what has been said above, the meanings of knowing and 
seeing have some affinity or rather a restricted field of overlapping, in 
come to see, experience. Hence changes under the influence of neighbouring 
passages are so easy and frequent. But there remains one set of passages 
that certainly resist any rash attempts at emendation, namely those in 
which flN*} is rendered by γινώσκειν. Two of them must not be touched : 
Gen. 39: 23 nS"l...fi* ούκ fjv... γινώσκων, where the unanimous 
evidence is now supported by 962 and 961; and Exod. 22: 10 (9) 
ΠΚΊ καΐ μηδείς γνώ, where we have only a recent variant ιδη cs t x t v, 
which is spelled ειδη in anwz t x t Syr . t x t , and videns in the Three. Others 
are different: so Exod. 33: 13 ΠΚ*}*ι γνώ, where I proposed ΐδω, because 
γνώ could have slipped in from γνωστώς <ε)1δώ, just as in 2 Esdras 
14: 15 (9) the unique έγνωσαν of A for VSlSti replaced ήκουσαν for the 
only reason that there follows εγνώσθη ( = »Τ)ΐ) ; but certainly this 
suggestion is as contestable in Exod. 33: 13 as it is in Isa. 26: 11, where 
ήδεισσν γνόντες would admit transformation into εϊδοσαν Ιδόντες, on 
account of the underlying Hebrew It*]*; Jl*^;. But there are two 
passages with real variants which cannot be ruled out forthwith as being 
secondary adaptations to the M T : Num. 11 : 23 ΠΚ/ΐρ, thou shalt 
experience, γνώσε» (γνώθι χ) , where, apart from Arm.-ed., Eth., Philo, 
sacr. Abel §66, reads a unanimous όψει, and after him Ambros., sacr. Abel 
§32, videbis; and Judg. 2: 7 1K*J έγνωσαν, where La. Or.-Lat. J have 
viderunt. But I would contend that the discussion of these few doubtful 
instances does nothing to detract from the force of my arguments as a 
whole. 



E X C U R S U S II 

ακριβής etc. in the L X X 

As far as the L X X is concerned, this word group has not been dealt 
with satisfactorily in LS. The fact has been overlooked that the bulk of 
instances does not belong to the L X X proper, but to hexaplaric 
insertions. To begin with, the entire article ' διακρϊβεία, ή, minute ob
servance of the law, L X X 3 Ki. 11. 33 (pl-)'> * s misleading. In the only 
passage where this hapax legomenon occurs, 1 Kings 11:33, it forms part 
of a hexaplaric ·χ· addition καΐ διακριβείας μου καΐ κρίσεις μου = Tpm 
"•DBtfai. This is found in A Arm. Syr., according to BM. And since these, 
together with 247 ( = χ BM), form the Oogenic recension, Rahlfs 
annotates O - 2 4 7 . The following verse, however, has a similar hexaplaric 
addition, δς Ιφύλαξεν έντολάς μου και ακριβείας μου in O f , and a 
slightly different one in D,1 representing 'Çprçi ""Çisa. As expressly 
stated, both hexaplaric additions are taken from Aquila's translation. 
Now Aquila is so consistent in rendering Hebrew words by the same 
Greek equivalent everywhere that any exceptions from this rule call for 
explanation. Since Syr. h at least has the same rendering in both verses, 

jZoZuAJ^o,2 the unique διακριβειαι is attested by A alone. In fact it is 
the result of a corruption, namely a dittography κΑ1[ΔΙ]α-3 and as such 
a ghost-word. We must read ακριβείας, and both μου and the plural 
indicate that Aquila correctly understood statutes, as he understood the 
parallel ''öBtfa (κρίσεις) here and 'nixa (έντολάς) in v. 34. We must not 
therefore acquiesce in διακριβειας nor try to find in it a divergent shade 
of meaning as we will find m his άκριβολογίαι Judg. 5: 16. 

This ακρίβεια is characteristic for Aquila, who uses it for Π|?Π.* It is 
a mechanical translation different from the earlier use of ακρίβεια in 
Wisd. of Sol. 12: 21; Sir. 16: 25; 42: 4 (cf. 32: 3 άκριβεΐ S73îtn) and 
Dan. LXX. θ ' η: ι6 (Nrps;). Similarly άκρίβασμα is exclusively hexa
plaric. In A' Exod. 13: 10; Deut. 6: 17 it also represents pil, πρτΠ, and 
once more the word is lacking in C , though found in Θ' € ' and anony
mous quotations, άκριβασμός does not belong to the L X X proper 
either, as could be inferred from HR. For 1 Kings 11 : 34; 2 Kings 17:15 
are hexaplaric insertions taken from A', and the ·χ· addition in Prov. 
8: 29 derives from Θ'. There remains only άκριβασμοί Judg . 5: 15 A-
text, which, as Rahlfs rightly felt, does not appear to be the genuine 



L X X text or even ancient, although it is read by AO, the MN group 
and L (glnw), and no better alternative is offered by our evidence. 
Further we have άκριβαστής for 'pp.ha imposer of t rpn statutes or en
actments' (Burney, Judges p . 122), A ' Judg. 5: 14, A ' Θ' Isa. 33: 22, 
A ' Ps. 59 (60): 9 (= 107: 9), where Θ' has άκριβο^όμενος. This last 
leads us to the verbs, άκριβά^ω and άκριβόω, which in the majority of 
passages render the root ppn or, the p.p.p., the nouns ph and Hj?n. 
With the exception of Sir. 46: 15 and (δι-) Sir. 51: 19; 2 Macc. 2: 28, 
all instances are hexaplaric. Here both the active and middle voices are 
used without any noticeable difference of meaning in Greek. Before 
turning to the question of meaning I propose to discuss a few problems 
in detail. 

The translations of Judg. 5:9, 14, 15, 16 must be considered together. 
In v. 9 'pj^n1? is interpreted as a neuter p.p.p. by the AB texts, έττΐ τά 
διατεταγμένα, and C , eis τά προστάγματα, τοις άκριβα^ομένοις, 
however, which ζ 'invitis, quod ad L X X attinet, libris' (Field) ascribes 
to O' ( = Origenian L X X column) ΘΆ ' , takes the Hebrew as a Poel, 
commander, thus giving the appropriate rendering. 

In v. 14 the L X X unanimously translates D'ppna by έξερευνώντες, 
thus rendering ">pn (cf. w . 15 f.) instead of ppn. In this it is mistaken. 
As the Hebrew formation which this translation presupposes, G.-Buhl 
suggests Q^p t j a (Piel Ίρ.Π). Yet because this is found elsewhere only in 
Eccles. 12: 9, and the participle ,p_pih without the initial Β is found in 
the vicinity, Judg. 5: 9, it is more likely that they mistranslated O^pft 
instead of D'pphfa) . That the M T is correct in v. 14, is seen from the 
parallel casta Q^p^b. In our Greek tradition the correct translation is 
άκριβασταί A ' , and έπιτάσσοντες C . 

In v. 15 ""pjin is generally emended into "Hpn, as read in the otherwise 
identical clause in v. 16. The latter is certainly found in έξικνούμενοι of 
the Β text which Bos changes to έξιχνιασμοί (as C reads in v. 16). In 
our passage C seems to have read T , if we are right in ascribing 
διαλογισμοί to him. Then A " s άκρίβειαι renders ,p_-, just as does άκρι-
βασμοί in all groups of the A text. 

In v. 16 the M T reads '"ipn, and so do the A text ( = C ) έξιχνιασμοί 
and the Β text έξετασμοί. When compared with his άκρίβειαι in v. 15, 
A " s άκριβολογίαι, which could mean investigation, looks like a translation 
of 'ΪΡ,Π. But there may be something peculiar behind his choice of this 
precise word. Perhaps he wished to hint at 'pjPn at the same time. If so, 
his device may be something in the nature of what the hermeneutic 
tradition of the Hebrew Grammar used to call formae mixtae. These are 



ακριβής E T C . I N T H E L X X 
spellings, or, more often, only pointings, which, though meaningless as 
they stand, invite the understanding reader to choose between two 
alternatives both of which are partly represented in the resultant 
composite pointing. Whereas modern research has been inclined to 
dispose of most of these as misunderstood or incorrect spellings (cf. 
G.-Kautzsch 28, §78d, p. 229, but also §gon.) some expositors like 
C. C. Torrey ( The Second Isaiah) have traced many fresh instances in 
what would otherwise be listed in our Hebrew grammars as freak 
spellings. It is tempting on these lines to explain the peculiar spelling 
Ί ^ Π with -i- in Judg. 5: 15. In spite of Isa. 10: 1, which shows the same 
pointing, one may suspect that at a late period, when it was no longer 
possible to give emendations in the form of Qere readings, the -i- of 
^jpn was put with the intention of suggesting "Hj?n. At any rate "Hpjn, 
which must be claimed as the correct reading in accordance with 5:16, 
found its way into 5 MSS (BH3). Though neither the interpretation 
which was suggested for A"s άκριβολογίαι in 5: 16, nor the other 
concerning the pointing of ""ppn in 5: 15, is very strong in itself, one 
may to some extent corroborate the other. 

In άκριβά3ω a peculiar use of voices can be observed. We may best 
begin with the renderings of ppjlö in Α'Θ'. Here άκριβαστής is found in 
A ' Judg . 5: 14; Isa. 33: 22; Ps. 59 (60): 9 ( = 107: 9 definitor) and Θ' 
Isa. 33: 22, whereas A' Gen. 49: 10; Judg. 5: 9, and θ ' Ps. 59 (60): 9 
use άκριβα^όμενος. The middle voice is further used in Prov. 8: 15 
A' C Θ' άκριβάσονται = ψρ,Π'. In the remaining instances the active 
or a real passive is found. The active in Prov. 8: 27 A' Θ' έν τ φ άκρι-
βάςειν γϋρον = Jin ipina (sic, BH3), and twice in Isa. 30: 8 A' 
άκρίβασον αυτήν = πρτΠ; 49: i6 A' ήκρίβωσά σε = "spnpfj. This 
distinction has no basis in Greek usage but represents a mechanical 
attempt at expressing the various voices of the Hebrew verb by an 
analogous variation of Greek voices which do not lend themselves easily 
to this manipulation. Thus the middle forms correspond to Poel 
formations of the Hebrew, whereas the active forms represent the Hebrew 
Qal. So άκριβα3<5μενος Judg. 5: 9 O' Θ' A' means commander, whereas 
τα διατεταγμένα, LXX, and τα προστάγματα, C , render a passive Qal 
formation by means of a real Greek passive. On this latter line A' and 
anonymous quotations, which may be A' as well, render Hj?n and pn by 
τά ήκριβασμένα or -ωμένα. There is one apparent exception from the 
rule which, however, is no real exception. For Isa. 10:1 Ziegler records 
from min. 710 and Chrysostom (the latter ΌΙ λοιποί ' ) , θ ' ούαΐ τοϊς 
άκριβαςομένοις άκρίβειαν (rationes Chr., retranslated from the Armenian) 



αδικίας = **!K_,,*?j?n D*-*?j?hn "Ίπ. From this we can only understand 
that Θ' took the participle D*j?j?nn as a Poel formation, without the 
initial ö as in Judg. 5: 9 (for other examples of G.-Kautzsch 2 8 §52s, 
pp. 150 f.). As far as I can judge, 0"s interpretation should be con
sidered ; for at its root there seems to be the observation that the meaning 
to decree, enact which is necessary for Isa. 10: 1, would be unique in the 
Qal, but is the usual one in the Poel. 

This use of the Greek voices for the purpose of a close imitation of the 
quite different voices in the Hebrew has not been observed before, as 
far as I know. So this rubric is missing in Reider's very careful descrip
tion of the peculiarities of Aquila's speech. Of course, it must not be 
confused with the quite regular device of expressing the active or 
passive meaning of Hebrew voices by Greek actives and passives, with 
all the consequences which may sometimes outstep normal Greek 
usage (Reider pp. 40 if.). 

Apart from A' and θ ' (there is no example which can be ascribed to 
C with certainty) there is some restricted use of the whole word group 
in the later parts of the L X X ; but in the L X X proper it is almost non
existent. The only indisputable instance is ακριβώς Deut. 19: 18 for 
3D**l carefully, which is elsewhere in Deuteronomy rendered σαφώς and 
in 2 Kings 11 : 18 άγαθώς (L επιμελώς). And the meaning is the usual 
one. 

With this, we turn back, after a long parenthesis, to the question with 
which we began when exception was taken to the way in which LS 
defines the meaning of the passages which it quotes. Here we must care
fully distinguish between common Greek usage and Hebraizing 
peculiarities. As to the former, LS give a strange interpretation of 
Sir. 46: 15, 'Pass, to be proud', for which there is no foundation whatever 
either in Greek or Hebrew usage; for here the Hebrew has Vfty\ was 
consulted, and exactly this is one of the meanings of άκριβόω (cf. Matt. 
2: 7). 6 In the Hebrew Sirach this meaning is obvious in 46: 20 also, #"Π1 
allowed himself to be consulted, where Sirach's grandson freely, but not 
incorrectly, renders προεφήτευσεν. Thus LS ought simply to interpret, 
'άκριβά^ω = άκριβόω consult, Pass. AV. 46: 15 ' . The continuation in 
LS, 'censured by Poll. 5. 152', must not be understood as confirming 
the meaning be proud; for the intention of Pollux is obvious from the 
fact that among other expressions he recommends διηκριβωσάμην, 
έπιστωσάμην, άκριβολογοομαι, and continues τό γαρ άκριβό^ω 
άπειρόκαλον. Under ακρίβεια the L X X is not mentioned in LS, 
otherwise the normal and the peculiar hexaplaric usages would be seen 
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in their difference. The fact that here a bundle of novel formations is 
found in the hexaplaric remnants ought to have made every expositor 
think twice; for it would indicate that something special and idiomatic 
was behind this peculiarity, which might be supposed to influence the 
hexaplaric use of already existing members of the word group too 
(άκριβά̂ ω, -όω, ακρίβεια). As the Greek word group is but a slavish 
rendering of the Hebrew root ppn with all its derivations, we must first 
make sure about the basic meaning in Hebrew and its different shades, 
and further justify our assumption, that the hexaplaric translator 
intended to express every nuance of the original. The fact that he 
meticulously kept to the same equivalent throughout rather suggests 
the contrary. To his reader, at any rate, the word may thus become 
devalued and of little meaning and so frustrate the translator's intention 
which was to indicate by the strange translation the original which lay 
behind it. Thus, with due allowance for the range of connotations 
represented by ppn, LS ought to have recorded that the hexaplaric 
translators use άκριβ- for VpPn- Under άκριβά̂ω it could have stated the 
difference between act. άκριβά3ω = ppn Qal and middle άκριβά̂ ομαι 
= ppn Poel; and it could have introduced this Hebrew differentiation 
into the Greek as well. We might expect to be told that ακρίβεια, 
άκρίβασμα, άκριβασμός, and τό ήκριβασμένον (-ωμένον) are synonymous 
renderings of ηρτΠ, ph, and that άκριβαστής is the imposer of nipn, D'pn. 
Such consideration might have prevented LS from rendering άκρι-
βασμοί καρδίας Judg. 5: 15 Α-text by searchings of heart, which at best 
is the translation of the emendation "Hpn instead of 'pj?!?, when every
thing points to the fact that A rendered ""ppn and not "Hpll. In Gen. 
47: 22, where pil means fixed revenue, Aquila puts the same άκριβασμός, 
for which LS gives the translation portion, gift, without any further 
evidence in support of this interpretation. Here portion is half mistaken 
in so far as it suggests part or share, but gift goes completely astray and 
can only be understood as being suggested by the L X X which here 
translates δόμα and δόσις, aptly, but not literally. So if in the former 
instance the meaning of an emendation was read into the translation 
of the unemended text, in the latter the free translation of the L X X was 
used as a means of interpreting Aquila's etymological, but for that 
reason slightly unintelligent and unintelligible, rendering. In both 
instances LS is at variance with the recognized rules of hermeneutics. 

But there is a third instance, Judg. 5: 14. As we have seen before, the 
έξερευνώντες of the L X X refers to the root npn, whereas A"s άκριβασταί 
and C"s ετπτάσσοντες rightly keep to the MT's D,pphO. Now LS, after 



reporting the correct meaning lawgiver for Isa. 33: 22, continues 
'inquirer, A' Jdc. 5. 14'. That again is nothing less than smuggling 
into Aquila's unequivocal translation the different translation of the 
LXX, ipn instead ofppn. I t is true that άκριβ- seems to combine both 
connotations, for άκριβοον and άκριβολογεΐσθαι, besides expressing 
exactness, can include the thought of investigation, and that is why I said 
earlier that A"s άκριβολογίαι 5: i6 was equivocal; but his - and 9"s -
άκριβαστής — pßhö is decidedly not. Thus LS is here guilty of two 
mistakes at the same time: besides interpreting A' on the line of the 
LXX, though both represent obvious variants of the Hebrew, LS 
confuses two similar Hebrew roots (taking ppn to be *lpn) and by way of 
contamination, as it were, forces that meaning of the root, which it 
considers the right one, upon the other. For another example of the 
same mistake see p . 149, on άγχιστεύειν 3. and αγχιστεία 3. 

Aquila's manner of etymological rendering tends to obliterate the 
special meaning of a Hebrew word in a special passage. The strange 
translations which he obtains in this way do not qualify for inclusion in 
our general lexicons because they are nothing but forced interpretations 
and fail to add to our knowledge of what was real and living Greek. 
Their place would be in a special Aquila Index. 6 

So we should only repeat the mistake of LS, if, for example, we 
attempted in Isa. 30: 8; 49: 16 to lend a more colourful interpretation 
to Aquila's purposely colourless translation of ppn, merely because all 
the others give the special shade required by the M T ; 30: 8 άκρίβασον 
αυτήν = np»n, where the fem. suffix in the Hebrew stands for a neuter, 
C έγχάραξον, θ ' διάγραψον; 49: ι6 ήκρίβωσά σε = ipp^O, L X X 
έ^ωγραφησα, C έχάραξά σε or έστήριξά σε, Θ' διέγραψα σε or διεχά-
ραξά σε (our evidence is divided). 

A last example, which may indicate the difficulty of interpreting the 
translation άκριβά3ειν, is taken from the Lucianic variant in 2 Chron. 
4: 18, which, of course, is outside the scope of LS. Here the M T reads 
Ipni it was calculated, checked. The translation of the L X X έξέλπτεν may 
be free (Schleusner) or go back to *?1Π. Lucian, however, reads ήκρι-
βάσθη. Is this *lpn or ppn? Is it influenced by any of the Three or by 
M T 2: 7, 16 ήκρίβωσενΡ Is the Lucianic variant ιλασθη for the είκασθή 
of L X X Jer. 26 (46) : 23 ( = ηρ.ΓΡ.) just a scribal corruption or a muti
lation of άκριβασθηΡ Often decision is impossible; but it is immaterial 
where the difference is of no consequence. 



κυλικεΐον 

Rahlfs is right in spelling κυλικεΐον ι Mace. 15: 32, for κυλικεΐον μετά 
χρυσωμάτων καΐ άργυρωμάτων can only mean a side-board, place for 
κύλικες (Mayser ι 2 3,13). If we had the Hebrew original of iMaccabees 
preserved, we would know the Hebrew expression, which we do not now. 

When spelling κυλικιον, Esther 1: 7, our editions keep to the tradition 
and to the MT, which twice mentions D,,"0, the first of which is 
rendered ποτήρια, so that one feels inclined in κυλικιον to see its second 
rendering. Yet in doing so one would overlook the fact that this second 
clause is not a proper rendering at all. Is the L X X based on a different 
Hebrew, or was the translator unable literally to translate our Hebrew? 
D'îW, which he does not render here, is correctly and closely rendered 
3: 8 έξαλλοι παρά, yet Πϊί* Pi. move to another place, a construction found 
in 2: g only, is missed again and quite non-committally rendered 
έχρήσατο αύτη καλώς he treated her well.1 The same existence side by side 
of adequate and futile translations is found in the rendering of other 
idiomatic Hebrew phrases in Esther. So the repeated noun: in 1: 8 
ehSJ T0*-K is mistranslated αύτοϋ καΐ τών ανθρώπων, yet in 3: 4 Di,l DV 
is well translated καθ' έκάστην ήμέραν, and, on the contrary, 8: 9 
ΐψΐφ Π^ΤΟ extremely literally κατά χώραν καΐ χώραν. 

The decisive observation, however, is that the first 0*-V? is rendered 
by a plural ποτήρια, so that the singular κυλικιον is most unlikely to 
denote the same again. Moreover, everything that is said in connection 
with this κυλικιον is entirely out of touch with the Hebrew; it is a free 
midrashic fancy picture. Its embellishments can already be seen earlier 
when καΐ αργυρά is added to χρυσά, though this in itself would still 
keep in conformity with the frequent variations to which Wellhausen 
in the Introduction to his Text first drew attention. Yet άνθράκινον and 
the addition of a fabulous value, άπό ταλάντων τρισμυρίων, definitely 
overstep this general limit and make us doubt whether a cup can have 
been in the translator's mind, προκείμενον must not divert us as being 
necessarily said of a vessel on a table, for it can mean to be placed in front 
(LS s.v. I I 1), and certainly the enormous sum of 30,000 talents clearly 
prevents us from thinking of a cup, even in a fairy tale. What remains to 
be asked is whether even in a fairy tale a sideboard could be thought of 



as made of, or in the nature of (LS), άνθραξ, a precious stone of dark-red colour, 
including the 'carbuncle, ruby and garnet' (LS). Could it possibly denote 
inlaid work? 

Moreover, ι Macc. 15: 32 and two passages in the Letter of Aristeas, 
to which we shall turn immediately, do prove that in descriptions of 
this kind, sideboards are a standing feature, especially here where the 
cups have been mentioned before (compare also the quotations from 
comedians in Athen, χι, 460 d, xn, 534 e, the pictures in Daremberg-
Saglio, Diet. d. ant. 1 1, 3 f., and Studniczka's comment in the Leipzig 
edition of Theophr., Charact., 1897, pp. 141 f. on κυλι(κ)ούχιον, which 
I would not with Casaubon, Salmasius and LS at once change to 
κυνούχιον in Theophr., Char. 18, 4). 

At the end of the Letter of Aristeas we are told about the presents 
given by the king to each of the Jerusalemite translators (§319) and to 
the High Priest (§320). Among the gifts there figures a κυλικιον. This is 
the unanimous evidence in Josephus, whereas in Aristeas §319 κυλιδιον 
prevails, which can only be a corruption of κυλικιον, as read by all in 
§320. In his edition Wendland adopts a conjecture of Wilamowitz, 
reading κυλικεϊον both times. If anything, this must mean that Wilamo
witz thought of sideboards and not of cups. Wendland, however, in his 
translation speaks of cups, whereas Meecham puts sideboard in both 
places. Wilamowitz is proved right by the order in which the gifts are 
enumerated. In §319 the enumeration proceeds from smaller gifts to 
furniture, in §320 the order is inverted. In both places κυλικεϊον stands 
together with all the furnishingfor three couches (§319) and ten couches with legs 
of silver and all the fittings thereof (§320) (the translations are Meecham's), 
and in §320 the group of φιάλαι καΐ τρυβλια (which, I think, are not 
Teller, as Wendland translates) καΐ κρατήρες stands distinctly apart at 
the end of the list. From this we may safely take it that in both passages 
κυλικεϊον means a piece of furniture. This meaning and spelling must 
be put in Josephus, AJ xn, 116 f., as has been done by Wendland in the 
collection of testimonia annexed to his edition of Aristeas, but not by 
Niese. 

From these parallels, 1 Macc. 15: 32 and Aristeas 319 f., the reading 
κυλικεϊον becomes highly probable and almost certain, even in Esther 1:7. 



In Gen. 26:3,4 one of the many traces of deuteronomistic insertion in 
the Hebrew context is the plural η3ηΚΓΓ,?3~ΓιΝ. The ordinary trans
lation lying behind our entire evidence, except Δ 3 , shows great judgement 
in twice translating it by the usual singular πδσαν τήν γήν, so that here 
Δ3 betrays itself as clearly secondary, both by the plural and its form, 
giving πάσας τάς γδς. 

If, suprised by this observation, we further examine the other variants 
found in Δ 3 we come to realize that Δ 3 , not an early witness at all, 
indulges in a vocabulary as remote from that of the whole of our tra
dition as, say, the revision of the text of Judges in B. In the fragments of 
Gen. 25: 19-22 which have survived in Δ 3 besides 26: 3, 4, we twice 
read the unique του Μεσοποταμίτου for του Ούρου in v. 20, and in 
26: 3, 4 three times the equally unique σπορά instead of σπέρμα for 
»"lt;2 for in the L X X σπορά is never found in the meaning a man's 
progeny; only in its proper meaning, 2 Kings 19: 29; 1 Macc. 10: 30. 

Thus the scanty remnants of five verses yield three very pronounced 
divergences, and all three appear more than once, disclosing a rigid 
consistency such as is not found in Judges B. As far as we can judge from 
these few fragments, they differ mainly by their vocabulary, just as does 
Judges Β ; and just as Judges Β is therefore not a fresh translation, but 
a very bold recast, Δ 3 discloses a late modification of our current text. 
Besides, all the three important early papyri made known after the 
publication of Genesis in the larger Cambridge edition, viz. 911, 962 
(both I I I p ) , and 961 ( IV P ) , support our MSS against Δ 3 , which, 
furthermore, has nothing in common with the hexaplaric translators 
either. 

The nature of the text displayed by Δ3 1 



The passages are arranged according to the different Hebrew equivalents. 

ι. Other, strange, new 
I . I . "1ΠΚ 

There is an obvious mistake still left in the Stuttgart edition of Judg. 
1 1 : 2 A and Β texts: A text δτι γυναικός uloç εταίρας ε! σ ύ ; Β text δτι 
υίός γυναικός εταίρας σ ύ . The M T reads ΠΓΐκ ΓΙ*).ΓΙΚ ntfX"]*! "·? and there 
can be no doubt that the equivalent of η**Γ}Κ can only be ετέρας, έτερος 
is the most frequent equivalent of ΊΠΧ and is also the reading of the great 
majority of our MSS. It is found in A itself, in abc ( = 0 - k x ) , gnow 
ptv ( = L~l), Nhyb 8 ( = MN group - M ) and, for the Β text, in fijmrua^ 
( = Β group - B « i r a ) . Of the translations only Eth. renders ετέρας. 
Vet. L a t . L u g d - throws light upon this corruption. I t reads filius mulieris 

fornicariae, as it does in 11 : ι where all have uloç γυναικός πόρνης for 
niit ntjfi*"*3. The ετέρας of 11 : 2 was read in the light of πόρνης of 
11 : ι and accordingly considered to be an itacism. The Sixtine and Β 
were the model for our editions; only Grabe and BM (1897) in their 
reproductions of cod. A kept ετέρας, which is relegated to the app. erit. 
by Tischendorf, Swete, and BM (1917). ετέρας must certainly be read 
in the A text, and in the Β text as well, because in the latter it is 
supported by half the evidence and, besides, is almost unanimously 
attested by the MN group, which frequently draws on the Β text. 
Moreover, although the Β text is very late, we are entitled to correct 
its corruptions, unless they demonstrably repeat mistakes of a Vorlage.1 

It is in the nature of things that translations are here more revealing. 
Dan. 4: 5 (8) ·*"*ΠΧ finally (έως oö Θ') was misunderstood by the Qere as 
pni* another. This would be = έτερος; but our only evidence for it is 
Jerome's information ΌΙ γ ' collega' = εταίρος. 

Whereas our editions duly refrain from considering the variants with 
-αι- in Job 31: 10 ("10» )̂ and Sir. 1 1 : 6 (free amplification of the 
Hebrew), the free translation of Sir. 42: 3 κληρονομίας ( + κα! 70 k) 
εταίρων is equivocal, and in the course of their interpretation both 
Ryssel and Smend approximate to the meaning of έτερων others. 

Confusion of έτερος and εταίρος 



CONFUSION OF ÊTEpOS A N D iTCCÏpOÇ 

1.2. I t 

It is natural to proceed from 1ΠΚ to IT strange with its many shades of 
meaning. For all of them αλλότριος is the prevailing equivalent. There 
is only one passage with έτερος, Exod. 30: 9 θυμίαμα έτερον frankincense 
oblation contrary to regulations, whereas Lev. 10: 1 ; Num. 3: 4; 26: 61 have 
πυρ άλλότριον just as in the obelized part of the doublet Num. 16: 37 
(17: 2) π . α. τούτο = ΠΚ^Π-πίτ . Even the alienum at the margin of 
Syr. h Exod. 30: 9 may go back to άλλότριον. With this έτερον we may 
compare the equally rare άλλος Job 19: 27. With this in mind we will 
not be tempted to touch Sir. 41: 20 (Ra. 22) άπό οράσεως γυναικός 
εταίρας = Π*τϊ ntfX-Vs D'ans , for this passage is put beyond doubt by 
its parallel Sir. 9: 3 γυναικί έταιρ^ομένη. Smend, who here straight
forwardly translates einem buhlerischen Weibe and 41: 20 Hure, suggests 
that the L X X may have read ruiî instead of Π"ΐΐ2 and refers to two 
further reasons: the first that Π"ΐϊ and n p a i designate the strange 
woman who, far from home, may most easily fall to illicit intercourse; 
the other that Syriac i a ^ f o strange is the word for adultery, just as even 
the male adulterer could be called "it and (Sir. 23: 22, 23). 

1.3. Bhn 
As to Ezek. 1 1 : 1 9 καρδίαν έτέραν ( M T ΊΠΚ) καΐ πνεύμα καινόν Cornill 
and Bewer (ΒΗ3) may be right to emend ihn with '3 MSS Syr. Targ. 
Co.' and the parallels in Ezekiel; but in spite of Eth. Syr. h we cannot 
take for granted that the Greek έτέραν necessarily stands for "irjK; for in 
Exod. ι : 8 the L X X renders «^Π-η^ο by βασιλεύς έτερος (Α' άλλος; 
C δεύτερος; θ ' καινός). This έτερος = tf"jn, if we are allowed to take this 
equation for granted, would be good Greek - compare Plato, Phileb. 
13 a, προσαγορεύεις αυτά . . . έτέρω... ονόματι you call them further by a 
new name (LS 14a). 

2. Companion, friend 
For words such as "l?n, » I εταίρος is the natural translation. Therefore 
in the A text of Judg. 14: 11 (tFyin) both BM in their separate edition 
of 1897 and Rahlfs rightly decide for εταίρους. This is supported by a 
minority of witnesses, the most important of which are the translations 
Arm. Eth. La., whereas AMN with most of the others read -ε-. For this 
secondary change of εταίρος into έτερος (i.e. for the opposite of what we 
found in Judg. 11 :2) there are several reasons. 



Job 31:9 which has this secondary change was convincingly emended 
by Grabe. He apparently realized that ywociid ανδρός έτερου, 31 : ga, 
as our modern editions still read in spite of Grabe, was nothing else 
than neHst"1?» of v. g a, combined with 'VI of v. gb, where it accordingly 
does not appear in the Greek, but is replaced by ccû*rfjç. This ""»l is 
bound to be εταίρου, and then ανδρός is secondary; for it could only 
come in after the corruption έτερου had occurred. Whence this cor
ruption? I am not sure whether Grabe asked this question; yet obviously 
it came from the following verse, where *1ΠΚ^ is correctly rendered 
έτέρω. This explanation is plausible in itself; but its plausibility is 
further enhanced by the observation that there are here still more 
deviations from the word-order of the M T : e.g. ""VT nfiB'^yi opens gb 
in the MT, whereas έττΐ θύραις αυτής is at the end of the Greek gb. But 
for this observation one could have imagined that, as frequently in the 
Wisdom books, 3 the last words of a stichus were transposed to the end of 
a neighbouring stichus. Here ανδρός έτερου (or rather εταίρου without 
ανδρός) would have originally belonged to gb, and after it had migrated 
to γυναικί, the gap was suitably filled by αυτής. 

Apart from the influence of the second word, when found in the vicinity 
or in similar passages, there is a second tendency which complicates the 
picture in numerous passages, and we have to be careful in disen
tangling it. The expression έτερος πρός τόν έτερον is found not only in 
the unfettered literary Greek of 1 Esdras 3 f., the tale of the three pages, 
but also in the early translations in good κοινή Greek, replacing the 
un-Greek imagery of the original: Gen. 31:49 έτερος άττό του έτερου for 
wsna u^X; Isa. 13:8 έτερος πρός τόν έτερον for in»1!-1?^ When the 
same Greek phrase as in the closely related passages, Isa. 13: 8 and 
34: 16, occurs in 34: 14 for ins*!"1?? TSfe, we realize that the translator, 
though well versed in Greek, is at a loss when facing rare words because 
there is not much of an exegetical tradition behind him (cf. 13: 21). So 
in his embarrassment insi"1?» induced him to read TBS? as though it 
were B^s . But he does not invariably keep to one pattern; thus in 
34: 15 he puts αλλήλων, where Θ' says έτερα τήν έτέραν in true Septua-
gint style, just as Isaiah L X X says in 34: 16. 

The same expression renders VAS""?»* Exod. 16: 15; Num. 14: 4 
έτερος τ φ έτέρω. When we find a similar translation of the feminine 
ηηίΠΚ-Vs ntfK in Ezek. θ ' ·χ· 1:9; L X X 1: 23; 3: 13 (here L έκατέραν 
πρός τήν έκατέραν) we feel that even this translator, whose Greek 
cannot compare with that of the Pentateuch* or Isaiah, simply had to 
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use this phrase, because here its subject (wings) was neuter and not 
personal as in the former examples. 

Isa. 6: 3 says έτερος πρός τόν έτερον for a repeated Π*, of the Hebrew, 
just as it says ούτος.. . καΐ ούτος.. . καΐ έτερος for the three times repeated 
nj 44: 5. Similarly J o b 1: 16 ff. Π ϊ - Π ΐ , τούτου λσλοϋντος ήλθεν 
έτερος άγγελος (in 18 only S: genuine, or an adaptation to the pre
ceding verses?). 

In some Wisdom books of a later type we find a different way of 
rendering: Prov. 27: 17 άνήρ...εταίρου for in*n...tt>*K; similarly 
Eccles. 4: 4 άνήρ άπό του εταίρου αύτου for I fnna Here Β, and 
with it our editions, are certainly correct in spelling -αι-; for after 
rendering β>*Χ literally, one is bound to do the same with SH. Yet there 
is a difference between the two passages; namely the addition of 
αύτοϋ in the barbaric Aquila-like Greek of Ecclesiastes, which more
over would require the cancelling of τοΰ. The nature of this rendering 
with αύτοϋ will be seen from the following observation, which is taken 
from the hexaplaric translations. 

Gen. 31: 49, as we have seen, is one of the passages in which έτερου 
is correct, because it forms part of the stock phrase which is used here as 
in the other passages mentioned. Now min. f adds αύτοϋ, and this can 
only mean that εταίρου αύτοϋ was understood as a close reproduction of 
1ΠΪΓΙ. This min. f belongs in Genesis to one of the smaller sub-groups, 
f(i)r, which J . Dahse (ZAW2&, 1908, pp. 14 ff.) wrongly considered to 
be the Lucianic recension - and Procksch with him in his exposition of 
Genesis (cf. Ε. Hautsch, 'Der Lukiantext des Oktateuch' , MSU 1, 
4 f. - NGG, Ph.-h. Kl., 1909, pp. 519 f.). 

The type of text here displayed by f is seen from comparison with 
Num. 14: 4. There, for έτέρω we have the Origenian variant έτέρορ 
αύτοϋ Gck, έταίρω αύτοϋ χ Syr. h Origen certainly wrote έταίρφ, for 
έτέρορ cannot be determined by a possessive. 

Again, the type of text on which Origen drew can be seen from some 
quotations from the Three: Num. 14: 4 A' άνήρ πρός άδελφόν αύτοϋ; 
C έκαστος πρός (τόν?) άδελφόν έαυτοϋ; Θ' άνήρ πρός τόν άδελφόν 
αύτοϋ. Or Isa. 13: 8 A' C Θ' άνήρ πρός τόν πλησίον αύτοϋ; 34 : Η 
A' C πρός (C' + τόν?) έταϊρον αύτοϋ; θ ' έπ! τόν πλησίον αύτοϋ; 
34: 15 Α' γυνή έταίραν αυτής; C έκαστη τήν έταίραν αυτής. 

I t is this unreasonably close adherence to the peculiarities of the 
Hebrew which brought about the εταίρου (-ω) αύτοϋ in the Origenian 
groups of Gen. 31: 49 and Num. 14: 4 and perhaps in other passages 
where it did not survive. 



The interesting point here is that, apart from Eccles. 4: 4 and 
A ' C Isa. 34: 14 f., where εταίρου, έταΐρον is kept, the Three differ 
from Origen. They put πλησίον Isa. 13: 8, Θ' Isa. 34: 14 = S?"], or 
άδελφόν = ΠΚ A' C Θ' Num. 14:4. When, on the other hand, Origen 
keeps to εταίρος, we may imagine that he wished to remain closer to 
the text of the old Septuagint by simply adding αΰτοϋ. It may not have 
occurred to him that in so doing he was bound to change over from 
έτερος to εταίρος which, but for the accent, had by that time become its 
homonym. (For father remarks on homonyms, see pp. 175-96.) 



This confusion is in some part due to itacism, yet to a greater extent to 
a difference of interpretation of the Hebrew, in which the verb may 
have more than one meaning. Since this does not apply to nominal 
derivations, it is best to take the noun first. 

ι. The noun 
In spite of frequent itacistic confusion the true meaning is very rarely 
doubtful, even when in the Apocrypha there is no Hebrew original to 
guide us. For instance, κτίσει Wisd. of Sol. 2: 6, which stands as the 
parallel of τών όντων αγαθών, might possibly be κτήσει = κτήμασιν 
(as collective, LS I I 2) possesions, property, as Risberg tentatively sug
gested. The following sentences, however, obviously enumerate the 
gifts of creation = κτίσις (AV the creatures), and this is still more clearly 
seen when instead of ημών, v. 9, we read λειμών, following the doublet 
in the Latin and some stray Greek evidence. 1 In Sir. 43: 25 the reading 
κτίσις κητών has been rightly adopted by Smend and Rahlfs; possibly 
we could improve on it by putting the plural κτίσεις, which does occur 
elsewhere, Tobit 8: 5, 15 (B-text), and would be still closer to the 
original niliai, monsters. 

We can speak with more confidence where there is a Hebrew original 
all through. Some rather controversial passages are found in the Psalms. 
In Ps. 104 (105): 21 κτήσεως is certainly correct, as is indicated by 
the parallel οίκου, and in 103 (104): 24, though only Ga, possessione, 
and the Three read κτήσεως, Rahlfs rightly adopted it after Grabe 
(praef. vol. rv). In both instances the Hebrew word is JJ3p., but in the 
latter the word appears in many MSS in the plural, which would lead 
to the unique meaning creature.2 The only really controversial passage 
is Ps. 73 (74): 18 where B' Sa. R " 1219 enlarge ταύτης = rttfT by 
adding τής κτίσεως σου. Should it be interpreted creation or possession! 
The former is correct if we understand the beginning of 18 as referring 
t o w . 12-17, which indeed are a praise of God's creative activity in the 
universe. But against this there stands the observation that the same 
verse 18 is concerned with abuse of God and blasphemy against his 

Confusion of κτησ- and κτισ-



name. And that this is the main and overriding subject of the whole 
Psalm is shown by the fact that v. 10 is almost identical in content and 
wording with v. 18, and the same idea recurs at the end, v. 22. There 
are other links which connect v. 18 with the main subject of the Psalm: 
in v. 2 God is entreated remember thy congregation ής έκτήσω όττ' αρχής, 
and this is taken up most effectively in v. 18 μνήσθητι ταύτης τής 
κτήσεως σου. From this I gather that the addition is genuine, the more 
so as it is very strongly attested. But it makes sense only if κτήσεως and 
not κτίσεως is read; for it continues the thought of w . 2 and 10 and so 
shows that w . 12-17 are but a parenthesis. This is confirmed by the 
interpretation of the psalm as a whole, even if we refrain, as we rightly 
do, from introducing the enlargement of the L X X into the Hebrew. It 
is what Wellhausen taught us to consider an explicitum, here an appro
priate one in the appropriate place. 3 One could even argue with some 
likelihood that the addition alone represents the original Greek, whereas 
ταύτης = ntfî, though omitted by none, came in at a revision stage. 4 

2. The verb 
Here two facts must be kept in mind throughout. In the Greek κτασθαι 
is a deponent so that confusion with κτ^ειν might be expected only in a 
few tenses, mainly aor. and fut. pass. 6 What goes beyond this limit must 
be regarded as deliberate re-interpretation rather than corruption. In 
the Hebrew nip is used everywhere, including those passages where it is 
traditionally interpreted to create. Since this meaning cannot be easily 
reconciled with the basic meaning to acquire (by purchase), as a mere 
connotation, it has been recently suggested that there are two homo
nymous roots, »TJp ι to acquire and nip π to mate? The suggestion has been 
accepted in Koehler's Lexicon. 

If we had to deal with the L X X alone, there would be very few 
difficulties, for its equivalent of nip is almost everywhere κτασθαι. 
Therefore the few passages with κτί^ειν are suspect, κτασθαι is the true 
interpretation of nap, as will be seen from the interpretation of a few 
passages. 

In Exod. 15: 16 ό λαός σου όν έκτήσω = lVîpT M~D» is identical in 
meaning with 15 :13 τόν λαόν σου τούτον όν έλυτρώσω = çVAÇ| lt"D». 
Similarly in Ps. 73 (74) : 2 έκτήσω = rpïpT and έλυτρώσω = çVS| 
follow one another as synonyms in a parallelism. The continuation 
presents a further similarity with Exod. 15, the object of έλυτρώσω being 
φάβδον κληρονομίας σου = Ij^IM ΒΜ*. This whole setting is deutero-



C O N F U S I O N O F κ τ η σ - A N D κ τ ισ -
nomistic. God's relation to his chosen people is expressed in terms of 
acquisition by ransom and ownership by inheritance. Its first expression is nVnj 
allotted or inherited property = κληρονομία Exod. 15: 17, (λαόν) Ιγκληρον 
Deut. 4: 20, (τόν λαόν σου καΐ) τήν μερίδα σου Deut. 9: 26, (λαός σου 
καΐ) κλήρος σου Deut. 9: 29. Others are God's p^n portion = μερίς and 
his lot of possession inVna Van = σχοίνισμα κληρονομίας Deut. 32: 9. 
He has ransomed Israel and this therefore is his nVm = κληρονομία 
Ps. 73 (74): 2 and his n îO = (λαός) περιούσιος Exod. 19: 5; Deut. 
7: 6; 14: 2; 26: 18. I t is easy to realize that in this context the idea of 
creation is neither required nor even suitable. Ικτήσω is the appropriate 
rendering, and so is the meaning acquired = made his own, brought under 
his rule. The same must be said about Ps. 77 (78) : 54 (an allusion to 
Exod. 15: 17) with its mention of Mount Sion δ Ικτήσατο ή δεξιά σου. 
The objection that Sion always belonged to God since he created it is 
pedantic. It fails to realize that the sacred poet identifies God's purpose 
with the victorious campaign of his chosen people. There is a complete 
parallel in a Ugaritic hymn (1 Aqht. 220) where Gordon should not 
translate he created the abode ; for dyqny ddm simply means acquired (by 
any means, including making, after Burney's explanation of the 
biblical usage, JTS 27, 1925/6, pp. 160 ff.). 

We are now prepared to consider three more passages in which nip 
heads a sequence of further verbs and is almost universally taken to 
mean to produce, create, even procreate. The first, Deut. 32: 6 b, is the 
closest parallel to Exod. 15: 16 f. Here too the object of nip is D», and 
some of the verbs following are the same in both passages. 

MT LXX Vulgate Luther AV 
ούκ αυτός ούτος numquid non 

ipse est 
Ist er nicht Is not he 

σου πατήρ pater tuus, dein Vater thy father 
έκτήσατό σε qui possidet 

te 
und dein 
Herr? 

that has bought 
thee? 

ran Ist's nicht 
er allein, 

Has he not 

καί εποίησέν σε et fecit der dich 
gemacht 

made thee 

W»73 καί Ικτισέν σε et créa vit te? und bereitet 
hat? 

and established 
thee? 

Here the L X X and the AV agree in understanding nip as acquire. 
On the other hand Jerome's possidet follows an interpretation which he 
expressedly advocates elsewhere, and Burney has lucidly explained that 



it reflects the dogmatical views of his Jewish advisers who interpreted 
ownership, but suppressed the qualification by acquisition. Luther's dein 
Hen might look like rendering a participle ""ij? ; but it is more likely that 
he either follows Jerome, though with an admirable improvement of 
diction, or draws independently on Jewish interpretation. 'Onkelos 
paraphrases ""If*, who begat thee by FPV,1T IjiKI and thou art his, doubtless in 
order to obviate the anthropomorphism of the original' (Burney, 
p . 163 n. 1). The last verb, pa Hiphil, is correctly rendered by Luther 
and the AV, but Ικτισεν and creavit, its translation in the Vulgate, 
would be unique. A glance at the app. erit., however, gives the expla
nation. K C C I Ικτισέν σε is missing from Bb ' 7 and is read earlier in the verse, 
instead of έκτήσατο, by g, a Lucianic MS, and Eth. Moreover, a good 
number of MSS, including the remainder of the Lucianic, have 
έπλασαν as a third verb = 1^*· I t is therefore safe to infer that this 
unusual εκτισεν is but a a misplaced correction of έκτήσατο, and we 
shall come back to this inference later. I t means that the original 
translation of was lost at an early date. Exod. 15: 16 uses 
ήτοίμασαν and for our passage ήτοίμασεν is recorded as A"s rendering. 
I t is the obvious one. 

The common interpretation produced, made, and established thee (S. R. 
Driver) should therefore be abandoned. Instead the first verb is 
acquired, made his own, became (made himself) Master of, as in our first 
series of examples. [Similarly in Gen. 4: 1 έκτησάμην ανθρωπον (the 
etymological explanation of the name Cain) - though here the subject 
is human. In this passage there are no variants. Philo supports the L X X 
both in his quotations cher. 40, 124 and his exposition καιν = κτησις, 
which extends through cher. 40-130, especially 124 ff. Wherever in his 
treatises he expounds this verse or allegorizes Cain, he returns to this 
interpretation. He applies it likewise to Θοβελ (Gen. 4:22 = σύμπασα 
Van, post. Cain 114) Καιν, as was brought out by Teschendorf's neat 
emendation κτησάμενοι instead of στησ-. Josephus, too, pictures Cain 
as πονηρότατος (cf. Philo, fug. 64, τό κακίας σύμβολον) καΐ πρός τό 
κερδαίνειν μόνον αποβλέπων (AJ ι, 53)·] The idea of creation is certainly 
implicit, but in the second verb έποίησεν rather than in the first. The 
latter merely preludes the detailed description given by the following 
two verbs. 

Our two further examples, too, have God as the subject, and here 
also TOp is the first of a number of verbs. Admittedly the object here is 
not God's QV or Til's, but a child, but this difference should not be 
exaggerated. This caution is based on the simple fact that here we are 
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not so much concerned with what is described by the subsequent verbs 
as with the place within the sentence of the first verb, and its relation to 
those following. As far as the Hebrew is concerned, both Ps. 138 (139) : 
13 f. and Prov. 8: 22 f. describe the formation of a child by a sequence 
of verbs of which fBj? is the first and (after Prov. 8: 23 has been 
emended), *po to weave the second. 8 Still more: exactly as in Deut. 32: 6 
there follow other verbs that unmistakably denote creation or even 
procreation, TVlM? I was made, formed [Professor D. Winton Thomas suggests 
that this is probably n(W711 / was covered. Ed.] and ,fi»j!»'l / was wrought out 
in Ps. 138 (139): 15; n̂VVln / was born in Prov. 8: 24 f. (cf. Deut. 
32: 18). To return to the first verb, the L X X of Ps. 138 (139): 13 has 
έκτήσω τους νεφρούς μου. In Prov. 8: 22 our editions read κς έκτισέν με 
with the great majority of our evidence. Codd. V 252, however (but 
not the third-century Antinoopolis Papyrus 8, which elsewhere fre
quently joins them and has a peculiar text), and the Three read 
έκτήσατο, and this is likely to reflect the later school, culminating in the 
Three. In addition, there is an early witness for έκτήσατο: Philo has it 
in de ebr. 31, both in the quotation and throughout his comment, a fact 
which excludes the explanation of later tampering. Moreover, Philo's 
whole argument ceases to make sense if Co<p(a was created (έκτισέν με) 
along with the rest of the creation that sprang from Θεός and Coq>ia 
(cher. 50, virt. 62, and M. Adler's notes on de ebr. in the German trans
lation). There can be do doubt that Philo found έκτήσατο in his Greek 
Bible, just as its mistranslation έθεμελίωσεν. Otherwise this passage 
would have been useless for his purposes both in de ebr. and virt. C. 
Siegfried (ZWT 16, 1873, p . 427) was certainly right in attributing 
έκτήσατο to the original LXX. For this secondary replacement of 
έκτήσατο by έκτισέν, I refer to the explanation given above of the 
variants found in Deut. 32: 6. The upshot is that in the three passages 
which have rflj? as the first of a sequence of verbs, the L X X understood 
acquired and translated κτήσασθαι. In this the translators were quite right. 

Their unanimity provides us with the standards of judgement when, 
finally, we are faced with the only instance of an uncontested κ τ φ ι ν , 
Gen. 14: 19, 22 ός έκτισέν τόν ούρανόν καΐ τήν γήν = flK} 0?»# Πϊρ. 
Here ΒΗ3 has a note in the second apparatus of variants, ' L X X , Vulg. 
Targ. 0 Syr. = creator' . But according to the principles underlying the 
apparatus criticus this note ought to be in the first apparatus containing 
unapproved readings : the έκτισέν of our evidence is due to a revisor's 
complete success. 

If thus κτασθαι and κτήσις are seen to be the original translation of 



nip everywhere, how can we explain the intrusion of κτί3ειν and κτήσιςΡ 
We find them predominant in later Wisdom books such as Wisdom of 
Solomon and Sirach. In the former, inferences as to the underlying 
Hebrew cannot be made with complete safety, in the latter the picture 
is more complicated, nip denotes acquire, gain everywhere and is 
constantly rended by κτάσθαι. K T Î J E I V , on the other hand, renders ma 
and "15Γ and, above all, stands for pVn wherever this is found, though 
strictly this translation is correct in 34 (31): 13 only. Smend's most 
instructive notes, especially on 34 (31): 13 and 27 indicate that this 
development from the basic meaning allot, install, establish to the 
inclusion of create is nothing peculiar to our translator. ' Traces of this 
usage are found also in the neo-Hebrew and Samaritan literature. 
Hence koranic pVn derives from the Jews, as was to be expected' 
(p. 277).* In our context the more important thing is that variants and 
marginal readings of our MSS of the Hebrew Sirach more than once 
replace pVn by ma or ΊΧ\ 

When interpreting Exod. 15: 16 f. we found p̂ fl portion to be one of a 
complex of expressions describing the deuteronomistic conception of the 
interrelation between God and his people. The verb pVn is found in the 
same context, nip, too, belongs to it. Neither originally means create, 
yet both developed this connotation. In the Hebrew there is only one 
certain textual instance of pVn to create: Sir. 34: 13. It is reinforced by 
the above mentioned variants ma or nx\ For nip our scrutiny has 
shown that there is no reliable instance any more than in Ugaritic or 
Phoenician. In the Greek the only certain instances suggesting the 
meaning create for pVn are in Sirach where pVn is represented by 
κτί^ειν, correctly in 34 (31) : 13, but everywhere else incorrectly. Where 
the Apocrypha have κτί^ειν or κτίσις, ina or one of the other verbs is 
the model, and the same applies to the NT. In this context it is worth 
while calling to mind that Mark 10: 6 όπτό δέ αρχής κτίσεως is reflected 
in the Dead Sea Scrolls (the Damascus Fragments) by nsnan TICI, as 
was seen by J . L. Teicher (JJS v, 1954, p . 38). The new conception 
create was expressed by K*l3, but even this was not rendered κτ^ειν in the 
Pentateuch except on one occasion only in Deut. 4: 32. Instances of 
nip create are found only during the stage of transmission, viz. in the 
variant of Deut. 32: 6 and the interpolation of Gen. 14: 19, 22; they 
are the work of Christian revisors and may well reflect N T usage. 

The fact that in both verbs the connotation create took such a long 
time to gain ascendancy is due to concurring factors. On the one hand 
Greek κτί^ειν firmly retained its original meaning to people, found, even 
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in the Hellenistic period. On the other, the idea of creation is so abstract 
that it is bound to have achieved predominance only at a more advanced 
stage of sophistication. The earliest Hebrew conception of creation sees 
in it a species of craftsmanship (nfrs, "Ι2Γ) ; the Deuteronomistic school 
described it in terms of an economic process (Tûp, p"?ri). There is 
nothing in the L X X proper to indicate that the translators went beyond 
the stages reached in the Hebrew. The novel conception emerged with 
K*13, but even X*13 is not rendered κτί^ειν in the Pentateuch, with the 
exception of Deut. 4: 32. The Greek translators were slow to follow the 
new achievement of the Hebrew. Tüp has hardly any part at all in this 
development. 

8 225 G T O 



I propose to give an enumeration of all passages, arranged according to 
their meaning and, consequently, accentuation. 

τρύγητος/τρυγητός. τρυγητός must be read with Swete, Rahlfs, 
Ziegler Mic. 7 : 1 , with Swete and Rahlfs Lev. 26: 5, with Rahlfs and 
Ziegler Amos 4: 7; 9: 13; Isa. 24: 13, with Rahlfs Sir. 24: 27, but 
τρυγητός with Swete, Rahlfs, Ziegler Joel 1: 11, with Swete and Rahlfs 
Judg. 8: 2, A and Β texts, 1 Sam. 8: 12; 13:21, with Swete and Ziegler 
Isa. 32: 10, with Swete Joel 4: 13; Isa. 16: 9. 

αμητος/άμητός. In the same way we must read αμητος with our 
editions Gen. 45: 6; Exod. 34: 21; 2 Kings 19: 29; Prov. 6: 8; 10: 5; 
20: 4; 25: 13; 26: 1; Mic. 7: 1; Isa. 9: 2; 18: 4; Jer . 8: 20, but άμητός 
with our editions Deut. 16: 9; 23: 25; 24: 19; Ruth 2: 21; Prov. 
6: 11a; Isa. 17: 5, 1 1 ; 23: 3, with Rahlfs 4 Mace. 2: 9, with Swete 
Jer . 28 (51): 33. 

αλόητος/άλοητός. Rahlfs (with Schleusner 1, 188) twice rightly prefers 
the variant άλοητός threshing-time Lev. 26: 5; Amos 9: 13 to αμητος 
harvest-time. Although there is no express prescription for this word in the 
ancient grammarians, analogy would suggest the accentuation άλόητος 
which I proposed in 1936, after Schleusner 1, 168. 

Most of the passages, and above all the uncontested ones, need no 
comment, the following do. 

In Joel 4: 13 the Hebrew reads TXp*. the corn to be reaped (G.-Buhl), 
thus obviously speaking of the fruit on the field. The L X X renders 
τρυγητός, as of wine. I can understand Rahlfs' and Ziegler's changed 
accentuation τρυγητός only if they mistook τταρέστηκεν for has come, is at 
hand and so thought that this could only apply to harvest-time; τταρέ
στηκεν, however, is a close translation of *?03 is ripe, as is shown by the 
Ptol. examples given by LS sub pass. V 3 b : 'δταν ό πρώιμος σπόρος 
παραστη OGI56.68 (Egypt, III") ; so prob, ή γ η παρέστηκεν Ρ. Lille 
85 (III*) ' . The parallel of the fruit waiting on the field to be reaped and 
the grapes waiting in the press to be trodden is too close to be neglected, 

τρυγητός, αμητος etc. in the L X X 
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and I think this correct interpretation is behind the translation of the 
Vulgate maturavit messis, following which Luther translates die Ernte ist 
reif and AV the harvest is ripe. 

Likewise in Isa. 16: 9 the Hebrew certainly speaks of the act of 
harvesting which was disturbed, but the Greek, in a very loose translation, 
or rather guess-work, introduces the idea of καταπατεϊν which is also 
in Joel 4: 13. I t reads έπΙ τ φ θερισμω καΐ έπΙ τ φ τρυγητοί σου κατα
πατήσω, καΐ πάντα πεσοϋνται. As in Joel 4: 13 a n d l t s f r e e quotation, 
Rev. 14: 15 (έξηράνθη ό θερισμός, Vulg. aruit messis, Luther die Ernte ist 
dürr geworden, AV the harvest is ripe) the standing crop is meant, which 
cannot be classified apart from the fruit. Therefore we must not follow 
Rahlfs and Ziegler who accent τρυγήτω. 

In the same way in Isa. 32: 10 the translator has noticeably modified 
the Hebrew original. Here Swete is right, but we must insert ό σπόρος 
καΐ which is omitted in B. The L X X appears to understand the crop is 
come to an end, the seed is gone, άναλωθήναι in the other Isaian passage 
where it is used (66: 17 for ηΐο) also means come to an end, elsewhere to be 
consumed (cf. Gal. 5: 15 to be completely eaten up) ; σπόρος, in the parallel, 
means the seed, as it does in the NT. 

In 4 Macc. 2: 9 άμητός means corn-field, as in Deut. 23: 25, and 
therefore Rahlfs is right in putting the same form in both passages. 

In Jer . 28 (51): 33 it is not easy to reach a decision. Rahlfs writes 
ήξει ό άμητος αυτής. He may have been influenced by the second Π» in 
the Hebrew which, however, is missing not only in the LXX, where the 
accentuation άμητος may have been meant to supersede it, but also in 
Syr. Targ. and consequently cancelled by O T critics. I would prefer 
to suppose that ήξει (K3) made him think of an approaching time, as 
παρέστηκεν had done in Joel 4: 13. Yet the idea that the fruit comes to 
the waiting threshing-floor is so striking that I see no reason to avoid it 
in our Greek, which must accordingly be άμητός. (For καιρός άλωής C 
Jer. 28 (51): 33 see p . 129.) 



z. General information 
Our grammars do not say much about the problems involved. For this 
Blass gives the reason: 'Die Interjektionen sind bloße Empfindungslaute 
und sind daher für die Grammatik bedeutungslos' (K.-Blass ι, π, 252). 
But he at least suggests something of the differentiation mentioned, 
whereas Gerth in the later volumes devoted to the Syntax, apart from 
a line in his Index, which refers to ώμοι (π, ι, 388 a) does not even 
mention the spelling ώ. Therefore, for many points of interest, especially 
those which have not been given a fresh aspect by the comparative 
linguistics of the last century, we do well to turn back to Philipp 
Buttmann's outstanding Griechisch Sprachlehre (112, Berlin, 1839). On 
half a page he not only gives the facts, but proceeds to explain them by 
the simple means of appending his remarks to his paragraph on the 
prepositions. A disyllabic preposition, so he argues, is generally pro
clitic with a grave on the last syllable; for it is so closely connected with 
the oblique case which it governs that it keeps no accent of its own. 1 

Apart from this, we have remnants of an earlier stage in what we may 
properly call 'postpositions'. They can even supersede a verb so that 
πάρα stands for πάρεστιν, tvi for ίνεστιν, as real adverbs, απο, inde
pendently of its position, is an adverb meaning remote from. So, says 
Buttmann, ώ is the independent form, and ώ the proclitic. ' O n e 
understands therefore that out of ώ (*δο) came ώ (*όό), precisely as 
υπό came out of ΰπο ; and only its nature as an interjection prevented it 
from becoming entirely unaccented like ώς.' And in a footnote he adds, 
Ί consider this accentuation so sufficiently well substantiated that 
I must not follow the MSS which have transmitted it in many places, 
in those where they abandon i t ' (n 2 , 379). A glance at our usual Greek 
texts shows how timely his considerations still are today. Now we have a 
judicious article in LS and a section well supported by evidence in 
M. Johannessohn, 1,8-11, which, however, do not render the following 
remarks superfluous. 

In classical Greek the addressing and invocating ώ reached its zenith 
in Attic speech, after very slight beginnings in Homer and Hesiod. 
However, it had become so obsolete in vernacular Hellenistic that we 

ώ and ώ in the L X X and N T 



ώ AND ώ IN THE LXX AND NT 

ought to explain the special intention of every example in the L X X as 
also in the NT. Hebrew has nothing comparable, and this ought to be 
always before our mind when we are concerned with a translation from 
it. 2 On the other hand, there are plenty of affective exclamations 
lavishly used in Hebrew. So whenever we find an ώ in a biblical text, 
our first task is to try to trace it back to the Hebrew original and from 
that to define its real nature. A clear perception of this is behind Well-
hausen's remark referring to Matt. 15: 28 ώ γύναι, expressing astonish
ment, 'Sonst findet sich ώ in den Evangelien nur als Droh- und 
Weheruf, aber nicht vor dem einfachen Vokativ' (Ev. Matth.1 p . 80). 
In the light of his statement, and on the basis of the observations 
1 propose to make regarding the use of interjections in the LXX, some 
closing remarks about ώ in N T might prove useful. 

2. Statistics 
First some statistics. There is no ώ of any kind in 28 books, including 
most of the historical books, and in the remaining 22 books there are 
80 instances, to which 4 Maccabees, a book which is not written in 
L X X Greek, contributes almost half. In the other books the number is 
fairly small : 1 in Genesis, Numbers, Tobit Β and S text, Job , Wisdom 
of Solomon, Baruch, 2 Maccabees; 2 in Daniel L X X ; 2 in Psalms, 
Proverbs, Sirach; 4 in 2 Kings, 1 Esdras, Ezekiel; 5 in Jeremiah; and 
36 in 4 Maccabees. Not more than 6 instances with certainty display a 
truly vocative ώ, most of the others are the exclamative ώ. 4 Maccabees, 
which stands by itself, requires some special consideration. 

3. Exclamative particles apart from & 
Two observations should at once be made here. 

(1) The exclamative ώ does not stand alone in rendering Hebrew 
exclamative particles. So, along with it, we find ariK rendered by 
δέομαι, κύριε, in the good Greek of Joshua (7:7), by mere transcription 
αα 3 in Judges, by οϊμμοι Ezek. 9:8; 11 : 13 (οϊμμοι, κύριε), equivalent to 
ώ, κύριε, of 2 Kings 6: 5, 15), or by μηδαμώς, also with following κε, 
Ezek. 4: 14; 21: 5. 

K1S is rendered by ώ Ps. 114: 4; 115: 7; 117: 25 bis, Jonah 4: 2, 
more slavishly (including the 10") by ώ δή 2 Kings 20: 3, by μή δή 
2 Esdras 11 : 5, by μηδαμώς Jonah 1: 14, more freely by δέομαι Exod. 
32: 31, as Josh. 7: 7 for ΗΠΚ and Gen. 19: 18 for Kî"V«, and is wholly 



omitted from the good Greek of Gen. 50: 17, where Aquila inserts a δή, 
and Isa. 38: 3, where the Three and with them the recensions 0 (·χ·) C 
fill out the phrase by ώ δή, Rï, exactly as the translation runs in the 
parallel, 2 Kings 20: 3, the late translator of which has many traits in 
common with the Three. All translations of K3K and, with the exception 
of Judg. 11 : 35 where θύγατέρ μου follows, all those of Fins are followed 
by the vocative κύριε, a fact to which we shall return. 

For ""in and i n , besides ώ (Aquila has the transliteration ωϊ), we 
find οΐμμοι and ούαί (this preponderant in Isaiah where ώ τάλας έγώ 
6: 5 is an isolated classical reminiscence, well fitted to the sublime note 
of this passage), ώ and ούα{ do not indicate any difference of meaning: 
Hab. 2:6, 19 ούαί ό, Hab. 2:9, 15 ώ ό, all of them with a participle 
following. All three are found in the same verse Jer . 22: 18: Ούαί έπΙ 
τόν άνδρα τούτον, which, though missing from the M T , may well 
reflect the true text, "Ω άδελφε (AS C C ούαί, OL οΐμμοι, assimilating in 
different ways), and Οΐμμοι κύριε (ώ L' Bo). 4 

For ΠΚΠ, expressing real or malicious joy, we find, along with a 
solitary ώ (Sir. 41: 2, following a reproaching ώ = i n 41 : ι ) , εύγε in 
Psalms and Ezekiel,5 and some good free translations.* 

(2) Commenting upon ώ τέκνον, Gen. 27: 20, Johannessohn 1, 9, 
says that in this chapter there are twelve vocatives, all without ώ, six 
of them τέκνον. Similarly the four instances of ώ, κύριε, in Ps. 114, 115, 
117 are completely isolated among hundreds of simple vocatives κύριε 
in Psalms. 

4. Conclusions 
4.1. ώ 
Our conclusions are clear and far-reaching. Wherever ώ represents an 
exclamative particle of the Hebrew original, it must be taken as an 
exclamation in Greek and, consequently, accented ώ, as has been done 
tacitly in the foregoing paragraphs. There is nothing in these passages to 
justify dealing with ώ differently from οΐμμοι (cf. ώμοι = ώ μοι) and 
ούαί; even the occurrence of a vocative like κύριε must not mislead us, 
as ώ here belongs to the whole sentence, and κύριε consequently must be 
included in commas. This ώ introduces either a commandment (im
perative or jussive in Hebrew) or an impassioned statement, sometimes in 
the form of a question. So we must spell ώ 2 Kings 3: 10; 6: 5, 15 
( = a n s ) ; Num. 24: 23; Isa. 6: 5; Ezek. 22: 3 (conjectured in M T ) ; 
24: 6 ( = i x ) ; 2 Kings 20: 3 (ώ δή, κύριε); Ps. 114: 4; 115: 7; 117: 25 



iw;Jonah4:2 (= N 3 K ) ; T o b i t B 13:14;Sir.41:2;Baruch.3:24 ( = ΠΚΠ); 
Ezek. 30: 2 ( = nn) ; Tobit 8 7 : 6 ; Sir. 37: 3 (conj. in M T ) ; 41: 1; 
Nah. 3: 1; Hab. 2: 9, 15; Zeph. 3: 1 (2); Zech. 2: 10(6); 11 : 17; 
Jer . 6: 6 (conj. in M T ) ; 22: 13, 18; 41 (34): 5; Ezek. 34: 2 ( = "in). 
The same ώ is freely added by the translator of Prov. in 2: 13, where 
he fails to grasp the meaning of the original. 7 

Whereas Rahlfs mistakenly puts a uniform ώ everywhere, regardless 
of any difference of meaning, Swete on the whole is right, with the 
exception of the four passages in Psalms, the three in Sirach, and 
Jonah 4: 2; Nahum 3: 1; Baruch 3: 24; Ezek. 22: 3; 24: 6; 34: 2, 
where he puts a mistaken ώ. 

4.2. ώ 
ώ, on the other hand, preceding a vocative - or a nominative taking its 
place - and giving it one or the other traditional nuance, is found only in 
some books which disclose a higher standard of Greek (numbers 1, 4, 5 
of Thackeray's classification, Grammar p. 13) and is fairly rare even there. 
The six certain examples mentioned in (2) on p. 229, are Gen. 27: 20; 
Job 19: 21 ; Prov. 6: 6; 8: 4; Wisd. of Sol. 6: 9; 2 Mace. 7: 34, about 
which Johannessohn 1, 9 f., may be consulted. 

4.3. Doubtful instances 
Two further groups are more equivocal. 

(1) One is represented by the speeches of the three pages in 1 Esdras 
3 and 4. The inconsistency which they disclose is rather veiled by 
Johannessohn's statement, ' Ihre Reden beginnen oder schließen ent
weder mit άνδρες (3: 1754: 14, 34) oder ώ άνδρες (3: 24; 4: 2, 12, 32) '. 
The setting is the same everywhere, each speaker beginning with his 
demonstrandum and ending with his demonstratum, putting it as a question 
everywhere and prefixing an allocution, e.g. 3 : 1 7 "Ανδρες, πως υπερ
ισχύει ό οίνος;. As the third speaker really has two subjects, the praise of 
* Αλήθεια from 4: 34 onwards being superimposed on the old story 
praising the sovereign power of at γυναίκες, we have in fact four speeches. 
Now three of the four speeches, 1 (3: 17), 3" (4: 14), 3 b (4: 34), begin 
with a mere άνδρες, and the first three of them end with ώ άνδρες : 
ι (3: 24), 2 (4: 12), 3 a (4: 32), whereas 3 b very appositely ends dif
ferently, in silent praise. The only inconsistency is the beginning of 
2 (4: 2) with ώ άνδρες. But since there is a variant at the beginning of 



3 a (4: 14), A reading ώ άνδρες instead of the άνδρες of the others, 
I submit that the beginning of 2 (4: 2) with its unanimous ώ άνδρες 
may indicate a corruption affecting the whole evidence, though in 
4: 14 it is confined to A. If I were right, there would be a difference 
dividing all the beginnings on the one hand and the endings on the 
other. Now Johannessohn makes the point that ώ is intended to rouse 
the attention of the listeners, and in Wisd. of Sol. 6: 9 the kings, after 
being addressed by a mere vocative in 6: 1, are called to fresh attention 
by an ώ, and that the same applies to Prov. 8: 5 after 8:4 (1, 10) - and, 
following him, also to Baruch 3: 24 after 3: 9. So it is obvious that our 
solution would make good sense in 1 Esdras. If this is so, we should spell 
ώ here, as all editions do. But there is still another alternative, on 
account of which I put these passages among the doubtful ones. As 
mentioned, all the sentences of the speakers are questions, and questions, 
like imperatives and impassioned exclamations, are often introduced by 
an ώ, which in this instance is prefixed to the sentence as a whole and 
therefore is ώ and not ώ, even if an appositive vocative (or nominative) 
follows it. 

(2) In Daniel L X X we twice read ώ Δανιήλ, introducing an excited 
question asked by the king. In 6:20 (21) there is no exclamative particle 
in the MT, so we may safely read ώ here; 5: 16 is a free rendering, so 
that we cannot draw any conclusions from the original. We may there
fore here acquiesce in ώ equally, always keeping in mind the alternative 
possibility, which is supported by the fact that we have an impassioned 
question following. 

5. 4 Maccabees 
It was said above that 4 Maccabees requires some special treatment. 
It is not written in the Greek of the translated books, nor quite in any 
other fixed type. Although one sees the author's models, it must be said 
that he overdoes rather than follows them : so his high-flown language is 
something entirely peculiar. This is obviously so in his use of ώ, which is 
indeed excessive. And we are not too much astonished at finding in this 
book all instances of ώ printed as vocative ώ in HR, Swete, and Rahlfs. 
Certainly this is mistaken, as we shall presently see; but one sometimes 
doubts whether the author, ambitious as he is and anxious to equal the 
best models, has full command of the finesses of language of which he 
makes such an excessive use. 



5.1. ώ 
There are 22 examples of an unequivocal use of ώ. They include 
invocations of deceased heroes like Eleazar, the seven brethren, and 
their mother. Johannessohn illustrates this from Epictetus, who uses ώ 
with proper names only when addressing great men of the past, ώ in 
addressing those still alive is mainly found when indignation or exaspera
tion is to be expressed. But there is an unsound accumulation of 
rhetorical addresses of abstract things such as ideas, qualities, natural 
laws. Yet all these are grammatically sound, whatever one may think 
of them from the point of view of taste. In a few passages, however, one 
may doubt to what extent this strained style is factually based upon 
sufficient mastery of literary Greek and its niceties which the author 
attempts to force into his service. 

So, to give a few examples, we read, side by side, ώ βασιλέων 
λογισμοί. . . 14: 2 and, immediately following, ώ ίερας...συμφωνίας 
14: 3. Here at least, one can hardly detect any difference of meaning. 
14: 3 is certainly an exclamation, yet 14: 2, though supported by other 
examples in the book, is not an obvious address, however rhetorical, at 
least if taken together with what follows. One cannot help feeling that 
the author is overtaxing both the resources of Greek speech and his own 
capacity. 

A similar complex, which is hard to disentangle, exists in the sixteenth 
chapter, w . 6 ff., in the lamentation of the hero-mother for herself: 
6 is a self-address, as is 10, yet between them we have first (7) ώ 
μάταιοι.. . κυοφορίαι etc., which is still more stilted, if taken as an 
invocation, and would be sounder as an exclamation which could very 
well allow a nominative; then (8) an address to her deceased sons in an 
apposition έφ' ύμϊν, ώ παίδες; finally (9) the following, which, as it is 
given in our editions, would form an address similar to v. 8 - ώ τών 
έμών παίδων οί μέν άγαμοι, οί δέ γήμαντες άνόνητοι. Yet it is not quite 
impossible to put a colon after παίδων, taking the first four words to be 
a call of distress and the rest a new sentence, tersely put without copula. 
I rather doubt whether any genuinely Greek stylist would allow himself 
so unhomogeneous a series of five cos. 

The sequence presented in 17: 2-4 is slightly better, since the σύ in 3 
removes any ambiguity from ώ μήτηρ in 2 and 4. 



5.2. ώ 
It remains to classify the remaining 14 (10) examples for which I claim 
the exclamatory ώ. There are 3 self-addresses, 16: 6, 10, and especially 
8: 17 ώ τάλανες ήμεΐς, which, of course, cannot be accented differently 
from ώ τάλας έγώ, Isa. 6: 5. There are four further exclamations con
cerning abstract things which are given as genitives, 7 : i 5 ; n : 2 o ; i 4 : 3 
(see above); 18: 20. 

In 15: 4 we have an ώ introducing a rhetorical question, the answer 
being given in the sequel. Here it is impossible to imagine any allo
cution; so we are bound to write ώ, τίνα τρόπον ήθολογήσαιμι...; . 8 

There are two similar examples in the same chapter, and we must not 
be misled by the fact that here ώ is followed by real vocatives. In both 
instances 15: 1, 13, an exclamation states the existence of wondrous 
powers whose influence on human beings is shown in the words immedi
ately following. The natural thing here would have been to put genitives 
after ώ, though even nominatives would have been possible. All these 
constructions, including the vocative, would admit the exclamative ώ. 

14: 7 f. is hardly less ambiguous, the only difference being that the 
sevenfold number of brethren is a slightly more concrete quantity (ώ 
πανάγιε συμφώνων αδελφών έβδομα;) ; but the decisive thing is that 
what is said about them follows in the third person. Have we not here 
an exclamation rather than an address or invocation? I t is obvious that 
we are left here with the awkward task of a teacher who has not so 
much to correct, as to interpret, a sentence in his pupil's imperfect 
script. In instances like these our solution cannot be more definite than 
the difficulty has been in the mind of our pupil. Yet the teacher at least 
is bound to make things clear to himself, and so are we as interpreters. 
In any case, observations like these are a help towards characterizing 
an author's speech and frame of mind. 

Including the equivocal instances discussed above I propose to read 
the exclamative ώ in the following passages: 7: 15; 8: 17; 11 : 20; 
14: 2, 3, 7; 15: ι, 4, 13; 16: 6, 7, 9, 10; 18: 20, fourteen in all, among 
which 14: 7; 16: 9, and also 15: 1, 13, are open to some doubt. 

6. New Testament 
It remains to draw the consequences for the text of the NT. 



6.1. ώ 
There is first an address, expressing astonishment, ώ γύναι Matt. 
15: 28; then addresses with stronger (1 Tim. 6: 20; Acts 13: 10) or 
weaker (Rom. 2: 1, 3; Jas. 2: 20) effect. In Acts there are examples 
closer to Attic usage, among them 1: 1 in the carefully composed 
proem, and 18: 14; 27: 21. 

6.2. ώ 
In the remaining instances we should accent ώ. Two of them introduce 
affective questions, Luke 24: 25 ώ ανόητοι, ουχί ταύτα έδει.. .; , and 
Mark 9: ig, with parallels Matt. 17: 17; Luke 9: 41 (ώ γενεά άπιστος, 
icoç πότε . . . ) . 

I wonder whether we should not deal in the same way with Rom. 
9:20, ώ άνθρωπε, μενοϋν γε σύ τίς εΐ;, where two questions precede and 
a chain of questions follows throughout to the end of the chapter, inter
rupted only by the series of O T quotations w . 24-9. Yet, perhaps, 
μενοϋν γε rather suggests a decision in the opposite direction, as, in any 
case, in Rom. 2: 3, with its many questions, the vocative ώ άνθρωπε is 
safeguarded by 2: 1. 

If thus Rom. 2: 3 may best be left in suspense, there is no doubt, on 
the other hand, about Gal. 3 : 1 , where the whole series of questions is 
opened by the woeful exclamation ώ ανόητοι Γαλάτσι, T Î S ύμδς 
έβάσκανεν;. 

Further, we have the prayerful exclamation in Rom. 1 1 : 33 ώ βάθος 
πλούτου. . . continuing with the exclamation ώς ανεξερεύνητα..., 
leading to the questions in the quotation 34 f. and ending in the 
most solemn statement of 36 with its Amen, the whole being an act of 
adoration, leaving no room for addressing an abstract quantity βάθος 
πλούτου, a mode of speech which would be more redolent of 4 Mac
cabees than of St Paul. What a wondrous depth! In this last passage 
I have the support of Bl.-Debrunner, § 1462. 

6.3. A test 
Having seen how decisive a help to interpretation is given by the 
Hebrew when considering passages either translated or conceived by 
Hebrew authors writing in Greek, I turned to Fr. Delitzch's N T in 
Hebrew, and I found most of my decisions confirmed. 



In Matt. 15: 28 he puts a mere rwtot; in 1 Tim. 6: 20; Acts 13: 10; 
Rom. 2 :1 , 3; Jas. 2: 20 he introduces the allocution by ΠΓΙΝ; he leaves 
Acts ι : ι ; 27: 21 without any introductory particle and says tPTinjg in 
18: 14. In Luke 24: 25 and Mark 9: 19 (cf. Matt. 17: 17; Luke 9: 41) 
his introductory "ΠΠ was most welcome to me. Certainly he begins 
Rom. 9: 20 with D10K = μένουν γε, but in Gal. 3: 1 he marks the 
exclamative character of the passage by ΠΠΚ. Rom. 11 : 33 is most 
appositely opened by an anticipation of the following ώς: Ίΰν pbï no. 

Apart from Rom. 9: 20, where I had refrained from giving a final 
decision, the results obtained on the basis of my observations in the O T 
passages are thus fully confirmed. 

Thus both in the Old and New Testaments strict adherence to the 
traditional discrimination between ώ and ώ affords a help to inter
pretation which we should not neglect. 



ι. Setting 
In the Ptol. papyri the genuine optative in principle clauses, expressing 
a realizable wish, is the only kind of optative which is still alive. I t is 
used in a few stock phrases. The potential (with δν) and the optative in 
conditional subordinate clauses are found more rarely, and the optativus 
obliquus (iterativus) has almost disappeared (Mayser η i, 289). Wishes 
and imprecations in the papyri are expressed by either optative, 
imperative, or ind. fut. (Bl.-Debr. §385). The papyri use the opt. pres. 
for continued or repeated events wished or imprecated by the speaker, 
but the opt. aor. for a simplex (point) act (the English expressions 
after Thumb-Angus, Handbook of the Mod. Greek Vernacular, Edinburgh, 
1912, p . 116) (Mayser, 1 1). 

2. Usage 
We find the same co-existence of optative, imperative and ind. fut. in 
the LXX, and a tabulation shows that they were used indiscriminately 
and freely interchanged, all three equally expressing a benediction or 
curse. 1 

Sometimes opt. aor. and fut. are used side by side with the clear 
intention of expressing a different shade of meaning, so Gen. 28: 3, ό 
θεός... εύλογήσαι σε κα! αύξήσαι σε και ττληθύναι σε, καΐ εση. . . bless 
thee ...so that thou mayest be... ( AV). 

In other instances the Greek is right in rendering a Hebrew imperfect 
by an optative, as Zech. 3: 2 bis, έττιτιμήσαι κύριος έν σοί, where the 
AV correctly puts the Lord rebuke thee (similarly Luther), though some 
of our commentaries give a less appropriate future. Yet in a similar 
passage, Mai. 2: 12, the unanimous evidence has a future (see below). 

The translation of Job presents some strange examples of a continual 
interchange of opt. aor. and ind. fut. throughout entire chapters. Only 
a most artificial interpretation can detect any optative intention in the 
original, and in most instances even the future is but the usual, very 
loose translation of the Hebrew imperfect, as in ch. 15: 6 and 28-35. 
In ch. 18 and 20 the characteristic feature is that the verses belonging 

Jussive optative aorist a syntactic Hebraism 



to the L X X proper are mostly in opt. aor., whereas the interspersed 
supplements from θ ' are in future. The famous resurrection verse 
19: 26 has the opt. aor. άναστήσαι. In ch. 21: 19 a L X X reads an opt. 
aor., 196 θ ' a future, both with God as subject; v. 20 L X X has two 
opt. aor. with man as subject. 

The question of the subject comes in decisively, when we now turn to 
a chapter which is without parallel in the L X X and elsewhere, Deut. 28. 
Whereas Lev. 26 and also Deut. 30 express a similar series of promises 
and curses by future formations only, as we should expect them to do, 
Deut. 28 discloses a strange mixture. The chapter begins with future 
forms ( w . ι, 2) and goes on to a subjunctive παραδφ v. 7. From v. 37 
onwards there are exclusively future forms, as in Lev. 26. But in the 
intermediate verses there is an interchange of opt. aor. and ind. fut., 
and this almost without exception in such a way as to give the opt. aor. 
to clauses in which God is subject, but ind. fut. to all the others, where 
men are the subject. The effect is that our translator here renders the 
predictions about God as though they were benedictions or curses 
(wishes or imprecations), but the consequences which they have on 
men, simply as things to come. Regarding the latter the evidence is 
unanimous; and even as far as predictions concerning God's actions are 
involved, only a few remarks are required. 

(1) The verses 7-36, which are distinguished by the opt. aor. forms 
mentioned, cover by far the greater part of the whole, for there is only 
one statement about God preceding v. 7, namely v. 1, and only nine 
after v. 36. 

(2) There is some indication that the scheme - expressing statements 
about God by an opt. aor., about men by an ind. fut. - originally 
covered the whole chapter; for it is extremely unlikely that the rare 
device of an opt. aor. should be secondary where it appears as a variant. 
So for δώσει v. 1 min. k t e x t reads δφη, though in the other MSS the 
opt. aor. first comes in v. 8. As we can still imagine, it was tempting 
to put δώσει in v. ι, because the sentence runs, καΐ 2σται...κοΙ δώσει 
σε κ*. In v. 7 the chief evidence gives παραδω; this would be a sub
junctive, as in 21: 10 where it follows έάν. Some MSS read παραδώσει, 
and the evidence is complicated by a σοι added either to -δφ, -δοΐ, 
-δφη, -δώσει; but we should read παραδφη with F b (-δφη σοι ν, 
παραδοΐ F*Nimb 2 ) . 

Compare δφη v. 24. The only real break in the series of optatives is 
πληθύνει σε KÇ V . Ι I , though here min. 18 reads -ύναι, just as in v. 60 c 
has έπιστρέψαι instead of the fut. -ψει of all the others. 



JUSSIVE OPT. AOR. A SYNTACTIC HEBRAISM 
( 3 ) In two passages the M T has a statement in the second person 

with the Israelites as subject, but the L X X displays a third person 
statement about God with a future form which does not fit into the 
scheme observed. 

In the first passage, v. 2 9 , our text requires emendation. Instead of 
KCCI § 0 1 3 ψηλαφών 2 . . .καΐ ούκ εύοδωσει τάς οδούς σου (. . . e f ä ö ö ΓΡ^ΠΙ 
n^SO tf1?}) we must read ευοδώσεις8 which is attested by the Munich 
Vet. Lat. (BM's S z) non diriges and by Eth. Arm. as well, though, while 
giving the second person, they seem to use slightly different verbs (non 
inventes Eth., si non corriges Arm.), provided that this difference is not 
merely due to corruptions in these Oriental translations which were left 
untouched in BM's Latin version (cf. above, pp. 9 f.). 

The second passage is a little more complicated. For HVl yjfiç tf1? 
tfOO njiT. the Greek reads ούκ άνοπταύσει σε ούδ' ού μή yevtyrat στάσις 
(ν. 6 5 ) . * As in v. 2 9 we would read a second person, so that άνοπταύσει 
would be only an orthographical variation of-ση. But there is an addi
tional κύριος in Syr.™"8- provided with an obelus. If this obelus is 
genuine, this would mean that Origen found a text which, deviating 
from the MT, ran, ούκ άνοπταύσει σε κύριος. But even if so, this may be 
a pre-Origenian corruption, in which a mistaken -σει σε had been 
completed by a still more mistaken explicitum κύριος. So, after all, we are 
at liberty to decide for ανάπαυση. 5·* 

Before leaving Deut. 2 8 we should record that ChB 9 6 3 , written about 
I 5 0 P , agrees with our MSS in preserving the opt. aor. in w . 1 3 , 2 0 , 2 8 , 

3 5 . Unfortunately there is a gap in v. 1 1 , where our MSS have πληθυνεϊ. 
In v. 2 9 ChB 9 6 3 reads 

ο 
ουκ ευ[[ει]]δωσει[τας ο] 
δους σου 

the bracketed letters being supplemented, so that we cannot see what 
[ou] 

really was in the codex; but in v. 6 5 we find [κ ανα]παυσει σε ουδε, 
the traditional reading which we took to be corrupt, but - interestingly 
enough-a l so here without the obelized -i-κύριος χ found in Syr . m g 

In the gaps there is nothing to preclude the introduction of our opt. aor. 
forms. 

There are some few minn. which give either a subj. aor. or the ind. 
fut. So it is not astonishing that in v. 8 Pap. Rylands 4 6 0 , a I V P testi
mony book, reads the more common άποστελεΐ, as here also e juv m g bj 
La. z , Co., Eth. do, but not Lugd. which has inmittat = άποστείλαι. 



3. Root in the Hebrew 
When reviewing the Rylands Pap. 458 and 460 (ThLZ, 1936» Ρ· 3 4 0 
I ended by saying, 'Bei den Opt. handelt es sich um Segen oder Fluch, 
also mag der Wunschmodus - nur in diesen Versen ! - das rein futurische 
Moment verdrängt haben. Die ganze grammatische Literatur scheint 
diese Gebrauchsweise nicht zu kennen; ich habe auch keine lit. Belege 
außerhalb LXX. ' 7 

Later I found that the strange opt. aor. were renderings of optative 
jussives in the Hebrew. After checking the vast list of jussives - many of 
them detectable only by unequivocal jussive forms in the same context -
drawn up by Fr. Böttcher (Ausf. Erbuch der Hebr. Sprache) §964, π , 
182 ff., and their rendering in the LXX, it became evident that the 
L X X translators used three translations. To take the examples from 
two adjoining verses, Gen. 9: 26 ""ζΗ ~ καΐ εστοη, 27 AD*; ~ πλατύναι, 
*-*n ~ καΐ γενηθήτω. Between the second and the third jussives the 
Hebrew has ptjhj which is not formally recognizable as a jussive, 
though rightly rendered by καΐ κατοικησάτω. I then found that S. R. 
Driver, Deut. p. 305, characterized the jussives of w . 8, 21, 36 as I had 
characterized the Greek optatives. He also records that the L X X uses 
the optative from 7 to 36. I t was König in his Syntax § 192 a who estab
lished relation between the Hebrew and Greek forms. 

In the Hebrew itself the jussives of Deut. 28 stand out as needing 
explanation ('significant of the eagerness with which the orator watches 
and desires the future which he announces', Driver); yet the Greek 
usage based on its Hebrew original is still more peculiar, though not 
confined to Deuteronomy. 8 

Here it is a mere Hebraism, and if I may venture a judgement about 
the Hebrew usage, I would see in it rather a pious reflection, comparable 
to some extent with the later standing insertion ' praised be his name ! ' 
This would preclude a very early date for this mode of speech. However 
primitive or advanced it may be, we are hardly interested in the way 
in which König attempts by phonetic reasoning to reduce the number 
of the 'difficult instances of the jussive' which he found in Driver's 
A treatise on the use of the tenses in Hebrew, § 171 (König § 192 e). 

In the Greek this jussive opt. aor. is losing ground and liable to 
correction, as Deut. 28 and other examples clearly show. Nevertheless, 
its elaborate use in Deut. 28 in its restriction to God as a subject is too 
scrupulous to look primitive. As this pericope differs so strikingly not 
only from the common usage of the LXX, but even from the proximate 



JUSSIVE OPT. AOR. A SYNTACTIC HEBRAISM 
verses in Deuteronomy itself, it may be due to a translator different 
from the translator of Deuteronomy; and, as e.g. in Ezek. 36, the 
question arises whether this is a translation which was originally made 
in an independent way for use as a lesson in a Jewish service, but which 
later on found its way into the LXX, ousting, perhaps, the original 
translation. 

I t may be adventurous to go one step further. Haftarahs in a prophet, 
such as have been traced in Jeremiah by Giesebrecht (pp. xxvii, xxxiii) 
and in Ezekiel by Cornill (Das Buch Εζ·, 1886, Proll. pp . 101 f.) and 
Thackeray (e.g. Gr. p . 11) (traced in both instances from the different 
character of the translation), are nothing to wonder at, because only 
selected parts of these books were regularly used in the Jewish liturgy. 
But with regard to the Pentateuch we do not know of any primitive 
stage when only selected chapters were read as lessons; for there was 
always a lectio continua. My very restrained and modest question is 
whether, at least for the Alexandrine synagogue, we are here able to 
trace a selective use of 'Pentateuch-Haftarahs' in worship. I cannot 
answer this question, nor can anybody else; yet others may tell me to 
what extent it is worth asking. 



Throughout the L X X the confusion of βούλεσθαι and βουλεύεσθαι is 
fairly frequent; all passages using βούλεσθαι for fSP and βουλεύεσθαι for 
γΒΠ are corrupt. Thus we must read βουλεύεσθε ι Kings 12:6 with the 
Cambridge editions and Rahlfs, against Agu only; 2 Chron. 10: 6, 9 
with Rahlfs against BA(N) and some minn. ; βουλευόμενοι 2 Esdras 4: 5 
with Rahlfs against Β only; and Prov. 12: 20 with Grabe and Lagarde, 
following Syr."1 8 and 23, against our modern editions. 2 Chron. 25: 16 
which gave rise to this excursus has been emended on p. 141. 

As to the reverse, the mistaken βουλεύεσθαι for fDH, there are less 
confusions. So our editions rightly neglect the corrupt reading 1 of A in 
ι Macc. 15:3 and Jer . 49 (42) : 22 (cf. Jer . 6: 10). In Isaiah, Rahlfs and 
Ziegler duly put Ιβούλετο 42: 21 against SAB 393 538 (88) Sa. (a 
doublet in Bo.). In a note Ziegler seems to suggest that Ιβουλεύσατο 
came in from 46: 10. Yet 46: 10 f. presents a problem in itself. In the 
Hebrew 'ΠΧ» and '·ΧΒΠ"'?3 form a parallelism (my counsel and all my 
pleasure, Torrey) ; in v. 11 there follows ""ηχ» e^K the man of my counsel. 
The Greek translator, an ingenuous blunderer, reads πασά μου ή 
βουλή and πάντα όσα βεβούλευμαι in ν . ίο and περί ών βεβούλευμαι 
in 11 ; here evidently taking to be "if $ and the noun ' n x ? to be a 
verbal form from pSP or fvt. With a correct translator one would 
suggest that the first βεβούλευμαι is due to a secondary assimilation to 
the second in v. 11. If we have correctly assessed the character of the 
Greek Isaiah, we detect in him a curious habit such as we find in a 
careful and competent writer like St Paul. More than once St Paul 
substitutes a less appropriate word for the appropriate one, for the 
simple reason that he anticipates a word which is soon to follow in his 
context. Therefore I am not sure how to decide. Yet if we try to emend, 
we should not put βεβούλημαι, a perfect formation that never occurs in 
the LXX, but βούλομαι, for the present would be correct to represent 
a noun, as it often represents a participle. At any rate, there is a parallel 
in 53: 10, which presents two examples, both of βούλεται, the first 
appropriately for the participle f Dn, the second in exactly the same mis
understanding of the noun f o n as in 46: 10. This results in a curiously 
mistaken translation of the famous passage which can be mended only 

Confusion of βούλεσθαι and βουλεύεσθαι 



C O N F U S I O N O F βούλεσθαι A N D βουλεύεσθαι 
by putting τήν ψυχήν of 534 Syr. p a l - , Tert., T y c , Hieron. into the text 
instead of της ψυχής. In the remaining passages the L X X renders fDn 
by θέλημα as do the later translators, mainly Symmachus (53: 10 
θέλημα, ήθέλησεν), whereas Aquila 53: 10 puts βουλημα, έβουλήθη. In 
46: 11 also Symmachus says άνδρα βουλής μου. 



In Lev. 23: 3 the L X X has σάββατα άνάπαυσις κ λ η τ ή αγία τ ώ κυρίω, 
Vulg. sabbati requies est, vocabitur sanctus; 23: 24 L X X έσται ύμΐν 
άνάπαυσις, μνημόσυνον σαλπίγγων, κ λ η τ ή αγία έσται ύμΐν and Vulg. 
erit vobis sabbatum memoriale, clangentibus tubis, et vocabitur sanctum. The 
Hebrew here says Vhjp inpB 'convocation for the purpose of divine 
service' (without Ihjp Isa. 1 :13 , see also 4:5) , for which the L X X has 
κλητή αγία in Exodus, Leviticus throughout and Num. 28: 25, whereas 
Numbers in the other passages says έπίκλητος αγία. As elsewhere, LS 
offers a translation for both which is simply the current interpretation 
of their Hebrew equivalent: 'κλητή seil, εκκλησία convocation'; ' ή 
έπίκλητος convocation, assembly'. For έπίκλητος, the parallels which LS 
gives, as Hdt. 7, 8 σύλλογον έπίκλητον... έποιέετο held a privy council, do 
not really support this interpretation. LS may also have thought of ή 
σύγκλητος which in Attic and Hellenistic speech covers a considerable 
range of meanings, including that of the Roman senate. From the first 
occurrence of the word in the LXX, however, everything becomes clear. 
Here the L X X is twice mistaken in assuming Disn as subject : 

Exod. 12: 16 
pf ton οναί καί ή ήμερα ή πρώτη 

tf'Tp'K'lpB κληθήσεται αγία, 
ΤΛφ} Di'31 καί ή ήμερα ή έβδομη 

ehp~inj?a κλητή αγία 
DD1? Γ£ίΤ έσται ύμΐν. 

Here it is certain that in 16 b the L X X took lOpa to be a part. pass. 
(Pual) of N")pT which exists in the latter part of Isaiah (five times) and in 
Ezek. 10: 13. The L X X may somehow have read 16a in conformity 
with this, for variation of expression is a feature very common to the 
translators of the Pentateuch. This was long ago observed by Thiersch, 
and supported by ample evidence. This translation, then, became a 
fixed habit of which έπίκλητος in Numbers is but a more elegant 
variation. The Vulgate is here somewhat free, yet it seems to share in 
the LXX's mistranslation, as can at once be inferred from its putting 
dies as the subject : Dies prima erit sancta atque solemnis, et dies septima eadem 

(eftj?) snpa in the Greek and Latin Bibles 
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festivitate venerabilis. We have already mentioned its translation vocabitur 
for κλητή (έσται) Lev. 23: 3, 24. This mistake is introduced, as it were, 
in Lev. 23: 2, where quas vocabitis sanctas is an abbreviation of the LXX's 
άς καλέσατε auras κλητας αγίας. In 23: 4> H°e s u n t erS° firiae Domini 
sanctae, quas celebrare debetis temporibus suis, the first part evidently goes 
back to the corruption in the Greek καί αύταΙ αγίας καλέσατε (BA f) for 
κληταΐ άγίαι, âs καλέσατε. But in the second part celebrare for linpB, 
καλέσετε_)>οκ shall proclaim (correctly rendered Num. 10:2 άνακαλεϊν τήν 
σνναγωγήν, convocare multitudinem - Lugd., closer to the LXX, says ad 
evocandam synagogam) is a mere guess, interesting in so far as it has some 
connection with the rendering celeberrimus for κλητή, which Jerome else
where adopts consistently, while he equally consistently uses venerabilis 
for έπίκλητο5. 

In conclusion the two passages in Isaiah, displaying l O p a without 
e*"Jp, are instructive. In 1: 13 the L X X does not understand lOp,? *np t, 
' the convening of convocations'; so it extricates itself by the vague 
translation ήμέραν μεγάλη ν, with which we may compare 34: 10 ε{ς 
χρόνον πολύν for BTISI riSïV (p. 160), and which sounds like an early 
foreshadowing of der lange Tag, the popular Jewish name for the Day 
of Atonement. Here the Three give versions of X"iptB which are etymo
logical and reminiscent of the earlier L X X usage discussed above, yet 
far from being literal, A'? κλητήν, C έπίκλησιν, θ ' έπίκλητον; whereas 
Jerome has a colourless festivitates alias. In 4: 5 the L X X misread the 
word, and nothing of the Three has survived; yet Jerome, here without 
any support from the LXX, falls back on its usual translation, for which 
he has but a few examples, Lev. 23: 2, 3, 24, rendering n X T ^ a - 1 ? » ! et ubi 
invocatus est. 

Returning to LS it remains to say that the context never allows for a 
supplementary εκκλησία. The reason why the form is always a fem. is 
that it always depends upon fern, nouns, ήμερα, έορταί, άνάπαυσις. 
Therefore the lexicon should register κλητή and ή έπίκλητος as mis
translations of X*lpa festival as though it were a part. pass, of X"1pT cry, 
call, convene. 

The justification of lengthy comments like this lies in the obvious 
fact that without observation of many detached peculiarities we cannot 
obtain an adequate picture of the nature of our translations. From my 
quotations of Jerome, taken together with the here sorely scanty 
remnants of Vet. Lat. Lugd., the reader will have drawn some con
clusions as to the nature of the Vulgate. In the Pentateuch Jerome 
preserved many of the original differences of translation in the Vet. Lat. 



without consulting the Hebrew throughout and thus giving a fresh and 
reliable translation. I t would be rash to decide from these limited 
observations whether his revision was restricted by respect for the 
familiar wording, or whether it merely represents a superficial touch. 
At all events, inasmuch as he is evidence for the Vet. Lat., his value for 
the illustration of the L X X is enhanced. But to work this out, even 
within our limits, attention should be given to Jerome's Bible quotations 
apart from the Vulgate. 



The Complutensian fashioned its σικεραν Judg. 13: 7 after the pattern 
of the Latin Bible, which carried much further the process of Hellenizing 
Hebrew words and names. This procedure of the Latin Bible was, no 
doubt, encouraged by the Greek N T which advanced far beyond the 
LXX. The outstanding example is y-έεννα, -nç, -η, -αν in the synoptic 
gospels and Jas. 3: 6. Of this the uninflected γαιεννα Β, γεεννα hq 
Josh. 18: 16, far from being the prototype, is but a late reflex. I t is 
located in a corrupt context and found only in Β with its satellites; and 
this group of MSS, though still being the earliest form of text in this 
book, goes back to a very careless archetype and is corrupt in this passage. 
The omission of γέεννα is some N T grammars is striking. The only 
serious attempt I have found to explain the form is by Gustaf Dalman 
in RE3 6, 421 (cf. also Moulton 11, 147, 153). He points to (1) the old 
pronunciation of the short i as e (Gehennom) (cf. p . 158 and p. 320 
n. 2), (2) the Aramaizing -am (Gehennam) of the termination -om, 
and (3) the throwing off of the closing -m 'as in Μαριά for Μαριάμ'. 
He does not mention the most important thing, namely the final form 
in which this threefold process results, an inflected fem. in α impurum. 
What was natural in a girl's name, was much less so here. 

Here both the Vet. Lat. and the Vulgate N T follow the Greek by 
inflecting ge(h)enna as a fem. in -a (see the full list in Rönsch, Itala und 
Vulgata pp. 256 f.). Jerome, Josh. 18: 16, different from the Vet. Lat., 
gives the transliteration and adds an interpretation, Geennom, id est 
vollem Ennom. I have no example of an intrusion of the inflected N T form 
into the O T either in Greek or in Latin. 

The case of σικερα and πασχα in the Latin Bible is different. Lugd. 
has the acc. siceram1 Lev. 10:9; Num. 28: 7 (after emending the corrupt 
sintera); Deut. 14: 26; 29: 6; Judg. 13: 4, 7, 14 and an abl. vino et sicera 
Num. 6: 3. In Luke 1: 15 the Vet. Lat. MSS give evidence for both 
sicera and siceram. Wordsworth and White print sicera with the MSS, 
where the Sixtine and Clementine editions read siceram. This must make 
us cautious in judging the readings which I quoted from the current 
Roman Vulgate. There are no forms other than inflected in the Vet. Lat. 
and the Vulgate in the MSS of Jas. 3: 6. In the Vulgate O T sicera 

Gehenna, sicera, pascha in the Latin Bible 



(always acc. siceram) is confined to the passages mentioned in Deutero
nomy and Judges and Prov. 31: 6 date siceram for Ί3ί/~1ΐρ, δίδοτε 
μέθην. This translation ought to be recorded for the L X X as evidence 
for a possible σικερα, which, if original, would have been completely 
replaced by μέθην, the translation of A' Θ' according to Syr . h e x In the 
other passages Jerome translates in accordance with his definition in the 
Ep. ad Nepotian., 'Sicera Ebraeo sermone omnis potio adpellatur quae inebriare 
potest*. So he puts lengthy paraphrases for the simple "VSti, σικερα: 
omne quod inebriare potest Lev. 10: 9; Num. 6: 3 (10), ex qualibet alia 
potione Num. 6: 3 (20), or, more simply, potio Isa. 24: 9 or ebrietas 
Isa. 5: 11, 22; 28: 7 ter, 29: 9. This last translation of his is closer to the 
μέθυσμα of the later translators than to the LXX's σικερα. He is inde
pendent of the L X X in the second occurrence in 28: 7, where the L X X 
has a doublet της μέθης τοϋ σικερα. Here Β stands alone in omitting 
T O O σικερα; but σικερα is obviously the original translation, and της 
μέθης its hexaplaric substitute. Β is therefore secondary. 

As to πασχα, the facts are somewhat more complicated. Where 
pascha is used, as in Lugd. throughout (Rönsch does not deal with this 
word, so that I have no information about other Vet. Lat. MSS of the 
OT) , we read a nom. and acc. pascha, yet, along with it, a gen. paschae. 
The examples are: (1) pascha Lugd. Num. 9: 2, 4, 6, 10, 13, 14; 28: 16; 
Deut. 16: ι, 2, 5, 6; Vulg. 1 Esdras ( = L X X 2 Esdras) 6: 19, 20. 
(2) paschae Lugd. Exod. 34: 25; Num. 9: 12 and, after emendation, 
Num. 33: 3 (in this last passage Robert corrects the corrupt castra into 
pascha, but a gen. is required, and paschae is the standing translation of 
T O O πασχα ; as there follows et in the Latin, the emendation involves 
only the correction of a haplography) ; Vulg. Ezek. 45: 21. In the N T 
Vulgate Jerome translates in the same way, nom. and acc. pascha, 
which he treats as a neuter: hoc pascha manducare Luke 22: 15, ante 
pascha John 11 : 55, post pascha Acts 12:4, but in die paschae Luke 2:41, 
dies paschae John 12: 1 cf. 13: 1, parasceve paschae 19: 14. Whether in 
pascha John 2: 23; 18: 39 to him was an abl. fern, or the indeclinable 
form, must be left undecided. 

I think that in the passages mentioned Jerome merely retained what 
he had found in the Vet. Lat. text; for where he shows his own hand, 
the aspect is quite different. In the L X X there are forty-two examples of 
πασχα ranging from Exod. 12: 11 to Ezek. 45: 21, but only seventeen 
occurrences of φασεκ, all of them in 2 Chron. 30 and 35 - and there is 
one more in Jer . 38 (31): 8, but it is a mistranslation, which is not 
shared by the Vulgate. Jerome, however, gives a high preference to the 
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latter which he writes as phase. In the passage where ΠΟΒ appears for 
the first time, he appends an explanation, phase, id est transitas. Sym
machus before him had done the same, saying φασεχ ύπερμάχησις. 
This is one of the Jewish interpretations of ΠΟΒ and the verb ΠΟΒ which 
is reflected also in L X X Exod. 12: 13 σκεπάσω ύμδς, 12: 27 έσκέπασεν, 
and Isa. 31 :5 περιποιήσεται. But materially Jerome follows up another 
Jewish interpretation which is in L X X Exod. 12: 23 παρελεύσεται 
κύριος τήν θύραν. His transitas reproduces the ύπέρβασις of Aquila in 
the same passage which is reflected in Isa. 31: 5, υπερβαίνων Γ', 
according to Jerome's report. This found its way into the L X X text as 
a doublet: περιποιήσεται ( + καΙ ύπερβήσεται o11 L Ziegler). The same 
exegetical tradition is behind Jerome's transibo Exod. 12: 13, transcendet 
12: 23, and victima transitas Domini 12: 27. In the last instance Jerome 
takes the *? of mrr 1? as sign of a gen. subj., which was necessary if ΠΟΒ 
was to mean the Lord's passing by. This translation also goes back to 
one of the Three, most probably again to Aquila. The LXX, of course, 
is more correct, saying θυσία τό πασχα τοϋτο κυρίω for Π0Β~Π3ί 
mîT1? Kin which, if rendered quite exactly, would result in something 
like *Θυσία του πασχα αύτη κω. 

This explanation of ΠΟΒ is already in Philo and Josephus, though 
they use different words. Philo has διάβασις in alleg. in, 94, 154, 165, 
sacr. 63, migr. 25 bis, heres 255, congr. 106, spec. leg. 11, 147, and διαβα
τήρια 2 vit. Mos. n, 224, 226, 228, 233, spec. leg. 11, 41, 145, 147, 150. He 
uses the form πασχα throughout, etymologizing it as διάβασις άπό 
(έκ) τών παθών Αίγύπτου alleg. Π Ι , 94)· Therefore an isolated φασεκ, 
alleg. m, 94, looks secondary, and this all the more as it is followed by 
a constant πασχα. Several explanations are possible. I t may be a 
corruption like φασκα (vit. Mos. 11, 224, codd. BEM GHP) . Or, as it 
occurs where the festival is first mentioned, it could be explained from 
reasons similar to those which are responsible for the secondary text of 
a lemma. As such it may have been taken from a more recent form of 
the text of the L X X or even from one of the Three (cf. p . 170). 

Josephus has the explanation in A J n, 313, πασχα . . . , σημαίνει δ* 
ύπερβάσια 3 διότι . . . ό θεός αυτών υπερβάς.. . 



Perhaps I may here inquire into the way in which our translators 
handled the two passages Exod. 22: 8 and 1 Sam. 2: 25. In these 
D'rfrgj is taken as a real plural and followed by a verb in the plural. 
This casts light on the priestly jury, acting close to the sanctuary and on 
behalf, and before the face, of God. In neither passage did the L X X 
leave any traces of what was peculiar in the original. In 1 Sam. 2: 25 
it shares in the corruption of the M T , which was corrected by Well-
hausen, who from 1V^B restored the plural ί ^ Β ; but in both passages it 
does its best to obliterate what might have been considered a difficulty 
from the point of advanced monotheism. In Exod. 22:8 we are therefore 
almost left with the Three, and Jerome who follows their lead. They take 
the Hebrew as it stands, no doubt, leaving its precarious plurals to 
those whose set task it was to explain away any difficulties: 

MT LXX ol Γ 
(BM's Latin from the 

Syriac of Syr. h e i) 

Vulgate 

ένώτπον TOÖ 
ΘΕΟΟ 

ad dear 

«a-
τ 

έλεύσετσι utriusque causa 

op'Sp-ia^ ή κρίσις 
αμφοτέρων 

perveniet, 

Kod 6 άλούς et quem damnani du A' et si ill* 
D'îlV» 

ν» 
δια τοϋ θεού et quern damnaverinf dit C 

et quern damnabuni dit Θ' 
iudicaverifli 

The clue to this literal translation of the Three and Jerome is given by 
a doublet in the text of Vercellone's (i, 255*) ' Cas. 1 which, he says, 
' addit scilicet adsacerdotes'. This scilicet must not induce us to believe that 
ad sacerdotes is a mere gloss; for there are parallels which incontestably 
indicate, just as do Greek doublets introduced by καί or ή , that these 
words represent a different way of translating which has left only a few, 
but unmistakable, traces. So in the verse immediately preceding, which 
contains the same Ô nVs in a plural meaning, but without a plural 
verb which, of course, caused the chief trouble, the Vulgate again 
displays ad deos and the same Cas. 1 'addit et ad sacerdotes et ad sapientes' 

O'nVgj (Exod. 22: 9 (8) ; 1 Sam. 2: 25 in the Greek and Latin Bibles) 
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(Vercellone). 1 And in Exod. 21: 6 where tPH1?« originally must have 
designated the Penates, but was apparently interpreted on the same lines 
as designating the priestly jury, we find the same array of varying 
renderings : 

M T L X X A' C Vulgate 
Vercellone's 

cod. Κ 
προσάξει 
αυτόν 

offeret 
eum 

VJiN ό κύριος 
αύτοϋ 

dominus dominus 
eius 

VI ir πρός τό 
κριτήριον 
τοϋ θεοϋ 

πρός 
τούς 
Θεούς 

diu sacerdoti 

Here 2 the LXX's προς τό κριτήριον T O O θεοϋ and K's sacerdoti, though 
diverging in their wording, betray an identical interpretation of D'nVx 
as the priestly jury. This, however, is mistaken, because the D ,nVs are 
at the door and the doorpost, and only one act of 'br inging' is being 
described, as emerges even from the clumsy translation in AV, Air master 
shall bring him unto the judges; he shall also bring him to the door, or unto the 
door post. In all these instances the MSS from which Vercellone quotes 
are MSS of the Vulgate, but the modifications of Jerome's text which he 
quotes are contaminations deriving from MSS of the Vet. Lat., and 
therefore they ought to be recorded in BM, who confine themselves to 
quotations from marg. cod. Leg., when every addition to our scanty 
knowledge of the Vet. Lat. should be warmly welcomed. 

A similar set of variants is found in Exod. 22: 28 (27), where though 
to common sense D'H^R means God and ΚΦΐ the ruler, the L X X puts 
θεούς and άρχοντας (the sing, άρχοντα of AFM rell Bo., Eth. is secondary, 
for it is only one among the several adaptations to Acts 23: 5, which 
here agrees with the M T and the Three), άρχοντας, rather than dis
closing a variant in the Hebrew, obviously indicates that the L X X took 
both Hebrew expressions to be closely parallel, the judges and the 
ruler(s). In 22: 8 f. (7 f.), the L X X has a mere θεοϋ, and in 21: 6 it 
takes to the periphrastic κριτήριον τοϋ Θεού, but here it agrees with what 
in the two other passages is the more recent tradition. In our passage 
also Targ. Onq. thinks of the priestly judges officiating at the sanctuary 
(Baentsch). Our evidence offers a complete sample-card of inter
pretations. Two variants can be left aside; proceres tuos Bo. 1 represents 
άρχοντας and has come in from the second half of the verse, and Θεούς 
σου b Arm. is a dittography Θεου(Ι[(ΙΟΥ]ΟΥ. Then we have the singular 



θεόν in dp*t Co. ( = /+Sah . ) , which could indicate that the L X X here 
repeated the translation of 22: 8 f., so that the plural which we read 
would be secondary here as it is in the passages compared above. 
Likewise κριτήν in p b , which calls to mind κριτήριον in 21: 6, looks like 
a gloss in the vein of the traditional interpretation, and the same is 
certain as to the doublet (diis) et sacerdotibus which is in Vercellone's 
Cas. ι (1, 256b), but missing in BM. Finally we read the addition 
(θεούς) άλλοτρίους in km La., which is in conformity with what we shall 
find in Exod. 22: 20 (19) and Deut. 4: 28. 

In Exod. 22: 20 (19), which mentions the third in an enumeration of 
offences deserving death, D̂ tfT tPflVKj? Π3ί, the context unmistakably 
points to gods — idols, as it does in 18: n , trnYsrrVs» Π1ΪΓ Vtrj, and, 
of course, in those passages which refer to the pagan worshippers 
(12: 12 Q ^ S I ?

 , , ÎJVK " , ?3 ) . Nevertheless, we can still trace elaborate 
attempts at excluding a blasphemous misunderstanding. One of them 
resulted in a gloss, liaV mïT1? ,nV3, which permeated the whole of our 
evidence except the Samaritan. In the Hebrew its nature is betrayed by 
its awkward position after the concluding verb (Baentsch). In the Greek 
it may nevertheless have come in from the margin, as is suggested by the 
changed order of words in min. 18 (provided that this is not merely an 
individual adjustment of a clumsy text). The other attempt has the 
approval of Baentsch and BH3, namely the insertion of onnj* in the 
Samaritan, and έτέροις in A, the Origenian x, the two secondary groups 
(Rahlfs, Gen., 1926, pp. 31 f.) bw and fir, in Bo., Co. and in the Vet. Lat. 
Wirceburgensis. Thus Baentsch and BH3 follow Sam. in both its 
additions and omissions. However, in spite of the Coptic versions, 
έτέροις is very poorly supported, and in fact still more poorly than BM 
would suggest. For their La. is nothing but Wire., which, as Billen has 
shown (pp. 45, 101), 'evidently represents a late alteration', as 'Cyp. , 
Spec, and Aug. omit the word ' . 8 

In Deut. 4: 28 the case for έτέροις, a Greek addition unanimously 
attested from 963 onward and found also in Vet. Lat., Lugd. and Verc. 
F (1, 491), is much stronger; for as it already exists in five Hebrew MSS, 
it cannot be explained as a dittography of the following èpyoïç. And yet 
this addition was not really required, because no misunderstanding was 
likely. If it has come in from similar passages, this is bound to have 
happened either very early or repeatedly during the course of trans
mission.4 

In ι Sam. 2: 25 there have survived many more remnants of a 
similar interpretation, sacerdo(te)s = O'nVK, than BM's annotation would 



suggest. Apart from 1 murmurabunt prosacerdos eo Cyp-codJ', which is a 
corruption of murmurabunt sacerdotes pro eo or -bit sacerdos, they content 
themselves with quoting Vercellone's Ugionensis, Si peccando peccaverit 
homo in hominem, stabunt pro eo sacerdotes ad Dominum: si autem in Deum 
peccaverit sacerdos, quis orabit pro eo? This is a free exposition which 
conveys the meaning behind the corruption of the M T ; but in so doing 
it sacrifices the veiled mode of expression by which the M T avoids 
mentioning the priests by playing between ' Jahwe ' and 'Elohim' . 
Whereas BM quote this from Vercellone (n, i87 b), they fail to include 
his most interesting additional evidence from MSS of the Vulgate 
which here also derive from contamination with the Vet. Lat. (Verc. 
n, 185 s). Apart from references to Sabatier Vercellone quotes from 
Beda π, 340: Si peccaverit quis in hominem, rogabit sacerdos pro illo. Here 
quis affords further evidence for BM's ' T I S Or-lat ed j Chrf' , sacerdos 
for sacerdotes of Leg., and rogabit raises the question whether in Leg. 
stabunt is corrupt for orabunt, as even Leg. later says orabit-for it is 
unlikely that stabunt should represent Vto I , and orabit V?B n. In the 
second part of the verse Beda's si peccaverit quis (si quis autem peccaverit 
Concil. Tolet.) is unparalleled in the Greek; yet the preceding 
rogabit sacerdos pro illo agrees with ' ό Ιερεύς προσεύξεται Chr£ ' and 
' + ό Ιερεύς Or-latJ Chr£ ', just as does a further quotation si sacerdos 
peccavit. From this we see that the interpreting translation DTlVx ~ 
(Ιερείς) Ιερεύς was certainly recessive during the course of transmission, 
but is still much more richly supported by evidence than could be taken 
from BM. Only the plural sacerdotes in the first part of the verse has 
disappeared altogether from the Greek evidence. 

Here it is not sufficient to point to the existence of isolated and 
peculiar readings. Behind the de facto there rises the question de iure; we 
must try to make out which reading marks the most primitive stage so 
that we are entitled in it to see the L X X reading. Regarding 1 Sam. 
2: 25 we may speak with some confidence. For here our present M T 
and L X X are corrupt, but the minority version, to which witness is 
mainly, but not exclusively, borne by Latin sources, represents the 
emended Hebrew such as was suggested by Wellhausen and Driver by 
material conclusions drawn from strict interpretation without any 
reference to this supporting evidence. Orabunt (rogabit) pro eo goes back 
to V? I V V B . Compared with Beda's rogabit sacerdos pro illo, the text of 
Leg. looks like a contamination, sacerdotes ad Dominum combining two 
versions of D 'nVs. 

In this the characteristic feature was the introduction of sacerdos. We 



understand it from the Exodus passages given above; but at the same 
time we realize how extremely well it fits in the situation of Eli re
proaching his trespassing priestly sons. This whole setting gives the 
impression of being genuine and fashioned out of an ingenuously good 
conscience which, with the best of intentions, wished to overcome the 
difficulties of the text, one of which was the plural verb related to 
BTl1?«. If I am not mistaken, we can even see the relation of the Vet. 

VI * 

Lat. text to the common Greek: as soon as we cancel the repeated 
sacerdos from the Latin, the outcome is our present Greek text. And this 
cancelling may have taken place as a step of approximation to the 
Hebrew. As we have seen before, the first ό Ιερεύς is still preserved in a 
non-hexaplaric quotation in Origen and also in Chrysostom, who is a 
Lucianic witness. Both combined indicate that there was a trend of 
tradition which had a text identical with the Vet. Lat., and presumably 
this was the original version of LXX. 

Exod. 22:8 is different. Here the Hebrew is sound, and the somewhat 
free Greek translation makes sense without taking more of a liberty than 
can be observed in other passages where there was reason for not being 
literal. Compared with it, the slavish translation of the Three and the 
Vulgate, dit with a plural verbal form, betrays its late date. The earlier 
period of translation, which is represented by the LXX, greatly 
resembles the Targums with which it has in common all sorts of 
meticulous considerations of dogma and decorum which led the early 
translators to give embarrassed paraphrases rather than literal trans
lations. This is the pre-Aqiban way; it does not refrain from finding 
fault with the sacred text and is prone to manipulate it ad usum Delphini; 
in so doing it is scrupulous and naive at the same time. Indeed, the same 
is found everywhere, not only in Israel. Wherever there is a sacred text 
endowed with legal authority, it calls for advocates who by tricks of all 
sorts try to render it harmless, and at the same time are firmly convinced 
that with this they strike the true meaning behind an objectionable text. 
For would it not be sacrilegious to believe that a sacred text bore a 
meaning that was offensive? The post-Aqiban way was quite different. 
There was now no longer any desire to touch and modify the text. As it 
stood it inspired awe, and the later translators, most notably among 
them Aquila, aimed at reproducing it as scrupulously as possible, and 
often even more than possible. All its stern and hardly digestible traits 
were now reproduced with the utmost exactness. These translations 
were to give the closest possible idea of the Hebrew: Aquila's is Hebrew 
clothed in Greek words. For any difficulties one relied upon the expert 



who had a solution for everything in the Hebrew, and in proportion as 
the translations were close to the original they profited by these 
solutions. 

No longer did the awkward sons of God Gen. 6: 2, 4 present any 
difficulties. The earlier school had removed this stumbling-block by 
translating ol άγγελοι T O O θεοϋ, here as in other passages. I t is hard to 
understand why Rahlfs should have rejected this reading of A r a s L Bo. 
Spec, and Philo, Josephus, Clem. Al. Its origin at a later date is 
inconceivable, whereas the reading uiol, which he prefers, is obviously 
secondary, since it is the reading of the Three (A' uiol τών θεών [sic], 
C ol uiol τών δυναστευόντων, Θ' ol uiol του θεου) and of Origen 
(Syr. h e x etc.). Here the fact that in 6: 4 άγγελοι has been preserved by 
m (72) and Philo exclusively, must not mislead us. We can only say 
that most of our evidence has undergone some modernization here, and 
that such modernizations are hardly ever consistent. 

The earlier school, including the Targums, avoided anthropomorphic 
modes of speech in references to God. So in the L X X God was not 
allowed to burst forth against the children of Israel, Exod. 19: 22, 24, 
he could only depart from them. Nor would they admit that God, when 
resting on the seventh day after the week of creation, should be refreshed 
(Exod. 31: 17), as was in place only when said of the son of thy handmaid, 
and the stranger (Exod. 23: 12). Here in 19: 22, 24 the Three present 
three different, but equally adequate, translations of the strong Hebrew 
expression ana fhB? and F b m a r g - an anonymous fourth (19:22); 
in 31: 17 Aquila displays the same άναψϋξαι about God which the L X X 
displays in 23: 12 about men. 

To sum up : passages like Exod. 22: 8 and 1 Sam. 2: 25 disclose a 
modification of B'rfrK comparable to that observed in Isa. 8: 21 ; 37: 38 ; 
but Isaiah LXX, with its Aramaic παταχρα, -ov, bears witness to earlier 
Jewish parlance. 



ήττδσθαι renders nnn Isa. 8: 9 ter; 20: 5; 30: 31 ; 31: 4, 9; 51 : 7. These 
renderings are quite consistent in themselves. They impressed themselves 
so firmly upon the translator's mind that ήττδσθαι became one of his 
stop-gap words, as R. R. Ottley styles it so graphically. Ottley was the 
first to observe that whenever the translator was in doubt about the 
proper meaning of a word or period, he took refuge in one or more of 
those words without considering whether they gave the correct sense or 
any sense at all. So in 13: 15, where the Hebrew has the parallel verbs 
"IpJT? will be stabbed and a^na ViB? will fall by the sword, the Greek says 
(ôs yàp έάν άλω) ήττηθήσεται, καΐ... μαχαίρα πεσουνται. άλφ does not 
suggest that by ήττ. he meant conquered. If he had anything particular 
at all in mind/ i t must have been something like frightened. This we may 
gather from 31:9 , another guesswork translation, in which ήττηθήσον-
ται = 1ΠΠ. and άλώσεται again appear side by side. In 19: 1 ή καρδία 
αυτών ήττηθήσεται represents OB? ansa aaV. The Hebrew verb 00», of 
course, means melt away and the Three have the correct translation τακή-
σεται. But what the L X X with its ήττηθήσεται took 008 to mean, we can 
only deduce from its usage elsewhere. In 10:18, for instance, where 0083 
occurs, Symmachus has a reasonable GOS τετηγμένο$, but the LXX's <*>s 
ό φεύγων is simply a wild guess. On the other hand, in 13: 7 08? is 
rendered δειλιάσει. Again, in 31: 8 08 statute-labour is rendered ήττημα, 
whereas traditional Jewish interpretation (Targum etc., according to 
G.-Buhl 1 6 ) connected the word with 008 melt away, or else, as in the 
Three, understood it in the sense of çopos. The L X X in these passages 
betrays no knowledge of these traditional interpretations, and, there
fore, to understand its translations ήττηθήσεται and ήττημα, we must 
be guided by 13: 7, where 08? is rendered δειλιάσει will be afraid; 
ήττηθήσεται accordingly must mean will be frightened and ήττημα an 
alarming situation. One might further wonder whether the Targumic 
interpretation of 08 which connected it with 008 aimed at a meaning 
similar to that of the well-known Homeric phrases, e.g. λύθη ψυχή τε 
μένο5 τε II. 5 296. 

In 33 : 1 the Hebrew reads τ!3 rob, act maliciously, which is rendered 
άθετεΐν in Isa. L X X 21: 2; 24: 16 and three times also in 33: 1. Yet 

ήττδσθαι and ήττον in the L X X and the Three 
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when here " B D appears for the fourth time in 33: 1 the L X X says ήττη
θήσονται. In itself it would not be too bold to emend άθετηθήσονται ; 
yet here again the translator is very far off the mark, and as an indication 
of this we have here quite a collection of the stop-gap words which 
betray his embarrassment: άλώσονται, παραδοθήσονται, and finally 
ήττηθήσονται. The only thing that can be said is that in ώς σης έπ! 
Ιματίου ούτως ήττηθήσονται the verb cannot mean will be defeated; 
after άλώσονται and τταραδοθήσονται it must be something like to have 
a terrible experience. 

In Isa. 31:4, 9 the Three follow the L X X in putting ήττασθαι and so 
do C θ ' throughout 8:9, where A' reads τττήσσειν. A' reads the same in 
Ezek. 2: 6, and so does the late translation of 2 Kings 19: 26 (Κπτηξαν, 
only BD Ιπταισαν). Equally A' reads καταιιτήξει Hab. 2 :17 , and the 
Three render nnna Prov. 18: 7 πτηξις and orprin Ezek. 32: 25 πτήξις 
αυτών. 

Elsewhere the Three have ήττασθαι = nnn in the following passages : 
A' C Jer. 31 (48): 39 ήττήθη (doublet in Lucian), where the corrupt 
κατήλλαξεν of the L X X must be emended into κατεάχθη, as is read in 
v. 25 for nf7U; Jer . 28 (51): 56; 27 (50): 2; 28 (51): 49, where the 
LXX's τραυματίαι correctly renders "V?"", and Symmachus' ήττώμενοι 
seems to go back to a reading ""ΓίΓΐΠ [sic Walters. Ed.] cf. v. 56. καΐ 
ήττήθη, Jer . 31 (48): 1, which is in Rahlfs' text, is under an asterisk, 
and I think that Field is right in ascribing it t o C . In Ezek. 32: 30 where 
the L X X correctly renders orynna by συν τ φ φόβω αυτών, C has 
ήττηθέντεξ, in which he is followed by L. Finally C has ήττηθήσονται 
in Obad. 1: 59 for πτοηθήσονται of the L X X ; and the hexaplaric 
Milan fragments, which were discovered by Mercati, yield the first 
evidence, apart from Suidas, of ήττησις C Ps. 88 (89): 41 for ΠΓΙΠ» 
(LXX δειλίαν), which elsewhere is rendered τττόησιν A' C Jer. 17 :17 
(LXX άλλοτρίωσιν), δειλίαν A' C Jer . 31 (48) : 39 (LXX έγκότημα), 
τρόμος Isa. 54: 14 LXX, συντριβή in Prov. L X X (only 13: 3 
πτοήσει). 

Thus Isaiah L X X and the later translators in some passages of 
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Obadiah use ήττασθαι = nnn be frightened 
with some few derivations. This usage is obviously due to the Hebrew, 
and ήττασθαι here is a homonym fashioned with regard to the Hebrew 
word with its similar sounds. Phrases in Hdt. and T h u c , in which 
ήττασθαι is used of frustration and weakening in resolve, offer no real 
parallel to the biblical usage; for they are merely a passive version of the 
basic meaning to be less or weaker than. And something of being defeated is 



in all these phrases, compare Thuc. 6, 72, 2 τήν γνώμην αυτών ούχ 
ήσσήσθαι and 8, 66, 3 ήσσώντο ταΐς γνώμαις, on the one hand, and 
2, 87, 2 της γνώμης τό μέν κατά κράτος ν ικηθέν , on the other. 

To survey the remaining meanings of ήττασθαι in the LXX, we have 
ήττώμενος έν συνέσει Sir. 19: 24 lacking intelligence (V"tti ΊΟΠ; see Smend, 
Commentary p . 178). Here B a b 68 read ήλαττωμένος, and I think that we 
should read έλαττούμενος as in 25: 2 (compare also άπολείπη σύνεσιν, 
3: 13). Further, we have a few passages with the meaning be defeated, 
only one of which belongs to the L X X proper, or at least the L X X text, 
2 Mace. 10: 24. Another passage, 1 Kings 16: 22, has rightly gone out 
of Rahlfs' text, as it belongs to a hexaplaric repair (marked with an 
asterisk) of a gap in the old LXX. Here Swete and BM failed to get to 
the root of the matter. They insert f καί ήττήθη f against B, without 
thus healing the mutilation of the BL text which is due to an omission 
οπίσω i°-2°. From a glance at Rahlfs' annotation everything becomes 
clear. Further an alius (' nescio an Symmachi sit ', is the expert comment 
of Field) reads ήττήθη in 1 Sam. 4: 10, where the L X X has πταίει, 
for ηΐΓ was defeated. As we learn from these rather few examples, 
ήττασθαι was not a frequent rendering of being defeated, thus e.g. the 
translator of Exod. says τροπή for n#6n defeat 32:18 (also A' C θ ' , but 
the Samaritikon ήττα) and έτρέψατο for act. 17: 13; and Isa. 
14: 12, in the difficult Lucifer passage, ό άποοτέλλων ( C τιτρώσκων, 
θ ' ασθενείας παρέχων) for the active ptc. 

If we now proceed to the active to defeat, both νικδν and κρατεΐν 
appear only on the fringe of the L X X proper, yet examples of ήττον 
are not entirely missing. After some Attic precedents, the papyri have a 
technical law-term ήττασθαι to be cast in a suit (LS s.v. I 3; Ziegler, 
Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias p . 197). In Dan. L X X 6 
this usage appears twice, and both instances are additions to the Hebrew 
so that here we can be still more certain than in Daniel L X X in general 
that we have not some translation Greek, but the ingenuous expression 
of the translator's own Greek. In two closely similar sentences we find 
the active ήττον in v. 6, and the passive in v. 9 : 

6 ίνα ήττήσωσι τον Δανιήλ εναντίον \ 
_ α ~ , καί ριφη είς τον λακκον των 

του βασιλέως > λεόντων 
9 ίνα ήττήθη δια τοϋ βασιλέως J 

[Rahlfs. Ziegler: δπως ήττηθή έν ταΐς χερσί τοϋ βασιλέως. Ed.] 

Here the active must be translated that they might get him condemned to 
death, and the passive that he might be condemned to death by the king. 



a Following Torrey, Second Isaiah p. 2 1 2 , against both Rahlfs and Ziegler. 

SBh Hiph., which here is rendered by ήττήσεις , has different equi
valents elsewhere: ό άλούς in the free translation Exod. 22: 8 discussed 
above (pp. 250 ff.); κ α τ α γ ν ώ σ ι ν Deut. 25: 1; άνομησαι ι Kings 8: 32 
restored above (p. 117); καταδικάσασθαι Ps. 36 (37): 33; 93 (94): 21; 
Job θ ' 34: 2g; ασεβήσει Job L X X 9: 20. In our passage, Isa. 54: 17, 
Aquila puts the act. καταδικάσεις. 

If Lagarde (Anm. p . 39) were right, there would be one more example 
of pass, ήτ τασθα ι = V8H : 
Prov. 12: 2 

nin}» Ρ2*"} p'Pï 3iö κρείσσων ό εύρων χάρ ιν π α ρ ά κυρίω, 
»Ί?Τ DiBTÖ BfW άνήρ δέ παράνομος π α ρ α σ ι ω π η θ ή σ ε τ α ι . 

Lagarde takes from Holmes-Parsons that ιβι™ 8 1 , 8· reads π α ρ ά θεω for 
π α ρ ά κυρίω in 2a, and his idea is that π α ρ α σ ι ω π η θ ή σ ε τ α ι is corrupt for 
π α ρ ά θ φ ήττηθήσεται . π α ρ ά θεφ, he says, was drawn into the second 
line, and ή σ σ ω ν along with κρείσσων is good Greek, ehn 11 Hiph., he 
continues, cannot have been in the translator's mind, as it is active and 
intransitive, whereas π α ρ α σ ι ω π η θ ή σ ε τ α ι is the passive of a transitive. 
He thinks that the translator read Qal SjtfT instead of Hiph. V t fT . 
This suggestion is ingenious, though open to certain objections. 
(1) A causative ΒΗΠ Hiph. is in Job 1 1 : 3 , which is no longer challenged 
in BH3 nor in Hölscher's recent commentary (1937; 21952), who 
vindicates it by pointing to new Hebrew ehn Piel make deaf; (2) the 
translator may well have read Hiph. SPBh? and simply have transformed 
the whole clause from active to passive. (3) The basis for Lagarde's 
conjecture is rather narrow, a feature not rare with him, as he likes to 
erect towering buildings upon a pin-point. Here his basis is the existence 
of a marginal variant in a single minuscule, a variant which he, never
theless, styles 'die alte Ubersetzung von ΓΠΠϊΟ'. Yet, in spite of all, 
Lagarde's suggestion is clever and deserves consideration. In any case, 
the translator of Proverbs would agree with Isaiah L X X and Daniel 

Isa. 5 4 : 1 7 

MT LXX 

. . ( -

καί πάσα φωνή 
άναστήσεται έπί σέ eis κρίσιν, 
παντός αυτούς ήττήσεις, 

aol 5έ ίνοχοί σου έσονται. 

In the other L X X passage, Isa. 54: 17, the note of obtaining victory 
in a lawsuit is equally unmistakable, both in the Hebrew and Greek: 



L X X : all three of them write good Greek, and their mutual evidence 
corroborates their witness to a usage which was good technical Greek. 
On the whole in the Koine ήττασθαι was not a popular word, but in its 
non-judicial usages it formed part of the higher literary speech. More
over, Lagarde's conjecture is equally possible, if we start from a 
repeated παρά κω, instead of his παρά θω. I t is certainly a true obser
vation of Lagarde's that in Proverbs mrr is rendered by θεός to an 
extent then unknown in other books, yet even in Proverbs the renderings 
by κύριος are in the great majority, even if we decide in favour of θεός 
whenever it is supported by some evidence, as does Lagarde in Proverbs. 
Lately, it is true, fresh support for Lagarde's observation has come from 
an unexpected quarter. One of the novel features of the scanty remnants 
of Chester Beatty Pap. 966 (Jeremiah, fragments of two consecutive 
leaves, 200p), 38 lines in all, are two certain instances of θεός against a 
hitherto unanimous κύριος (5: ίο, 12) and one probable instance (5: 9, 
if the restoration of κς at the end of the destroyed line before ό θς, which 
opens a fresh line, were unjustified). O n the other hand, according to 
Rahlfs, Verz. p. 50, cod. 161 from which Lagarde takes his marginal 
reading (XIV p , on paper), contains Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of 
Solomon, Job, the former three with marginal readings from the Three, 
Proverbs also with some sporadic scholia, J ob with a marginal com
mentary. So it is unlikely that a marginal reading in 161 should provide 
us with a variant preserved from a more primitive stage of the L X X 
than the bulk of our textual evidence. 

The active ήττον is of still later origin, occurring from Polybius 
onward. Since it is not frequent, I give the hexaplaric examples as well. 
They are all taken from Symmachus. The first represents the traditional 
meaning defeat, Ps. 80(81): 15 ήττησα = Y J S I T / subjugated (LXX 
έταπείνωσα) ; the other two the homonymous rendering ofnnn, which, 
as far as we can see, is a creation of Isaiah LXX, Job 40: 7 (12) ήττη-
σον αυτούς where C obviously read an imperative of Γ Π Π Hiph. instead 
of D N N N (LXX παραχρήμα) ; and Hab. 2 :17 ήττήσει for terruit 
eas (LXX πτοήσει, A' καταπτήξει). 

This late expansion of the use of ήττδσθαι and ήττον offers a special 
interest which may justify the space which here has been devoted to it. 
Wackernagel (Hell. pp. 12 ff.) among other things has shown that to a 
Hellenistic writer only the Attic form ήττδσθαι or the Ionic έσσοϋσθαι 
was available, as ήσσδσθαι, which LS puts at the head of the article, is 
due to a 'künstliche Stilisierung' which certainly took place with the 
Attic tragedians and Thucydides, though never in the living speech of 



any period. Now one wonders whether the co-existence of the different 
dialect forms which we observe in the NT, ήσσώθητε, 2 Cor. 12: 13, 

you came off badly, on the one hand, and ήττημα defeat, Rom. 11 : 12 on 
the other (cf. 2 Pet. 2: 19), may somehow be due to the fact that the 
former meaning is absent from the LXX, which always uses the Attic 
form. The non-Attic έσσ. is what we would expect when there was no 
question of a technical term. 

As to LS, one notes the mistake of considering ήσσδσθαι as primary, 
though it displays a mixture of Attic -a- and the non-Attic -σσ- of 
έσσοϋμαι. One would also wish to see mentioned the homonymy, and 
both the judicial and non-judicial usage of the active ήττδν in the L X X 
and the later translators. LS should likewise record the thrice repeated 
strange use of αήττητος by Symmachus Ps. 88 (89) : 8 - θεέ αήττητε = 
f*l»3 V K from fn» Niph. dreaded; v. 14 αήττητος ή χεΙρ σου = η τ tS?ri 
ΐί strong; v. 18 αγλάισμα άήττητον αυτών εΐ σύ = ΠΒΚ toi» n*1t*Dn"",3 
of their strength; and the fresh vocable άηττησία = "·ηνΐ3 my strength, 
Symm. Ps. 30 (31) : 5 Mercati; upon this we are unable to comment, 
because Mercati has not yet published the complete new text which he 
has discovered, so that here we cannot yet test the relation of Sym
machus' Greek to the Hebrew. [The text was published in 1958. Ed.] 



παριδεΐν and ύπεριδεϊν are sometimes used in a way that renders it 
difficult to make out the meaning which the translators connected with 
their translations. In some of the passages the Greek verbs represent 

"?3"B act unfaithfully, be perfidious, in others the different voices of B1?» 
be in hiding, hide. At least in some of the passages we are bound to assume 
a confusion of both Hebrew roots by the translators. 

This is most obvious in a passage which uses another Greek word that 
can mean nothing but hide, whereas the Hebrew has commit perfidy. 
Num. 5: 27 artf^Ka * " S B "?&Βηϊ Aas done trespass against her husband ~ λήθη 
λάθη τόν άνδρα αυτής. Exactly the same mistake occurs in Leviticus, 
where the frame of presentation is the same, yet the matter discussed 
quite different. Here we read "?»a "Λ*Β*ΐ"θ ttfei if a soul commit a trespass ~ 
ψυχή εάν λάθη α υ τ ό ν λήθη 5 : Ι 5 1 w u " h a phrasing taken from 4: 13; 
5: 3 f. where the Hebrew has B V S Niph. The explanation of this strange 
mistranslation may be found in what follows immediately in Lev. 5 :15 , 
HSStfa N X B J T ) and sin through ignorance ~ καΐ άμάρτη ακουσίως, and 
consequently the Greek Num. 5:27, where there is no such excuse, may 
depend on Lev. 5: 15 in one way or another. 

We are now prepared to deal with παριδεΐν and ύπεριδεϊν. They are 
strange renderings indeed. There is no lack of literal translations. Thus 
flVs is correctly rendered by λαθεΐν, έλαθεν αυτόν, λάθη αυτόν, Lev. 
5: 3 f-» a n d , with eyes, λάθη έξ ο φ θ α λ μ ώ ν Lev. 4: 13 ; Num. 5: 13. Or we 
read απέκρυψε 2 Kings 4: 27; ό κρυπτών σε βουλή ν J o b 42: 3> 
κρύψης τά ώτά σου είς τήν δέησίν μου Lam. 3: 56· This last passage is 
the transition to those expressing a connotation of the Hebrew verb, 
using the accusative one's eyes: αποστρέψω τους ο φ θ α λ μ ο ύ ς μου άφ' 
υ μ ώ ν Isa. 1: 15; αποστρέφει τόν όφθαλμόν αύτοϋ Prov. 28: 27; άπό 
τών σαββατων μου παρεκάλυπτον τούς ο φ θ α λ μ ο ύ ς αυτών Ezek. 22: 26. 
This to cover one's eyes so as not to see, either a crime or a case of emergency where 
help is required (- and denied) led to a translation by παριδεΐν or ύπεριδεϊν, 
verbs which easily suggested themselves, as they display a variety of 
meanings in nuances from a simple overlook, neglect to a more positive 
despise, disdain, scorn. Of all the passages concerned Lev. 20: 4 is closest 
to the Hebrew: Bn"l*»-nx.. . I B * 1 ? ? ! BVïfJ hide their eyes from the man ~ 

Confusion of bxn and obv in the L X X 



CONFUSION OF V»B AND D1?» IN THE LXX 

ύπερόψει ύπερίδωσιν TOÏS όφθαλμοΐς αυτών. From here it is only a 
small step to hide oneself from, the distressed, refuse help which is expressed 
by a simple ύπεριδεΐν c. acc. personae Deut. 22: 3 f. and τήν δέησίν 
μου Ps. 54 (55): ι (2). Following the Hebrew the same is expressed 
more fully: άττό τών οίκείων τοϋ σπέρματος σου ούχ ύπερόψη Isa. 
58: 7 a n d άποστρέφων πρόσωπον καΐ Οπερορών ψυχάς (Smend 
following La. Eth. reads ψυχήν έαυτου) Sir. 14: 8. 

Whereas we find less emphasis in Ps. 9: 22 (10: 1) wbSFi (or oV»rin 
Targum) hidest thou (scil. thine eyes) ~ ύπερορδς and in 1 Kings 10: 3; 
Eccles. 12: 14 παρεωραμένος hidden, as in some passages with παρορδν 
in the meaning overlook (Isa. 57: 1 1 ; Job 11 : 11 ; Sir. 28: 7; 30: 1 1 ; 
3 Mace. 1: 27; 3: 9; 4 Mace. 13: 4; 15: 23), υπερορδν means despise 
in Nahum 3:11 and παρορδν the same in Sir. 35: 14 (Rahlfs' numbers). 
υπερορδν has an even more severe meaning when it renders ONB despise, 
cast away Lev. 26: 43 f. or even 0»T have indignation Zech. 1:12 (cf. the 
still stronger expression by the same translator Mai 1:4, also about God, 
παρατέτακται drew into battle for the same OSt). So παρόρασις 2 Mace. 
5 :17 does not mean a gracious overlooking (LS) and non-imputation of 
guilt on the part of God, but, on the contrary, God's turning away and 
withholding of grace as a (temporary) punishment. Omitting the 
passages where υπερορδν renders 3T» forsake (Job 6: 4; Ps. 26 (27) : 9) 
there are only two left to notice. (1) When Ps. 77 (78): 59, 62 13» n 
fly into passion is translated by ύπερεΐδεν (Vulg. sprevit) with God as the 
subject, we must not range this with the stronger expressions just 
mentioned, but must see in it a confusion with Hithp. 13» 1 ' be careless ', 
an Aramaism which is also found in Deut. 3:26 was wroth with me ύπερεϊδε 
κς έμέ, as Sirach uses παρορδν for the same. (2) It has been observed by 
Dillmann, and accepted since, that Num. 22: 30 po be accustomed to is 
wrong and must be corrected from the L X X which, reading ύπεροράσει 
υπεριδουσα, for " " M S O N |?0Π, points to "?30 act foolishly. Another obser
vation, prompted by Dillmann's, may be useful. Lev. 26: 37 1^31 
vnKS'B^S they shall fall (better stumble) one upon another is translated καϊ 
ύπερόψεται ό αδελφός τόν άδελφόν. Here the L X X did not soften down 
the strong expression of the Hebrew, but mistook Veto for "?30. This was 
a mistake, of course, but we can still see how the translation was brought 
about. 

Now, at last, we have arrived at the point where we can understand 
the rendering of *?»B *?»B by υπερορδν, παρορδν, as though it were aVs. 

Lev. 26: 40 ,3"!r ,7»B "itfK oVsjBS by their perfidy which they have committed 
against me ~ δτι παρέβησαν καϊ ύπερεϊδόν με; Num. 31: 16 V»B "?»aV 



'"•a (MT has "loaV) to commit perfidy against J., του άποστήναι καί 
ύπεριδεϊν τό ρήμα (not in MT) κυρίου; and Num. 5: 6 (Lev. 5: 21 
(6: 2)) παριδών παρίδη, 5: 12 παρίδη ύπεριδοϋσα, emended in n. 5 
p. 301, all for •?»». 

There are two ways of explaining this translation. The first is that 
ύπερορδν, παρορδν as rendering a great variety of Hebrew verbs, some 
of them expressing strong contempt and hostility, were taken to be 
appropriate to render even Vsa act perfidiously, be perfidious. Yet this 
explanation may not be quite sufficient. The second has to come in for 
support, or rather, replacement: in these instances we must admit a 
mere confusion with oVs of Vsa which here found expression in the 
choice of ύττεροραν, παρορδν, just as in Lev. 5: 15; Num. 5: 27 λαθεϊν, 
the proper translation of 0*?», was used, so we found, to express "?»», 
although there is no conceivable relationship of meaning between the 
two Hebrew verbs. 

LS, of course, cannot go into all these details. I t is right in recording 
ύπέροψις Lev. 20: 4 as taking no notice, yet it should give a similar trans
lation for ύπερόρασις Num. 22: 30, instead of its contempt, disdain. The 
proper connotation is that of ύπερορδν I I ι overlook, not I I 2 despise, 
disdain. 

These observations may serve as an example of the semasiological 
study which necessarily precedes most of our observations and 
emendations. 

To complete the picture I append some remarks on a related verb, 
παραβλέπω renders *\n> behold, espy J ob θ ' 20:9; θ ' 28: η, and Song of 
Sol. ι : 6 the sun hath looked upon me (AV), whereas Luther translates 
has burnt me. In fact, the verb in Song of Sol. 1: 6 has been rightly 
connected with *)Ttf singe, blacken with its derivations flBTf, jiD'fl? mildew 
of the grain. For the LXX, however, this meaning must not be assumed. 
Apart from this, Sir. 38: 9 παραβλέπω, as Norbert Peters and Smend 
have seen, renders 13» 1 Hithp. tarry, be negligent, careless, exactly as does 
παριδεΐν 7:10 (cf. p . 263). Moreover in Song of Sol. 1: 6 C has παρεμ-
βλέπω instead of the LXX's παραβλέπω, and it is obvious that this 
cannot mean here look askance, as in the few classical passages with 
which LS classifies it. παρεμβλέπω in C is but a slight variation of 
παραβλέπω, and implies no change of meaning whatever. 



M I S C E L L A N E O U S N O T E S 

ι. On problems related to the Chester Beatty Papyri 
It is unfortunate that Sir Frederic Kenyon's admirable edition of the 
Chester Beatty Papyri was prepared and partly published before 
Rahlfs' Stuttgart text was available, for otherwise he would have been 
able to characterize the fresh texts much more distinctly than was 
possible on the basis of the Cambridge editions. 

Thus in Isaiah certainly ' the papyrus confirms the established view 
that the text of Β in Isaiah is not a good one ' (Isaiah, 1937, p . ix). But 
now we know that in Isaiah B, with N(V), is the main representative of 
the Origenian recension, which certainly is of the same date as our third-
century papyrus, but began to influence our evidence only at a much 
later date. Therefore our purpose in comparing the Isaiah papyrus 
with Β is no more than we have in mind when comparing the ordinary 
L X X text with G and 135 in Genesis or G in Numbers and Deutero
nomy, namely to see whether the papyrus had any kinship with the 
text upon which Origen worked out his hexaplaric text. From Rahlfs' 
and Ziegler's annotations it becomes obvious that Isaiah 965 (ChB) is 
free from the additions of the later recensions OLC: and this is far more 
informative than a mere comparison with Β which here belongs to 0. 

Or take the still earlier ChB Papyrus 963 of Numbers, Deuteronomy 
(after I 5 0 P ) . Sir Frederic rightly states that in Numbers it sides with Β 
and in Deuteronomy with A. We have since learned that Pap. Rylands 
458, which is three centuries older (150"), also presents a text of 
Deuteronomy which is closest to A. From this Sir Frederic (Schweich 
Lectures 1932, London, 1933, p . 108 and in the edition, 1935, Intro
duction, p . xii) draws two conclusions. (1) 963, a very old papyrus book, 
'was no doubt copied from two (or more) distinct rolls, and these 
chanced to be of different textual character' . (2) 'Since 963 gives 
support to the A text in Deut. and the Β text in Num., it appears to show 
that both these types of text existed already in the second century, so 
that neither can claim preference on the ground of superior antiquity' 
(Schweich Lectures p . 108). 

I am afraid I cannot accept either of these conclusions. In point of 
fact 963 displays an identical type of old text in Numbers and Deutero
nomy. Where it proves free from secondary approaches to the Hebrew, 



it helps us to check the text of our later majuscules. If the result is 
different in Numbers and Deuteronomy, this points to inconsistency on 
the part of Β and A rather than of 963 (for Β this was inferred by 
E. Hatch, Essays p. 281, from the evidence in Sirach, where Β 'affords in 
this respect a corroboration of the opinion that the same MSS have 
different values for different books') ; which is not surprising in view of 
the fact that Β is hexaplaric in Isaiah and part-hexaplaric in Judges, and 
that A is often, though by no means everywhere, secondary, is some
times under sporadic or even full hexaplaric influence, and in Genesis 
is a very poor text indeed. As soon as we stop considering Β and A as 
homogeneous bodies of evidence throughout, we shall be saved from 
drawing the false inference that their type of text, even where it is 
demonstrably secondary, as A's text is in Numbers and B's in Deutero
nomy, already existed in the second century. All that can rightly be 
inferred from the internal evidence and from the Chester Beatty text is 
that the good text type, witnessed to by Β in Numbers and A in Deutero
nomy, already existed in the second century. Moreover, the text-forms 
of 963, Β and A in Numbers and Deuteronomy are of a complex nature 
which does not allow for simple formulations. So we cannot replace Sir 
Frederic's by simpler ones before analysing the texts thoroughly, and 
an attempt to do this has now been made by D. W. Gooding in his 
unpublished doctoral thesis, 'The Greek Deuteronomy', Cambridge, 
1954 (a summary of the results is given in Recensions of the Septuagint 
Pentateuch, Tyndale Press, London, 1955). 

When O. Procksch, in his review of Rahlfs' edition (Luthertum, 1935, 
p . 240 and ZA W, NF 13, 1936, p. 87), emphatically states that Β and A 
are the pillars through which the path to the true Septuagint leads, there 
is no palpable truth behind the metaphor. Moreover to describe Β as 
Egyptian is not to make any relevant distinction, and it is unreal to 
call A Syrian. 

Again much of A. Allgeier's laborious studies on Die Chester Beatty 
Papyri zum Pentateuch (Paderborn, 1938) and 'Rylands Papyrus 458' 
(Biblica, 1938, pp. 1-18) is spoilt by his mistaken attempt to regard ' B ' 
and ' A ' as individual quantities, which are consistent throughout. More 
profitable would have been an answer to the question which he neglects, 
namely, what is the evidence of the papyri when compared with the 
families or recensions, which are later in date. But perhaps this mistake 
is more deeply rooted. I confess that I regard with some mistrust the 
attempts of v. Soden and others to systematize the blunders and other 
characteristics of MSS like A in the NT, as long as they fail to convince 



me that these features all belong to one and the same layer of trans
mission. Their mistake is comparable with that of an astronomer who 
looks at the starry sky without taking into consideration the different 
distances of each individual star from the earth. 

2. Further comments on Sir Frederic Kenyon's edition of the 
Chester Beatty Papyri 

Sir Frederic Kenyon has put us all under a very great obligation by 
publishing so promptly volume after volume. Once more he has shown 
the unrivalled mastery which was admired as early as in 1891 when he 
deciphered Aristotle's Πολιτεία Αθηναίων. Then he gave a brilliant 
start, only to take a very important part in the continued discussion 
which followed his editio princeps. Owing to the lack of L X X specialists 
the response to his equally brilliant achievement in the field of the 
Greek O T has up to now not been equally encouraging. I t is different 
with the N T volumes. Yet very much can be learned and taken from 
the ChB OT, and in some minor points some additions can already be 
made after the auspicious beginning which Sir Frederic Kenyon has 
made (cf. above, p . 265). 

(1) He fills the gaps from the Cambridge editions, very often without 
any notes, though the important thing is just to know with which part 
of a divided evidence the papyrus is most likely to agree. I give a single 
example, referring to others discussed later in this section. In Gen. 37:24 
Swete reads ό δέ λάκκος εκείνος ύδωρ ούκ εΤχεν with A or, more fully, 
after Rahlfs, Gen., 1926, A 58 (0) 75 (L) 44/106 (/). This reading of a 
very decided minority of MSS can be understood from what the others 
read, ό δέ λάκκος κενός, ύδωρ ούκ είχεν DE 0 (135) Cbcqr 55» 59> *34 
(that is, apart from Cottonianus and Bodleianus, most of the recensions), 
a good translation of 0?» 13 y# p"l 1Ϊ3Π1. εκείνος as Z. Frankel, and 
lately Ottley (Handbook pp. 97 f.), had seen, is but a Greek corruption, 
perhaps originating from the lack of ' a n d ' in M T and LXX. In 
instances like this it is, of course, not advisable in a gap of 961, much 
less the more ancient 962, to follow A with the Cambridge editors who 
on their part do not pretend to give the genuine text. At least one 
would expect a note. 

Sometimes the Cambridge text is reproduced even where the papyri 
allowed for, or rather required, a different interpretation. Of this 
I found an example in Gen. 10: 14. Here again A+, that is A with its 
satellite 121 (y) only, is opposed to all others, in one of those hundreds 



MT ChB 966 Rahlfs Lucian OL Vulgate 
(Sabat. H, 652) 

έάν έάν έάν si an 
εύρεθη εύρητε εορητε invenietis inveniatis 

"eft? άνδρα άνδρα hominem virum 
εΐ ϊστιν έάν ευρέθη 

ni?» ποιών TIÇ ττοιών facientem facientem 
(Aug. q. 40 in Gen. 10, 3) 

BH*: ' a > ©' 
'»-» frt dl c S SB' 

We knew it before approximately, from one of Lucian's doublet 
renderings and from the Latin. We see now that τις after εύρεθη (ευρέθη 
in Sir Frederic's Introduction, p. xiii is a slip) is a Lucianic addition, 
which makes the combined doublets run smoothly. The passive, which is 
at variance with MT, is confined to 966 and L; and the Latin roughly 
differs from the common text only by omitting the suspect β£-0Ν, 
whereas 966, with BS* A + , further omits άνδρα = T0*-K. Thus once 

of singular, or sub-singular, readings of A in Genesis to which Nestle 
(SSt v) drew attention. For OTĴ OSJ A + has χασμωνιειμ, a mere slip 
like χασλωριειμ in C. In Sir Frederic's edition of 961 the word runs 
χασ]μωνιειμ, with a μ as the first letter after the gap. Yet as far as we can 
trust the facsimile plate we find ourselves in the equivocal position of 
arguing against its outstanding editor. For what we can see looks like 
/ " \ . The two curved lines are exactly those of a lambda, only the top, 
where the two curves should meet, is missing, and what is found instead 
hardly belongs to the letter. It may be a damage, or stain of the paper, or a 
split stroke of the pen ; or perhaps some of the ink has vanished, and what 
was originally one stroke now appears as two. At any rate, the frequent 
examples of M look quite different; for they are broader and their upright 
strokes are decidedly less curved. Therefore only one thing is left - to put 
χασ]λωνιειμ (the common corruption of χασλωχιειμ) so as to indicate 
that the first letter preserved is a partly preserved lambda. If our papyrus 
really agreed with the slip of A+, it would be so remarkable and un
expected a coincidence that it would call for comment if not exoneration ! 

(2) Close attention to the problems of recension may sometimes lead 
to attributing a higher value to some variants found in the papyri. Here 
also I give only one example (cf. also pp. 265 f. and pp. 273 f.). Among 
the 'more noticeable singular readings' of ChB 966 Sir Frederic 
mentions Jer . 5: 1 (p. xiii). Indeed, here we are for the first time 
presented with the genuine L X X translation of this passage : 



more, as so often, we find an old stage of the L X X text in a Lucianic 
doublet, and we may be sure that it was in the text upon which Lucian 
worked out his recension, often as here by contaminating it with the 
current secondary text and embellishing the old half here and there. 
Without the evidence now afforded by 966 we could just trace the 
genuine text from L Lat., without, however, knowing exactly how it ran 
before both of these witnesses manipulated it. 

3. On Wutz's theory 
The theory put forward by F. Wutz in the first part of Die Trans
kriptionen von der Septuaginta (1925) was most sensational. Wutz attempted 
to prove that the bulk of translations was not made from a Hebrew text, 
as we read it, but from a wholesale transliteration of the Hebrew into 
Greek characters, which would mean the intercalation between the 
Hebrew and Greek of a third type of text, with quite novel possibilities 
of corruption. Wutz did not succed in making his theory plausible. He 
was industrious and rich in resources, yet his linguistic equipment and 
critical method were far from sound. A few dispersed remarks in H. S. 
Nyberg's Studien zum Hoseabuche (Uppsala, 1935) reveal catastrophic 
shortcomings on the Semitic side, and his knowledge of Greek is no 
better (cf. pp. 134-5). Turning to entirely different problems in the 
second part of his book and subsequent writings, he left unanswered the 
problem for the sake of which Professor Kahle had asked him to enter 
upon these studies, namely what could be learned for the history of the 
pronunciation of the Hebrew language from the variegated trans
literations found in the L X X and later texts. Thus his constant references 
to his Hebrew Grammar according to the transliterations, which was 
never completed, are just tantalizing. Part of what he promised to give 
was later achieved by a pupil of Kahle's, A. Sperber. For the L X X 
specialist Wutz's first instalment was suggestive for the reason that -
without recording their origin - he revived a great number of earlier 
L X X emendations. Still Wutz's contribution had its weaker aspects, and 
Kahle's remarkable memorial article still leaves room for a critical 
survey of Wutz's ways and means of emending the LXX. 



4. An analysis of the textual problems of 8 Samuel 3: 39 to 
illustrate the contention that behind the seeming variety 
of text-forms there is but one old and genuine text 

If we try to review and sift the different forms of text, we soon find that 
there are certain standards which are secure and guarantee a safe 
result. The easiest task is to excise everything that has resulted from 
Origen's secondary attempts at adapting the Greek quantitatively and 
qualitatively to the Hebraea Veritas in the post-Aqiban Bible, which he 
identified with what the inspired authors had actually written. In 
general it is equally easy to single out the results of Lucian's recension, 
the tendencies of which are generally agreed upon by now, however 
inconsistent Lucian and his school may have been in applying, or not 
applying, their principles. In this a decisive help is given by an un
ceasing reflection upon the Hebrew which is behind the different forms 
of text, influencing the decisions of the recensors. However many MSS 
or translations may support a demonstrably inferior Hebrew text, they 
are convicted of being secondary, generally hexaplaric, as soon as part 
of our evidence witnesses to a better Hebrew which has since vanished. 
Whenever a branch of our evidence, be it only one MS and perhaps 
one that generally is not of much value, stands for a Hebrew variant 
which is obviously superior to the present Hebrew and perhaps also 
explains its corruption, we stand on firm ground. In such passages there 
are not two or more texts which with equal right can claim to be the 
LXX, but only one; for the others which are based on the masoretic 
text are but intruders dating from a time when the masorah had 
stabilized its influence and invalidated everything that had preceded it. 
This standard is of general application and is valid without regard for 
the reputation in which we may hold the special MS or group of MSS 
which give the genuine reading. In a full discussion many passages 
would have to be considered, yet here it may suffice to give a single 
illustration. 

In 2 Sam. 3: 39 in a speech by King David, in which he definitely 
dissociates himself from the murderers of Abner, the first clause of the 
Hebrew is obscure and has not yet been convincingly emended (see 
p. 135). Here our editions read καί δτι εγώ είμι σήμερον συγγενής καί 
καθεσταμένος ύττό βασιλέως, συγγενής would make sense only in a clause 
about Abner, which thus would be in line with the immediately pre
ceding clause. Yet then the third person would be required, so that εγώ 
είμι makes the clause meaningless. Already H. P. Smith in his commen-



tary drew attention to Lucian's reading καϊ ότι σήμερον συγγενής καϊ 
καθεσταμένος ύπό τοϋ βασιλέως πέτττωκεν and from it attempted to 
restore the MT. He was followed by Nowack, though hesitatingly. Yet 
nobody has yet drawn the obvious consequences for the Greek text, 
though they are unavoidable, (ι) συγγενής = 3Π instead of "sp, is 
unanimously attested, including the translations made from the L X X ; 
therefore it incontestably belongs to the original Greek. (2) The subject 
of this clause must have been Abner, and not David; so it must have 
been in the third, and not in the first person. (3) έγώ είμι, therefore, is 
inconsistent with the supposed original Greek. It is an intruder from 
the MT, but an isolated one, for not only συγγενής, but all the rest, is 
meaningless when understood as predicated by David of himself. 
(4) This line of argument stands, even if we do not follow Smith in his 
restoration of the M T from Lucian. (5) Our usual text, Β Eth. 0, in 
spite of being witnessed by Β Eth., is hexaplaric, representing Origen's 
patchwork contamination. Apart from it there is the old text without 
έγώ είμι. I t has come down to us in two, perhaps three, different forms: 
(a) M N and most of the minuscules give the reading of B, yet without 
έγώ είμι. They are supported by La. and Syr. J (a more recent Syriac 
translation). The absence of ego from Leg. m g - is supported by marginal 
variants in three more of Vercellone's Vulgate MSS (not in BM). 
Other Latin texts have ego. Leg.™8* itself has et quoniam hodie cognitus (for 
cognatus, obviously a late confusion not recorded in Rönsch's Itala und 
Vulgata, who has instances of cognatus for cognitus) et constitutus fiii sub 
rege, and Vercellone's cod. F has a doublet, cognitus sum rex; both simply 
betray an increasing degree of adaptation to the Vulgate text (first 
person) on whose margin they are found, (b) The Armenian, according 
to BM's translation, has hie consanguineus est hodie. (c) The Lucianic 
text runs as given above. In all these three variants the initial καϊ δτι 
C1?)) emends the corrupt Hebrew "piNl, and this resumption of δτι 
from the preceding clause seems simply to require a verb. The repeated 
ι τ έ τ Γ τ ω κ ε ν of Lucian, who against all the others adds the article before 
βασιλέως, looks somewhat makeshift. Arm.'s copula est is much more 
satisfactory; its hie introduces something that is necessary (Smith begins 
his reconstruction of the Hebrew with Will). If we see in L an elabora
tion of a primitive and rather defective text, the est of Arm. would 
appear to be the best form of this text, though it has hodie = σήμερον = 
Br»a which in Arm. is a doublet of hie = ΜΠ. This σήμερον has pene
trated the entire evidence, however, with a difference. Both Arm. and 
oùn. y (121) have σήμερον after, instead of before, συγγενής. By this 



'uncertain position' it is betrayed as a marginal reading which entered 
the text in different places. Reflecting the corrupt Hebrew it must be 
deleted. (Here at any rate the Armenian is not 'ein reiner O-text', as 
Rahlfs says it is in Samuel and Kings (Ruth p . 142). Its hie keeps at a 
distance from Β Eth. 0, which is still more strictly marked than that of 
Lucian.) We can restore the Hebrew behind the Greek as far as Ν1Π "Ο* 
»"}, but no farther (Wellhausen, Text p . 160). 

As long, then, as the Hebrew has not been convincingly emended, we 
can only point to what is inconsistent and secondary in the Greek, but 
we cannot with ultimate certainty restore its wording, exactly as it is 
bound to have run. Yet one thing is beyond doubt, and this passage 
has been discussed here to prove it: behind the seeming variety there is 
but one old and genuine text; all else is a superimposed contamination, 
the source of which we are able to trace, namely the Hexapla following 
in the wake of the reconditioned Masorah. 

As soon, then, as we keep strictly to the maxim of eliminating every 
variant that betrays secondary, i.e. mainly hexaplaric, influences, there 
remains almost nothing of competing old versions. On the contrary, we 
realize then that our evidence, however multifarious it may look at 
first sight, essentially represents one single translation. This will be 
realized, as soon as we recognize that the semblance of widespread 
divergence is due only to the later ramification caused by the more or 
less thoroughgoing influence of the later scholarly recensions. I do not 
pretend in this way to give a solution of all existing difficulties; and 
certainly I do not say that everywhere our evidence yields a pure L X X 
text in which we may acquiesce. In some books we have no LXX. Thus 
Ecclesiastes is Aquila more than anything else, as was shown at length 
by A. H. McNeile. In Judges we have at least four distinct groups of 
MSS, yet none among them represents what Hort would have called 
the neutral text; for Β with about a dozen satellites here displays a 
capricious post-Origenian recension, unparalleled elsewhere in the 
L X X ; and no attempt to work back here to the supposed original 
behind the contradictory evidence can achieve a thorough restoration 
of the whole book. In many passages we may succeed, yet in at least as 
many others we are unable to reach behind the old recensions. It would 
be the same in the N T if there were only Byzantine and Western texts. 
I t is to the credit of a method that it does not obliterate the limits that 
are imposed on it by the objects with which it has to deal. 

There are very few passages in which different translations seem to 
compete. But, for example, in the Song of Deborah (Judg. 5) and in 



David's dirge for Saul and Jonathan (2 Sam. 1: 19 ff.) their relation to 
the existent Hebrew and its supposed older stages to some extent offer 
the key to the true Greek. The problem is different when a competing 
version may be considered an isolated piece of translation which never 
formed part of a translation of an entire book, but was made to serve as 
a liturgical lesson. This would, however, not necessarily involve that 
such a pericope was older than its present context. 

So Ezek. 36: 24-38 has not been preserved in the L X X translation of 
Ezekiel. In our Β text, which is the most faithful here, differences of 
language clearly indicate that it must have been incorporated from 
another source; and that this happened at a comparatively late date is 
seen from the Scheide papyrus which, written about 200p, ignores these 
verses. If this should be due to 'parablepsis' , as the American editors 
suggest, the translation which was omitted cannot have been the one 
which is in our editions. A similar suggestion about Deut. 28 has 
already been made (p. 241), and here also it is impossible to decide 
beyond doubt the relative date of this pericope with its peculiar features. 
As far as we can see, the insertion of a pericope never in itself implies 
that a translator abandoned his efforts in order to insert an already 
existing lectionary translation. This ought to be kept in mind when the 
'aberrant text ' (Thackeray) of the psalm in Hab. 3: 1-19 is considered, 
which exists in four minuscules (discussed at length in Thackeray's 
Schweich Lectures, 1920, pp. 48 ff.). I t seems to offer valuable contri
butions to the restoration of the Hebrew; yet most certainly it is an 
isolated piece of work which never comprised the whole book, let alone 
the whole of the Minor Prophets. 

If then I cannot see that our evidence favours the assumption of the 
co-existence of several old translations, I do not wish to claim more than 
that everything unhomogeneous in our existing text can be explained 
from the intricate history of transmission which involves the mutual 
influence of different recensions. The text to which we are able to work 
back is one and one only. 

On the other hand, this does not necessarily mean that behind it there 
may not have been an earlier phase of competing attempts at trans
lating with ensuing compromises; but if there were, they have left no 
traces behind. The few fragments of a pre-Christian L X X text, Pap. 
Rylands 458 and Pap. Fouad 266, both containing parts of Deutero
nomy and written about 15ο 8, notwithstanding some minor variants, 
display the translation which we still read. Therefore, when speaking 
about a plurality of translations at the outset, we tend to move in the 



sphere of mere surmise, unsupported by the evidence. [The evidence 
from Philo's L X X quotations Dr Walters dealt with in his book, 
Pkilo's Bible. For his reaction to the preliminary publication of the 
evidence from the Greek Scroll of Minor Prophets see Studia Patristica 
(Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristl. Lit. 63) 1, Part I, 
1957, PP- 345 ff- Ed.] 

5. On mistaken method in attempting emendation 
As an example of mistaken method in emendation we may cite R. R. 
Ottley's attempt to emend Isa. 8:23 (Isaiah,n, 151 if.), a truly desperate 
passage in the LXX. Here the Hebrew is completely clear, DBS 
T 3 ? n flnfltpni...,?p_n fttor\7\, though Jerome and A V - n o t Luther -
following the Three, go completely astray in their translation. Ottley is 
right in connecting έως καιρού with what follows. But in order to restore 
in the L X X the two complete clauses of the M T he creates a ditto-
graphy τ α χ ύ - τ α χ ύ and conjectures an έπειτα to correspond to his 
πρώτον. The dittography was to some extent anticipated by the C 
recension, but is nevertheless mistaken; and έπειτα is impossible, 
because doubtless p^EjKrjl hides behind καί ol λοιποί of the L X X and 
thus comes much later in the context. (Similarly mere observation of 
the word order indicates that the literal translation όδόν θαλάσσης (cf. 
A' Θ') is a secondary doublet of ol τήν παραλίαν κατοικοϋντες. I t may 
derive from Matt. 4: 15; S*OLC and others omit it.) Ottley's mistake 
was not that he was too bold. He started conjecturing too early. He 
ought first to have compared the M T and the L X X more carefully. 
Such comparison reveals the Greek equivalents of ρΊΛΠΠ and ρ*"ΐπκη 
as shown above. From this we see that T 3 3 n was not expressed in the 
LXX, which in Isaiah sometimes omits one of two verbs; but it shows 
equally clearly that in what is now πιε ταχύ ποιεί the translation of "?J>n 
was originally given. The parallels in Isaiah suggest a form of άτιμά3ω, 
but that is almost all we can say. Was it an aorist or a future? A passive, 
which would afford the easiest solution, or an active with σέ or uuccç? 
As to this last, the υ of ταχύ provides us with nothing of a clue, for it 
derives from the έτάχυνεν of Symmachus. A formation of ταπεινόω 
would be graphically easier, though less well supported by the Isaian 
parallels. We cannot go farther than proposing something like ήτίμασεν 
(έταπείνωσεν) σέ (ύμας) or ήτιμάσθης, -ητε (έταπεινώθης, -ητε), yet we 
realize that in so doing we are moving in the right direction. At least 
this suggestion to some extent explains our present LXX. This corrup-



tion is mentioned to demonstrate that an adequate method does not 
cease to be adequate even if it fails to yield the final emendation in 
every instance. Even tentative suggestions are justified as long as they 
refrain from saying more than can be safely said. 

6. On Β MPs treatment of the late correctors in the leading MSS 
The treatment of an early majuscule on equal footing with the whole 
array of its later hands and correctors is not confined to Β (see p . 7). 
Here is an example from Genesis where Β is missing and A takes its 
place. Here, in 5: 25, Swete and BM give the age of Methusela when he 
begat Lamech as 187, and the number of his years thereafter as 782, both 
in accordance with the Hebrew. It is, however, a well-known fact that 
' the Hebrew and the Greek texts of Genesis here diverge, representing 
two different schemes of antediluvian chronology' (Thackeray, on 
Josephus, AJ 1, 82, The Loeb Classical Library, Josephus, iv, 38) and 
that variants of the Greek 'a re due to conformation, partial or complete, 
to the Hebrew text ' . In Gen. 5 this divergence of numbers applies to 
the age at birth of the first-born and, accordingly, to the later life of the 
begetter; for the sum total resulting in the lifetime is identical, except 
for Lamech. The only name where there are identical numbers through
out in the M T and the L X X is that of Jared (5: 18-20), but even here 
the discovery of fresh primitive evidence may any day indicate that this 
identity is secondary. But in the instance of Methusela with which we 
started there are divergences in the two complementary numbers in the 
Greek, and it is obvious that the numbers which correspond to the 
Hebrew represent subsequent adaptations. Swete, who had to content 
himself with Baber's attempt at distinguishing the various correcting 
hands, records ογδο sup ras Α1*** (εξη., A* v i d - ) in v. 25 and 'ετττσκ. 
και ογδόη sup ras A a ' , without any reference to A*, in v. 26. BM, who 
in their Prefatory Note to Genesis, p. v, list A a , A b , A c , A d as 'corrections 
by four successive later scribes ', convey the impression that they have 
gone some way to fulfil Swete's hope 'for an entirely new handling of 
this subject . . . before the larger edition of the Cambridge Septuagint has 
passed through the press' (1, xxiii). Yet their annotation is still almost 
identical with that of Swete; the only difference is that in v. 25 they put 
'A**' instead of Swete's ' A1***', and in v. 26 they ascribe the reading 782 
to A instead of to A r f . And yet, as ought not to have been overlooked, 
782 cannot go together with 167 which they correctly record for A* in 
v. 25. Apart from this incongruity the numbers in conformity with the 



Hebrew which they have in their text, as has Swete, follow a late 
corrector of A against the authority of the first hand which is bound to 
have differed from the corrector in both instances ; for else why did he 
erase the original before replacing it? 

In point of fact the third-century Berlin papyrus 911, which BM 
could not yet know, agrees with A* (Sanders pp. 279, 367), and the new 
photographic facsimile of A (Part 1, British Museum, 1915) provided 
Rahlfs with the required number 802 from A * v , d - (Rahlfs, Genesis, 1926, 
pp. 16,60). Therefore we cannot doubt any longer that the numbers 167 
and 802, in contradistinction to 187 and 782 of the Hebrew, represent 
the original version of the LXX, for which they are further attested by 
the Origenian recension, by the Itala according to St Jerome's express 
witness, and by a number of smaller recensions too. 

So it is only by an unjustified adherence to a late corrector of A that 
Swete and BM accept these secondary readings which, however, are not 
authorized by A*. 

As a contrast I mention some inconsistencies by which more recent 
MSS and recensions betray that their occasional changes are due to 
isolated adaptations to a form of text influenced by the Hebrew. So 
min. 53 ( f) inserts the Hebrew numbers of the ages of the first birth only in 
Gen. 5:9 ,12,15, 21 ; for Enosh it gives, side by side, in the first place the 
number of the Hebrew (5:9), then a defective number (5:10) and as the 
sum total an arbitrary one (5:11) . The Syrohexaplar and the Catenae-
recension C have 167 with the L X X in 5: 25, but 782 with the M T in 
5: 26, and they care no more than does 53 in 5: 9-11 whether the sum 
total is in keeping with their preceding entries. As Rahlfs observes, 
'solus 57 c o r r* "969" in "949" mutavit'. Still worse things happen in the 
inferior groups of the evidence of Josephus, to which I call attention here 
because Niese failed to characterize them as fully as did Cohn and 
Wendland in their edition of Philo. So in AJ1, 86 SP have 65 = M T 
(as do M 54 in the LXX, Gen. 5:21), and the erratic 177 (with 75 = L 
in Gen. 5: 25, where the Hebrew number is 187 and the Greek 167). 
In L there is still more confusion: where we expect Enoch's age at the 
birth of his first-born (65 M T , 165 L X X Gen. 5: 21), we find the cor
responding number of Methusela after the M T , 187 (Gen. 5: 25), and 
where the correct text reads this latter number, L has the after-life 
years, 782 = M T . But the best MSS already have 165 = L X X in 
Gen. 5 :21 , yet 187 = M T in Gen. 5: 25, in an exceptional adaptation 
to the Hebrew such as is found in the L X X evidence in D M and some 
minor groups. Thackeray's tabulation, Josephus iv, 39, fails to make this 



point, since it is based on Swete's and BM's text with its secondary 187 
(see above). 

What is even worse, completely fresh corruptions were introduced into 
the Cambridge editions of the L X X by their close adherence to the MS 
reproduced. So in 2 Kings 19: 25 the former editions (and Rahlfs with 
them) read επάρσεις άποικεσιών μαχίμων, where άποικεσίαι owes its 
origin to a confusion of B'̂ i stone heaps with the fem. singulare tantum 
rt̂ S which, being a collective, means the Jews in exile (μετοικεσίαν). 
(Jer. 9: 11 (10) discloses a similar confusion, corrected by A' θΐνας, 
C βουνούς.) For this both Swete and BM put άπό οίκεσιών with Β Eth. 
( 'απο] α π A ' Swete!). οίκεσία, however, would be a novelty, and a 
preceding άπό could not be traced back to the Hebrew. Also in Judg. 
18: 30 της οίκεσίας is a mere corruption found in min. m alone which 
here, as sometimes elsewhere (Pretzl, Biblica 7, 1926, p . 378), has 
undergone influences from the A text (της μετοικεσίας), though the Β 
group to which it belongs reads αποικίας. 





NOTES 

INTRODUCTION, pages 1-14 
ι One example may stand for a great many. In the Song of Deborah, 

Judg. 5: 16, for Ο Η Τ » NIJ?"1# B, and with it Swete, BM and Rahlfs, read 
σνρισμοϋ αγγέλων, and so did Tischendorf7, though his source, the 
Sixtine, and Bos after it, read αγελών of the flocks, which tallies with the 
M T and was demanded by Flaminius Nobilis and L. Cappellus. BM 
record αγελών for uag, but HR have αγελών only, supplying the 
αγγέλων of Β in their addenda. Even αγγέλων has found defenders who 
saw in it an Aramaism. Except for Dan. L X X 4: 10 (13), 14 (17), 20 (23) 
this would be the only occurrence in the L X X of Aramaic (|)0,"VS angels; 
but there is something worse in the A text of Judg. 5: 16, συρισμούς 
έξεγειρόντων : this renders O'TS with the meaning of Syr. t - » Ä being 
awake, cf. έγρήγορος in Dan. Θ' 4: ίο (13) which is a hexaplaric doublet 
for the transliteration ip; cf. also έγρήγοροι for D l̂lS the blind in 
Lam. 4: 14. So also έγρήγοροι Test 12 Patr. (Reuben 5:6 f., Napht. 3:5). 
When Schürer (πι*, 284) explains 'Wächter = Engel' he seems to 
neglect the homonymy which offers the better explanation: Syr. S - » - I » -

Aram. TV. In Job 40: 11 does αγγέλους = T1V133?? 
2 Agellius is the author of the remarkable reading έλαιον for Ιλεον 

Ps. 83 (84) : 12, which was adopted by Flashar (£4 W 32,1912, pp. 242 ff.). 
3 The opposite opinion found its most pointed expression in R. R. Otdey's 

A Handbook of the Septuagint, 1920, p. 73: '[Swete's edition] is not only the 
best available edition of the L X X , but perhaps the best edited text of any 
ancient work in existence.' Yet the continuation makes it clear that his 
opposition was directed against the presentation of the variants in 
Westcott and Hort's N T and especially against its apparatus, in which he 
finds 'too much editor and too littie manuscript'. So he expressly excepts 
from his judgement 'Tischendorf, Tregelles, Baljon, and Souter' who 
'consistently give the reading of MSS, as such, in the notes'. Yet it remains 
true that he does not distinguish between a diplomatic reproduction of a 
MS and a critical edition. 

4 This was shown for Sirach in Smend's very detailed and careful study, 
and for the Vet. Lat. texts by P. Corssen (£a>« neue Fragmente der Wein
gartener Prophetenhandschrift nebst einer Untersuchung über das Verhältnis der 
Weingartener and Würzburger Prophetenhandschrift, Berlin, 1899). For how 
early a period this holds true can be seen from the ChB (and Scheide) 
papyri and their relation to later types of text, which were not yet in 
existence as clear-cut individualities when those second- and third-
century papyri were written. It is obvious that in biblical texts even more 
of such mixture can be expected than in secular ones ; for most of our 



biblical MSS were not destined to be private property, but to be used in 
the services of the congregations. So it was important to have a correct 
copy, and this was secured by collating with other copies which might have 
represented a different type of text. 

5 Rahlfs' quotations from 911 must be checked by the final edition which 
was published a year after Rahlfs' Genesis: Henry A. Sanders and Carl 
Schmidt, The Minor Prophets in the Freer Collection and the Berlin Fragment of 
Genesis, Univ. of Michigan Studies, Humanistic Series, vol. xxi, New York, 
1927. 

6 When dealing with the grammatical aspect we shall find other indi
cations of subsequent changes. 

7 About L in the historical books Rahlfs says: 'huius editionis innumeras 
lectiones singulares praetereo'. 

CHAPTER i, pages 17-28 

ι Hort is by no means the only one to deal with divergent spellings as 
though they were real variants. Some strong, though occasional, examples 
are found in von Soden's NT. Though he sets out in general to present his 
text in a normalized spelling, it sometimes happens that he applies his 
critical principle of following two, as against the isolated third, of his 
three recensions even to merely itacistic variants. At least this seems to 
be the explanation for singular mis-spellings and wrong accentuations 
in this text, such as John 13:276 ποιείς ποίησον τσχεϊον where he says in 
his apparatus 'ταχιον Κ' , thus indicating that Η I read the incorrect 
ταχειον [Hort ταχειον n, Ι54*]> Ο Γ Mark 14: 36 παρενέγκαι against the 
minority reading of ΩρΚ. Here, however, we have an alternative inter
pretation of long standing, as can be seen from its attestation both in the 
Greek and the Vet. Lat. of Mark 14: 36 and Luke 22: 42. The reason 
why I range it here is twofold: the only difference between the variant 
readings is the itacistic alternative ε-αι, which, but for the Latin 
evidence, no one would take to present a real variant; and in παρελθάτω 
Matt. 26: 39 we have the oldest authentic interpretation from which 
παρενέγκαι is seen to be secondary; if it was intentional at all, it cannot 
seriously compete with the imperative. 

2 In this, however, we must not be rash. At times the LXX displays forma
tions which are out of the fashion set by the papyri of its date (e.g. γέαι 
for yaï, Wackernagel, ThLZ, 1908, p. 638, and above, p. 59); here any 
interference would only destroy what must be considered legitimate 
peculiarities. 

CHAPTER 2,pages 29-81 

ι Neither grammars nor lexicons have recorded that the future δανιώ is 
found in Philo. He keeps δανιεΐς in a quotation of Deut. 15: 8 (post. Cain 
§ 142) and even in a paraphrase of Deut. 15: 6. In the former passage the 
only codex, U, reads -ει-, but Wendland, who kept it in his edition, later 



acceded to Holwerda's Soviets ('oder δανείσεις ?', Philologus 57, 1898, 
pp. 277 f.). In the latter passage Cohn decides for the δανείεις of F, the 
best MS (Proll. p. xxiii) although the remaining three, ΗΡΑ, have -1-, 
A with a scholion demanding δανείσεις 'δτι τό δανε^ω ρήμα περισπώ-
μενον μέλλοντα ού ποιεί· βαρβαρισμός yap έστιν' adn. mg. man. rec. For 
other instances of future formations with a shortened vowel, cf. p. 29. 

2 Cohn and Wendland's Philo spells all formations with -1- uniformly, and 
so does Stählin's Index to his Clem. Alex., μείξας Strom, vn, 82,6 being the 
only exception in the text that I have noticed. 

3 A present μίγνυμι is unlikely: Crönert, MGH, p. 29 and n. 6, p. 308; 
Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. pp. 697 n. 5, 771. 

4 Glaser. Cf. φθίνω-φθεισ-; similarly κλίνω ought to have a future 'κλεισω 
instead of the secondary κλινώ. Cf. Herwerden, Lap. test. p. 66; Lauten-
sach, Aoriste p. 142; Schwyzer pp. 740, 751, 737. τισ- as an aorist/future 
stem can only be related to τίω revere, value (— τιμάω), which has no 
etymological relation to the word group τίνω-ποινή (W. Schulze, Kl. 
Sehr. p. 205 n. 1). LS, which here is in general excellent, is wrong only in 
failing to see anything but an unmistakable itacism in τεισ- when it 
belongs to τίω. 

5 -τεισ- must equally be restored in the hexaplaric quotations A' C θ ' 
II Sam. 12: 6, C θ ' Isa. 59: 18, and in A' Ps. 21 (22): 26, Taylor. The 
nominal derivation in -σις, however, requires some comment. It is rare, 
and LS cites only Ath. 11, 503 b. But when LS indicates that we should 
rather spell αποτεισις with -ει-, it is most certainly mistaken. The verbal 
adjective in -τό- and the verbal abstract in -τί- (-σί-) has the weak form of 
the root: φθιτάς, φθίσις, the latter with a change of accent (Schwyzer 
p. 357). Accordingly τίσις is metrically certain in Homer, Alcman, 
Theognis, and tragedy. This proves that in this root the pre-Attic 
equalization which we observe in μειγ- has not taken place. There is no 
reason to assume the opposite for the compound άπότίσις, either in 
Athenaeus or in the few hexaplaric instances. Moreover άπότισις has its 
exact parallel in Sanskrit apaätis, and has preserved this conformity to 
it all through. 

There remains the awkward necessity of restoring the original dif
ferentiation of spelling wherever hexaplaric translators imitate the 
figura etymologica of the MT by a noun. In Exod. 22: 5, 13 D̂ PB̂  0 ^ is not 
expressed in LXX £ 6 (5), 14 (13), butit is supplied by LXX 0 ·χ· άποτει-
νύων άποτείσει (C θ ' in 6 θ ' in 14). Therefore the marginal reading of 
F b άπότισιν ( = ) άποτείσει is likely to be A'. The spelling chosen is 
in accordance with what all editions aspire to, namely conformity to the 
Attic where there is no authority for a later change. This does not involve 
a decision about Aquila's actual spelling which is not known to us. Cf. 
Philo's Bible p. 149. 

6 In Philo and Josephus άποτειν- should be restored in de Josephe 267, 
de decalogo 117, leg. ad Gaium 343; B.J. m, 374. 



7 This intrusion of Aramaic forms will be considered in a later section. 
8 Ziegler, as the Göttingen texts as a whole, does not record orthographic 

variants in his annotation, and in his chapter, ' Orthographika ', which 
forms part of his Introduction, he merely says that the interchange of ι—ει 
was too frequent to be noted (p. 102). Therefore I am unable to go beyond 
what is found in Swete's apparatus. 

g G.Hermann, Orphica p. 821: 'non est antiqui usus'. Lobeck, Phryn. 
p. 647: 'vocabulum non admodum antiquum'. Moulton, n, 381, by an 
oversight, quotes Lobeck to the contrary. 

10 Not, of course, when dealing with authors of the stylistic aspirations of 
Philo, νεικέω, νεϊκος etc., are not found in Philo, at any rate not in 
Leisegang, whereas he frequendy uses φιλονικεΐν, -νικία, -νικος. άντι-
<ριλον[ε]ικεϊν, alleg. m, 156, which is not in Leisegang's Index, is not cited 
in LS either. Cohn-Wendland are mistaken in consistently spelling 
-νεικ-. Admittedly Philo's usage is that of the classics, i.e. mosdy in the bad 
sense; but in passages like spec. leg. rv, i n (about the water-animal's 
valiant struggle against the current), aet. rrmnd. 104, the word is used in 
a good sense, which cannot be expressed by -νεικ-. This vacillation is most 
easily understood, when we credit Philo with the correct spelling -νικ-. 
Cf. p. 284 η. 2i (on λογ(ε)ιον in Philo). In a passage like de ebr. 99, 
Ιριδες, μάχαι, <ριλον(ε)ικιαι, the temptation for copyists to spell -ει- was 
strong. 

11 Elsewhere Π?1^ is rendered by είς τέλος - good Greek, as modern Greek 
and inscriptions show (Johannessohn π, 303; Krebs, Präpositionen bei 
Polybius ρ. 113) - or by είς τόν αΙώνα (Johannessohn π, 299)· 

12 In the last passage νίκος clearly means prize of victory in accordance with 
the imagery of the whole passage (cf. Bauer, NTWB s.v.). This is the 
prevailing sense of νίκημα in Hellenism. That the author should have 
replaced it by such a pronouncedly unclassical word, characterizes his 
sometimes ill-advised preciosity. To some extent he may be excused by 
the fact that the great grammarian Aristarchus proposed to read νΤκος, 
in the sense of ήττα (Wackernagel, Hell. p. 26) instead of νεΐκος in 
Homer's Π. xn. 276. 

13 It is obvious that a compound formed with νεικεσ- as its second com
ponent could never be φιλόνεικος, but only *φιλονεικής: W.-Schmiedel, 
§5, 13a and §16, 5a with n. 26, and the admirable summary in LS, 
where, however, wrong information is earlier given sub ττροσφιλονεικ-. 

14 Is this 'Jo. Geo. Trendelenburg, Lubecae 1794 8°' (Nestie, art. 'Bibel
übersetzungen', RE3 m, 21? 

15 In the continuation I prefer καϊ έτι of MN rell to δτι ττδσα of Β Ο Sah., 
which closely follows MT. If I am right, this would be one of the rela
tively few passages of Samuel or Kings in which Β is influenced by 0. 

16 Compare also my remarks on Philo's νεαν(ι)εία, p. 41. 
17 This key, however, does not open every door. We read ττονηρία from 

ττονηρός, and alongside of it ττονηρεύεσθαι behave as α ττονηρός, and, after 



the same pattern, πανουργία along with ττανουργεΤν, ττανούργημα, 
ττανουργευεσθαι ι Sam. 23: 22 and ττανούργευμα Sir. 1: 6; 42: 18, the 
verb being found elsewhere only in Galen xv, 105 as a passive, and the 
noun in Schol. Ar., Equ. 800. This formation is derived from stems of all 
kinds - νεανιεύεσθαι (νεανίας), άναιδεύεσθαι (αναιδής), άλα^ονεύεσβαι 
(αλανών) ; it mosdy conveys a bad sense, except in άγνεύεσθαι, the usage of 
which, however, offers no complete parallel to the other verbs (cf. 
Debrunner, Wb. §215). 

18 This Ionic usage enabled the Attic tragedians to interchange formations 
in -εία and -ία according to metrical requirements; the result of this may 
not therefore be taken as evidence for ordinary contemporary prose usage. 
Crönert, MGH pp. 32 f., who strongly advocates the forms in -ία, is 
refuted by the Ptolem. papyri which spell, e.g., έφοδεία exclusively. 

19 Theodoret (qu. 3s in Lernt.) says τό έξόδιον τό τέλος σημαίνει τών εορτών. 
This meaning is to be preferred to that given by LS 'a feast to commemorate 
the Exodus', or by Pollux, 4, 108 ' μέλος τ ι . . .δ έξιόντεςήδον' or by Suidas 
'carmen in recessu cani solitum'. 

Since Ιξόδιον is used in connection with different festivals - Tabernacles 
(8th day) Lev. 23: 36; Num. 29: 35; Passover (7th day) Deut. 16: 8; 
dedication of Solomon's Temple (8th day) 2 Chron. 7 : 9 - even passages 
like Deut. 16:3 cannot establish the assertion, common to our lexica down 
to LS, that it means a festival commemorating the Exodus. Theodoret is 
right: it is the concluding day of a festival. As far as Pentecost is con
cerned it is the 50th day, ending the festival weeks beginning with 
Passover. 

But this latter usage is later than the OT. Neither M S S nor έξόδιον has 
this meaning in MT or LXX. But in the NT we have Πεντηκοστή. 

20 After the present writer (ThLZ, I936, ρ· 282) Adolf Wilhelm has given a 
full treatment to this passage (Anzeiger d. Ak. d. Wiss. in Wien, phil.-hist. 
Kl., 1937, pp. 25-8, cf. p. 29). G. Kittel, in his article on λογεία (TWNT 
TV, 285 ff.) fails to take account of 2 Macc. 12: 43 for the reason that he 
keeps strictiy to Rahlfs' text throughout. He does not even take it from 
Deissmann whom he quotes. 

21 Both alternatives show that G. Kittel is not altogether exact in sum
marizing the 'pre-Christian use of λόγιον' by stating: 'Von dem 
Charakter des Orakelspruchs ist in der entwickelten Septuaginta-
Sprache nichts mehr geblieben; die Vokabel ist zu einem der Träger des 
biblischen Wort-Offenbarungs-Gedankens geworden' (TWNTTV, 141). 
He apparently does not take into account the passages in which λόγιον 
represents Ttfn, and he may have failed to do so because his survey is 
based upon Rahlfs' edition with its itacistic spelling, which it may not 
have occurred to him to refer to the family of words derived from λεγ-, 
λογ-. 

LS is wrong to quote Aristeas 158 in this connection. There λόγια simply 
means sayings, Sprüche (Wendland, also in § 177), passages from the Bible, 



more precisely the Shema Israel Deut. 6: 4 f., which the Israelites were 
bound to 'write upon the posts of their houses and on their gates' 
(Deut. 6: 9), hrl των πυλών (φλιών?) καΐ θυρών (Arist. 158). 

The spelling λόγιον is confirmed by Philo, Josephus and the Latin 
Bible. In Philo, Cohn and Wendland unquestioningly follow the evidence 
and therefore have λογείον in the majority of passages, but λόγιον in 
few only, alleg. m, 126, 132, fug. 185. Whitaker-Colson in their Loeb 
translation on the whole follow this Greek text, putting either oracle for 
λόγιον or place of reason, reason-seat for λογείον. The German translation 
tends to extend the range of λογείον by translating Stätte, even Schrein des 
Denkens, der Vernunft, i.e. place or shrine (temple) of thinking, of reason. Philo 
certainly applies various interpretations, yet none of them requires 
the artificial spelling -εΐον, some clearly preclude it, so alleg. in, 132 or 

fug. 185. As to Philo himself, the most likely thing is that he used the same 
spelling throughout, however much his interpretations might vary (cf. 
p. 282 n. 10, φιλον[ε]ικ-). This can only have been λόγιον which, by the 
way, did not exclude the meaning place - temple would seem much too 
artificial even for Philo: λόγιον: λόγος = Άπολλώνιον: Απόλλων. The 
spelling λογείον is a mere itacism, from which it has always been mistaken 
to gather any profound mysteries. And still Wendland, who in Aristeas 97 
preferred the λογείον of LM 1 alone, translated Orakeltasche. 

Josephus has a transliteration ό εσσην, with two different inflexions, the 
first in the second declension, AJ in, 163 nom. εσσην, ι66 τόν εσσηνην, 
170 τοϋ εσσηνου, 171 τώ εσσηνη, the other in the third, 218 ό εσσην, 
185, 2i7 τόν εσσηνα, 2ΐ6 τω εσσηνι. In 163 and 217 he explains that its 
Greek name was λόγιον = oracle. And the story which he tells about its 
marvellous qualities, as it is told in later Jewish sources too, renders the 
spelling λόγιον etymologically certain. Therefore Niese rightly decided 
for it in 163, and this all the more as the evidence in 217 is unanimous. 
For the Vet. Lat. I refer to Billen, p. 205. Besides other translations, the 
occasional emeritw, which I cannot explain, and manuale, which in Mart. 
14, 94 lemm. is translated book-cover, we have the transliteration logium = 
λόγιον. Had they read λογείον or even *λογι-ειον, place of the oracle, we 
would find *logëum, or -turn, which is nowhere found. Augustine and 
Ambrose read rationale, as did Jerome in the Vulgate. So he says rationale 
iudicii = λόγιον της κρίσεως in Exod. 28: 15, 29 f. Since rationabilis is 
λογικός and irrationabilis άλογος (Rönsch, pp. 112 f.), rationale stands for 
λόγιον. I can see no reason for Schlatter's conclusion, 'Den Brustschild 
des Hohenpriesters hat Josefus nicht λόγιον, sondern λογείον, Orakel
stätte, genannt' (Theologie des Judentums nach dem Bericht des Josefus, 
Gütersloh, 1932, p. 66 n. i) . 

22 It is the same in 1 Tim. 1: 18 where, however, the still closer connection 
with the verb στρατεύη excludes all confusion in the MSS. 

23 To some extent this is excusable when a printed edition reproduces a 
single MS. So Grabe (1707) and BM (1897), reproducing A, in Judg. 8: 6 



print στρατεισ, an itacism opposite to that of Hort and his followers 
mentioned above. Clearly such itacisms cannot be accented. 

24 For the confusion of στρατιά and στρατεία in A', cf. Philo's Bible p. 149. 
Confusion of στρατιά and στρατεία in spoken Greek seems unlikely 
because of the differences of accent. Philo's pun on ύδρεία watering-place 
and υδρία water-pot, post. Cain 137, Αγαρ άσκόν προς τήν ύδρείαν, Ρεβέκκα 
δέ ύδρίαν έττιφέρεται, need not indicate that even he pronounced these 
words alike. 

25 This απαρτία from άτταίρω = SO» from S70) 1 is almost a homonym of 
the usual άπαρτιά in its different meanings, some of which are found in 
the LXX as well. 

26 Also W. Bauer, Wb. §5, when quoting three passages from I Clem. Rom., 
acquiesces in -ία, merely saying 'in mancherlei Schreibung seit Aeschyl.' 
(col. 43). 

27 Mayser ι 2 3, 34. LS is undoubtedly mistaken in considering έργολάβεια 
in Alciphron (IV p) anything else than an itacism. 

28 If we had not these parallels, one might think of άειφυγία exile for life 
which is derived from the verb, = τό άεΐ φεύγειν. 

29 At any rate the diminutive meaning of -ιον is of later date than the 
formation of the compound suffixes -ειον, -σιον and the others, as these 
do not share the diminutive meaning (Debrunner, Wb. p. 292 n. 2). 
'Quam difficilis esset plerumque distinctio deminutivorum (σιδήριον), 
periecticorum (σιδηρεϊον), gentilium (Αθηναίος), propriorum (Αθη
ναίος), possessivorum (Ιρμαϊος) et temenicorum (έρμαιον), Grammatici 
plurimum operae consumserunt, ut unicuique generi, in quantum fieri 
posset, suos terminos circumscriberent; in quo quum nec ipsi secum 
consentirent, neque librarios obedientes haberent, tota res turbata est.' 
This is the initial sentence of Lobeck's very full and still most useful note, 
Phryn. pp. 367-72. 

30 So M.-Schw. §1530, pp. 50-5, distinguish between λαμτταδείον 
chandelier, torch-holder and λαττμάδιον small torch, άσττιδεΐον part of a shield 
and άσττίδιον small shield, έσχαρεϊον scaffolding and έσχάριον small hearth, 
κεραμείον potter's worhhop and κεράμιον small jar, λυχνεϊον torch-holder and 
λυχνίον lamp, πλινθεϊον big plate and πλινθίον small brick, σκαφεϊον basin 
and σκάφιον small bowl, σφαγεϊον sacrificial basin and σφάγιον victim, 
offering, χαλκεϊον workshop of the χαλκεύς and χαλκίον copper vessel, χερνιβεΐον 
handbasin and χερνίβιον small handbann. 

31 Some have already been dealt with in connection with related nouns in 
-είδ (λόγιον = fih on p. 41, -όδιον, -έδριον on pp. 39 and 43). 

32 Better on p. 466, ' αστείος (aber ράστιος zu ραστός)\ This δστιος = 
αστικός, found in some inscriptions, presents an analogy to ττροάστιον. 
ττροαστειον also in a scholion on 2 Kings 25: 20 (cod. 243m g: Field 1,699). 

33 This seems to be better than Palmer, p. 56, who considers -iov Attic, 
-εϊον Ionic. In modern Greek χαλκεϊον, a brazier's shop (Palmer), the 
function accounts for the formation. 



34 Among others the wrong spelling is found in Theophr. Char. 9, 8. The 
accentuation is correct following Wheeler's law (Nominalaccent pp. 60-104) 
according to which a dactylic word or word-ending is accented — <JJ w . 
The rule, however, is not without exceptions, a general one being the 
suffix -τήριος. 

35 For the remaining, considerable difficulties I refer to D. W. Gooding, 
The account of the Tabernacle pp. 55-7. 

36 Thus άνθέμιον Eccles. 12: 6 is not unique in the LXX, as was assumed by 
A. H. McNeile (Eccles. p. 127). 

37 HID is sometimes used (1) as a collective, so Num. 17: 23, together with 
the other collectives S LXX έξήνεγκεν βλαστόν (ΓΠΒ) Kod έξήνθησεν 
άνθη ( f ? ) ; (2) as an isolated inappropriate singular Num. 8: 4; (3) as an 
impossible singular among plurals 1 Kings 7: 49, 2 Chron. 4: 21. BH3 

suggests a plural in Num. 8:4*0. Samarit. (cf. LXX Vulg.) ' ; it fails to 
make the same suggestion in 1 Kings 7: 49, after the Greek λαμπαδεϊα 
and Vulg. quasi lilii flores, and in 2 Chron. 4:21, where the LXX and the 
other translations omit the word and Vulg. alone reads the plural florentia. 
In both of the latter passages the context requires a plural DTJ'JBn. This 
absolute plural does not occur in the MT, which admits only the sing., 
and a plur. with suff. Π'Π'Ι.Β. 

38 As to LS several corrections are required: it fails to record the special 
meaning of κρατήρ in Exod. 25: 30 (31) ff. and that of άνθέμιον. Here it 
does not take into account Grabe's emendation of Exod. 38: 16 (37: 19) 
bis and thus for Eccles. 12: 6 gives the purest quality of gold, as though it 
were άκροθίνιον, άνθος or ακμή, whereas LXX literally renders the 
Hebrew; and regarding λαμπαδεϊον, it fails to realize that the LXX 
examples which it quotes under λαμπάδιον I 2 are exacdy paralleled by 
its only example of λαμτταδείον torch-holder from an Eleusinian inscription 
(IV*). In point of fact -ιον, in the meaning torch-holder, is a mere itacism 
everywhere. 

39 LS, after an article ττολυανδρεΤον which gives some of the evidence from 
the inscriptions and papyri, has another on πολυάνδριον, which is quite 
otiose, because all its examples are mere itacisms. It does not mention 
the OT examples to which we shall have to come back in Ch. 9 (pp. 
179 ff.). Here we may note that in 4 Mace. 15: 20 πολυανδρεΐον may = 

place where many people assemble, a connotation which is found (in plural) 
in Plutarch 2,823e (LS). This meaning is suggested by δια τών βασάνων 
and the following verse. I may perhaps add that the adjective πολυάν-
δριος is of very doubtful evidence in LS. 'π . τάφος = πολυανδρεΐον ' in 
the late historian Eunapius ( I V / V p ) suggests -ει-, and δεμονες πολυαν-
δριοι (sic, invito LS!) on a deflxio (Audollent 22: 30) of I I P , which 
is incorrecdy written throughout, does not command confidence 
either. 

40 More than once their spelling is more correct than that of A, just as also 
in more far-reaching respects the standard text of A in Genesis is not a 



good one, as had been amply demonstrated Nesde, S-St v, 21 if. and is now 
shown by the entire old papyrus evidence. 

41 Theall-too-literalKpioisTfisTfpwTOTOK(6)iasfor Π}33Π BB8>a,Deut,2i : 17, 
may not in fact have been shared by C and θ ' ; for our information derives 
solely from the notes which Masius took from his Syr. h ' , which has since 
been lost. 

42 -T|vos is a rather rare formation (Debrunner, Wb p. 321; Schwyzer 
p. 490; nothing in Mayser). 

43 Άταργάτην Strabo 16, 4, 27 is an itacism, just as Άτταγάθη in 
Hesychius may be a retrograde formation from an acc. in -ην ( = -iv). 

44 It is difficult to understand why Redpath relegates Ασταρτιον, Ατεργατιον 
and Βηλιον to his supplement of proper names. 

45 We may append here three formations which are not biblical. The most 
remarkable is in Philo. He employs συναγωγή once only, in a description 
of worship, quod omnis probus liber sit 81, but twice, somn. 11, 127, and legat. 
311, συναγωγιον, according to our editions. Yet this very rare word can only 
mean picnic, like συναγώγιμον δεϊττνον in Attic fourth-century comedies, 
where every partaker brings with him (συνάγει) his share of the food. 
Pollux 6, 7 quotes it as place of picnic, besides συμπόσιον, συσσίτιον and 
others. Accordingly we must spell it συναγωγεΐον. Philo, in his flowery 
style, will thus have characterized the place of worship by the suffix 
otherwise appended to divine names. There is a very similar instance of a 
rather loose use of the suffix -ειον, namely σαββατείον, house in which the 
Sabbath service was held, perhaps a synagogue (LS). It is found in Josephus, 
AJ xvi, 164, in the verbatim quotation of an Imperial decree. Its pagan 
author may have confused Sabbath and Caßßajioj. If so, his intention 
would have been that of fashioning a correct temple name. Our last 
instance is taken from LS. Under μαρτυριον it records ' I I I . shrine of a 
martyr'. The examples are VI?; the spelling is an itacism for μαρτυρεϊον. 
Hence Strathmann, TWNTxv, 513, 31 ff. must be corrected. 

46 This goes back to rtJf !3Π 35*1 2 Chron. 35: 24, where it is translated τό 
άρμα τό δευτερεύον. À similar expression is rendered τό άρμα τό δεύτερον 
in Gen. 41: 43, where some MSS, mainly Lucianic (Rahlfs, Gen.: '75 
V 129' 1'), read δευτερεύον. Philo puts δευτερεϊον (somn. 11, 46, migr. 160) ; 
and in 1 Esdras a small minority of minuscules have the δεύτερον of 
Genesis. 

47 Here the LXX, and in Ps. 57 (58) : 9 C, say χόριον, and there is no 
foundation nor evidence for the alternative -ειον given in HR. It is almost 
certain that the dubious forms ή τετρατία (Pap. Fayum 347, II p ) and 
τετράτιος (Suppl. Epigr. 1, 464, 22 from Galatia, I I I p ) , quoted by LS, 
ought to be spelled with -ει- as well (cf. τεταρτεύς). And when in 2 Sam. 
3: 4 A alone reads τεταρταϊος instead of τέταρτος (corruption from 
supposed contraction?), Rahlfs was right in ignoring this slip, as τεταρ-
Taïos could only mean in the fourth year (cf. τριταίος ι Sam. 9: 20; 30: 13) 
which makes no sense here. 



48 καθαριεύομαι 'to be καθάριος, Alex. Aphr. Problemata 2. 53' (LS) must be 
spelled with -ει-, although it is I I I P , -1- being an itacism. For the formation 
see note 17 p. 282. 

Also in Aristeas 145 the correct καθαρειάτητι of cod. M must be 
restored to the text. It is a question of the cleanliness of some kind of fowl, 
διαφέρει καθαρειότητι. There are parallels in Aristotle, one expressing the 
same idea, καθαρειότατόν έσπ τδ 3&ov (the bee, Hist. An. 626 a 24), the 
other, though more remote in meaning, almost identical in form δια
φέρει ή δψις αφής καθαρειότητι (EN 1176a 1). 

49 The plural of γη was always rare (LS s.o.), and so it is in the LXX 
(Thack., p. 143) - there is room for it only in the meaning land, country, 
and even here the LXX prefers to express the plural by ττασα ή γή or 
some other periphrasis. This observation of Thackeray's is useful in a 
different connection (pp. 188 f.). But we can see why both in the LXX 
and also on inscriptions (Schweizer, Perg. p. 139) the Ionic forms γέαι etc. 
were preferred - because they were not monosyllabic; indeed they may 
themselves be secondary and formed for this very reason (Schwyzer, 
Gr. Gr. p. 473 may point to the same). If this holds good for the plural 
only, the reason is that this was rare and therefore more isolated in the 
mind of those using it. In this connection it is useful to refer to Wacker-
nagel's essay 'Wortumfang und Wortform' (JVGG, 1906, phiL-hist. Kl., 
pp. 147-84 = Kl. Sehr. pp. 148-85). There he deals with several aspects, 
but I should like to quote from him a passage which he took from 
Meillet (MSL 13, 359) : 'Les mots autonomes de la phrase tendent dans 
presque toutes les langues à n'être pas monosyllabiques; seuls demeurent 
ou deviennent monosyllabiques les mots accessoires, qui, le plus souvent, 
s'unissent dans la prononciation à des mots voisins.' 

50 The same corruption occurs in Josephus, AJ rx, 284, cf. Niese 1, xxxiii. 
Here the spelling Κιτταιων for Κιτιέων combines two mistakes, one 
graphical (ττ-τι), the other phonetical (αι-ε). Actually there is in the 
LXX a second form of the name, Κίτιοι, Gen. 10: 4 (also in 961) 
ι Chron. 1: 7, Dan. Θ' 11: 30. 

51 Another inconsistency is to be seen in Swete's text. Whereas in Numbers 
his evidence compels him to print -αίων, in 1 Maccabees he follows S 
(-έων) against S"* AV in spite of the fact that his text of 1 Maccabees 
is a reproduction of A. When in Isa. 23 : ί he gives -αίων noting in his 
apparatus 'Κιτιεων Β', Β may be a slip for Qj for according to Ziegler's 
apparatus -έων is read by QV, whereas Β has -αίων. 

52 Mayser compares Ιγγειος-Ιγγαιος, etc., yet the formations in -γαιος 
are dialectical residues in the κοινή (Glaser pp. 80 f., Wackernagel, IF 25, 
1909» Ρ· 335)· 

53 Thackeray, in the context of his paragraph, is inclined to trace in the use 
of φορβεά for φορβειά by 'the literary translator of Job ' something like 
higher stylistic aspirations. I do not think this probable; for this translator 
does not borrow from Attic; his well-known glosses are all epicisms, and, 



moreover, φορβεά is found three times in a third-century papyrus without 
any stylistic aspirations. 

In LS there is an appropriate account of ση μία; all the more one 
wonders why there is a special article φορβαία, distinct from φορβε(ι)ά, 
enumerating only our passage in Job, where, as we have seen, the 
evidence for φορβεά is unanimous, and Hesychius, whose spelling does 
not prove anything, apart from the fact that his evidence also includes 
-ecc. 

54 In The Bible and the Greeks, p. 233, G. H. Dodd points to the agreement 
against the LXX text of Poimandres and the Sacred Discourse in the emphatic 
form given to the divine command, αύξάνεσθε έν αυξήσει καΐ ττληθύνεσθε 
έν ττλήθει. He considers the pedigree of the two Genesis quotations 
difficult to establish, because the Sowed Discourse displays είς τό αύξάνεσθαι 
έν αυξήσει καΐ ττληθύνεσθαι έν ττλήθει, whereas Poimandres has imperatives 
in accordance with the LXX. Closer examination of the context of the 
Sacred Discourse certainly shows that there is an unbroken sequence of 
expressions introduced by είς. In the remaining instances, however, είς is 
followed by a noun, so perhaps we ought to read είς τό ' αύξάνεσθε έν 
αυξήσει καΐ ττληθύνεσθε έν ττλήθει ', the τό introducing the literal quotation 
from the expanded source. This formula of quotation would correspond 
to that in Poimandres, à δέ θεός ευθύς είττεν άχίω λόγφ. If I am right, the 
text of the Sacred Discourse has suffered an itacistic corruption, and that 
from reasons easily understood. 

55 It is different in Lev. 23: 30, where the passive construction is due to 
imitation of the preceding verse and was therefore chosen by the trans
lator. The explanation given above for the corruption of Deut. 7: 24; 
12: 3 is confirmed by a set of corruptions in Esther which, though 
different, are due to a similar cause. These passages all record a royal 
injunction to destroy the Jews. As far as canonical passages are concerned, the 
Hebrew reads either a Piel as in 3:9 (0*138 )̂ and 8: 5 (Ο^η^-ΠΚ 13X^) 
or a Hiph. as in 4: 8 (DTpÖB'n'p). Here we must read άττολέσαι through
out. In 3: 9 A alone reads -σθαι, in Β 6 (13: 3 f.) adgjpqswz La. (perire), 
in C 8 (4: 17 f.) Aarw. Consequently we must restore άττολέσαι in 4: 8 
with Nafkv and in 8: 5 with AP La. v i d . The corruption άττολέσθαι makes 
the following accusative the subject of the clause, which the translator is 
unlikely to have done with the Hebrew before him. In Deut. 7: 24 
Grabe is right against A, in 12:3 with A. In Esther, on the contrary, he 
puts the mistaken reading in 4: 8 with A, in 8: 5 against it. This incon
sistency is due to the fact that the Pentateuch volume was published by 
Grabe himself, whereas the volume containing Esther is posthumous. 

56 In Exod. 8: 14 (10) BM have θι- in the text, their first apparatus noting 
θει- as a mis-spelling of AF. 

57 As I do not include in this work a full chapter on the lexicon of the LXX, 
I may add here that in Exod. 22: 6 (5) an anonymous translator pre
served in F b puts θημωνιά for Bh7| expressing pile of sheaves, as does a 
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mistaken translation o f Vhli in Job 21: 32. In Job 5: 26 the same Hebrew 
is expressed by θημωνιά άλωνος. The same meaning for &ΊΙ (Exod. 
22: 6 (5), Judg. 15: 5 - in the late Β text), for ]3na (Isa. 25: 10), and, in 
spite of the Hebrew, for fli threshing-floor (Jer. 28 (51) : 33 άλων ώριμος, 
CF. σίτος ώριμος Job 5: 26) is conveyed by άλων. All this is missing from 
LS which, however, quotes a Pap. Ryl. (II P) for άλως grain on the floor, a 
signification quite close to that which we find in the LXX. 

58 In attributing the gloss to 15: 8α I am following Field. He briefly adds 
'Nescio an Aquilae sit figmentum'. He must have had in mind the 
appositeness of this translation of DÖ^Sj (nomen de-nom. from D1V) heap. 
This would involve that έσωρεύθη, attributed to A' C Θ' by Mjvz, is 
either mistaken regarding A', or that there are here quotations from the 
two editions of Aquila. BM solve the difficulty by making Ιθημωνιάσθη 
belong to 15: 6b επάγη i° = 13^1 stood still, a combination much more 
far-fetched, even if an index in the text of F would suggest it - for indexes 
are often misplaced and misleading, as is amply seen in Lütkemann's and 
Rahlfs' edition of the hexaplaric marginal notes to Isaiah in cod. 710. 

59 As a rule we should not be too easily content with metaplasms, but first 
try to put our text in order. The reasons for such seeming metaplasms, 
as will be seen, may be manifold. We have just had an example of 
itacism as its cause. 

In other instances it is a peculiar way of spelling: so κσ for ξ, as in έκ 
C O V K P I P F O R É Ç Ουφιρ, i K o o i a c o J e r . 28:44 S and έκσοίσεις Deut. 28: 38 A for 
έξοισ- (Crönert, MGH p. 95 n. 5). So we can dispose of the strange hapax 
legomenon δράκος (3 Macc. 5: 2 δαψιλέσι δράκεσι λιβανωτοϋ with abun
dant handfals of frankincense) = δράγμα, δράξ. There certainly is a homo
nym δράκος eye (δέρκομαι) in Nie, Al. 481, but our δρακεσι is simply 
δραξί spelled *δρακσί, its -ε- coming from δαψιλέσι, or even from a 
spelling *δρακ(ΧΙ. 

Elsewhere interpretation confirms the rarer form. So 3ήλος is seen to 
be neuter, as soon as we read, against BS f, ουδέν υφίσταται 3ήλος 
'nothing is able to stand before envy', Prov. 27: 4. BS took χηλός to be 
the subject and therefore put ούδένα (Helbing, Kasussyntax p. 88). 

60 In a contribution to the dedicatory volume And other Pastors of Thy 
Flock, A German Tribute to the Bishop of Chichester, edited by Franz Hilde
brandt; printed for Subscribers at the University Press, Cambridge, 1942, 
pp. ι f. This short article contains two more emendations. In Prov. 26: 7 
it suggests reading χωλοί/ πάρεσης σκελών καί παροιμία έκ στόματος 
αφρόνων instead of άφελοϋ πορείαν σκελών καί παροιμίαν (ThLZ, 1936, 
col. 277). and in Prov. 24: 51 (30: 16) στείρωσις (instead of Ιρως) 
γυναικός = ΒΠΊ "IXy cf. Philo, spec. leg. m, 62, Isa. 66: 9, Sir. 42: 10 
(ThLZ, 1938, col. 34)· 

61 The converse change is found in Menander's Epitrepontes 590 where the 
Cairo Papyrus, our only source, reads οίσθα and H. v. Arnim suggested 
ήσθα (ed. Jensen, 1929, p. 41, cf. p. xiii: 'οι pro η Ep. 590 οισθα'). 



62 The Origenic addition ·χ· έν τη παρεμβολή χ, however, is an obvious 
adaptation to the corrupt context ήσθα μεθ' ημών. Moreover, it came in 
from the margin, as is proved by its uncertain position. For our purpose 
therefore it is no more than a hint. 

63 In itself σταθμός would not be impossible; for it is found with this 
meaning in Herodotus, Xenophon, on inscriptions and in contemporary 
papyri. Moreover, σταθμός renders JiVo caravansary in Jer. 9: 2 (1), and 
σταθμοί is the appropriate equivalent of OiTSO» in Num. 33 : if. Eke-
where, however, the special connotation of the Hebrew word is missed, 
as in Num. 10: 6, 12. In Gen. 13: 3 όθεν ήλθεν the translation is either 
free or based on a different Hebrew; in Exod. 17: 1 we even read κατά 
παρεμβολάς αυτών for ΒΠ'ΪΟο^. But here, in Num. 10: 31, we have 
UTtiq, and there exists no parallel that would support the equation 
ΓΒΠ-σταθμός. So we must acquiesce in the fact that the exact formation 
of παρεμβολή or παρεμβάλλω cannot be restored. 

64 Also in Philo: de decal. 68 τάς τοϋ σώματος δψεις as opposed to τό της 
ψυχής δμμα; the same in de ebr. 44, sobr. 3 f., heres 78 f. 

65 Rudolph was the first to see that v. 31α could easily be brought into 
conformity with the M T . However, he refrains from altering it, because he 
believes that both the L X X and Targum Onkelos deliberately tone down 
the wording of the M T which, he says, gave offence to them. To them the 
idea was unbearable that Israel, who were led by Yahweh Himself in 
the Ark, should need a human guide. There certainly is some toning 
down in Targum Onkelos, at least when it freely paraphrases 31e and 
hast seen with thine own eyes the mighty deeds that were done unto us. But there 
is none in the L X X once our emendation is accepted. While Rudolph's 
point deserves being considered as far as v. 31e is concerned, he is 
certainly mistaken in applying it to v. 31e. I cannot agree with his 
impression that Targum Onkelos here turns away from the M T . Foras
much as thou knowest how we have encamped in the wilderness tallies with the 
M T where the L X X does not; it has both knowest (KRS^) and encamped 
(]ljti KPJO) which are missed in the Greek. The L X X discloses no 
intentional emasculation; it is merely corrupt and requires emendation. 

66 ώχετο instead of φχ- Jer. 29: 8 (49: 7) is an isolated misprint in Swete 
(φχ- e.g. in Bos and Teschendorf7), and thence passed on to Rahlfs 
(30: 1). 

67 ήρωειον = ήρφον; ύειοι = uloi (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 196 n. 3). 
68 Here ( = Neh. 3: 15) it forms part of a strange translation, the starting 

point of which, however, can be stated: T J ^ S H " ^ flVttfn n?"13 ΠΟΙΠ US) and 
the wall of the pool of Siloah by the king's garden (AV) καϊ τό τείχος κολυμ-
βήθρας τών κφδίων τη κούρα τοϋ βασιλέως. Schleusner m, 417> following 
J. D. Michaelis, Supplementa ad lexica hebraica p. 2328, starts from Tlbti, which 
to him is related to an Arabic root meaning to excoriate, and thinks of 
Koupçc as an addition making this interpretation certain. To me it is 
obvious that first of all the translator misread ]î, taking it to be t|, and 



then resorted to guesswork. In any case κουρά is the appropriate trans
lation of t|, as is shown by Deut. 18:4 and Job 31: 20. 

69 καλοΐδιον small rope (253 s: Mayser i* 3, 38). 
70 Also Ps. 103 (104): 17 (cf. Thack. p. 76): 'ερωδιού] ηρ- Τ : cf. prol. 7+' 

(Τ not reliable as to vowels); 'ctp- He(sych. of Jerus.) A' (non 1219): 
cf. Lev. 11: 19; Deut. 14: 16' (Rahlfs, Psalms). 

71 The Greek and Latin OT is the only evidence for the form άρ-, since 
αρωδι[ών] is no longer read in more recent editions of Herodas vui, 
fragm. 35. 

72 Cf. Ph. Buttmann, Uxilogus 11, 79 (pp. 25 ff.), English translation by 
J. R. Fishlake, 91 (pp. 466 ff.). 

73 εκ πέρας 2 Sam. 16: 13 in Β alone is corrupt; with all others we must 
read, as does Rahlfs, έκ πλευράς (»"?Ϊ3). Furthermore Dan. θ ' 11: 35> 
12: 9 έως καιρού πέρας = Γϊ»~τ» discloses the rare use of Ιως c. acc. 
(LS έως II 2, where, instead of έως πρωί, Judg. 19: 25 the reading of 
OL", έως τό πρωί should be accepted with Rahlfs, or one of the 
unanimous examples of this expression be chosen as an example), τό 
πέρας, -ατός = f p_, which we have in Dan. θ ' , sometimes comes in by 
way of corruption (2 Chron. 20: 2 πέρατος g). 

74 In ι 2, 3, Mayser is rather inconsistent, putting pa- p. 135 and καταφρα-
p. 137, but καταόρα- pp. 224 and 285 (Index). LS is correct throughout. 

75 And hence in Josephus AJ xi, 22, 26, 29. In 22 Ρ has the mutilated 
marginal note γρ καί ραι... (W reads ραμος throughout). Does this point 
to 'Ραιθυμος or to a reading DTPl, in which latter case 'Ραθυμος = ι 
Esdras would be a secondary borrowing? 

76 From Ezekiel onward Ziegler has at last restored the correct forms. In 
Dan. (LXX) 2: 29 Syr.h has GOPAKAC in the margin. 

77 Before this was known, Dawes, Tyrwhitt, and Porson had proved that 
the metre nowhere admits εωρακα. It is amazing how slowly, even 
reluctandy, this was accepted by the nineteenth-century grammarians. 
In the parallel εάλων έαλωκα long and short α look alike. The rich col
lection of examples in Crönert, MGH pp. 272 f., should not be over
looked. 

78 Thackeray p. 91, as in other instances, is too prone to trace back to the 
original mistakes which certainly belong to a much later stage. So 
μεσοπωρων Sir. 34: 21 (Sw., 31:21 Ra.) with its mistaken -ω- instead of 
-o- certainly does not represent the author's hand, as it is corrupt for 
έμεσον πόρρω which, as Smend teaches, corresponds to the Hebrew and 
has righdy been preserved in his Hauniensis k, Sah. and a doublet in 
the later Greek recension and the Latin. 

79 άνώνητος is v.l. in Dem. 9, 40 (Wack., Dehnungsg. p. 48; not in LS). 
LS likewise fails to record 'die hellenistischen Nomina άντ-, έπ-, μετ-, 
παρωνομασία, deren Dasein kaum bestritten werden kann, da die 
Zeugnisse fur ω zu viele sind' (Wack., ibid. pp. 49 and 58 top). 

80 'συνομοσία in der Septuaginta' (Wack., Dehnungsg. p. 62) is a slip. It is 



C, and in Ezek. 22: 25 -ω- is the spelling of our evidence, whereas Field's 
quotation from C Jer. 11: g is his own retranslation from Jerome and 
Syr.h Schi, ν , 2i 1, sub συνομοσία, quotes -o- from 'Lex. Cyr. MS Brem.', 
-ω- as a variant from 'Suidas, Hesychius and others'. In the LXX we 
find συνωμότης Gen. 14: 13 = ΓΡ*13 "?S3, and nowhere -o-. 'Dagegen 
dringt in der Kaiserzeit der kurze Vokal mit Macht ein. Lehrreich sind 
Stellen wie Hesych's ανώμαλα δάσσειν άνομάλως μερί^ειν mit ο in der 
Glosse und ω im Glossem' (Wack., ibid. p. 63). 

81 As far as I can see all verbs derived from those compound adjectives 
which have a lengthened vowel at the beginning of the second com
ponent are in -έω. In this context we may point to the existence side by 
side of ττεριωδυνεϊν and -δν. More closely it can be observed that ττεριω-
δυνεΐν is more than once found in Hippocrates, whereas ττεριωδυναν is 
found only once as a variant in Hippocrates in a middle form, its active 
being confined to later medical writers. As an explanation we could 
imagine that περιωδυνεϊν was a legitimate derivation from ττεριώδυνος, 
to which an original ττεριοδυνάω (correct from όδυνη) was adapted in a 
rather recent development. 

82 Sometimes the misplacement of the augment, far from being popular, 
originated from an unsuccessful attempt by half-educated people to 
apply - or rather to misapply - what they felt to be more correct and 
more elegant (Schweizer, Per g. p. 172 n. 1). His examples are impera
tives: άνέωξον = άνοιξον, and ενκατφκησον = έγκατοίκησον. Cf. also 
άνεωχθήναι Luke 3: 21. 

83 'κατεα/ώσιν Jer. 31 (48): 25' (Crönert, AIGHp. 242 n. 1) is a mistake; 
this formation appears in John 19: 31. Here in Jeremiah our MSS 
rightly read κατεάχθη, which must also be read in v. 39 for the corrupt 
κατήλλαξεν of our entire evidence. 

84 In passages like Jer. 22: 23 ΓΠΪ?·? bvi B^SR where Swete has όδυνας 
with BS, and Rahlfs, more appropriately, ώδΐνας with AQ,, while the 
secondary evidence combines όδύνας, ώδίνας ώς τικτούσης, we must not 
assume that ώδΐν exercised any influence on the spelling of κατωδυν-. 

85 In Proverbs the LXX says άτιμώρητον είναι for îlpï Niph. (11: 21; 
Ι9'· 5> 95 28: 20). That this represents a higher level of style, is seen from 
the parts of the LXX using τιμωρεΐν. 

86 Our MSS and editions are sometimes inclined to overlook the Hebrew 
usage of the abs. inf. as a corroboration of the finite verb (cf. Driver's note 
on ι Sam. ao : 6) : so TifiP K1? fljPï Nahum 1: 3 must be άθωών ούκ 
αθωώσει as it is in Rahlfs and Ziegler, whereas Swete follows BS*W 
writing άθωον (which in itself would make sense). In Jer. 26 (46): 28 
even Rahlfs puts άθφον against SQ*. The same Hebrew expression is 
translated in the same way by Θ' and the Lucianic MSS in Jer. 37 (30) : 
11, and Field rightly gathered from Jerome's Latin report that this 
applies to A' as well as C apparently putting καθαρφιν as does Num. 
LXX 14: 18). 



There is some additional evidence for the correctness of the participle 
άθωών, as Jer. 29 (49): 13 (12) Sw. (30: 6 Rahlfs) Hjjjn sV npi (cf. 
Cornill, Comm. p. 480) is translated αθωωμένη où μή άθωωθης. In LS the 
quotation from Nahum 1: 3 requires a correction; moreover, when 
quoting the fut. pass, άβωωθήσομαι it ought not to omit the perf. pass, 
ήθφωμαι mentioned above, and lastly it does not record the noun ή 
άθωότης = frpj 'innocentia', used (and created?) by A' Gen. 20: 5 
(see Field's footnote - HR do not avail themselves any more than BM 
of the treasures hoarded in Field's notes) and Ps. 25 (26) : 6. 

87 In an ·χ· A' addition of Ο ι Kings 10: 15 Rahlfs spells δω-, since only 
Ax 236 242 have the corrupt 00-, while in A' Ezek. 27: 8 the correct pco-
was restored by the editors from Parsons onward (' poir. cod. 86 ', Ziegler). 

88 Here the LXX text requires some emendation. Judged from the trans
lation of Jer. 38 (31) : 22 θυγάτηρ ήτιμωμένη, 30 (49) : 4 cannot be right: 
instead of Θυγάτηρ (ASQ,; -ερ Β) ίταμίας we must read ατιμίας with L 
Thdt, in spite of the fact that a few verses away, Sw. 29 (49) : 17 = Ra. 
30: 10, L has ατιμία instead of ίταμία for ]ιτ | (A' C ύπερηφανία). 

89 A further remark may for once illustrate some of the difficulties in which 
the lexicographer of the LXX sees himself involved. In Isa. 23: 16 the 
translation δέμβευσον, πόλις ττόρνη έπιλελησμένη (so all, including 
Tyconius civitas fomkaria oblita) most appropriately renders T S ' 'SO. 
πόλεις is an itacism in BCSC only; πόρνη is used as an adjective as often -
Π3ΪΪ is a participle. Therefore Ziegler who first restored πόλις should 
cancel the comma after it. Should we state that A' Jer. 38 (31) : 22 and 
30 (49) : 4, in translating ή δεμβεύουσα was thinking of the root 330 
instead of Π 3 3 # (Song of Sol. 7: 1 Budde proposes ' S O for *ytu)? Then 
he, as LXX Isa. 23: 16, would have in mind what is expressed by 
κυκλοΟν έν τη πόλει in Song of Sol. 3: 2 f. (5: 7). In Jer. 38 (31): 22 the 
following 3310ÎI - so difficult to explain - may have given him the 
suggestion; indeed he translates it by περικυκλώσει. Yet nothing definite 
can be stated; both 330 and 31tf cover too wide a variety of meanings, 
including that of turning from the Lord, and the subsidiary sense of loose 
behaviour attached to δέμβομαι, δεμβεύω tallies too closely with the 
Hebrew description of apostasy as fornication away from God to allow a 
stringent interpretation of the two passages in A' Jeremiah (and G' Hos. 
8: 6). 

90 This corrects my earlier mistake in ThLZ, I936> Ρ· 283· 
gi Pap. Par. 47, 23, 1.9. The imagery quoted by Mayser from this papyrus 

is entirely identical with that of 4 Macc. 7: 1 ff. and therefore helps in 
its interpretation. Both conceive of life as a dangerous sea voyage. Both 
speak of τρικυμία mighty swell. Mayser could have supported his able 
commentary by a proper understanding of Ινβέβληκαν υμάς ( = ή μας) 
είς ύλην instead of translating in einen Wald von Not. In fact, it is mud, into 
which the writer complains that he has been thrown; only then does 
βαπτι^ώμεθα we are being flooded (line 13) come out appropriately. 



Incidentally, Rahlfs' mistaken decision is by no means based upon 
ignorance. As his note in Ps. 68: 3 indicates (Psalmi p. 192), he did 
anticipate my correction of Mayser's translation: 'sermo plebeius ιλυν 
limum, latum et υλην materiam non plane discernebat, cf. papyrus a Mayser 
p. 34 inf. adlatus, in quo υλην non siluam miseriae (Mayser) significat, sed 
limum miseriae (cf. limum malorum Ovid. Pont. 4.2.16) '. But it can also be 
seen why he preferred Lucian's Atticizing forms, although, as P. L. 
Hedley puts it (Harvard Theol. Review 26, 1933, 69), ' the main feature in 
Rahlfs' principles of recension is the low value assigned to the Lucianic 
recension', and although Rahlfs himself did the most to reveal the 
extent of Lucian's Atticizing tendencies, in his note on Ps. 39: 3 he 
explains υλεως in these words: ' a forma soloeca υλις pro ιλυς'. In his 
opinion a solecism was due rather to the later course of transmission than 
to the translator. In his note on Ps. 68: 3 he gives another explanation, 
namely popular confusion of Ιλύς and ύλη, resulting in homonymy. It did 
not occur to him that the second overrides the first. It may even be, 
however, that the expression sermo plebeius in his second note is meant to 
attempt to describe, not the popular Greek of the LXX, but its supposedly 
subsequent degeneration in the hands of plebeian copyists. However that 
may be, Rahlfs does not fail to record that in Ps. 39: 3 'verbum graecum 
υλη habet Βο'. 

92 ChB 965 in Isa. 18: 2 spells έτηστολάς βυβλίνας, thus confirming the 
testimony of B, which is hexaplaric in Isaiah, and therefore of very little 
weight. Pap. 967 reads ΒυβλΙων in Ezek. 27: 9 with B*Q* (cf. Thackeray 
§6,43)· 

93 This inflexion indicates that the noun became barytone after the meta
thesis and the metaplasm had taken place. The reason for this change of 
accent may have been homonymy with ύλη. 

94 Here also I have to offer some modifications of LS. For ύλη it states 
' IV (1) sediment, Ar., Fr. 879, cf. Sch. Ar., Pl. 1086, 1088 (hence ύλ(3ω 
(«φ-, δι-), ύλώδης II) ; mud, slime, UPZ 7°·9 (Π· B - c 0 î υ ^ η , ύλει and 
!λυϊ are cj. for ύδει in Thgn. 961. (2) matter excreted from the human 
body.. . ' . Here IV (2) matter is supported by materia which has survived 
in the modern languages. Of IV (1) we have already done away with 
the example from the second-century papyrus (Mayser's Par. 47, 23, 
1.9) where we suggested ύλιν (p. 77 with note 91). Likewise among the 
proposed emendations in Theognis the first cannot be considered, since 
only a form ύλις/Γλύς is possible. So there is left only the fragment from 
Aristophanes preserved in the Lexicon of Photius, quoted by Lobeck 
(above, p. 78) which in Naber's edition runs, ' ύλην τό KOÔÎJOV TOO 
oïvou ή τοϋ ύδατος - Αριστοφάνης'. The fragment thus consists of only 
one word (ύλην) which gives no hint of its place in the verse or its 
prosody. It must have been Ιλύν, since, in spite of the fourth-century 
inscription quoted above (p. 77, IG a1, 2498, 9), Aristophanes is not 
likely to have put the metaplastic form without giving rise to some more 



thorough comments in the Scholia. The Scholiast's comments on 
Aristophanes' Plutos 1086, 1088 deal with τρύξ must, dregs, which can 
only be explained by Ιλύς/ύλις and not by ύλη. So in IV (1) nothing at 
all is left of ύλη, and it would be tempting to put the further question 
whether IV (2) ύλη matter excreted from the human body may not represent 
a homonymous ύλη 2 = ύλις, a creation so consequential as to give rise 
to the Latin and modern use of matter = purulent 'matter', pus. At any 
event, LS's evidence is of a date late enough to allow for this explanation 
(II p ) , though the case formations in Soranus Medicus (gen. ύλης) and 
Galen (ύλας, υλών) cannot be easily transformed into formations of ολις; 
and even ύλη phlegm, catarrh, PMed in Arch. Pap. 4, 270 (III p ) appears to 
be covered by the passages from Galen quoted under Ιλύς, impurity, 
αίματος, στέρνων. One would like to know more about the usage found 
in the corpus Hippocraticum; LS mentions it only under Ιλύς, as is to be 
expected (2. dregs, sediment, Hp. Mul., 1.66). I think this much will be 
granted that the meanings IV (1), (2) - sediment; mud, slime and matter; 
phlegm, catarrh - cannot be easily reconciled with those preceding them 
in article ύλη I—III. This suggests a metaplasm which is in fact a mere 
itacism, exacdy as in the cases mentioned above in n. 43 to p. 56 and 
on p. 66, but here resulting in the existence side by side of two nouns ύλη. 

There are plenty of late derivations of ύλ(3ω. But one more comment on 
LS is to the point. When we come from Ιλυώδης, muddy, slimy, the first 
example of which is from Hippocrates (Coac. 512), we realize at the first 
glance that in ύλώδης two homonyms must be distinguished: (1) ύλώδης 
woody, wooded, first found in Thucydides and Sophocles, and (2) ύλώδης 
turbid, muddy, which is post-Christian, and became possible only when 
ύλις and ύλη were confused in the minds of the later Greeks. At an earlier 
period we would expect !λι/-(ύλχ-)ώδης. However, it is not easy to be 
definite on this point, for there seems to be no adjective in Greek derived 
from nouns of the ττόλις type except Ικτεριώδης (found along with 
Ικτερώδης in Hippocrates), which Chantraine p. 430, in any case, 
thinks has been influenced by Ικτεριάω, although a Latin gloss offers 
'ΐκτερις = aurugo' for Ικτερος jaundice. 

95 It was obviously abandoned in favour of the more frequent -ινος. -ïvoç 
could only have been the result of a contraction, but it would have been 
without support from parallel formations, because it was not a usual 
termination in Greek (Debr., Wb. pp. 161 f.). 

96 There are no variants in Dan. LXX θ ' 3: 46. στυτττΓ- is introduced 
(I do not say re-introduced) by A in Sir. 21: 9, by 18 minuscules in 
Judg. 15: 14, where the A and Β texts alike read στιτπτύον, and by five 
minuscules in Judg. 16: 9. Here only the Β text now reads στιτπτύου. 
All the other classes of text, including A, have άττοτινάγματος, in a 
context attributed to O' θ ' - that is the LXX column of Origen's 
hexaplaric text and Theodotion, who is its source here. It betrays itself 
as secondary by being an etymological translation of ΓΠ.ΪΪ that which is 



beaten out of the βαχ by hackling, from *WJ 11 to shake out. At the other 
occurrence of Dl»3, Isa. 1: 31, it is again used by C θ', where A' uses 
the simple τίναγμα, which is not recorded in LS with the same meaning. 
This translation, justifiable on the ground of etymology, nevertheless 
makes difficult sense. Elsewhere, in Ps. 126(127): 5(4) ol uiol τών 
εκτετιναγμένων for D , -Wîn ""IS sons of youth, arises from a mistaken 
etymology which confuses "ISJ in with *)JM 11, and, as a translation, is 
absurd. 

9 7 The LXX has only the usual form καρύϊνος in the meaning of almonds, 
which LS should give when mentioning the two passages (VÖ, ip.f); 
the Three and with them Eccles. 12: 5 avoid the ambiguity by putting 
άμύγδαλον. In Gen. 30: 37 i m g gives the anonymous translation 
of a later translator λεπτοκαρ = λεπτοκαρυϊνος, a word for which LS 
gives evidence only from glossaries. Field also notes λεπτοκαρύας acc. pi. 
of λεπτοκαρύα from Graecus Venetus, the medieval Jewish translator, a 
formation which is not in LS. 

The -0- of λευκόϊνος is of different origin, for this adjective is derived 
from λευκοί ov ( = λευκόν ίον = λευκόν flov) gilliflower and was originally 
•λευκοίϊνος. 

9 8 -υνος was as impossible a termination as - U 3 < » (Lobeck; see above p. 78). 
9 9 There is another example for the recession of the accent after the expul

sion of a syllable, αίλουρος < αΐέλουρος. αίλουρος, faulted by Herodianus 
(n 227, 2 Lentz) and Moeris (Piersonus p. 27), is the usual form from 
Aristode onwards and the only one found in compounds (αίλουρόταφος, 
-βοσκός III» papp.). Herodotus and Comedy have αΐέλουρος, which 
Herodian justifies by an etymology. 

CHAPTER 3, pages 82-91 
ι The spelling with a single σ has some tradition behind it. See Lobeck, 

Path. el. 11, 143 n. 1, Par. p. 17, Phryn. p. 673, who quotes Porson, 
Supplementum ad Praefationem, Euripidis Hecuba, London 1808, xlviii 
(πρόσσχετε). And in the Attic inscriptions, as soon as double consonants 
are written at all, we can observe both irrational geminations of σ inside 
words and reductions of ςσ to σ at the juncture of words closely con
nected syntactically (M.-Schw. pp. 89 ff.). Whatever the phonetic 
merits of the simplified spelling, it has been generally abandoned, and it 
is good that it has been, for the sake of etymological perspicuity. 

2 'άττό της ττλήμης ή πλημμυρά παρήχθαι δοκεϊ Eust. ad Dion. 198' 
(Lobeck, Path, proll. p. 274, who attempts an impossible discrimination 
between πλημμυρά and πλήμϋρα). 

3 W. Schmiedel, p. xv, already censures the Concordance for having a 
special article έξεκκλησιά^ειν and gives the right explanation. 

4 Thackeray, p. 275, while rightly following B f in Song of Sol. 8: 5 does 
not question -ανθ- in Hdt. 8, 27 to which he refers. LS gives correct 
information under λευκαθίχω and there even refers to υπολευκαθί^ω; but 



it fails to note that in the few authors whom it quotes for ύτΓθλευκανθ(3ω 
(ύπολευκαθ- has no article and is not mentioned in Part X) and who 
range from I I p - IV p , there is no reason to acquiesce in their incorrect 
spelling -ονθ-. 

5 It is tempting to inquire here into the way in which the infiltration of 
nasals before consonants influenced the rendering of Hebrew proper 
names. This question is part of a comprehensive subject, and con-
sequendy cannot usefully be dealt with in passing. I confine myself 
therefore to one example which shows how slippery is the ground on 
which we move here. The names ΠΙΑ», Π*3ξ|0, SfTJÎRO are given as 
Μανθανίας, Μονθανοαν in our best tradition, just as ^BÇ (Tattannai, 
University of Pennsylvania, The Museum Publications of the Babylonian 
Section, 1911 ff., π ι, 38, cf. Torrey, AJSL 24, 244) is rendered θανθαναι 
in 2 Esdras 5: 3; 6: (6) 13, the spelling of 1 Esdras 6: 3, 7, 26; 7: 1 
Οσίννης being changed by Bewer into θιθέννης, with the remark that the 
vowels also may be corrupt. The intrusive -ν-, much as it tallies with the 
Greek usage with which we are dealing, may be early evidence for the 
pronunciation mant-; for at the root of the Hebrew 'DO and the Aramaic 
'ΓΙΓΙ and its fuller Assyrian form, Tattannai, there is the verb JpJ. 'DO is 
assimilated from 'MO* (|Γ>3 with the prefix 8) and 'JjIFI, if not a redupli
cation, could be an example of nouns with a Π prefix which are rather 
rare in normal stems with three radicals. So we cannot do more than say 
that parallel tendencies in both languages are seen to be working in our 
Greek. Thus, when looked at as of Greek origin, these forms are second
ary; and even if we decide to trace them back to the underlying Semitic 
usage, we are left in suspense as to whether we should consider them 
archaic or - worse - archaizing. For there is a late tendency to keep 
distinct the elements of a word which had become assimilated at an 
earlier stage of development, and also to use an etymological spelling. 
In the late 2 Esdras I am inclined to follow the second alternative. 

6 Ιστρσηλ in the NT, cod. D, Luke 2: 32 etc. (Bl.-Debr. §39, 5). 
7 Rahlfs and Ziegler both have Νασαραχ in the parallel Isa. 37: 38. 

While leaving aside the question of the original hiding behind TpOi and 
the other question whether or not the Greek still reflects it, it must be 
stated that the evidence for the omission of the initial Ν is strong in both 
passages. In Kings it is BOL, in Isa. A' SQVC" Bo. minn. A decision for 
Νεσεραχ in Kings and Νασαραχ in Isaiah would therefore involve the 
assumption that at an early stage the Ν was inadvertendy omitted in a 
kind of haplography with the following A. The fact that this happened 
in both passages would not be strong argument to the contrary, because 
there are more examples of subsequent assimilation between different 
books. (One of them, in the same context, is another proper name, 
Ραφές, 2 Kings 19: 12, Isa. 37: 12, for *]jn where Ρασεφ should be read in 
both passages.) In most of them the common corruption is more likely 
to have occurred during the course of transmission, so that we need not 



presume that the later translator took the corruption over from the 
earlier book. 

8 Brit. Museum, Greek Inscriptions rv, 2 n. 1079. 
9 Glotta 14, 71 f. 

10 Griech. Wörter im Koptischen, Sitz.ber. Berl. Ak. 1912, pp. 1036 η0.; 
Schwyzer p. 160. 

1 1 = recension R (Rahlfs, S-St in, 20 f.). Cf. Philo's Bible pp. 98-103, 114 f. 
12 The majority BL read here νεισω (νεισων b only) and Origen even νισαν 

in his commentary on John §6 (Rahlfs, S-St 1, 78). J . A. Montgomery, 
Kings (ICC) p. 147, considers this 'corrupted by dittogr. of preceding 
[μη]vi, resulting in a variety of forms, νισω, νεισω (uncials), νισαν = C, 
by identification with Nisan'. His brief, but illuminating, statement 
deserves further elaboration. Quite obviously Νισαν is intended to make 
sense of νεισω. Neither form should therefore be admitted to our texts at 
the expense of 31ου. Moreover, Nisan, the Babylonian name of the first 
month, would yield a material change, for If is the Canaanite name of 
the second month which is clearly required by the context. Actually It is 
explained in the text by 'the second month', Via by 'the eighth month'. 
In our evidence the three subsequent systems of Hebrew names for the 
months can be traced: (1) two of the four Canaanite names of which we 
know, both in the Hebrew and Greek, It-^iou, Via-βουλ; (2) the 
cardinal numbers; (3) the post-exilic Babylonian names. In the 0 
addition after v. 34 Syr.h replaces 31ου καΐ τω δεντέρω μηνΐ by lyar 
secundo and, without touching βουλ, appends Teshri altero. The latter 
equation is mistaken, for Tishri is the seventh month. Another source 
avoids this mistake; it is reflected by two marginal notes in Μ: 31ου 
5 : l7 (5 : 3 2*) ]σειαρ μαρσουαμ and âv μην! 31ου μηνΐ τω δευτέρω 6: ι 
(5 : 32^)] ^Ν Τ Φ σειβρ. Here ŒIAP (ÊI6AP?) stands for "VN and μαρσουαμ 
for |$ΓΠ8 cf. μαρσουάνης Jos., AJ ι, 8o. For βουαλ R we may safely put 
βουλ after 0, assuming a dittography ΑΛ. 

1 3 [For this parsing of "T#X see Baumgartner3 p. 90. For a different view see 
BDB* p. 78, which regards T#N as a separate noun and niT$K as plur. of 
ÏTJttJ. Ed.] 

1 4 Aquila καταχυσις (-εις = MT?) with a meaning not represented in LS. 
1 5 Hebrew zain, T, was not a ts, but a sonant s, like English and French z-

Zion for is a mistaken transliteration, as S was a voiceless spirant, 
and not even a if; it is not supported by the Greek and Latin Bibles which 
display Sim. Its ζ may derive from Luther's £ion; in E^ekiel, however, for 
•?Xp_TrjJ the Greek, Latin and English Bibles are on the wrong side, and 
Luther's Herekiel is right, as far as the s is concerned. 

In the LXX the early texts give σ for τ and only the later ones 3. 
This was observed by Rahlfs (Genesis p. 36) who rightly made it his rule 
to prefer spellings with σ. He could have gone still further and adopted 
such readings also when preserved only by a small minority, as Ασχανας 
Gen. 10: 3 with 911 Bo. 



In another passage Rahlfs ought not to have gone back upon what he 
had convincingly taught earlier (S-St ra, 185), for in 1 Kings 1: 9 &αλαθ, 
as read by L (MSS ΟεΛλαθ) is obviously preferable to Ζωελεθ, which 
closely follows nVnt, not only because of its σ for τ, but also for its vocaliza
tion which reveals this Lucianic tradition to be an early and independent, 
and therefore genuine, attempt at rendering the - unpointed - Hebrew. 

He refers to B00Ç/B003 Ruth 2: 1 ff. I add Φαρε3 cod. 241 Ruth 4: 12, 
just to indicate that this is not a genuine variant any more than those 
recorded by BM to Ruth 1: 19, 22; 4: 10, 13, 22 from 'cod. 241' after 
Holmes and Parsons; for 'cod. 241 ' is only Patrick Young's seventeenth-
century copy of Alex. A, as Rahlfs (Verz. pp. 336, 114 and Ruth §2.1, 
p. 52) had already stated three years earlier. 

CHAPTER 4, pages 92-101 

ι πραΰς, ττραϋναι (Ps. 93: 13 the diaeresis vanished in part of the copies, 
cf. Psalmi). 

2 Of open compounds I know only φιλοϋγιής with v.l. φιλυγιής Arist., 
EE 1222 a 32 and φιλόϋλος Ign., Rom. 7: 2 and Orig., Fragm. in Luc. 71:6, 
which, of course, is missing from LS as Christian (taken from Bauer3), 
cf. φίλυβρις Crates Theb. (V»). 

Compare also μονοήμερου Wisd. of Sol. 5: 14 (μονημερου S( f)), which 
is supported by parallels, among them the metrical Batr. 303. χρυσόϋφος 
is found in Polyb., πεπλόΰφος in Mayser 1, 473 (Wackernagel, Horn. U. 
pp. 194 f., 'stehen auf besonderm Brett'). From LS I take τετράίππον 
(tetraipon = quadriga) Gloss = τέθριππον, and τετραίστορον group of four 
t o T o p f o n Tzetzes. μονο-ειδής, -είλητος, -είμων Phot, point to an original f. 

μισο[ρ]ίδιος and φιλο[ρ]ίστωρ cannot be compared, of course. There is 
a lonely φιλοίατρος = φιλίατρος in Proclus, Par. Ptol. 225. For άρχιίατρος, 
ίπποίατρος compare W. Schulze, Kl. Sehr. p. 82 n. 6; καταεσκευασε, 
υποϊππαρχήσαντα Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 398: 'late, intentional preserva
tion of contractile vowels'. Compare also Bl.-Debr. p. 124. 

3 There are some puzzling problems of textual criticism connected with 
πρωί and πρωία. Both are sometimes found as alternatives in our 
evidence in a way that makes a clear-cut decision almost impossible. 
I am not thinking of passages like 2 Kings 10: 9 where έν πρωία is found 
in A only, so that Rahlfs ought to have put A f and not A < f ) in his 
apparatus. Yet in Eccles. 10: 16 and 1 1 : 6 among the evidence shown by 
Swete and Rahlfs, Β stands alone in giving πρωί ( ι ο : 16 πρωίας S, εν πρωία 
AC ; 11:6 εν τω πρωί Β] εν τω πρωία [sic] S f, εν πρωία AC). Rahlfs, leaving 
Β here, puts έν πρωία in both passages. Against that I formerly ( ThLZ, 
1936, p. 283) proposed to write έν πρωί, which, according to Field, 
Aquila, who is behind the translation of Ecclesiastes, put for "lp„33 
Isa. 50: 4. But now this support has vanished, for Ziegler's Göttingen 
edition of Isaiah (1939), which no longer quotes Procopius, where his 
source, Eusebius, is available, gives εν πρωία twice for Aquila. On the 



whole, nevertheless, the LXX prefers πρωί, confining πρωία mostly to 
passages where it appears together with another time of day, evening. 
Following this observation we would have to put πρωί in 10: 16 and έν 
πρωία in 11: 6 where έν εσπέρα is in the parallel link, yet the strange 
corruption in S seems to indicate that at the root here was B's έν τω 
πρωί. Certainty, if any, will not be attained, before a critical edition of 
the hexaplaric remnants is available for the whole OT as they are now 
in Ziegler's volumes of the Prophets. For the time being we often have to 
rely on 'Nobilius' or Petrus Morinus while in others }t2>^ in Syr. h e x may 
stand for either. 

In Ps. 45 (46) : 6 1pv3 nil-1? is rendered by τω προσώπω BS, whereas A 
reads τό προς πρωί πρωί, and Rahlfs decides for τό προς πρωί with 
3013, which is also the translation of θ ' (for fuller information see his 
Psalmi, and his S-St n, 45 (' Eine Mischlesart soll 114 haben : τω προσωπω 
πρωι') and 64 f. (for the Latin variants). (See also Sperber, Septuaginta-
probleme p. 86.) Here Mozley (The Psalter of the Church, 1905, p. 82) 
remarks: 'Perhaps τ φ προσώπω πρωί was the original of both' (BS 
and A), and S. R. Driver, in a contribution to Mozley's book, ' In προς 
there does seem to me some confusion with D'lD '. 

There is a parallel in Judg. 19: 26, where ")p.aa nlïBÎ? is rendered τό 
πρός πρωΐ in the earlier A text (AV*+ omitting προς), but πρός τόν 
δρθρον in the very late Β text (both texts giving the reverse in 19: 25, 
where there is "1Π# in the Hebrew). Only b a reads τω προς πρωι, but 
there is nowhere any trace of a προσώπω. Though this does not 
strengthen the position tentatively taken up by Mozley and Driver, there 
is something in what they observe, and again we are left with the un
pleasant feeling of being unable to proceed to a convincing emendation. 

4 LS ignores this active διίπτημι (cf. Thackeray pp. 281 f.). Although it 
records the formation έξίπτασθαι Prov. 7: 10, it fails to record άνιπτα-
μένου Isa. 16: 2 and καθιπτάμενα Sir. 43: 17 (18). 

5 περιϊδόντα 3 Mace. 1: 27, is corrupt for παρ- which Rahlfs restores from 
MSS other than AV. There is a similar mistake in Num. 5:12 where the 

figura etymologica VïjÇ la fl^Sö is rendered by παρίδη αυτόν ύπεριδοϋσα. 
This, of course, must not be left as it stands. We may either correct 
παριδοϋσα in accordance with v. 6 and Lev. 5: 21 and following a 
doublet in fand Arm.-codd., or, since the Pentateuch translators are fond 
of variation, read ύπερίδη as do the minuscules bw (the first of which at 
least is not Lucianic in the Heptateuch with the exception of the last 
twelve verses of Ruth, cf. Rahlfs, Ruth §2, §7, 14), in accordance with 
Num. 31:16 and some passages in Leviticus. More about these difficult 
passages containing παριδεϊν and ύπεριδεϊν in Excursus XV (pp. 262 ff.). 

6 The whole of Hedley's corrections were overlooked when BH3 was 
published as a complete volume. 

7 We shall find more examples of such hereditary mistakes when considering 
verbal forms. 



8 'Eine Akzentzurückziehung bedeutet auch der Zirkumflex von Ζεϋ, 
ΛητοΤ gegenüber den Nom. Zeb%, Λητώ u.a.', Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 547. 
To explain this, I refer to Buttmann's comment upon ώ and ώ as 
recorded in Excursus VIII, p. 228. 

9 Thumb, Handbuch §62; Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 555. 
10 As Kaegi has observed, the correct form αδελφέ was recovered from 

oblivion in K. W. Krüger's Griechische Sprachlehre für Schulen, Berlin, 1845 
(§16, ι, 5): he drew on Ammonius Grammaticus, 117, who preserved 
Tryphon's teaching for us. 

11 In the NT this error no longer occurs, so that Moulton-Howard and 
Bl.-Debrunner do not mention it. Yet, while the correct τρύβλια is in 
Niese's Jos., AJ xir, 117, in Meecham, The teter of Aristeas p. 309, and 
in his index, the obsolete τρυβλία still appears in Wendland, both in 
Aristeas 320 and in the text of Josephus as repeated in his Testimonia 
(p. 119), and in Thackeray's text in Swete's Introduction and its reprint in 
Meecham's book. 

12 Philo avoids it all through. In his paraphrases he once uses φαρμακεύς, 
det. pot. 38 τους έν ΑΙγύτττω τω σώματι σοφιστάς, oûs φαρμακέας ονο
μάζει. Here a grammatical gloss was entered into the text in various forms 
in all MSS: φαρμακέας ώ$ βασιλέας, φαρμακίς ώ$ βασιλίς. Elsewhere he 
has φαρμακευτής, migr. 83, 85; spec. leg. in, 93, 102, 104; 94 φαρμακευτάϊ 
καΐ φαρμακίδοξ. Is φαρμακεϋσιν instead of φαρμάκου Rev. 21:8, received 
text, due to similar tendencies? If so, their result has not survived in 22:15. 

13 L. Prijs, Jüdische Tradition in der LXX, Leiden, 1948, p. 12, speaks of a 
'transformation of the unchallenged fern. sing, into masc.' which he 
considers the outcome of an exegetical tradition. Yet the problem which 
he wants to solve does not exist, at least if one is acquainted with the facts 
of Greek grammar. He thus proves too much, and it is hard to follow an 
author who readily provides explanations where there is nothing to 
explain. The weak points of his argument have been well exposed by 
R. Loewe's review in JJS m, 1952, pp. 89-gi. Long ago Wellhausen 
argued that sometimes a mere scribal mistake is at the root of an other
wise inexplicable tradition. He goes on to ask: Does the fact that some
thing has been traced back to 'tradition' put an end to any further 
search? (Text p. 13, against Z. Frankel's explanation of 1 Sam. 28: 14 
LXX, Vorstud. p. 188.) Elsewhere he states that the Targumim, especially 
the official ones, though generally based on the Masoretic text, sometimes 
disclose a faint recollection of a different reading (Bleek-Wellhausen, 
Einl.4, 1878, p. 610). When he further says that the Jewish scholars of his 
time were prone to overlook this fact, or even to derive the reading from 
the exegetical tradition instead of the tradition from the reading, this 
certainly applies to almost the whole of Prijs' book. R. Loewe's strictures 
therefore indicate a most welcome development. 

14 So the Sixtine more consistently than its model, the Aldine (Rahlfs, 
ZAW33, 1913, p. 33). 



υ» Lev. 2: 14 Χ·δρα ερικτα (cf. above p. 30) shows an accumulation of 
hereditary mis-spellings, as does Philo's quotation, sacr. 76, 86 ff. 

16 Cf. Wendland, Philologus 57, 1898, p. 120, on Theophr., Char. 26, 5, 
'§5 scheint sich die falsche Accentuation δταν παρακάθηταί Tis statt 
τταρακαθηταί durch alle Ausgaben fortgeschleppt zu haben'. K.-Blass 
12, 191, on the other hand, mentions 'wie άπόσχωμαι, so auch άπόδω-
μαι, έπίθωμαι (bei mehr als 3 Silben der Form), z.T. auch πρόσθωμαι' 
as the teaching of some grammarians which, however, seems to have been 
abandoned. At its root there is an assimilation to the verbs in -ω. 

17 Even Schleusner iv, 458, though correcting the mistaken πρόωμαι in 
Hesychius into προώμαι, shares in πρόη. 

1 8 Swete's and Rahlfs' mistaken mood or accent occurs also in Thackeray's 
tabulation, p. 251. 

tg In his earlier editions, Gen. 1926 and Psalmi 1931, Rahlfs accented είπον. 
He had justified this accent in n. 250 on Isa. 8: 9 (Lü.-Ra. p. 288), 
where he points out that the MSS of the LXX have a unanimous είπον. 
Even his Stuttgart text once reads είπον Prov. 7: 4. 

2 0 How unsound it would be to trust this pseudo-tradition may be seen from 
the particulars of'Syracusan' speech revealed in Lentz's Herodianus 1,460, 
one of the passages which do more for the knowledge of his ' auf brüchigem 
Fundament errichtete Rekonstruktion Herodians' (Wilamowitz, Ge
schichte der Philologie p. 65) than for the knowledge of Herodian's actual 
teaching. 

2 1 Moulton's mistake, 11 §30, 1 is silently rectified on p. 209 n. 1. 
8 2 Mayser gives the correct ϊδε (ι2 2,97), yet always the Attic λαβέ (ι2 2, 137; 

n !» 55, 149; 1 1 2, 272; n 3, 5). 

c h a p t e r 5, pages 102-114 

ι S* has βαεω (βαε'ω c-»- βα'ίω <*·). However, it is not safe to trust S in 
matters of spelling, and, moreover, a gen. in -εων is likely to be a second
ary assimilation to the more frequent type of πόλις. Gen. plur. βαίων is 
found in P. Mag. Leid, ν , y. 17 (cf. ίβίων from P. Tebt. 5: 70, I I a ; 
Plin. 30, 142 ibium) and has some additional hexaplaric evidence. In C 
Song of Sol. 7: 8 (9) τών βαίων (αύτοϋ) certainly represents the gen. 
plur. of ßa'is, the passage being a translation of ViDIO. In Lev. 23: 40 
the decision is less easy. In min. i (56) there is a marginal note βαίων 
λέγει έκ φοινίκων καί μυρσίνης which, according to BM, belongs to 
ώραΐον; yet the context obviously favours Field who connects similar 
remarks with κάλλυνθρα. Field draws on Catena Nicephori, ol άλλοι· 
βά'ια λευκά, and quotes min. i with βάϊα. The latter is obsolete after the 
fresh collation in BM, and the former is without much warrant, Cat. Nie. 
being an eighteenth-century compilation as yet not fully checked (cf., e.g., 
Rahlfs, Verz. p. 377 n. 2, and Genesis p. 30). These remarks do not give 
the impression of ever having formed part of the text of either the LXX or 
a later translator, but are rather in the nature of gloss-like comments, the 



more comprehensive one in min. i describing the Lulab which was later 
carried in the right hand (Baentsch on Lev. 23: 40). So in min. i βαίων 
could derive from βάΐς and βάϊα in Cat. Nie. be nothing but a nom. plur., 
formed by Nicephorus or his source after John 12: 13 τα βάϊα τών φοινί
κων. Yet βάϊα φοινίκων is read also in Test. Napht. 5: 4, according to 
Bauer* who, though correcdy recording that the papyri prefer the form 
βάϊς, nevertheless quotes 1 Mace. 13: 51 and C Song of Sol. 7: 8 (9) 
for βάϊον, himself accenting βαίς, ßatov as does Kappler in his edition. 

2 It is therefore only correct, though perhaps novel, when LS records a 
proparoxytone ' βάϊον, τό = βάϊς Εν. Jo. 12. 13'· This βάϊον is a noun, 
a different way of Graecizing bât. Its adjective is βαϊνος, which LS strangely 
accents as an oxytone. Here, for once, the traditional editions and Rahlfs 
are better, accenting the (corrupt) form in 1 Mace. 13: 37 βαϊνην; for 
adjectives indicating the material from which a thing is made are 
barytone, e.g. ξύλινος, λίθινος, whereas -ινός is the appropriate suffix for 
adjectives indicating a time, e.g. ορθρινός, εαρινός (Debrunner, Wb 
§§3i8f.). Of LS's two examples C Gen. 40: 16 should read καναβάϊνα, as 
Sturz proposed as early as 1808, p. 89, without being heeded by Field, 
whereas its other example, 1 Mace. 13: 37, has been discarded above. 

3 This for two reasons: 
(1) The 'Egyptian-Ionic word' βαρις fiat-bottomed boat, which would 

fall under this heading, does not occur in the LXX. In Isa. 18: 2 the 
Greek could have put something like έν βάριδι τταττυρίνη (Plut., de Is. et 
Osir. 18) for KQi"*^D(3)Î but, though the LXX of Isaiah uses plenty of 
expressions drawn from its Egyptian surroundings, it does not do so here. 
Its έπιστολάς βυβλίνας is certainly corrupt; Doederlein's επί στόλοις 
βυβλίνοις is not satisfactory Greek; άττόστολα βύβλινα might be more 
plausible. 

(2) The later word βαρις large house, tower (LS) and, in the LXX, 
fortified place, citadel, palace, this last representing po"li? Ps. 47 (48) : 4, 
14; 2 Chron. 36: 19; Lam. 2: 5, 7; and VSTJ Ps. 44 (45): 9, (8) is 
simply a homonym of the former and originates neither from an Egyptian 
word, as LS says, taking both words as one, nor from an i-stem. For in 
the main it stands for, and is in some way or other derived from, Π*},3 
(Aram. ΚΠΤ3) which is said to be borrowed from Assyr. birtu, citadel, 

fortified town — neither of which is an i-stem. From the point of view of 
accidence the homonymity of βαρις' and βαρις1 is not complete, for the 
former shows a continual co-existence of, e.g., genitives in -εως, -ιος, 
-ιδος from Aeschylus down to Plutarch, whereas the latter keeps strictly 
to the declension of ττόλις. 

This βαρις*, citadel, had adventures of its own in the history of the 
transmission of the LXX. In Dan. 8: 2 the LXX renders JTysa ]Bft#3 by 
έν Οούσοις TTJ ττόλει (also in ChB 967, I I I / I I P ) , whereas 9' has έν Οούσοις 
τι) βάρει. In Esther 1: 2 our entire evidence reads έν (Ιούσοις τή ττόλει, 
yet two Vet. Lat. MSS (La.m and La.°) give t(h)ebari instead, so that they 



at least must have found τή βάρει instead of -rfj πόλει, and this is likely to 
be genuine. In 8: 14 our text reads a mere έν COÜOOIS, but f Eth. add 
τη ττόλει, and the Origenian recension adds τη βάρει (S c a - kz), and the 
Latin civitate regis. Unfortunately 967 is missing in both passages. So we 
have no means of authoritatively checking this somewhat equivocal 
evidence. Anyhow, it is more likely that at some time during the trans
mission βάρις, which looked strange to révisons and copyists, was re
moved, so that in Esther 8: 14 Origen may have restored what had been 
lost before his time. Elsewhere βαρις was preserved, but augmented by 
a gloss, cf. ι Esdras 6: 22 έν Εκβατάνοις τη βάρει τη έν Μηδία χώρα 
(cf. Jos., AJ xi, 99 a n d acc. x, 264) with 2 Esdras 6: 2 έν ττόλει, έν τ η 
βάρει, της Μήδων πόλεως, where the latter shows a doublet (observed by 
Bewer, p. 61). In 2 Esdras 11: 1 where all others merely transliterate 
the Hebrew, putting έν Cov/σαν αβιρα, Lucian alone achieves uniformity 
by his έν Couaoïç τη βάρει. 

4 There are itacistic spellings not only in the former, but also in ιβην 
Deut. 14: 15 A. 

5 But Lucian also adds τά πάντα in the following verse after σύγκλειστα, 
which, nevertheless, must be συγκλεισται with f (cf. συνκλισ(μεν)αι αι 
πασαι Ζ and συγκλειομένας 35)· 

6 Perhaps I should append the evidence concerning the name of the river 
Tigris (briefly mentioned by Thackeray §11, 13). Τίγρις Gen. 2: 14; 
Sir. 24: 25 (35) ; Τίγριδος Tobit S 6: 2 (1); Τίγριν Tobit S 6: 3 (2) is a 
normal paradigm. For Τίγριν Tobit Β 6: 2 (ι) and Judith 1: 6 a few 
minuscules, some in both instances, read -ην (Τηγριν h, τιγρητα b), just 
as some minuscules have Τίγρης for Τίγρις Gen. 2: 14. In Dan. 10: 4 
LXX (cod. 88) reads Τίγρης, while in 9' the transliteration Εδδεκελ is 
replaced by Τίγρις in L and preceded by the doublet Τίγρις in BA. 
Though Rahlfs rightly explains 'ex LXX' it would not be safe to assimi
late both forms. Τίγρης -ητος is attested elsewhere, and the only thing 
we can say is that Τιγρην as read by minuscules in the two passages 
mentioned above is an itacism. In Exod. 30: 24 we find the rare gen. 
ϊρεως from Ιρις = ΓΠ£, here orris. Elsewhere (Ezek. 1 : 4 ο Εβραίος) 
ίριδος. 

7 The dat. in -ει is in conformity to θίβει Exod. 2: 6. The acc. plur. in 
ι Enoch 8: ι is fairly certain. 

There remain several problems which our evidence does not allow us 
to solve completely. 

(1) The genuine nature of the labial: β and μ are interchanged, not 
only in the noun, but also in the verb στιβ(-μ, -μμ-)ί3εσθαι 2 Kings g: 30 
and Ezek. 23: 40. There are many examples of this interchange in our 
MSS. Copt, stem favours μ, but I do not know the pedigree of the Coptic 
word. 

(2) The gender: στίβει can equally derive from τό στιβι and ή στιβις, 
both being attested and even paralleled from similar borrowed words. 



(3) The quantity of the stem vowel: our lexicographical tradition, 
including the new LS, side by side postulate orfßi on the one hand, 
στίμμι, στίμι on the other, and so do the Latin lexica, giving stlbi, stimmt, 
stibium, without any decisive metrical evidence. According to the rule 
discovered by W. Schulze (see above p. 83) the doubling of the μ seems 
to indicate that the preceding 1 was long, the metrical evidence being very 
scanty; but then it is meaningless to attribute different quantities to the 
different spellings στιβι, σημμι and στιμι. I would suggest an -T- every
where, since for Greek and Latin alike the Coptic stem seems to decide 
in favour of î everywhere. 

Τβις affords a close parallel. Here î is evidenced by a fourth-century 
comic fragment and perhaps by B's ειβις and î in Latin by Ovid and 
Juvenal 15: 3. 

8 In his earlier edition of Genesis, 1926, p. 39, Rahlfs gave a very full 
account of γενήσεται Gen. 17: 17. 

9 A fully correct translation should begin with you shall make your count and 
after that append as an apposition every man... This mode of speech, a 
plural verb, with its understood subject made explicit by έκαστος, is 
close to the Hebrew and found frequently in the LXX, from Genesis 
onward (Gen. 41: 11 in the first person). There are many instances in 
Exodus. Some of them are divine injunctions, λαβέτωσαν i2: 3, συνα
γάγετε, συλλέξατε ι6: 16, θέσθε, άποκτείνατε 32: 27, or, as in our 
passage, future formations έξελευσεσθε i2: 22 (ούκ...έκαστος = VfrVl tf1? 
no one), καθήσεσθε i6: 29. 

Philo's quotations of Exod. 12: 4, her es. 193 and alleg. va, 165, must 
equally be corrected (Philo's Bible p. 62). It cannot be doubted that his 
Vorlage read the correct plural; for the parallel quotation congr. 106 has 
λαβέτωσαν έκαστος (Exod. 12: 3), and the complete context of alleg. 
in, 162-8, which is based on Exod. 16: 4 συλλέξουσιν (Philo with bdn 
συνάξουσιν), receives the support intended from the interspersed 
quotation of Exod. 12: 4 only after the active συναριθμήσετε is restored. 

10 καθίομαι Judg. 6: 18 Β text, is read by Boru only, whereas ef (i: -ω-) 
jqsz t x t a 2 Cyr. read -ιοομαι. Here as well, the true Β text of Judges is not 
found in Β itself, and Rahlfs ought to have refrained from following B. 
Accordingly Thack. p. 271 should be corrected. His explanation in 
n. 3 does not carry conviction. 

11 I now find the same note of caution struck by Lobeck, 'De constructione 
Verbi μέλλειν et Affinium Verborum', Phryn. Parergon vi, 745 ff., especially 
in his concluding sentences on p. 756. Cf. also K.-Gerth, Syntax §387 n. 4 
(n ι, 177 **"·)· 

12 Here, in Scheide, it is one of the examples of a closer adherence to the 
MT, and its reading is still more discredited by some corruptions in the 
following verse. 

13 Perhaps we may in this connection record the formation άνοΐσατε found 
in the same brief book, 1: 10, for which, apart from Hdt. 1, 157 



(Thackeray p. 235), there is some scanty evidence in Philo (LS 
p. Ι92 2*)· 

14 The only analogy would be much too far-fetched - the two participles 
in -cis which Pindar used with the meaning of the intransitive aorists 11 
in -ov: έρπτένπ fallen, 01. 2, 43 cf. ήριττον fell (down) and δρακεϊσ' 
ασφαλές living in safety Pyth. 2, 20 (Wackernagel, Vorl. ä. S. ι 2, 138). 

15 As far as the LXX is concerned, there is a clear distinction between a 
causative present αναβάλλω make to flourish, revive (Sir. 1: 18; 11: 22; 
50: 10; Ezek. 17: 24) and an intransitive aorist άνέθαλον shoot up again, 
which is unmistakable in άναθάλοι Sir. 46: 12; 49: 10, whereas άνέθαλε 
Ps. 27 (28): 7; Hos. 8: 9 and άναθάλτι Wisd. of Sol. 4: 4 could also 
represent an aorist ανέβαλα (Helbing, Gr. p. 91). As against Debrunner 
we may state that in Ps. 27: 7; Hos. 8: 9 the context favours an aorist, 
that in Wisd. of Sol. 4:4 a subj. aor. after κάν is more likely than a subj. 
pres., and that in Sir. 46: 12; 49: 10, two closely related passages, an 
opt. aor. more appropriately represents the Hebrew jussive mn]"lt> Tin 
(49: 10 with a gap in the MS; in 46: 12 the corresponding part of the 
verse is missing from the Hebrew, but restored with certainty from 49:1 o). 

1 6 Here a definite decision can only be obtained by a special study of the 
speech of 4 Mace, which cannot be presented here in passing, as it were. 
An analogous formation is perhaps to be found in the Erotic Fragment 
Grenfell i 1 col. 1:17, έτπμανοϋσ' όράν = έτπμανεϊσ' όρδν. Mayser ι 1 2, 
163 η. 2, calls it a seltsame Zwitterform, in which, he says, one can hardly 
see a newly formed word *έτπμανέω. Certainly not, for by stem and 
accentuation it is the participle of a normal intransitive aorist active η 
with passive meaning, έπέμανον = έττεμάνην (not mentioned in LS). 

17 Our editions contain an equally impossible middle έλέγξοατο ι Chron. 
12: 17 (Ra. 18) with BS only (ct -ΟΠΌ), instead of the correct έλέγξαι of 
Any rell., which we must adopt. As there seems to be no parallel in Greek 
for a middle aor. of έλένχειν, and no middle formations are found in the 
immediate vicinity of our passage, we are left to state, without an 
explanation, a corruption in an evidence which elsewhere is some of our 
best. 

As to the mistaken termination in -o- of a sigmatic aorist, compare a 
similar scribal confusion in Plat., Leg. rv, 719e άν έτταινέσοι (σοί immedi
ately following), changed to -σαι by Imm. Bekker. For more examples of 
late date, see Lobeck on Soph., Ajax 469, and Par. p. 557. 

1 8 There is an interesting paragraph about the attraction or assimilation of 
voices in Wackernagel, Vorl. û. S. ι2, 123 f. (cf. pp. 49 f.). He adduces and 
interprets two examples from Aristophanes, who put χαίρομαι for χαίρω 
in Pax 291 and χέσαιτο for χέσειε in Equ. 1057. 

19 Minority variants such as Deut. 12: 28 έάν ττοιήσης] εαν ττοιης oru can be 
left out of account. 

20 In WackernageFs concluding sentence, 'Danach braucht man sich nicht 
zu quälen, um in das neutestamentliche ίνι einen lokalen Nebensinn 



hinein zu interpretieren only the first word is out of place now. Materially 
his conclusion remains correct, even after Sir. 37:2 has been discarded as 
a biblical precedent. But neither W. Bauer4 nor LS duly adopt it; the 
former does not mark clearly enough the difference between the ancient 
and the more recent usage, and LS does not mention the latter at all. 

21 άντπτεριβεβλημένη of the majuscules is mistaken, and so is the trans
lation in LS, 'Pass, to be clothed about θανάτω LXX Si 23. 12 ', which has 
every appearance of revealing a corruption. La. Syr. show that αντι-
παραβεβλημένη is correct, τταραβάλλεσθαι means to compare with, be 
parallel to, and com- emphasizes this meaning still more; this compound, 
otherwise unrecorded in Greek, is missing from LS. 

22 Cf. Ps. Sol. 16:2 τταρ' ολίγον έξεχύθη ή ψυχή μου eïç θάνατον σύνεγγυς 
ττυλών φδου . . . 

23 Some other translators do not fall in with the Psalms and Sirach; thus 
Job so consistently uses άτττεσθαι for VU (1: 11, 19; 2: 5; 4: 5; 5: 19; 
19: 21; 20: 6) that from these parallels 6: 7 can be emended. Here 
τταύσασθαι is mistaken for δψασθαι which, when spelt in an incorrect, 
though not uncommon, way - ATTr"AC©AI (ΑΠΨ - ΠΑΥ) or even ΑΠΥ-
CAC9AI (ATTYC - TTAYC) - is still closer to the corruption. (Similar 
corruptions: Philo, de plant. 164 cod. Η προσψαύσασθαι for προσάψασθαι 
and, perhaps, ψαύσασθαι for έφάψασθαι post. Cain 20, according to 
Wendland, Philologus 57, 1898, p. 253.) Thus G. Beer's interpretation of 
the Greek, ' τταύσασθαι ?13Π^', which is still in BH, certainly has 
parallels to support it, είς άνάτταυσιν D1»}"]1? 7'- ι8, èv αναπαύσει SHH3 
2ΐ : 13, κατέπαυσεν STI 26: 12, all of them in Job. But it is less con
vincing, because it fails first to examine the Greek to make sure that it is 
not itself corrupt but points to a different Hebrew. Previously, in BH1, 
he had more strangely recommended the variant which he believed he 
had detected behind the LXX: 'LXX (παύσασθαι) »in 1 ?; 1?' ( = legen-
dum). Cf. ThLZ, 1938, p. 34 n. 1. 

24 See the quotation from Atticists in Meister n, p. 32. There is some 
confusion in Mayser i 1, 448; and Wackernagel's correction (ThLZ, 1908, 
p. 37) was not utilized in the second edition either, i 2 3, 92. With the 
correction κατάγαιος 'vulgär (statt) κατάγειος' the facts are represented 
correctly. 

25 Cf. also Iv καταγαίοις κρυφίοις Ps. Sol. 8: 9. 
26 τω TOI μέγα μηνιόωσιν. μηνιόωσιν is one of his artificial epicisms. For 

here the Homeric termination -όωσιν is in a compromising way grafted 
upon an obviously Hellenistic formation, μηνιάω instead of -ico, cf. G. 
Boesch, De Apollonii Rhoda Elocutione, Diss. phil. Berol., 1908, p. 56. 

27 γραμματεύς τών δυνάμεων, attested by Deissmann from the papyri and 
the LXX, is missing from LS which has only γρ. τών μαχίμων. When in 
this connection Deissmann mentions the parallel passages 2 Kings 25: 19 
and Jer. 52: 25, his position can be strengthened from two observations. 

(1) In 2 Kings 25: 19 the MT reads Ν3ΧΠ "if? "ΙΒΟΠ and ought to have 



been translated τόν γραμματέα τόν άρχοντα της δυνάμεως. But the 
mistaken interpretation of "ISO as a secretarial and consequendy subaltern 
civil officer, led the translator to disregard the article before IDb and to 
translate τόν γραμματέα τοϋ άρχοντος της δυνάμεως. In the later passage, 
Jer. 52: 25, there is no article before 1 0 b and its absence is probably a 
corruption due to the same misinterpretation. 

(2) Origen's hexaplaric recension uniformly in both passages restores 
the correct interpretation of as an apposition in syntactic 
parallelism with 1 D Ö . In 2 Kings 25: 19 0 replaces T O O άρχοντος by τόν 
άρχοντα as attested by χ Arm.-ed (BM; Field fails to record the variant), 
and in Jer. 52: 25, where the LXX does not translate *lfc?, OL, with an 
asterisk in 0 (88 and Syr.h), insert τόν άρχοντα, the reading ascribed to 
Aquila, from whom Origen may have taken it. As neither Aquila nor 
Origen can be suspected of assimilating a biblical passage to a parallel, 
their Hebrew Bible must have read "ΙΒΟΓΙ in both passages, and nothing, 
not even the omission of in LXX Jeremiah, entities us with Kittel 
(1900) and Burney (1903) to assimilate 2 Kings to the corrupt Jeremiah 
by cancelling the article before ΊΒΟ. BH3 does not touch the MT either 
where it is right (2 Kings) or where it is mistaken (Jeremiah). 

In Jeremiah the LXX has the singular τόν γραμματευοντα for H3San, 
which Aquila, in accordance with the LXX in 2 Kings, renders by 
έκτάσσοντα, and Symmachus by τόν όπλί^οντα. In the context τόν 
γραμματέα τών δυνάμεων τόν γραμματευοντα τω λαω της γης it can only 
mean hold the office of α γραμματεύς, and the following dative is the 
classical construction, which was later replaced by the genitive (LS). 
Therefore we must not think of the dative after verbs expressing a 
command, and consequently we must not infer from this dative anything 
of the nature of a commanding position of the γραμματεύς. Nor is the 
dative τφ λαω caused by the Hebrew, which has an accusative. As to the 
τόν έκτάσσοντα of LXX 2 Kings 25: 19, I doubt whether LS is right in 
translating L·ep muster-roll of. It could have added A' Jer. 52: 25 as a 
second occurrence. LS has a forerunner in Hesychius who obviously 
explains 2 Kings 25:19 by saying, ' έκτάσσοντα· χαράσσοντα, γράφοντα'. 
But is it legitimate here simply to take the meaning from the Hebrew and 
the tradition based on it, and should we not rather be content with the 
ordinary meaning draw out in battle-order (of the officers), which LS 
records from Polybius and Diodorus? The final answer to this question 
cannot be given from isolated examples. 

28 (1) This passage is missing from Thackeray's examples of omitted 
aspiration (§8, 8), as is Job 22: 21 είτ' ό καρπός (only Α ή instead of είτ') 
and Isa. 27: 12 κατ' ένα ένα (A 106 26). As Thackeray says, following 
Mayser 1, 202, this is a spelling found in III". Compare also κατ' έκαστον 
IG19 ι, 138,10 (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. p. 305). It has not been as usual to retain 
spellings like these in our texts, as it has been to retain examples of the 
reverse process such as έφέτειος. ούχ έχρόνισεν Gen. 34: 19 ChB 961 



(Kenyon's text, p. 65) is not borne out by the facsimile, which shows an 
unmistakable OYK€XPONIC€N. It may be a slip, easily explained by the 
proximate χ. 

(2) καθέκαστος ought to be written as one word, as Rahlfs righdy does 
with καθείς in 3 Mace. 5: 34 ό καθείς δέ τών φίλων and in 4 Mace. 15:14 
καθένα στρεβλούμενον...όρώσα. He is, however, wrong in two other 
passages, one of them quite close to, and syntactically identical with, the 
last mentioned - 4 Mace. 15:12 καθ' Ινα παΐδα καϊ όμοΟ πάντας instead 
of καθένα and 4 Mace. 8: 5 φιλοφρονως έμέ καθ' ένας έκαστου υμών 
θαυμάζω τό κάλλος instead of καθενός, a passage of which he makes 
nonsense by putting a comma after Θαυμά3ω. Other passages, of course, 
are different, as Isa. 27: 12 where καθ' Ινα Ινα is clearly distributive, and 
4 Mace. 15:7 δια πολλάς τάς καθ' έκαστον αυτών ώδίνας, where we have 
κατά c. acc. as the common Hellenistic substitute for a possessive or 
subjective genitive, καθέκαστος and καθείς both mean each one in particular, 
which in classical Greek was expressed by έκαστος (ρέκαστος developed 
from *ρεκάς τις, where *ρεκας originally meant separating oneself, by 
oneself, according to Wackernagel, Vorl. il. S. n 2 , ι ig, who translates the 
well-known saying Ιρδοι τις, ήν έκαστος είδείη τέχνην everyone may practise 
the art which the special knowledge of each masters.) καθείς was so popular that 
the vulgar Latin, using a kind of calque linguistique (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 
Ρ· 39)» formed a hybrid cadunus, which survives still today in caduno, 
chacun (see also W.-Schmiedel p. 247 n. 11). Certainly we should write 
εις καθείς in Mark 14: 19, κατά είς being a spelling which does not express 
the actual pronunciation - in Matt. 26: 22 it was replaced by the correct 
είς έκαστος, and in John 8 :9 - and we would write καθείς in Rom. 12:5 
with greater certainty, if δ were adopted and not τό. Of course, we should 
keep in mind that for the Greeks with their scriptio continua there was no 
difference in writing, as there is for us who eagerly take hold of every 
means of discrimination in spelling that may be useful to convey to the 
reader a correct interpretation of the text by the unobtrusive ways 
suggested by our modern orthographical customs. So we may safely 
leave undecided how to write 1 Esdras 1:31 (33) τό καθ' έν πραχθέν της 
πράξεως Ιωσιου, where both ways make good sense (cf. 2 Chron. 35: 27). 

(3) A word is needed to explain my writing πατριάν. [In his text 
Dr Walters had originally quoted Lev. 25: 10 as . . .τήν πατριάν αύτοΟ. 
Ed.] The three passages in which we find πατρίς for fllJB^ö, are all 
corrupt, and this corruption sprang from the replacement of πατριά by 
the more familiar πατρίς. In Lev. 25: 10 πατριάν has been preserved in 
Fme MN min. Cyr. (Mm* γενεάν) ; in 1 Chron. 5: 7 Rahlfs rightly reads 
πατρίς with ANaceghim (έν τοΙς δήμοις L). In 1 Sam. 9: 21 L uses 
πάτρια instead of the φυλή of the LXX and La. patria for Lucian's 
πατριά; in Tobit Β 5: n (16) the question έκ ποίας φυλής καϊ έκ ποίας 
πατρίδος σο εΐ is answered by a fresh question φυλήν καϊ πατριάν συ 
3ητεϊς ή μίσθιον... So not only the meaning, but also the context, calls 



for the adoption of πατριός which is read by AN and the bulk of minn., 
and also by the recension preserved in S. πατρίδος is only in Β with a few 
niinn., three of which assimilate the other way about, by reading 
πατρίδα in v. 12 (17). 

CHAPTER 6, pages 115-126 
1 No more should we accept at its face value his elaborate interpretation 

of variants found in Gen. 49: 21, Job θ ' 39: 4, and Wisd. of Sol. 16: 19. 
In all three passages γένη μα yields the proper meaning. Thackeray is at 
pains to trace hermeneutical intentions on the part of the MSS which 
have γέννημα. But this is perhaps one of those niceties which, though 
unconvincing, make such a lovable author of Thackeray. The wrong 
spellings are scribal, nothing more. Wherever revisors intend to convey 
a fresh meaning their changes are by no means confined to interchanges 
of-v- and -w-. 

2 From Bauer one can learn also what one cannot from Büchsei (TWNTi, 
684) that γεννάω, γέννημα when used of plants is either figurative or due 
to the fact that animal and vegetable produces are taken collectively. 
Here, of course, the instances with the verb γεννάω are most welcome, 
because it does not admit easy correction as does the noun. An instructive 
example for the figurative use of γεννάω is Ignatius, Trail. 11: ι τάς 
κακάς παραφυάδας τάς γεννώσας καρπόν θανατηφόρον; for these παρα
φυάδες are identical with άλλοτρία βοτάνη 6: 2 which is explained 
ήτις εστίν αίρεσις. As Bauer (Handbuch zum NT, Ergänzungsband p. 235) 
correcdy observes, άλλοτρία βοτάνη is not a simile of false doctrine. To 
Ignatius αίρεσις does not mean heresy but sect (cf. Eph. 6:2). Elsewhere, 
e.g. Eph. 10: ι, this βοτάνη is intended to denote the heretic himself as 
the devil's plant for which there is no place in the Father's garden. Thus 
far Bauer. The application is obvious: when γεννάω is used of παρα
φυάδες, Trail. 11 : ι, the reason is that Ignatius inadvertently breaks up 
his simile, turning to the reality depicted, the αίρεσις, or, more closely, 
those forming it. In the Didache, on the other hand, vegetable and animal 
produces are taken together: γεννημάτων ληνοϋ καί άλωνος, βοών τε καί 
προβάτων (13: 3), a n < l b e r e m e l a s t t w o nouns justify γεννημάτων 
(W. Bauer4 p. 282). Büchsei should not have omitted them. Nor is he on 
solid ground when quoting Philo, opif. mund. 113 as χφά τε αδ καί φυτά 
καρπούς γεννώνται. If he were right, this example would compare with 
Did. 13:3. But Philo has γεννώντα. And since, moreover, JÖ3 ΉΒ, which 
is καρπός κοιλίας in Gen. 30: 2; Mic. 6: 7; Ps. 126 (127) : 3; 131 (132): 11 ; 
Lam. 2: 20 only, elsewhere Ικγονα τ. κ. Deut. 7: 13; 28: 4, 11,18,53, or 
τέκνα Isa. 13: 18, is nowhere quoted in Philo, except for Gen. 30: 2 
(alleg. 11, 46), and as in his own context he uses καρπός only of plants or 
allegorically, it is unlikely that he intended καρπούς γεννώντα to cover 
3ώα too. The verbs covering both follow immediately, αύξουσι καί 
τελεσφοροϋσι. 



3 γενέσει; = ΓΠ^ίΐΊ descendants, lineage = ΠίΠΒί>0 clans: Joh. Lindblom in 
Teologiska Studier tillägnade Erik Stave, Uppsala, 1922, pp. 104 f. 

4 The hexaplaric άκροβυστν^ω and the Lucianic άνομί^ω, which possibly 
draws on a hexaplaric source, look like a corroboration of J . Reider's 
observation (Prolegomena to a Greek-Hebrew and Hebrew-Greek Index to 
Aquila, Philadelphia, 1916, p. 40) that, side by side with -oOv, -όςειν, 
verbs in -φιν were used or coined (άγνοηματφιν = Hitfn) by Aquila to 
render the Piel or Hiphil, which are causative voices in the Hebrew. In 
ι Chron. 21:8 'fl^SpJ / have done foolishly, LXX έματαιώθην, is ήφρόνησα 
to L. Again this may point to a hexaplaric model: 1 Sam. 13: 13 C 
ήφρονεύσω or ήφρόνησας, 26: 21 C ήφρονευσάμην. In 2 Sam. 15: 31 
nsg-nK K J - V B O LXX διασκέδασον (ματαίωσον L θ') τήν βουλήν, b m * 
records for A' αφρονησον j m * κακοφρονησον. This would be hard to 
accept for the LXX; but even for Aquila Field may be right in spelling 
both verbs with -ισ-. 

5 There are, however, two examples of verbs in -έω with an indisputably 
declarative meaning, both translations of S8h Hiph. : άσεβείν to declare, 
treat as, άσεβης, condemn, and άνομεΤν to declare guilty (cf. the 'forensic' use 
of δικαιοΰν). They are translation Greek, foreign to Greek usage. 

άσεβείν is found twice in Job. In 9: 20, τό στόμα μου ασεβήσει, the 
context excludes the translation does wrong. The meaning is condemns me. 
In ι ο : 2 our evidence offers μή με άσεβείν δίδασκε * καΐ δια τ ( . . . , neglecting 
the Athnach of -flö - 1?». "WT»! " ^ Τ ^ Θ " 1 ^ · To make sense, and a sense 
which can only be that of the Hebrew, we must read μή με άσέβει* 
δίδασκε διά τ ί . . . (cf. JTS 3a, 1947» ΡΡ· *95 *·)· The insertion of καί, δέ 
or γάρ to mark a supposed beginning of a fresh stichus is a frequent 
secondary feature which need not deter us from cancelling καί. There are 
more examples in Job of the omission of pronouns. A parallel to the 
omitted με after δίδασκε is found in the emended text of 4: 16 ανέστη, καί 
ούκ έττέγνων είδος which does not express the suffix of ίΠΚ"]0. 

The other verb is άνομεΐν. There is only one instance of this usage. 
6 In ι Sam. 2: 22, where the LXX and probably the genuine Hebrew have 

a shorter text, there are five different additions, among them that of 0 
with a strange έκοίμιςον γυναίκας, made them lie down. Here pastj?? is read 
as fU'SY? and ΠΧ as the accusative particle. 

7 κυκλεύω would not be impossible in itself, and there is a single example 
from Appian in LS. Only the sudden change is not likely, and similar 
scribal blunders are not infrequent in B, which in some books, especially 
Joshua, is either very carelessly written, or reflects a careless ancestor. 
For the rest a reading, even if debarred from our texts, does not lose its 
documentary value. So in the same verse 2 Kings 3: 25 for the following 
noun σφενδονηται we read σφενδονησταί in Amu and -ιστοί in i, as in 
Judg. 20: 16 i and Judith 6: 12 fk. Although these forms must nowhere 
be admitted into our text, they ought to be recorded; then it would be 
realized that LS's only example for σφενδονιστής, taken from Themistius 



Soph. (IV p), is not unique, σφενδονίςω (only Ps.-Callisth. 2: 16) for 
-άω is not supported by any variants in 1 Sam. 17: 49; 25: 29. 

8 Josephus, AJ 1, 135, 137 f. shows confusions in both directions. 
9 Thackeray (Schweich, p. 56 n. 3) interprets κατοικιεϊ as will colonize the 

flood, cause it to be inhabited, by adducing the Peshitta version will turn the 
flood (sc. into dry land). Whether he thinks of the deluge, as it would seem, 
or of the heavenly waters (Duhm) - one cannot make inhabitable the deluge, 
only the land covered and destroyed by it. Moreover, how could κατοι
κιεϊ be the translation of 3Βξ ? κατοικεϊν c. acc. is rare in the Greek Psalms 
other than representing an acc. in the Hebrew (Helbing, Kasussyntax 
p. 74). The acc. τόν κατακλυσμόν for "?13Β|? may, on the other hand, have 
given rise to a secondary κατοικιεϊ as Thackeray understands it. This 
corruption is repeated by Ga., Hi. and the Vulgate inhabitare fecit. Luther's 
wird eine Sintflut anrichten is far off the mark (Duhm). 

10 8: 81 alone has a unanimous συνοικίσητε. In 8: 89; 9: 7, 36 Rahlfs 
restores the correct reading against BL, but he fails to do so in the first 
passage, 8: 67. Here Swete, followed by BM, increases the confusion by 
introducing into the already corrupt text an unfortunate conjecture 
•τινας*, which he bases on the minority reading TOS of Bh. But τας is 
merely a scribal mistake for γαρ (cf. above, p. 8). Owing to their 
allegiance to B, the Cambridge editions are mistaken in all passages 
except 8: 81. Here, as in Jer. 22: 18; 41: 5 and elsewhere, the primary 
corruption of the verb gave rise to subsequent corruptions, owing to the 
necessity of adapting the construction of the sentence to the changed 
verb, and thus the different MSS of these passages present a whole range 
of partial and complete adaptations and are an instructive example of 
consecutive corruptions of this kind. Referring to my former treatment of 
the subject, I content myself with giving the emended readings: 8: 67 
συνφκισαν γαρ τών θυγατέρων (gen. partit., or, if this appear too hard, 
από τών θ. = ])? as in 2 Esdras 9:2; observe that μετά, which is missing 
from Bh, forms part of the adaptations mentioned) ; 8: 89 συνωκίσαμεν 
(g: 7 συνοικίσατε; g: 36 συνφκισαν) γυναίκας αλλογενείς. 

11 In 2 Sam. 18: 2 άπέστειλεν = MT flVtfp] έτρίσσευσε D = βή>β̂ 1 
divided into three which is proposed for the Hebrew in BH3. 

12 They may have understood an inner object. 
13 In Esth. 5:11 έποίησεν αυτόν πρωτεύειν = 
14 Also of persons: 1 Chron. 16: 5 δευτερεύων αύτώ = lîll^S ('δευτε

ρεύων an official tide, UPZ 2.159,13, III»' LS p. 2060); so righdy Β 
with the bulk of evidence (L ό δεύτερος αύτοϋ) ; Esther 4: 8, in a Greek 
addition, ό δευτερεύων τ φ βασιλεϊ; Jer. 52: 24 τόν Ιερέα τόν δευτερεύοντα 
= DJBftan J£là-in the parallel passage, 2 Kings 25: 18, υίόν της δευτε-
ρώσεως must be emended into Ιερέα τ. δ. as Ζ, and Aquila rightly read, 
cf. 23:4 ,so Rahlfs rightly with SQ,minn. (the δευτεροϋντα of ABC appears 
in LS as δευτερέω instead of -όω !). In this chapter Jer. LXX distinguishes 
between fljtf 1 to repeat, do for the second time, from which ΠΙΒΊρ derives, 



represented by this δευτερεύοντα 52: 24, and flîtf π Piel, to alter, change, 
rendered ήλλαξεν 52: 33 (cf. 2 Esdras 6: 11 f.). As has not yet been 
observed by those assuming different translators for the two halves of 
Jeremiah, there is in the first part, 2: 36, a confusion of these two roots, 
for δευτερώσαι is flltf ι, whereas niîB^ can only mean to change = 7[Χύ π 
(the reverse confusion in the Syr. translation of Sir. 7: 14, Smend, 
Comm. p. 66). 

There are some more corrections and additions required in LS: 
δευτερόω means also to retell, divulge: λόγον Sir. 19: 7, abs. 19: 14, and 
δευτέρωσις Sir. 42: 1 (Ra. 41: 26) means retelling (delete καϊ after δευτε-
ρώσεοος). της δευτερώσεως, 2 Kings 23: 45 2 5 : χ8» 1S a more slavish 
translation of Π^ΒΠ than δευτερεύων, and flltfö should be given as an 
explanation in LS. 25: 18 has been emended earlier in this note. 

15 Thus Ν minn. Rahlfs keeps the majority reading επίσκεψη, doubdess 
impressed by Driver's argument (*, p. 167), επίσκεψη is ' "TpBÇl, incorrecüy 
vocalized for ip.BFl '. His strong point is that Tito, which agrees with lp_Bfl 
only, is nowhere in the Greek. I would object that there is too much of 
the same verb in the close vicinity to assume misinterpretation, v. 18 
rnpBJ Ιπισκεπήση, IpB? έπισκεπήσεται. Corruption in the Greek, -πηση-
πση-ψη is therefore more likely. Furthermore the reading of Ν minn. is 
neither a late adaptation of 19 to 18 nor hexaplaric. Both are excluded 
by the mas. "ΗΓΙ = λ τη τρίτη καταβήση, which has not affected our 
evidence at all. 

16 There is one more inconsistency to be observed. Twice, thrice is δ is, τρίξ, 
the second, third time is τό δεύτερον, τρίτον, and this is what we would 
expect to find in translations of TUVf and δευτερόω answers these 
expectations; as to three secular Greek displays a τριτεύω in a special 
meaning derived from τριτεύξ, and a hapax legomenon τριτάω (τριτόωσα 
σελήνη the moon when three days old Arat. 796), belonging to τριταΐοξ. Both 
indicate that τριτ- and not τρισσ- would be correct and analogous to 
δευτερ-. There is, however, a parallel τρισσόξ = τρίτοξ, being once 
found on an inscription from Mytilene (LS m). 

For the converse confusion see LS s.v. δεύτεροξ II 2 'neut. as Adverb, 
άπαξ καϊ δεύτερον once or twice Julian adAth. 278c'. Add δεύτερον... καϊ... 
ά% τρίτον Pap. Rain. V P (WSt9, 260), Radermacher, Philologus 60, 1901, 
pp. 491 ff., twice or for the third time - here δεύτερον = δί$, but εί$ τρίτον 
not = Tpiç. W. Schulze, Graeca Latina, Progr. Göttingen, 1901, pp. 13 f., 
gives late (Christian) examples of δεύτερον, τρίτον etc. = Sis, Tpiç, 
comparable with tertio = ter in the rule of St Benedict. He also quotes a 
communication from Rahlfs regarding Lucian's substitution of τρίτον, 
Ιβδομον for the LXX's τρί$, έπτακίξ (2 Kings 13: 19; 5: 10). This is 
interesting from another point of view: as this vulgarism is late, it 
obviously belongs to Lucian and not to the text upon which he was 
working; here for once he does not Atticize. δευτερώσαι Öic, Gen. 41: 32, 
is a plerophory taken from the MT. 



Sometimes the Hebrew uses the adverbial expression without a special 
verb: D'OSB three times, e.g. ι Kings 9: 25, translated τρεϊς καθόδους 
in the late hexaplaric insertion, whereas the LXX proper, 1 Kings 
2 : 356» reads τρίς (our editions, including Rahlfs, who, however, had had 
the correct spelling in S-St m, 240, 265, spell τρεϊς; cf. above, p. 36). 
τρισσώς = D'ÖSB tfVtf 1 Kings 7: 41-2 (45). 

17 Frankel, Vorstud. pp. 86 f., and Lagarde, Anm. p. 58, each in his way, 
traced them back to different translators. 

18 Cf. Num. 32: 20 έξοπλίσησθε] εξοπλησεσθαι n; ενοπλησησθαι c. 
19 There are variants for καταπεπελματωμένα Josh. 9: 11 (5) cobbled, 

clouted (of shoes), a hapax legomenon derived from πέλμα sole of the foot 
or of the shoe (Esther 4: i7d), namely, among others, καταπεπελτωμενα 
Θ ejlmnqv*w, καταπεπαλτωμενα dy, readings which are reflected in the 
lexica of Hesychius, Suidas and others (cf. Schleusner m, 244, and LS). 
These are obvious corruptions. We therefore need not think of a conscious 
adaptation of καταπελτα^ω from πελταστής and consequently relate the 
variants -πελτ- and -παλτ- with the traditional corruption of κατα-
πάλτης. 

20 So Wackernagel; it must read της επί Πέρσας πορείας. 
2ΐ J. Ε. Powell, Lexicon to Herodotus, Cambridge, 1938, which is based on 

Hude's text, avoids decision: 'τρωγ(λ)οδυται (3) ΑΙθΙοπες cave-dwelling: 
4,1834««'. 

22 In consequence of the peculiar arrangement of BM's annotation we 
cannot tell whether Β is the only one to give Tpcoyo-. If Rahlfs here did 
not merely follow Swete in recording B, it is likely that Β has some 
support; for otherwise he puts B f or B< f ). 

23 The list is not even complete. From Egypt Puchstein (pp. 52 f.) quotes 
two texts with σωθείς έκ Τρωγοδυτων (cf. Nachmanson, Eranos rx, 1909, 
pp. 48 f.). 

24 These corrections are not confined to the LXX alone. In Eur., Electra 473, 
where Henri Weil, Sept Tragédies d'Euripide1, 1879, appositely quoting 
Horn., //. vi 181, had correctly read πυρπνόος λέαινα, the Oxford text 
(G. Murray) once more accents πύρπνοος, and LS is mistaken through
out. 

C H A P T E R 7, pages 127-138 
ι W. Bauer4 devotes separate articles to αποθνήσκω (p. 165) and to 

' θνήσκω ' (p. 657). In the former no perfect is mentioned, the latter 
exclusively consists of derivations from τέθνηκα. At least he ought to have 
included in brackets the heading θνήσκω. R. Bultmann in Kittel's 
TWNT m, 7, need not have θνήσκω in the heading of his article, 
particularly as he himself says (p. 13"), 'άποθνήσκειν (Perf. τέθνηκα 
ohne άπο-) '. 

2 πρός does not justify Schleusner's translation, ut adstarent praelectioni; nor 
did it come in after the corruption of έπίστασθαι into έπιστήσαι had 



taken place. It renders V$ and has parallels in συνετός έν πραγμασιν (*?S) 
Prov. 16: 20, ό συνιείς etc πάντα τά έργα αυτών (Vç) Ps. 32 (33) '· ϊ5> 3 1 1 0 

Ps. 27 (28): 5 (̂ ?!θ and Ps. 72 (73): 17 ("ρ) 6 συνίων έπΙ πτωχόν καί 
πένητα (·?£) Ps. 4° (4 1) 1 2 · We could radier guess that πρός, which is 
very difficult Greek, led to the corruption which seemed to yield a better 
Greek, when understood according to Schleusner's translation. 

3 LS s.v. 4 is therefore mistaken. Its 'Act.' may be mistaken for 'Trans.' 
4 In the Hebrew God is the subject, and the verb is always a causative 

Hiphil, whereas the translator throughout transforms the sentences into 
the passive or intransitive, making the things affected to be the subject. 
Smend in his commentary considers that this was due to theological 
reasons, but I feel sure that the simple reason is that the translator either 
had difficulties in finding out the Hiphil forms in his unpointed text, which 
was not interpreted and safeguarded by a learned tradition, as in the 
canonical books, or that he found that it was easier and resulted in better 
Greek if he avoided these causative constructions. Misunderstanding of 
Hiphil forms is very frequent in the LXX, and on the whole those who 
write better Greek wish to avoid them in their translation. 

5 This example shows what a loss we have suffered by the fact that 
Passow-Crönert is only a torso. 

6 επί άπατη καί απαγωγή του ανθρωπείου γένους Justin, Apol. 1, 54» î» 
corrupt. The context requires for the deception and allurement..., and this is 
επαγωγή, cf. Demosth. 19, 322 (LS s.o. 4 a). 

7 In Job 3: 18 tiAlK# D'TPl* we must restore δέσμιοι άνειμένοι for the 
corrupt δέ oi αίώνιοι, cf. Mal. 3: 20 pa*]Q "̂ fS - μοσχάρια έκ δεσμών 
άνειμένα. In these passages the translators were obviously reduced to 
guess-work. 

8 The LXX itself three times has συνεχόμενον (-ους) καί έγκαταλελειμ-
μένον (-ους) (ι Kings 20(21): 21; 1 Kings 9: 8; 14: 26, in the last 
passage with an interpolated doublet καί έσπανισμένους). In a section 
found only in hexaplaric MSS, 1 Kings 14: 10, we read the slighdy 
different ·Χ· έπεχόμενον καί εγκαταλελειμμένο v. We must also take into 
account συνεχόμενος for "HAS 2 Esdras 16: 10 and συνεχόμενος νεεσσαραν 
ενώπιον κυρίου ι Sam. 21: 7 (8) for îlliT 'JçV I?*?. συνεχόμενος νεεσσαρ 
is a doublet; Lucian is correct in writing νεεσσαρ, -αν being a ditto-
graphy of the following έν-. In the Hebrew the former passage means 
despondent, the latter resting before Jahve. The Hebrew nowhere points to 
a ritual tabu seclusion. (I am following £. Kutsch, 'Die Wurzel ΊΧ» im 
Hebräischen' (VTn, 1952, pp. 57-69).) 

The reading of Origen in 1 Sam. 21: 7 (8), νοσερός c, νοσερώς x, 
smacks of the later translators, for it betrays their manner of superficial 
Graecizing. The proper use of νοσερός is found in Jer. 14: 15; 16: 4 έν 
θανάτω νοσερφ = B^IJQ Tjteö. 

9 Elsewhere only a negligible minority of MSS gives the mistaken reading. 
So in ι Sam. 14: 31 the real evidence and with it our editions have 



έκοττίασεν for was tired, whereas the receptus, supported by bc a 'dpqt, 
reads έκόττασεν, which was disclaimed by Schleusner m, 358. In three 
further passages A alone is corrupt, reading εποκασεν [sic] for έκοπίασεν 
ι Sam. 17: 39, κοπάσει for κοπιάσει 2 Sam. 23: 7 and εκόπασεν for 
έκοπίασεν 2 Sam. 23: 10. In 1 Sam. 17: 39 the correct Greek reading led 
to a unanimous emendation of the Hebrew (cf. Driver2 p. 146), and in 
2 Sam. 23 the LXX renders W in v. 7 with the sense take trouble, in 
v. 10 grow tired. In Num. 16: 48 (17: 13), where the LXX has a 
unanimous εκόπασεν = "1ΧΪΓ) ceased (έπαύσατο 25: 8), the corrupt 
έκοπίασεν is confined to the inferior Philonic evidence in heres 201 and is 
repeated by it in the exposition. Somn. 11, 235 has the correct εκόπασεν. 
In Hos. 8: 10 where κοπάσουσι stands for l ^ i r (MT Λπ;) A* C~2^-^ 
read an equally corrupt κοπιασουσι. 

ίο In Exod. some minn. read τορν-, but with them agree the translations 
Arm. Bo. Eth. La. Syr. (in v. 36 without Bo.). In Exod. 25: 17 the reading 
tomata is attested for C Θ' by Syr.h Moreover, Field fails to see that in 
v. 36 Aquila (έξημυγδαλωμένη) translates not ΠΒ'ρο but ΤΙΊρϋΟ (cf. v. 33 
O H " - έξημυγδαλισμένοι). In Jer. 10: 5 only 228 reads τορν-. 

C H A P T E R 8,pages 141-154 
ι Under 'Sonstige Verba des Affekts' Helbing displays εΰδοκεϊν, observing 

that it is very often connected with έν, even where the MT has ΠϊΠ with 
acc. or a suffix (p. 263). εύδοκείν έν for ' to be pleased with ' is a Hebraism, 
for 'have, take, pleasure, delight, in' is syntactically quite different. 

2 The Latin, which BM also quote, does, it is true, read hunc; but since this 
Latin, Vercellone's margo codicis fogionensis, has survived in none of the 
other passages, we cannot tell whether the Latin followed the Greek in 
preserving this Hebraism. 

3 In these parallel passages the LXX either avoids the difficult construc
tion, as in ι Chron. 9: 22, or puts the relative against the Hebrew, as in 
ι Chron. 29: 3; 2 Chron. 15: 11. 

4 εΐξ = "ΤΠΝ was introduced by Lagarde, instead of the traditional meaning
less είς ôv. He alone put the comma after clç. 

5 BH3 has a note: ' © B A frt melius ")#K\ '®ΒΑ' and similar specifications 
are very often mistaken in BH3, as I have shown in ThL%, 1938, pp. 32 ff. 
Here, at any rate, our entire evidence has the relative, the only variation 
being the omission of clç in d Arm. Bo. 

6 Cf. ι Chron. 21: 30 κατέσπευσεν = nj73î territus fut] κατεσπασεν j , 
κατεπαυσαν af Thdt, κατεπλανη i y; and 2 Chron. 26: 20 κατέσπευσαν] 
-σπασ- bceg Syr. The inverse corruption is found in Philo, de plant. 174, 
σπάσαι] σπευσαι HL 1 . LS records the same corruption for Dion. Halic. 
and Galen. 

7 Les Anciennes Versions Latines du Deuxième Livre des Paralipomènes éditées par 
Dom Robert Weber (Collect. Bibl. Lat., vol. vin), Rome, 1945. Reviewed 
by A. Vaccari, Biblica vj, 1946, pp. 417-21. 



8 But Jer. 4:19 "'S? 'ty'TiQti is rendered μαιμάσσει ή ψυχή μου, followed by a 
secondary doublet (cf. Cornill p. 52) σπαράσσεται ή καρδία μου (a 
different solution is suggested by L. Köhler, Z^W 29, 1909, p. 19). 
Also Sir. 51: 21 ή κοιλία μου έταράχθη for ViJ£ , » a (so Smend). 

9 In Hos. 11:8 the AV does not follow Jerome who, as far as we can see, 
is here not supported by Symmachus. Luther does not follow Jerome in 
either passage. 

10 In the LXX it is σπεύδειν throughout, κατασπεύδειν only in Ëxod. 10:16 
and, in a causal meaning, quickly bring along, Esther 5: 5. In 1 Sam. 28: 20 
Wellhausen (Text p. 141) rightly replaced *1Π0}3 by ?3?!J, considering 
*?aai in v. 21 and the repeated Ισπευσεν of the LXX. Yet his assumption 
that σπεύδειν in both passages means to hurry and therefore necessarily 
stands for a corrupt "IJTÖ (cf. v. 24, which he quotes), was mistaken and 
tacidy dropped by Driver and Nowack, who otherwise followed his 
suggestion. Its only alternative is Klostermann's ΊΤΙψ% which, however, 
'does not seem to express the right nuance' (Driver* p. 218). In our 
context the remarkable thing is that the LXX uses σπεύδειν alike for *?Π3 
be horrified in w . 20 f. and "ΙΠΟ to hasten in v. 24. 

11 A similar fluctuation between do a thing hurriedly and do it in a state of 
trouble or being troubled is to be seen in the translations of ΤΟΠ, the Qal of 
which means be scared to flight, the Niphal to hurry anxiously, flee anxiously. 
In 2 Kings 7: 15 the LXX says θαμβεΐσθαι, the Quinta έσπευσαν. In 
2 Sam. 4: 4 for OU? ĴOna the LXX has έν τω σπεύδειν καί άναχωρεΤν, 
Symmachus θορυβεΤσθαι φεύγειν. In 1 Sam. 23: 26 we have quite an 
array of samples: the LXX σκεπσ^όμενος, A' θαμβούμενος, C περιστελ-
λόμενος, Θ' κρυπτόμενος. 

12 From the ease with which I gathered the following examples from Field's 
footnotes and the Glossary of Brockelmann's Syrische Grammatik' I take it 
that experts in Syriac will have in store more examples of roots dis-

closing the co-existence of both meanings. I found OCT JZj erschrecken, intr. ; 

A j t ü j C n J eilig; OOTjIX) eilen; etp. sich beeilen, erschreckt, überrascht werden; 

ùLlLantOùû eilig; lâolioffi Schrecken, Bestürzung (Brock, pp. 186*, 187*). 

There is an adjective ι oZ eilig (Brock, p. 193*) ; yet in Ps. 6:3 V?jJ3J, 
LXX έταράχθη, Syr. h e x records αοο'ΖΖ] for Aquila in the meaning trepi
dant, = κατεσπουδάσθησαν and not, as in Field, κατεσπουδάσθη. The 
same (ΙαοπΖΔα) is found A' Ps. 6: 11. From F. Schulthess, Homonyme 
Wurzeln im Syrischen (p. 90) I quote Mand. Bhtf to confuse ( — Hebr. Bftn 1), 
but christ.-pal. . • *Ί · to hurry (secondary meaning = Hebr. Bhn n). 

13 For έθανατώθης, Ezek. 28: 19 Θ' = Ç*?n nifl^S (min. 86, no longer in 
Ziegler) Field proposed έθαυμαστώθης. 

14 Theodoretus reads κατέκαυσεν, some minuscules and Co. Eth. -παυσεν; 
Scharfenberg^ κατέφαυσεν would be unique; we would expect έπι-. 
Elsewhere SC is rendered εμφανώς Ps. 49 (50): 2, έμφάνηθι 79 



(80): 2, but in our passage the preceding stichus had already used 
έπέφανεν. 

15 A confusion in the opposite direction is found in Zeph. 3: 1 άπολελυ-
τρωμένη redeemed, as from •?» 1, for ïT^Klî defiled, from "710. π. (By another 
confusion Aquila puts λύτρωσης for T\J^ (LXX άνθέμιον, cf. p. 50) in 
Eccles. 12: 6, cf. McNeile p. 127, who well compares LXX Judg. 1: 15.) 
In this sentence all three attributes are mistaken Hebrew homonyms, 
because the author did not understand his original: ή περιστερά dove, 
nil*, instead of ptc. of fl£ outrageous ; επιφανής from KT Niph. (cf. 2:11 ) 
for ΠΚ"10 from ΚΊ8 (only here for Π*10) rebellious. Jerome's remark 
1provocatrix, quod significantius Hebraice dicitur MARA, id est παραπι-
κραίνουσα' connects this note with our second example as well. Here θ ' 
says ή αθετούσα. The Vulgate, indeed, has provocatrix, but retains 
redempta and columba. 

16 This neglect of Schleusner in favour of his predecessor Biel is not un
paralleled. So Mozley (The Psalter of the Church p. xi) says: 'Bid's Lexicon 
has been in constant use ', without betraying any knowledge of Schleusner, 
although this represents a markedly advanced stage. 

17 In all three passages Lucian and Jerome are correct and so represent an 
identical tradition. So 2 Ësdras 23: 29 

άλίσγοντας ] -ώ- e a : it should be -oö-. 
Both agree with Syr. Arm. in reading D^ari for the second Π^δ-Π. 

This D̂ JjaiJ is suggested as probable in BH3, yet, since the interpretation 
which these witnesses have in common suggests itself so readily, it may not 
guarantee an unbroken tradition. άλισγεΤν, which we found in Lucian 
2 Esdras 23: 29, is the rendering of "?K1 n in Mai. 1: 7, 12 and Dan. LXX 
Θ' ι : 8. In 2 Esdras 2: 62 Lucian reads άπώσθησαν έκ της Ιερωσύνης, in 
17: 64 έξώσθησαν από της ΙερατεΙας, closer to the LXX, both times 
closely followed by Jerome's ejecti. In 1 Esdras 5: 39 the LXX translates 
έχωρίσθησαν τοϋ Ιερατεύειν and Lucian έκωλύθησαν. 

i8 An eleventh instance is Ps. 138 (139) : 20 where ότι παρεπίκρανάν σε 
έν κακοβουλία reflects *P"18! (from ΓΠΟ Hiph.) which is the correct 
reading. The MT's l̂ ötf"" is corrupt, cf. Swete's έρεις and L" 55 έρισταί 
Ιστέ. So J . G. Eichhorn, Einl.3 1, 402; only he suggests T1Ö instead of 
ma. 

In Jer. 5: 23, where the MT reads Π ΐ̂Βί (after ΎΎΙΟ), Syr. h« records 
as the rendering of A' C ^jiOjiaLoo, which Field righdy retranslates καί 
παρατπκραίνων. Thus the transition to T18 is complete. 

Lucian Vulgate 
τούς άλίσγοντας τήν ίερωσύνην 
καί τήν διαθήκην τών Ιερέων καί 
τών Λενιτών 

qui polluunt sacerdotium 
jusque sacerdotale et 
Leviticum 



C H A P T E R g, pages 155-196 
ι If the words are not an interpolation in favour of Asaph and his 

descendants, like those assumed by Rothstein in the Hebrew of 25: 1, 2. 
If so, they may once have been in the Hebrew, and IÇIO would form an 
isolated remnant. 

2 €ν(ν)ομ, (γαι)εννα for Din is perhaps the best known example. We read 
Μεσραιμ for D/HSD Gen. 10: 6, 13 and Μεστραϊμ ι Chron. 1: 8. (The 
euphonic insertion of a t-sound, for which I refer to p. 88, appears also 
in part of the evidence of the Genesis passages and in Lucianic and other 
MSS of the ·χ· passage of which 1 Chron. 1: 11 forms part. Even 
ΜεσΡΑΙΑμ, ι Chron. 1: 8 A, is but a corruption of μεσΔΡΑΙμ, which is 
the reading of c 2 in 1: 8.) There is Νεβρωδ for Ti"M?l Gen. 10: 8 f., 
ι Chron. 1: 10; Mic. 5: 6 (5); Νεμριμ for D^öl Isa. 15: 6, where all 
variants begin with Νε-; Νεσεραχ for 7|*10î 2 Kings 19: 37 (Νεσερεχ A' 
Isa. 37: 38); and, as an example of a syllable other than the first, 
Βερ3ελλ(α)ι for b]12 in 2 Sam./i Kings and 2 Esdras. 

3 Except 2 Kings 23: 4 έν σαδημωθ Κ. (Ζ£' έν έμπυρισμφ του χειμάρρου 
Κέδρων) and Jer. 38 (31): 4° ασαρημωθ Icoç ναχαλ Κ... In the former 
passage Burkitt considers the reading of Z£' to be the original LXX ('The 
so-called Quinta of 4 Kings ', in Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archaeo
logy, xxrv, June 1902, p. 219). Burney (p. 357) enumerates the scholars 
who decided in the same direction following A. Klostermann. Rahlfs, 
who minimizes the importance of Lucianic readings as much as ever 
possible, nevertheless pertinendy remarks (S-St in, 249) that here, as in 
23s, Z£' do not agree with the MT. 

4 Schleusner cancels ανάπαυση αύτη as inserted from another translation. 
This will be discussed later (p. 161). Here I only attempt to show that 
what at first sight looks like a triplet in Exod. 35: 2 is due to corruption. 
For the Hebrew '"b Jinatf Π3# # l p 0?V Π'ΓΡ "Vaifn Di'31 makes it 
certain that instead of τη δέ ήμερα τη έβδομη κατάπαυση, ayiov, σάβ-
βατα, ανάπαυση κυρίω we must read έβδομη έσται ύμΐν άγιον...κατά
παυση, originally understood as fut. καταπαύσεις (AM rell.), is an 
intruder from 34: 21, where Rahlfs righdy reads -etc twice with MSS 
other than B. An analogous mistake is found in Exod. 23: 12. Here BH3 

is as mistaken in re-translating ' © Β ανάπαυση = jirïatf?', when ανά
παυση (AM rell. Bo. Co. Eth. La. Syr.) correcdy renders natffl, as in 
Exod. 34: 21 in recording as a variant '@$B κατάπαυσίΐ (cf. 23: 12a)'. 
καταπαύσει 34: 2i; 35: 2, and on the other hand ανάπαυση 23: i2, 
which is also found as a variant to καταπαύσει in 34: 21 ; 35: 2, clearly 
indicate (as has already been observed by Thiersch p. 99) that the 
translators and copyists used an intransitive active καταπαύειν (Gen. 
2: 2 f. for D3B1: Helbing, Kasussyntax p. 169), yet a middle άναπαύεσθαι 
only (Thiersch p. 99), though LS produces evidence for a rare intr. 
άναπαύειν from Thuc. 4:11, Xen., HG 5,1,21 (cf. p. 342 n. 4). In support 



of my emendation of Exod. 35: 2 two things may be observed : ( 1 ) there is 
no rv?iV in the parallels 16: 23; 31: 15, and consequently no Ισται in the 
Greek; (2) in Lev. 23: 24, where Ισται ύμϊν appears twice invito Hebraeo, 
this is due to the mistaken translation κλητή for to which Excursus 
XI is devoted (pp. 244 ff.). 

5 I do not see the reason why Howard (Moulton-Howard 11, 443) refuses 
to recognize the 'well-known Hebrew equivalent for the superlative 
D̂ tt*"7|?t Vhp ' in the NT. That ' βασιλεύς βασιλέων means ruler over kings ', 
is no cogent counter-argument, for the English translation which he gives, 
far from suggesting a different interpretation, just expresses the partitive 
relation between the two nouns: singled out from among (the) other kings, 
this king is a king par excellence (compare König's definition). Moreover, 
Howard's own illustrations both from an inscription and modern Greek 
usage witness against him. 

6 Translators of later books rendered D/'otf by the plural ουρανοί; but the 
translators of the Pentateuch, accustomed as they were to translate 
D'Stf by the singular, have here produced a kind of hyper-Graecism. 

7 In Philo's quotation sobr. 32 παις οίκέτης is followed by the doublet 
δούλος δούλων, which was recognized and excised by Mangey (cf. 
Wendland, Rh. M. 53, 1898, p. 15). Whereas here the interpolation from 
Aquila's translation penetrated the whole of our evidence (GFH), 
another one is confined to cod. U, which in de gig. 63 replaces the LXX 
text of Gen. 17: 1, εύαρέστει εναντίον έμοϋ, καί γίνου δμεμπτος, by 
περιπατεί είς πρόσωπον μου, καί γίνου τέλειος, pure Aquila, as I was 
able to demonstrate (JTSfj, 1946, pp. 31 ff.). Cf. note 2 to Excursus XII , 
P- 344· 

8 At first sight die primo et die octavo erit sabbatum, id est requies Lev. 23:39 
looks like a doublet, with id est introducing an interpretation of sabbatum. 
In point of fact Jerome, here as in other places, avoids the awkward 
sequence of the Hebrew on the first day |ΪΓΙ3#, and on the eighth day pnatf, 
and for this turns to good use the existence side by side of the two trans
lations of pnstf. 

9 I am inclined to trace behind this variation an exegetical finesse on the 
part of Jerome's rabbinic advisers. To them pn3# obviously meant rest. 
Further, they are bound to have interpreted Τ 1 3 # prßtf, Exod. 16: 23, 
with its unique change of word order as a legitimate alternative of the 
construct state priStf ΓΙ3#, an alternative which did not imply any change 
of meaning. If I am right, they anticipated what in our time has been 
taught by Alfons Schulz. In his latest contribution 'Der Status constructus 
in der Geschichte der Exegese' ( ^ H ^ N F 13, 1936, pp. 270-7) he first 
gives a selection of examples from the Hebrew Bible. Then he gathers 
instances from the Greek translations, the Vet. Lat. and the Vulgate, 
Jewish writings, and modern translations and expositions. He also 
discusses γέεννα τοϋ πυρός Matt. 5: 22; 18: 9, with its different trans
lations, and ends with the claim that this inversion of the regular form of 
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the construct state, which does not affect the meaning of the complex 
expression, should be recognized as a rather rare but legitimate Hebrew 
usage. He does not mention J13# flnStf. 

In the LXX the most interesting example is Exod. 3: 2 Iv ταφί φλογός 
for tfHTS^S (so Sam.). This unusual Ι. π . φ. is confined to Bhqru, 
whereas the remainder, including the translations (the Sahidic is 
missing), read a normal έν φλογΐ πυρός. To decide for the latter, as 
Rahlfs does, is certainly mistaken, and means relapsing behind the 
Sixtine and the Cambridge editions. It was different with the Gom-
plutensian and the Aldine, which were based on inferior evidence, and 
with Grabe whose edition in the main followed A. 

Moreover, since Exod. 3: 2 is frequendy quoted or alluded to, there 
are many reflections of tv πυρί φλογός in the Old and New Testaments 
and in the early Fathers. It is taken over by Sir. 8: 10; 45: 19 and Ps. 
Sol. 12: 4. In addition, the variant readings of Sir. 8: 10; 45: 19 strongly 
suggest that originally Sir. 28: 22 also read εν πυρί φλογός. In 8: 10; 
45: 19 the Hebrew survives and reads WK'S'StfB. In 28: 22 the Greek 
and die Latin have Iv τη φλογΐ αυτής in fiamma sua and the Syriac, 
without in, has the complex expression the beams offire, which, I think, 
was lost in LXX La. The Hebrew is missing, but is likely to have read 
i#X a'at̂ a once more. This argument is confirmed by two other passages 
of the same books, φλόξ πυρός Sir. 21:9 and Ps. Sol. 15:4. They clearly 
show that the pattern of Exod. 3: 2 exercised its influence on the Greek 
translator only where the Hebrew included the preposition 3, in the flame 
of fire. 

In Exod. 3: 2 we find, side by side, the idiomatic translation of Bhqru, 
and the later assimilation to the Hebrew in the majority. The evidence 
of O T quotations listed above is equally divided, with the exception of 
Ps. Sol. 12: 4, where the early version alone is attested. If we remember 
that in the textual history of the LXX the B-text soon became obsolete 
and was replaced by later forms closer to the Hebrew, we realize that 
wherever the early form of text has survived in full, or, as in Sir. 28: 22, 
in parts, it is bound to be the genuine text. It is from this angle that the 
quotations in the NT and the Fathers must be considered. 

In the NT we have two references to Exod. 3: 2 - 2 Thess. 1: 8 
combines fragments quoted literally from five biblical passages. The first 
is Iv πυρί φλογός, and here reference to Exod. 3: 2 is obvious: Christ's 
parousia in a flame of fire is equated with the theophany before Moses. 
Acts 7: 30 introduces a shortened, but fairly literal, reproduction of 
Exod. 3. [The only unchallenged instance of a translation that is not 
influenced by Exod. 3: 2 is Isa. 66: 15 έν φλογΙ πυρός ifàr^n'jS, though 
elsewhere Isaiah LXX shares many peculiar translations with the Greek 
Pentateuch.] Our editions up to and including Nesde" (1952) all read 
έν πυρί φλογός in Thessalonians, but Iv φλογΙ πυρός in Acts. But there 
can be no justification for treating them differently. In both passages the 
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evidence is divided, and it is real progress that Nestle now recommends 
έ. π . φ. in his apparatus, doubdess for the reasons developed above. 
[W. Bauer's excellent Wörterbuch, which has to make the best of the 
editions used, explains the secondary reading of Acts 7: 30 from the 
equally secondary text of Exod. 3: 2 in Rahlfs (5, 1447), and the good text 
of 2 Thess. ι : 8 from Ps. Sol. 12: 4 (5, 1705).] Here, as in the LXX, these 
quotations of Exod. 3: 2 are set into their proper relief by other passages 
with different lineage and therefore different wording, such as Rev. 1:14; 
2: 18; 19: 12 ώς φλόξ πυρός = Dan. 10: 6 # X ' • T B V B , LXX θ ' ώσεί 
λαμπάδες πυρός, or Heb. 1: 7 πυρός φλόγα = Ps. 103 (104): 4 τΌρ 
φλέγον. [BH1 ventures a retranslation into Hebrew of the minority 
reading in Ps. 103 (104): 4. From Rahlfs' Psalmi, 1931, it is, however, 
obvious that here πυρός φλόγα is a mere backreading from Heb. 1: 7, and 
that its evidence is not ' ® Α ' , but only Bo. Sa. £ b and a corrector of Α.] 

Among patristic quotations those found in Justin are the most instruc
tive. Since our evidence is confined to a single careless MS (XIV p), and 
since the problems set by it still await solution, it is best to let the facts 
speak for themselves. Justin's first reference to Exod. 3: 2 is found in 
Ap. 62 f. There is first an allusion, repeated twice, about Christ addressing 
Moses έν Ιδέα πυρός (in specie ignis) έκ βάτου. From this allusion we cannot 
gather the form of the underlying text; but more can be learned from the 
two quotations in 63. The second, 63, 11 (w. 2, 14 f.), has the B-text 
έν πυρί φλογός (έν βάτω) ; but the first, 63, 7 (w. 2, 6, 10, 14 f.), though 
occurring only a few lines earlier, presents a text that is secondary on 
more than one score: έν φλογΐ πυρός έκ της βάτου not only shares 
έ. φ. π . with the bulk of MSS which here are inferior, but, in addition, 
seems to show late atticizing tendencies. The LXX uses the Hellenistic ό 
βάτος throughout. In Exod. 3: 2 της βάτου is in minn. fmn too, and, 
moreover, an anonymous marginal note of F b gives the full quotation. 
In it μέσον της βάτου = Π30ΓΙ ^iflp, supported by the hexaplaric 
variant in the text, μέσου ckx Arm. Syr. (-χ·), is much more literal than 
the LXX. 

There are more indications that ή βάτος is late. It is read by F bmsa 2c 2 

(I) in Exod. 3: 3. In Deut. 33: 16 a small minority only, Β 9 hklsux have 
τω βάτω. Justin, Dial. 91 joins the majority, and this quotation of 
w . 13-17 shows more signs of late origin and even corruption. [Instead 
of the twice repeated καθ' ώραν Justin's text first reads καθαρών, which is 
easily corrected, and then καρπών which is comparable to the corruption 
of Deut. 26: 14 (Philo's Bible p. 22 n. 1).] Justin's second reference to 
Exod. 3: 2 is still more elaborate. It extends through chs 59 f. of the 
Dialogue. Justin begins by advancing his proposition : Exod. 3 proves that 
the same God, who appeared to Abraham and Jacob, έν πυρί φλογός έκ 
βάτου πέφανται καί ώμίλησε τ φ Μωυσεϊ. Asked by Trypho's party to 
develop his argument further, he sets out to quote Exod. 2: 23-3: 16 in 
full [though actually our MS presents 2: 23 and 3: 16 only and connects 



them by καϊ τα λοιπά μέχρι τοϋ; but this is merely a further example of 
the carelessness which is to be observed elsewhere, e.g. in Dial. 64 where 
Ps. 71: 1-5 and 17-19 are connected by καϊ τα λοιπά άχρι τοϋ (Hatch, 
Essays in Biblical Greek p. 188) ; in our passage the very words that Justin 
repeats in order to make his point have been omitted from the question 
of the proof-text], and concludes by stressing the teaching implied : Do you 
understand that the same God δν λέγει Μωυσης άγγελον έν πνρΐ φλογός 
λελάληκέναι αΰτώ makes known to Moses that he himself is the God of 
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob? To this Trypho replies: we understand 
that δ όφθείς έν φλογΐ πυρός was an angel. The discussion continues and 
Justin once more quotes Exod. 3: 2-4, and here v. 3 with έν πυρί φλογός 
έκ βάτου. 

We find the same late form of quotation interspersed in two contexts 
that elsewhere retain its original wording. In Dial, it is put into the mouth 
of Trypho. But the easy way of explanation that Justin, here as in other 
places, makes Trypho cite the 'Jewish' translation is barred by the 
parallel in Apol. Should we therefore trace the difference back to Justin 
himself? Or is it one among many instances due to revisory activity 
during the course of transmission? There certainly are passages that allow 
themselves to be decided straightforwardly. But ours are not among them, 
and decision about them must be left for special treatment which is long 
overdue and for which fresh sources of information are now available. 
(D. Barthélémy, O.P., ' Redécouverte d'un chaînon manquant de l'histoire 
de la Septante', Revue Biblique L X , 1953, pp. 18-29. This is a first report 
about a newly found MS of the Greek Dodekapropheton. Written in I p , 
it is a Jewish recension of the LXX, readings of which are shown to 
agree with Justin's 'Jewish' quotations, with pre-hexaplaric approaches 
to the Hebrew found in the Aclunimic and Sahidic versions and the 
Washington Pap. W (IH p ) , with the Quinta and with many readings of 
the Three.) 

The evidence for Philo and Clem. Alex, is not consistent either. In 
Philo there is a variant: fug. 161 ό βάτος (Exod. 3: 2 f.); somn. 1, 194 έκ 
τοϋ βάτου (Exod. 3:4)] της MA. Clem. Al. has allusions only. In Paed. 
n, 75 he uses ό βάτος thrice, in Protrept. 1, 8, 1 διά τε της βάτου. These 
unrelated passages cannot be compared with Justin where the change 
occurs within related contexts. 

10 Compare also Lev. 25: 8 where the LXX translates D'lBfn nh3# by 
αναπαύσεις ετών. At first sight one would say that they thought of 
jin?#. Yet in the light of what we shall see (pp. i78f.) there arises the 
alternative possibility that from the habit of translating ρτϊ |# Π3Β* by 
σάββατα άνάπαυσις (Exod. 16: 23; 31: 15; 35: 2; Lev. 16: 31; 23: 3, 
and, close by, 25: 4) there originated a temptation to interchange the 
two components of this combination freely. If so, άνάπαυσις = Γ>3# 
would rank among άφεσις = and πολυανδρεΐον = K?|. 

11 So obviously already Philo, as can be seen from spec. leg. n, 194: τήν 



'νηστείσν' εορτήν άνεϊπε Kod εορτών τ ή ν μεγ ίστην πατρίω γλώττη 
'σαββατα σαββατων ' αυτήν όνομάσας, ώς δ' αν "έλληνες εΤποιεν, 
εβδομάδα εβδομάδων καί αγίων ά γ ι ω τ έ ρ α ν . Incidentally Heine-
mann's footnote on this paragraph (German translation 11, 161 n. 3) 
' Den Ausdruck pïl3IT Π3Β7 gibt die LXX nur beim Versöhnungstag durch 
σαββατα σαββατων wieder (3 Mos. 16, 31. 23, 32), dagegen beim Sabbat 
(2 Mos. 31, 15. 35, 2. 3 Mos. 23, 3) und Sabbatjahr (3 Mos. 25, 4) durch 
σαββατα άνάπαυσις', represents an inadmissible simplification based 
upon incomplete tabulation, and is easily proved wrong by the strict 
interpretation of the doublet in Lev. 16: 31, given on p. 161. It does not 
apply any better to the hexaplaric interpolations of the LXX, both where 
Sabbat and Sabbatjahr are meant. 

12 Observe also that άνάπαυσις αύτη is missing in 0 and some later groups 
which depend on it. άνάπαυσις alone is missing in fir, one of the latest 
groups, and αύτη transposed in Ν fir. So Schleusner's text would be 
Origenian, and we may assume that Origen read -f- άνάπαυσις αύτη, 
which led to an omission in the MSS representing his text - if Origen 
himself had not already excluded it, putting σαββατων in its place, 
αΰτη is unique here among the passages quoted, yet it prevails Lev. 
25: 10 ff. as against εστίν or Ισται. In our passages the MT uses ΓΓΓΡ or 
Kin promiscuously. 

13 The source may well be θ ' , considering A' has μηνίσκων and C κοσμ(ι)ων. 
The Α-text has μηνίσκους in 8: 21, and in 8: 26 there is a doublet τών 
ορμίσκων ενφωθ. Here ενφωθ is in the Ο group only (A abcf). So it is not 
the old text. Moreover, it is corrupt. Representing niDDl, it lost its 
initial ν by haplography: Ν€ΤΙΦ(υθ (Ν]€ΝΦ6ι)θ). We must keep in 
mind that in Judges we have no fully pre-Origenian text at all. The 
position is as though in the NT we had only Lucianic ('Byzantine') and 
'Western' MSS (cf. p. 272). 

14 The two passages, 2 Esdras 20: 35 f. and 23: 31, are closely related; not 
only because they record the same subject matter, but also from the point 
of view of translation which, without being precisely identical, is very 
similar, e.g. D'JBtO •"'JïlvV * 2 0· 35 ε '* κ α ·ρούς άπό χρόνων; 23: 31 εν 
καιροίς από χρόνων. D'SS in the expression D'SÇÇI *3"}R offering of wood (for 
maintaining the altar-fire) is translated with the same circumstantiality, 
20: 35 ξυλοφορίας, 23: 31 τών ξυλοφόρων, so that the result is a tautology, 
the offering of delivery (23: 31 of the deliverers) of wood. The similarity is 
sufficiently close to suggest an emendation. In 23: 31 ]3*}ĵ  is correctly 
rendered by τό δώρον; in 20: 35, κλήρους έβάλομεν περί κλήρου ξυλο-
φορίας, the context shows clearly that we should read δώρου instead of 
κλήρου. Still more, we may wonder whether we should not read (with e) 
τών ξυλοφοριών in 23: 31. We should, of course, distinguish between the 
feminine plural ξυλοφορίαι and the festival name τά ξυλοφόρια. To this 
festival reference is made by Josephus, Β J n 425 της τών ξυλοφορίων 
εορτής, and by rabbinical sources which date it on the 15th of Ab 



(Schürer4 π, 3 1 0 )· Later on, nine days extending from the first of Nisan 
till the first of Tebeth were fixed for the wood delivery, yet none of the 
fixed dates is in Tuchri. Therefore one does not see for what reason LS 
maintains the traditional mistake of our lexica in translating Jos., Β J11, 
425 'the Jewish feast of Tabernacles'. In fact, this festival of wood-offering 
was only temporary, and never concurrent, let alone identical, with 
Sukkoth, I5th-22nd (23rd) of Tischri. The offering of wood never had 
any connection whatever with the feast of Tabernacles. 

15 This differentiation applies also to the compounds. When at a late date 
Galen still says λιτρώδης 6, 559, he does so because he found λίτρον 
in Hippocrates. 'The belief in his "Bible", Hippocrates, is one of the 
worst manifestations of archaism' (Wilamowitz, Die Griechische Literatur 
des Altertums p. 250). 

16 Yet this does not necessarily protect from mistakes, any more than when 
Bewer proposes in Ezek. 21: 14 to read γυμνώθητι instead of the corrupt 
θυμώθητι. This, in fact, as έτοίμη (rjs) in 21: 15 and the corrupt second 
έσπασμένη (for ετοιμασμένη) in 21: 33 indicate, must be corrected into 
έτοιμάσθητι as was early suggested by Lambert Bos. 

17 Among them there is the precarious assumption that the co-existence of 
forms observable in λίβανος-λιβανωτάς, κλίβανος-κλιβανωτός, κίβος-
κιβωτός, μάκελλα, μάκελλον-μακελλωτός, and also in λήδον-λήδανον, 
reflects two separate acts of borrowing, from the Semitic singular on the 
one hand, from the plural on the other. A. Müller (Bezz- Beitr. 1, 298) 
goes as far as to include even συκάμ-ιν-ος, but compare Lobeck, Ajas* 
p. 334 n. ι. 

18 When adducing Galen 19, p. 693, LS and Bauer suggest secular evidence 
for σικερα. Moreover, in contrast to the Greek Bible, σικέρας shows 
inflexion: ουδέ τοϋ ψυχρού ύδατος ή οίνου ή 3ύθου ή ετέρας σικέρας 
πόσις άβλαβης έστι. But an earlier passage of the same treatise on The 
Diagnosu and Therapy of Kidney Diseases (ch. 5, end, p. 679) should make 
us beware of rash inferences. After a paragraph referring to time-
honoured household remedies, when everything better has failed, the 
text continues καί ταϋτα δέ δια τό, ώς έτΗ τό πολύ, άποτυγχάνειν δει καί 
ή μας τους Χριστιανούς έπΙ τά καθ* ήμδς μέγιστα καί κυρίως μυστηριώδη 
χωρεϊν. τούτοις γαρ έγώ πιστεύω καί ομολογώ μη μόνον τά σωματικά 
πάθη καί άπηγορευμένα περί πάντων τών Ιατρών φυγαδεύεσθαι, άλλα 
καί ψυχικά τελείως άφανφσθαι. λοιπόν τόν λόγον ώς τήν ύπόθεσιν 
Ιδικώς πρός σέ τρέπομεν - an obvious pointer to the sacrament of the 
altar. Thus we are by no means outside the biblical circuit, and these 
passages at least are anything but Galen. 

Emeritus Professor Johannes Mewaldt in Vienna, the author of the 
article on Galen in RE, was kind enough to check my argument and to 
put his observations at my disposal. 'There are particulars telling in 
favour of Galen as the author: 1. the reference to an earlier treatise of 
his, δέδεικται γαρ έν τοϊς περί τών φυσικών δυνάμεων ύπομνήμασιν etc. 



(p. 649, 1. 1 3 ) , a treatise which Galen is especially fond of quoting. 
2. On p. 659,11. 7-11, the author mentions in passing a case from his own 
practice and its successful treatment; this is very much in Galen's vein. 
3. The dietetic prescriptions on p. 679 compare with those found in 
Galen's treatise περί λετττυνούσης διαίτης ed. Kalbfleisch. However, 
there are indications that the treatise about Kidney Diseases as we read 
it now derives from a Christian. First of all the two passages mentioned 
above: the passage on p. 679,1. 3 (καϊ ταϋτα)-9 (άφανφσθαι) which does 
not fit into the context and is clearly an interpolation; and the passage on 
p. 693,1. 5, not only because of the mention and inflexion of σικερα, but 
also because of the mention of jööos which, according to the lexicons, is 
found nowhere in Galen; for in the context the mention of water and 
wine suffices. Further some stylistic features are odd and completely un-
Galenic : the exaggerated form of address ήλιε της Ιμής ψυχής (p. 680,1. 3) ; 
still more so the whole concluding passage beginning with 1. 7 on p. 697; 
here the author speaks about himself as the addressee's δούλος and 
calls the addressee's physician in ordinary σύνδουλος μου; moreover, the 
protestation έπί θεω μάρτυρι (p. 697,1. 16) is noteworthy. All this sounds 
Byzantine.' 

From the above it would seem that it is no longer possible to place the 
treatise among the obvious forgeries of Galen. Impersonating the pagan 
physician is one thing, interspersing his work with Christian passages is 
another. The first is forgery, the second 'editing'. 

19 'τό πασχα (neben Dat. -ατι)' Schw., Gr. Gr. p. 585. Where does -ατι 
occur? Schmiedel quotes 'Suicers Thesaurus'. 

20 ασαρθα, Jos., AJ in, 252 (τη πεντηκοστή, ήν Εβραίοι ασαρθά καλοϋσι, 
σημαίνει δέ τοϋτο πεντηκοστήν), in a passage drawn from Lev. 23: 15 ff., 
however, is different. There is no equivalent for n"3?W>nor is it ever found 
for Pentecost in the LXX. The Aramaic borrowed word Sfl'lSS, Pentecost, 
gives the impression of belonging to a period more recent than the LXX, 
and Josephus here reflects contemporary parlance, as does the NT, in the 
Aramaic words and phrases collected e.g. in Schürer 114, 25. 

21 It is different with such borrowed words in Jerome as are not in the LXX. 
For D'iTriN slope, berm (Bertholet-Galling, Hesekiel, 1936, p. 148) he has 
an acc. plur. ethecas Ezek. 41: 15 f. (Rönsch p. 256), butporticus in 42: 3,5. 
Most probably Aquila had something corresponding; in any case this 
would fit into the list of quasi-Greek whimsical coinages, which have been 
collected from Aquila by Field (1, xxiii). 

22 Schwyzer (KZ 6a, 1934/5, pp. 1 ff.) also compares ή γσ^α = Persian 
ganuj and Βάκτρα = BabyL Ba-ah-tar, old Persian Baxtril. 

23 Yet there still remains another example which it is hard to explain 
satisfactorily, σάτα from ΠΚΟ, Aram. ΚΑΚΟ. As in σάββατα, -τον, so here 
the sing, σατον is decidedly later than the plural. As Π NO itself may be 
borrowed (Lagarde, Beer, Hebr. Gramm. 1, 136), we may perhaps assume 
that there was in Hebrew an old fem. "BSO such as in "V7>jC he glorifies 



or io^tÇ they are red (Isa. 1: 18), where Κ is consonantal and closes the 
syllable, a feature which is more appropriate to Hebrew than to Aramaic. 
Moreover, here, in the name of a measure, a derivation from an emphatic 
state is as improbable as in the names of the letters of the alphabet. 

24 There was a time when I thought I could decide this dilemma from the 
LXX. For, just as many of our MSS spell ναυλ-, a variant found in all 
passages except perhaps 1 Macc. 13:51 which is not covered by BM, and 
just as when -v precedes, there are frequent haplographies, so that we 
find -αβλ- or -αυλ-, just so Origen alone (codd. cx) says αυλοί in 1 Sam. 
10:5 and αυλοις in 2 Sam. 6: 5 (cf. ναυλοις cod. 44, and in 1 Chron. 13:8 
αυλισκοις cod. 74). But a closer view at the annotation shows that in 
both passages Origen simplified the enumeration of the many instru
ments: he put αυλοί instead of νάβλα ι Sam. 10: 5 (with many later 
recensions he here introduced the plurals of 2 Sam. 6: 5), omitted 
αυλοί, where it was in the MT and the LXX, later in the verse; and put 
αυλοί; instead of νάβλαις 2 Sam. 6: 5, where instead of καί έν αϋλοϊς he 
gives άλαλα/μου (c) or -ών (χ). So it is obvious that he did not intend to 
use a masc. ναύλος for ναβλα, and that consequendy he gives no support 
to a masc. cited for A' Ps. 150: 3. 

LS is right in not following the Concordance with its rash heading 
ναύλος, but it is not complete when for ναυλον = νάβλα it quotes 
Hesychius only. The evidence of the Vulgate does not decide the issue. 
Its nablis 1 Chron. 15: 16, 20, 28; 1 Macc. 13: 51 is inconclusive, and 
nabla 1 Sam. 10: 5 in the Vet. Lat. La v. does not substantiate the 
formation nablum which appears for Jerome in the lexica. Only two 
arguments could possibly do so. (1) We might think of an imitation of 
Aquila's ναυλον; yet this is unlikely here, as nablis exists only in those 
books and passages in which Jerome but slighdy revises the Vet. Lat., 
whereas in his own translations he prefers psalterium or other renderings. 
(2) Apart from the Latin Bible there exists nablium in Ovid's ars am. 3,327. 
So the nom. of nablis is more probably nabla than nablum, which latter in 
view of Aquila's ναυλον is not quite impossible; in our Greek lexica we 
may have to insert a problematic *ναβλκ>ν, and certainly νάβλον instead 
of ναυλον. 

Earlier we recorded that in secular Greek there was a formation 6 
νάβλας. This is also recorded for A' and C Isa. 5: 12 in the margin of 
cod. 710 (ed. Lütkemann-Rahlfs, 1915). Yet the editors (p. 51 n. 205) 
make it probable that here νάβλας is a genitive and, as happens else
where, a mistaken adaptation to the gen. ψαλτηρίου of the LXX. At 
any rate, as they do not fail to point out, March. Q,, which gives the 
whole sentence as it was in Aquila, has nom. νάβλα. A' Ps. 91 (92) : 4 
νάβλη, after Field's emendation, points to the same. 

25 These slight mistakes have been tacidy corrected in my résumé. In 
Lev. 25: 10-13 Deissmann reads ένιαυτος or έτος αφέσεως σημασίας and 
translates signal-year of the release. Yet the gen. σημασίας is almost without 



authority in 10, 11, 12 and is a corruption also in 13, though here it is 
read even by B* in support of GMN min. and Arm. Bo. Co. Eth. The 
correct translation of the Greek would be the year of release, the signal. 
Here the Greek puts side by side two co-ordinated nouns; just as we had 
observed it doing in Exodus and similarly in Leviticus, when for the 
Hebrew subordination by a construct state p f l 3 # J 1 3 # he put σαββατα 
άνάπαυσις or σαββατα σαββατων (cf. above, pp. 159 ff.), here he says 
ένιαυτός αφέσεως - σημασία αύτη (v. 10). Thus in w . 11, 12 we have to 
understand {ένιαυτός) αφέσεως σημασία αύτη εστίν ι ι / ΐ2 as an elliptical 
expression, which leaves (ένιαυτός) to be understoood; for ένιαυτός has 
no Hebrew equivalent in v. 10 either. There, ένιαυτός αφέσεως is the first 
translation of 7 3 V , and σημασία the second. The analogy of the passages 
translating ρ Γ ϊ 3 # f 1 3 t f becomes still closer as soon as we realize that in 
both expressions the following ΝΊΠ appears in the Greek translation as con
nected with the second component of the compound expression (cf. Lev. 
16:31 σαββατα [σαββατων] άνάτταυσις αύτη, where the later recensions, 
as was shown above in a note, p. 325 n. 12, far from reading a gen. 
άνατταύσεως, cancelled άνάπαυσις αύτη). From this observation we are 
able to emend v. 13 where our editions read έν τ φ έτει της αφέσεως 
σημασία αυτής. The first thing that is obviously mistaken is the pronoun 
αυτής, for everywhere else we read the nom. αύτη, and it is extremely 
improbable that for once αυτός should have taken the place of ούτος. The 
difficulty of the passage explains to the full why B* and others (see above) 
here read a gen. σημασίας. But everything is in order, as soon as we draw 
the consequences from the fact that έτος της αφέσεως and σημασία αύτη, 
as duplicates, are in the same case. So, if we do not prefer to write 
σημασία αύτη as a parenthesis, an expedient which I would hardly 
recommend, we must read έν τω ίτει τής αφέσεως, σημασία ταύτη. Any 
refutation would have to start from the assumption that in the other 
passages Κ1Π was actually rendered by αυτή and not by αύτη. The fact 
that here for once the Hebrew has the word for year, 73 i»n M(Ç>3, does not 
make any difference, for it is almost the same in v. 10 and w . 11, 12, 
wherever is put repeatedly in close proximity to 7 3 Ϊ > . The only further 
slight divergence of v. 13 is that we read της αφέσεως with an uncontested 
article, but this would not make disputable the close analogy and inter
relation of all the parallel passages in w . 10-13. 

a6 I cannot explain Aquila's translation of 7 3 V , ό παραφέρων (Lev. 25: ίο; 
Exod. 19: 13, the latter only in a retranslation by Field from Syr.h, 
Num. 36: 4 in BM). Having in mind the remarks of Schulthess, Homon. 
Wurzeln im Syrischen p. 2 and note 5 ,1 would call attention to παράφορα, 
περιφορά, περιφέρεια which render rflVVin in the Greek Qphelet, in a 
way redolent of Aquila (McNeile pp. 115-68), and to έφέρετο-7ί?ΠΠ? in 
one of the duplicate renderings of 1 Sam. 21: 13 (14) which is certainly 
not Aquila, as it appears already in the Vet. Lat. (differebatur, Leg. (2)). 

27 For διάτΓτωσις ig: 6, 14, διαπίπτουσαν ig: 12, διαπίπτων ig: 13, 



Schleusner π, U2f., offers a brilliant emendation: διάπτυσις, δια-
πτυουσα, διαπτοων. Though SiaTrTaxnsfall,faüure would make some sense, 
-TTTU- would be an etymological translation by connecting this place name 
with talmudic (cf. G. Hölscher on Job 17: 6), spit upon something 
despicable. This way of etymological translation of place names is a clear 
indication for a late, Theodotion-like, translator of this passage ; there are 
more to be found, if we compare our passage with its parallel, Jer. 7: 31 f. 
We may also refer to ττερικάθαρμα and περίφημα in 1 Cor. 4:13. There are 
some interesting parallels in the LXX which illustrate the idea behind this 
etymological translation. So Isa. 40: 15 ώς σίελο; λογισθήσονται is a mis
translation which misreads (Schleusner ν , 29; Ottley n, 299) Ρ"Ί fine dust 
into ρΊ spittle, and Prov. 21: 18 περικάθαρμα for "IDS ransom is a trans
lation which, as Gottfried Kuhn, Beiträge zur Erklärung des Salomonischen 
Spruchbuches p. 96, explains, takes its rise from Aram. IDS to wipe off. From 
this Kuhn tentatively suggests also in Prov. 21: 15 changing δσιος δέ 
ακάθαρτος into σίαλος δέ ακάθαρτος, assuming that the translator derived 
nrina (cf. p. 257 above) from ΟΠΪ descend, flow down and giving parallels 
from Syriac. Considering these parallels, we may disregard some obvious 
objections: διάπτίΛπς is not found elsewhere, but its formation is justified 
from parallels; the participles are in the active and we rather expect the 
passive, but also this is not without parallels. 

28 In 19: 2 πολυανδρεΐον υΙών τών τέκνων αυτών is corrupt, of course, and 
Cornill, Rudolph (also in BH3) were ill-advised in tracing it back to a 
Hebrew variant DrrU '}3. The Complutensian had already found almost 
the right solution, putting π . υΙών Εννομ by mere conjecture. We must 
read π . uioO Εννομ as in 19: 6. Our MSS preserve other attempts at 
making sense of τέκνων. So Lucian reads π . υΙών τών τεθνηκότων αυτών 
and cod. 228mirg- π . υΙών τών θνητών αυτών. 

29 p a p noise, noisy crowd, multitude', πολυανδρεΐον meeting-place for many 
people, common burial-place (this 2 Mace. 9: 4, 14; 4 Mace. 15: 20). 

30 My intention is not to controvert the current explanation of πολυαν
δρεΐον, as expressed by Wellhausen, Geschichte3 pp. 205 f. and 302, but to 
give it a substructure from close observation of the Greek texts. 

yen and πολυανδρεΐον are not the only translations of id, not even in 
our phrase, φάραγξ €ννομ, Josh. 15: 8 air; 2 Esdras 11: 30 (in an addition 
supplied by SeL), as well as φάραγξ υΐοϋ €ννομ, 2 Kings 23: 10; even 
Jer. 7: 31 f.; 39(32): 35, are supported by numerous renderings 
φάραγξ = ICJ from Deut. 4: 46 onwards, including Ezekiel. 

Moreover, it is difficult to derive the version of the parallels in Jer. 7 
and 19 from an identical translator. It is because of this impression that 
I refrain here from checking Thackeray's observations on the dividing 
line between the different translators in Jeremiah and Ezekiel and the 
relation between the Greek Jeremiah and Ezekiel. His results, which had 
not been entirely beyond doubt before (cf. L. Köhler, CAW, 1909, 
pp. 9-10, note) have been further weakened, since the evidence of the 



early Chester Beatty-Scheide Ezekiel became available, and may in 
future require some more modification. 

31 The same has been demonstrated repeatedly in the Heptateuch by Dr 
Α. V. Billen. 

32 It is easy to see that m m a r g - is right in ascribing this reading to θ ' , whereas 
jmarg. w hich, moreover, has θεραπεία instead of θεραφιν, is mistaken in 
recording A' instead; similar mistakes are very frequent in the marginal 
notes of our MSS. 

33 I do not see any reason for altering anything in the Hebrew; and if the 
evidence had to be given for CD l̂jl JiJJ], as Kittel would still read in 
BH3, he could base this reading on Q"a αδικία θεραφιν rather than on C"s 
ανομία τών είδώλων; for ανομία is rarer for ]itf than is αδικία. The 
Theodotionic doublet in Lucian may be due to Lucian's wish to see Jis? 
represented alongside of $8 which, as the Vet. Lat. proves, was the 
reading from which the LXX translated. Therefore, if any emendation 
were desired, we could only say that it is already found in some of the 
later translators; but in following them we ought to realize that this is but 
a repeated conjecture against which the MT and the LXX stand united, 
and both making good sense. 

34 In Hebrew there is no special word that primarily means victory, there
fore of the words covering this meaning fl"\13i is rendered Ισχύς Exod. 
32: 18 (cf. κατίσχυεν for 131 Exod. 17: 11 bis and δυνατός ίσχύϊ for Ίΐ3ϊ 
?Ώ 2 Kings 5: ι in what Benzinger, Burney and Kittel consider a 
doublet in MT and LXX from which L alone is free) ; and HSTCfy Άψΰη 
are always rendered σωτηρία according to the primary meaning of the 
Hebrew root. 

35 βάτος is much less frequent in the LXX than κόρος. In 2 Esdras 7: 22 
Rahlfs twice prefers βάδων which in both passages is the reading of Any 
only. In the first occurrence BVh Eth. read αποθηκών, yet in the second 
they join with the rest which read βάτων. The reading βάδων may also 
be behind the isolated κάδων of A in 2 Chron. 2:9 = 0^3 for which all 
other MSS put μέτρων twice, though the second time A also reads 
μέτρων. The formation with -δ- is also found in hexaplaric fragments, so 
Isa. 5: 10 A' C Θ' βάδον, where, however, Jerome records, 'omnes alii 
bafum interpretati sunt', because here the LXX translates Π3 by κερά-
μιον. βάδων is further the reading ofmin. 71 (HP) in 1 Kings 5: 25 (11), 
where the others put βεθ for Hebrew "13 which earlier in the same verse is 
translated κόρους. Here Syr. says ]>lo, and I consider it probable that the 
spelling with -δ-, which, as we have seen, has but poor evidence, is a late 
Aramaism. Another problem is closely connected with this, why has βάτος 
a τ for Hebrew Π and not a θ? The answer may come from two quarters. 
Analogy with, and assimilation to, the other homonymous words βάτος 
may have been of some influence, yet the main reason is that mentioned 
above, p. 172, viz., -tt- in the plural D'flS. 



So we may reasonably ask whether the late variants βάδος and κάδος 
may not merely reflect the same variants in Luke 16: 6 and so range 
among the other 'back-readings' from the NT which have been observed 
here and there in this chapter. 

36 With an inconsistency to be observed also in the use of other measure 
names, κόρος represents "ich in the two Pentateuch passages, Lev. 27: 16; 
Num. 11: 32. 

37 Among the Three this tendency had been observed in Aquila alone. Now 
Lütkemann-Rahlfs (p. 50 n. 195) have produced strong evidence for 
Theodotion and Symmachus as well. 

38 The marginal reading ofmin. 128 κυκλώσαι is likely to be Aquila's. 
39 'κωλύειν (άττοκωλ.) in several books renders N V B . Λαγχάνειν = Tpjj? take 

ι Sam. 14: 47.' 
40 Bl.-Debr. §400, 3, Bauer* p. 837, rightiy displays the warning 'v.l. ' 

Therefore, when expounding Acts 1: 17; Luke 1: 9, as does Dr L. S. 
Thornton (JTS 46, 1945, p. 52), one must understand that here the NT 
passages are prior to 'the solitary analogy of this use of λαγχάνειν in the 
LXX '. For here we have only the hexaplaric interpolation of the LXX and 
not its genuine text. The trouble is that Β combines the primitive and 
the Origenian texts; Bauer, however, was not deceived, because his LXX 
references are based upon Rahlfs' edition. 

41 The reason why the duplicate came into being is obvious. The original 
translators had used a text which here had no matres lectionis; so they 
interpreted nSlVsn, written ΓΟ^δΠ, as though it were ΓΟΧ^ΘΠ, Ιργον 
(Wellhausen). A later translator or corrector, previous (?) to Origen and 
Lucian, was not satisfied with correcting the mistake proper, but re
translated the entire phrase which was only half incorporated by Lucian, 
but in its entirety by 0 and B, yet, in a way that betrays it as secondary, 
at different places. 

42 έν Γαι έν γή Μωαβ, Deut. 34 : 6, a s r e a d in Rahlfs' text, though not a 
doublet, is not the genuine LXX text, έν γή Μωαβ is missing in many 
MSS, including Β θ L Lugd. ; it is secondary in the LXX and may even 
indicate a later addition in the MT (Steuernagel1, but not BH3). The 
marginal note in ν, ' 0 ' A' C θ ' αυτόν έν γή Μωαβ', more precisely 
characterizes this addition as hexaplaric and it looks as though έν Γαι 
was missing there, as it is, indeed, in Origen's non-hexaplaric quotation, 
as far as one can judge from BM. 

43 In Josh. 18: 16, where we must read έπΙ Γαι Εννομ (cf. p. 247), a doublet 
έττΐ γήν Γαι €ννομ is indicated by the reading of pt, two Lucianic MSS, 
έττΐ τήν Γεεν(ν)ομ. Moreover, γή is not the only corruption of γαι. In 
Josh. 15: 9, where BN imrzm gag read είς τό όρος, M. Margolis (AJSL 3a, 
1915/16, p. 138; JPOS, 1925, pp. 60 ff.) convincingly restored είς Γαι 
δρος (ΓΑΙ-Γ6-ΤΟ), the reading of dgnpt ( = Lucian), Lat. (Geth), Arm., 
and Θ', pointing out that this Γαι reflects a Hebrew reading '57 (cf. 
7: 2 ff.) instead of our present "HS?. This variant is not recorded in BH3. "Hy 



makes its first appearance in our Greek with A' έττΙ κώμας, which was 
adopted by Origen's recension, and by C είς πόλεις. Whether θ ' took 
his Γαι from the Hebrew or the Greek, cannot be decided; in any case his 
late testimony shows that this reading was still in existence when he 
wrote. 

44 This involves some minor changes in Rahlfs' text. In the latter passage 
Lucian agrees with the worse MSS, in the former he puts φαράγγι β. ε., 
with his usual inconsistency. 

45 More strictly the two good MSS read πατέρα αγεαδδαειρ, Β; πατέρα ay-
γεαρραειρ, c a. Both MSS derive from an identical archetype, in which 
there was a dittography of A; for S'a, which is a construct state followed 
by genitive, could never have had an article. Yet their difference is much 
more interesting and instructive than their common corruption. In view 
of the close connection of both MSS in Chronicles in general and their 
opposition to the other MSS here, both in what is good and what is bad 
in their reading, it seems excluded that their main difference, -δδ- in B, 
and -pp- in c 2, should be due to a subsequent approximation of c 2 to the 
MT. So here we have evidence for a Greek interchange of Δ-P which 
generally is not taken sufficiently into account in the textual criticism of 
the LXX; for the expositors are rather inclined to consider a Hebrew 
interchange "T-*l alone plausible. Here, as in many other things, Bewer 
in his brilliant study Der Text des Buches Esra is free from common 
prejudices, listing Δ-P among the 'most common confusions' (pp. 2 f.). 
As far as a proof is required, our passage furnishes it. 

In the last letters -€IP which Bcj have in common, £ is corrupt for C, 
and I do not hesitate, either, to change P into M. Even the doublings or 
dittographies which are accumulated in c 8, the more primitive of the 
two text forms, are but corruptions witnessing to a period when the 
transliteration was no longer understood. Thus iPS is rightly preserved in 
Bc2, and D,B '̂ir] in the later recensions. 

Lucian on his part, who is the only one to render K% by φάραγγος, in 
the following passage, where all the others give the translation τέκτονΕς, 
has ώς έν όράσει which looks like a Graecized Αρασιμ. 

46 I do not think that πάσης της γής-f ΊΚΓΙ"73 of the preceding verse had 
any influence. 

47 Schleusner n, 200; m, 61 makes the good point that in 1 Sam. 13: 20 
θέριστρον, which our editions give with BNcenxy, is 'lectio aperte 
vitiosa ac e compendio scribendi orta', and that we must put Θεριστή piov, 
as read by all the others. Θέριστρον (also Θερίστριον) means light summer 
garment and as such in LXX renders *p»2t and T T ) , θεριστήριον, on the 
other hand, is the instrument used by the man called θεριστήρ or 
θεριστής, whereas θέριστρον derives from the primary meaning of 
θερίζω do summer-work (cf. θέρος summer). The expositors will correctly 
state that the first words in v. 21 of the LXX afford no sufficient help in 
restoring the corrupt Hebrew, yet, granted this, I think that to some 



extent we are able to retranslate these Greek words. In 8: 12 the same 
translator renders iTSp , iStftV) W^EI e**irjV by θερφιν θερισμόν αύτοϋ καί 
τρυγαν τρυγητόν αύτοο. So the Greek, when rendering καί fjv ό τρυγητός 
έτοιμος τοϋ θερίχειν, may have read something like [or ΤΧ3Π] T ? j ^ 3 ΪΓζΙΙ 
B**1E|̂  |i31, a reading which involved a change throughout from fern, to 
masc. This rendering of BhPl by Θερφιν is confined to these two passages 
of ι Samuel, and from it Schleusner draws the conclusion that θεριστή-
ριον = fi#TT]D in 13: 20 to our translator meant ploughshare. I do not see to 
what extent these considerations afford a real help in restoring the corrupt 
Hebrew, yet in such a desperate situation it may be worth while rescuing 
from oblivion these old observations. At any event it may be rash with LS 
to give the meanings, 'Θέριστρον sickle 1 Sam. 13. 20 (v.l.)' and 'θεριστή-
ριον reaping-hook 1 Sam. 13. 20 (v.l. θέριστρον)'. For in the LXX the 
latter is represented already by δρέπανον, which is the strong point 
supporting Schleusner's interpretation. 

48 Deut. 16: 9; 23: 25 (26) for #0"10 sickle; in the interrelated passages 
Mic. 4: 3; Joel 3 (4): 10 and Isa. 2: 4 and in Isa. 18: 5 for Π"}»!» vine
dresser's knife (pruning-hook AV) ; for "?iö sickle Joel 3 (4) : 13 ; Jer. 2 7 (50) : 
16; and with this last use the translator of the Minor Prophets is so 
familiar that he twice misreads îlVj!? as "?J8 and translates δρέπανον, 
Zech. 5: ι f. ]3"1,T, on the other hand, is literally translated, at a late date, 
in the two places where it occurs: βούκεντρον Eccles. 12: 11 LXX A' C 
and ι Sam. 13: 20 f. A' (Field). LS has no other evidence for the word. 

49 Schwyzer, I.e. The name of this cypher was παρακύϊσμα (LS p. 1562 a 
under P\ and p. 2097" top). 

50 Later on the respective spellings were taken at their face value and so 
came to rule the pronunciation. 

51 μεχωνωθ 2 Esdras 17: 70, 72 BS+ is a corruption for χοθωνωθ (ΠΪΓΙ3) A rell. 
which has been corrected by Rahlfs. 

52 There is yet another usage of άμνας which is not affected by what has just 
been discussed, nB'tpj? 'money', which is rightly compared with pecus, 
pecunia: Josh. 24: 32 άμνάδων, Job 42: 11 άμνάδα; yet Gen. 33: 19 
αμνών in the majority of MSS, including 911, άμνάδων being read only 
in half of the Origenian tradition. 

53 In ι Kings 20: 21 B f for once has the corruption ΓΟΥΖΑΝ. It is hard to 
understand why Swete and BM not only retain this corrupt form, but 
even accent it yoüjav, as though it were understandable Greek. 

54 This Hebraistic homonym was taken over by the Vet. Lat. which appears 
in the marginal notes of cod. Leg. Here the acc. is scizan in v. 20 and 
scizam in 21. Vercellone does not fail to point to a different use of the 
Latin word, when Lucifer of Calaris translates the twice repeated 
σχίδακας of 1 Kings 18: 33 first by scizas and then by scizam. For σχίδακες 
is the LXX translation of D'SS pieces of wood, 1 Kings 18: 33-8, four times. 
This word appears in Vitruvius as schidia, which in its Greek form is 
preserved only in a gloss of Hesychius, who explains it by ώμόλινα raw 



flax, σχίδακε;, if correct at all, is apparently a homonym, whereas 
σχίδιον in Rufus Medicus (H p ) , quoted by Oribasius Medicus (IV P), 
where it means splint as a surgical contrivance, is but a special application 
of σχίδιον ι, dimin. of σχ^α. In Latin, schidia is a fem., surviving in 
Italian scheggia. As far as they came to be identically pronounced, these 
two Latin words are homonyms. But sciza = σχί^α-^Π was hardly ever 
alive in Latin, apart from its use in the Vet. Lat. Bible, from which 
Lucifer quotes. 

55 For the discussion of John 1:14 Th. Zahn (Dar Evangelium des Johannes11*) 
pp. 78 f. should not be overlooked. 

E X C U R S U S ι, pages 197-204 

ι Cf. Wisd. of Sol. 16: 18 ίνα αυτοί βλέποντες είδώσιν (ιδωσιν SBC), Vulg. 
ut ipsi videntes scirent. Fichtner compares 12: 27 Ιδόντες... έπέγνωσαν. 

2 HR, under γνωστώς and έμφαν^ειν, wrongly connect γνωστώς with the 
preceding words, following the Sixtine text εμφάνισαν μοι σεαυτόν 
γνωστώς ίνα ϊδω σε, with m Arm. Co. La., whereas Or.-lat. ut evidenter 
alone puts Ινα before γνωστώς. Grabe follows the Sixtine text though, as 
Bos remarks, 'Alex. & Aid.' have no Ινα. This is one of the not infrequent 
passages in which Grabe's reproduction of A is inaccurate, but has 
nevertheless been passed on by our expositors as the reading of A, 
though in fact it represents either a slip or a conjecture of Grabe's. 

3 BH3 is here particularly unfortunate in referring to, and retranslating, the 
Greek (Exod. 33: 13). (1) γνωστώς είδώ σε, after the itacism has been 
removed, is identical with ïJSftK so that a retranslation ΊΐΓ]Ν is inadmis
sible. (2) εμφάνισαν μοι σεαυτόν is suggested to represent a Hebrew such 
as is found in 33: 18 for the only reason that our earlier Greek editions 
have this translation in w . 13 and 18 alike. But in v. 18 this translation is 
confined to Bahr Co.(vid.) and has been righdy replaced by the reading 
of AFM rell. La. r w in Rahlfs' text; it is a mere adaptation to the similar 
passage of v. 13, and the majority reading is seen to be pre-hexaplaric 
from the fact that there exists a slightly different hexaplaric reading (0). 
So έμφάνισόν μοι σεαυτόν does not represent a different Hebrew of v. 13 
any more. (3) To correct ΠΝ"1! into 5ΠΚ1 on the basis of the Greek γνώ 
is a blunder in method. However we may explain or emend γνώ, there is 
no reason whatever to project it back into the Hebrew. 

4 ίδε συ Job 34: 17 is corrupt; the secondary MSS AV f append ούκ οίει 
in a conflation. Instead of Ιδε σύ we should read οϊη δέ, as in 34: 12 
( = ηκ) and 40: 8 ( = *]KfJ as here in 34: 17). 

5 Compared with our main issue there remains a minor domestic dispute 
which, as far as the genuine LXX is concerned, has now been settled by 
ChB 963. As Thackeray (p. 278) had recorded, Β prefers a first aor. 
είδήσαι in Deuteronomy, εϊδησαν 8: 3, i6; 32: 17 and είδήσαι 4: 35. 
In 4: 25 Β stands out quite alone, for ειδεσαι a 3 can more easily be 
reconciled with εΐδέναι, the reading of all the rest; in the other passages 



a small group of MSS agrees with B, and in the first occurrence in 32: 17 
ghsvm g read εϊδησαν more consistently than, and without the support of, 
B. But in the two passages preserved, 963 agrees with the majority 
against B's secondary reading: 4: 35 ειδεναι, 32: ιηά ουκηδ[... Although 
the meaning is not affected here, this instance has an important feature in 
common with that of 1 Mace. 1 :31 : the introduction of a secondary 
reading as a consequence of the preference given to Β which, of course, 
except for occasional shortcomings does justify such preference in most of 
the other books. 

Deut. 32: 17 offers an additional point of interest. The repeated 
ήδεισαν stands for different Hebrew expressions, first for which is 
normal, and secondly for ΌΡΓψΟ the meaning of which is in dispute. If 
those who assume a *Wfe m to know (G.-Buhl, W. Robertson Smith in 
Driver, Deuteronomy p. 363) are right, they have the support of the LXX 
which, however, may have taken recourse to a non-committal repetition 
of its preceding translation of OWT;> if> on the other hand, Steuernagel 
were correct in maintaining the traditional identification with "Wfe 1 to 
sense fright, horripilation, which is most crudely reflected by Aquila's ούκ 
έτριχίων αυτούς (Vulg. coluerunt, Luther geehrt haben, AV feared), one 
could not help remembering ίδεισαν, though one would have to think 
twice before admitting it in the LXX. Instances in which homonymy or 
near alternatives occur in the Hebrew and Greek alike are among the 
most puzzling. 

6 So when Hatch puts -πρόσταγμα for pft in the gap between ύετφ 26 and 
Ιδών 27 LXX, his model is 26: 10, but as this is only an insertion from θ ' 
with an unintelligent rendering of the corrupt j?n, I prefer δρια after 
38: 10 LXX. 

7 Beside the passages dealt with by (Field and) Turner, 1 Chron. 17: 6; 
2 Sam. 7: 7; 12: 9, there are many others in which this mode of speech 
occurs and must not be removed. Long ago A. Buttmann restored δ τι 
in Jer. 2: 36 = Do. The same must be read in Jer. 33 (26): 9: θανάτω 
άττοθανη. δ τι ετφοφήτευσας...; ( = »liB why). In Gen. 18:13, however, 
τί is omitted by A alone, and 911, 961 have it with the entire evidence, 
a fact which does not come out clearly in Bl.-Debr. §300, 2. 

E X C U R S U S 11, pages 205-210 
ι Here Rahlfs' annotation is much clearer than that in BM, who obscure the 

issue by using as their lemma the Lucianic text in a piecemeal way and 
presenting the single divergences of the hexaplaric text as variants of the 
Lucianic, a presentation which is still more complicated by the fact that 
έντολας and ακριβείας have interchanged their places in 247. 

2 Here also there is an obvious corruption in A alone, ακριβασμον instead 
of ακριβείας μου; for Syr. displays • • Ν 1 ? in both verses, and the singular 
ακριβασμον and the omission of μου are both at variance with Aquila's 
meticulous observance of the most minute features of the Hebrew original. 



The omission of the plural in Syr., v. 34 does not support the corruption 
of A. Moreover, the omission of the two articles, after the Hebrew pattern, 
by which it differs from L , bears the mark of Aquila. 

3 In Phik's Bible p. 54 η. 1, I have assembled more examples of this 
corruption. 

4 In Judg. 5: 15 the record of z, A' διαλογισμοί, C άκρίβειαι must be 
challenged. To Aquila διαλογισμοί is Γ)ΐ3β*ΠΟ (Jer. 6: 19) and διαλογί-
3εσθαι 3#Π (Ps. 118(119): 119). Symmachus, on the other hand, is 
quoted once only for άκριβ- = j?j?n, and here together with A' Θ', 
Prov. 8: 15 j?"TS IppfP O' γράφουσιν δικαιοσύνην, A' C θ ' άκριβάσονται 
δίκαιον. We should therefore allot άκρίβειαι to A' and διαλογισμοί to C, 
who elsewhere renders flj?n by πρόσταγμα (Exod. 12: 14; 13: 10; 
Lev. 23: 41 with more instances rendering pft). 

5 For this vh~t 1 Sam. 9: 9 says επερωτδν τόν θεόν, 28 : η ζητήσω (parallels 
adduced by Smend on Sir. 46: 15). 

6 [Such an Index is that now published by E. J. Brill, An Index to Aquila, 
by Joseph Reider. Completed and revised by Nigel Turner, 1966. Ed.] 

E X C U R S U S in , pages 211-212 
ι I rather doubt whether Esther 2: 9 really supports the suggestion made 

by D. Winton Thomas (£AWNF 1 1 , 1934, pp. 236 ff.; cf. NF 14 , 1937, 
pp. 174 ff.) that the O T discloses a homonym root TOO, here Piel, raise, 
exalt to honour, however convincing his other instances may be. Is not 
καλώς = 3ΐθ"?? If so, only καί έχρήσατο αύτη are left as the equivalent 
of OJiM. And if we compare Gen. 26: 29 3TD~pl ï|S» WfiW - έχρησάμεθά 
σοι καλώς we might conjecture that the translator of Esther read fljMPI 
instead of flSB^l, if he did not in fact merely make a guess at the meaning. 
[In a private communication Prof. D. W. Thomas points out that Π(?5£1 
= and he made her (it) ; it is not equivalent to TtäV Tito) (the construction 
used in Gen. 26: 29). Ed.] WpiTj rV3 = 'in the house' is covered by 
frequent parallels (cf. Driver, Samuel2 p. 372). For 310 der beste Teil von 
(G.-Buhl) Esther 2: 9 is the only example, and it is not supported by the 
translations. 

Vulg. is quite peculiar: ut accelerant mundum muliebrem, et traderet ei 
partes suas et Septem puellas speciosünmas de domo regis, et tarn ipsam quam 
pedisequas ejus ornaret atque excoleret. Does this last reflect έχρήσατο καλώς? 
There is no translation of έν τώ γυναικώνι, which in fact takes 'îfl rr>3 
as I propose to take it. 

E X C U R S U S IV,^fl£«2I3 
ι Rahlfs, Verz. p. 439, 'Abart der Septuaginta?' 
2 The Hermetic Logos Hieros §3 (C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks 

p. 226) clearly differentiates σπορά and σπέρμα. 



E X C U R S U S v, pages 214-218 
ι In addition, the different order of the words son of another woman in both 

Greek texts calls for attention, gn (members of the main Lucianic group) 
and qaj (members of the B-group) omit uloç; A and MN have it after 
γυναικός; low (of the Lucianic group) c (of the Origenic group) hy (of 
the M-group) after ετέρας; and only the B-group (minus qag) the 
Origenic group (minus c), the secondary Lucianic sub-group dptv, and b 
(of the M-group) have it in the place where the MT has it and where, 
owing to the slavish nature of this translation, we should expect it. This 
uncertain position indicates that uloç came in from the margin. Its 
insertion in different places points to various revisions. Unless we assume 
its loss at an early stage, we cannot retain υΙός as part of the original 
translation. 

2 This is a doublet if here, as in Prov. 5: 3 and 7: 5, we read ΓΗΪΪ instead 
of ΠΤΤ, but without the transposition made by Lagarde. 

3 There is an example of this in the very same chapter of Job, 31: 33 f. 
Here 'SCSI, which is missing from the translation at the end of 33, 
emerges at the end of 34 in a clause which in other respects, too, has 
gone astray. If instead of εΐ δέ καί εϊασα αδύνατον έξελθεϊν θύραν μου we 
read ε! δέ καί έσιώπησα (σιωπδν = DOT LXX 29: 21; Θ' 3 ο : 27) 
αδυνατώ (cf. άδυνατεϊν 4: 4! 1 0 : '3 ! 4 2 : 2 ) έξελθεϊν θύραν, we see that 
the rest has nothing to do with it: μου originally belonged to τήν 
άμαρτίαν of 33 which was torn away when the landslide took place, 
κόλπω has to be brought back to 33, and even κενώ may hide an άνω 
earlier in the same 33. Elsewhere σιωπδν has been lost by corruption 
more than once. So when Rahlfs reads έπερωτήσαντι σοφίαν Prov. 17:28 
and remarks, 'σοφίαν > Α + ' (missing also in Syr. h), we should make the 
Greek conform to the Hebrew by excising the dittography σοφίαν and 
reading άποσιωπήσαντι = Ϊ>ΉΠΟ. One could object that 346 (of 
Job 31), as it stands, makes sense, since it is fashioned after the pattern of 
32 b, and looks almost like its doublet. This objection would carry weight 
only if we felt we could not expect such clever manipulation of a text at 
any stage of the transmission of the Greek OT. In some instances, it is 
true, the ease with which a Greek divergence from the Hebrew can be 
redressed is far from proof that the text attained by conjecture represents 
what the translator actually wrote. I have a collection of such deceptive 
pseudo-emendations, which should warn us to be cautious. 

4 The Greek Pentateuch refrains from adopting this mode of speech, where 
it is applied to inanimate things, in this way preferring good Greek to a 
literal translation of what could not be Graecized as it stood. So Gen. 
15: 10 inyi nxipj"? I ina - ^» each piece (of the sacrificial animah) one against 
another reads in the LXX αυτά άντιπρόσωπα άλλήλοις and Exod. 25: 20 
TTJR-VK ί̂ Κ ΟΐρΐΒ their faces one to another likewise τα πρόσωπα αυτών 
είς άλληλα. Exod. 37 : 9 with its identical wording in the Hebrew is 



missing in the LXX proper, but preserved in the hexaplaric group, and 
its contrast to the LXX is worth considering, καϊ τό (for so we have to 
read, κατά being the same corruption as that found in d, Exod. 25: 20) 
ττρόσωτΓον αυτών ττρός τόν άδελφόν αύτου, with an alternative version 
in F b , καϊ τα ττρόσωττα αυτών Ιτερος ττρός τόν Ιτερον ατενίζοντες (contra 
se invicem Arm., sese invicem Eth.) which agrees with the variant τΠΧ 
Tn^-V^ (25: 20 in the Samaritan and Syriac, 39: 9 in the former only). 

E X C U R S U S vi, pages 219-225 
ι Nesde, ZAW, 1901, pp. 334 ff., and 1904, pp. 322 f. 
2 So Buhl in Gesenius, but no longer in BH3. 
3 One word more may be said about the remarkable strength of the 

evidence. B' means that the Lower Egyptian group is here deserted by S 
which joins Ga L'*55 = MT. But we do well to remember Rahlfs' own 
characterization of S (Psalmi §3, p. 26), 'S often omits words which are 
missing in the MT' , which means that S in these passages is under 
hexaplaric influence and has a text which is closer to the MT. Therefore 
we may safely state that the addition was originally in the text of the 
entire Lower Egyptian group, just as it is the reading of the only repre
sentative of the Upper Egyptian group, Sa., and that of the entire 
occidental group, R" = R La. R La. A +Aug. , Tert., Gyp. 

4 In Josephus, whose interpretation of Cain is the same as Philo's, κτισιν 
AJ ι, 52 is an itacism for κτήσιν (L. E. Zonaraspossessionem Lat.), as was 
emphasized by Nestle, S-Stv, 19, and Schlatter, Die Theologie des Judentums 
nach dem Bericht des Josefus, Gütersloh, p. 3 n. 2. 

5 J e r - 39 (32) describes a symbolic action. By buying a field from a cousin 
the prophet indicates that by the will of God fields shall still be bought in 
this country (w. 15, 43). TOp is here constandy rendered by κτασθαι and 
the evidence of the purchase by τό βιβλίον της κτήσεως, κτισθησονται ν. 15 
B*S* with many minn., therefore, is certainly corrupt. Following 
Thackeray's observation (p. 274) it was removed from the text by 
Nestle-Dahse and Rahlfs. Accordingly W. Foerster (TWNT in, 1026, 
11. ι . 21) ought not to have reckoned it true evidence. 

6 P.Humbert, 'Ojânâ en Hébreu Biblique' in Festschrift A. Bertholet, 
Tübingen, 1950, pp. 259-66. 

7 When publishing the remnants of two columns of Pap. 266 (JTS 45, 
1944, pp. 158 ff.) W. G. Waddell unquestioningly filled in the gaps from 
Swete's edition, i.e. B. It would therefore be unwise to decide whether καϊ 
Ικτισέν σε was in fact missing from this pre-Christian papyrus, however 
welcome this fact would be. 

8 The translation of "pO is mistaken in both passages. In Ps. 138 (139) : 13 
the LXX reads άντελάβου μου εκ γαστρός. Mozley thinks of ̂ SöOR f r o m 

"JOO to support, assist, cf. Ps. 53 (54) : 6. But to retranslate ]Ç39 with Mozley, 
and with BH3 expressly to state Ί 3R' is gratuitous: why should the 
translator's text over which he is caught bungling have differed from 



ours? The local |U33 conveyed litde meaning after άντελάβου and 
therefore the translator preferred the more usual temporal expression έκ 
γάστρας. In Prov. 8: 23 both the MT and the LXX went astray. In the 
MT the word was pointed ""ΓΟΘΪ as from "|011 = ordinata Vulg., einge
setzt Luther, set up AV, instead of Tlàpî from "po as originally intended. 
The LXX went a third way; its έθεμελίωσέ με represents ""FlIÇil (Vögel, 
Lagarde) from TO' to found, which we are surprised, indeed, to find 
seriously proposed as a possible 'emendation' in BH3. The correct 
rendering has survived only in Syr.h anon, έδιάσθην (? A'). In the psalm 
passages Syr.h records A' Ιδιάσω, C άττήρτισας, €' Ιχώνευσας (Jerome 
conflasti, of which the first represents "pO, the third *]01 1). A correct 
translation of this "po has been achieved in two passages of the LXX. The 
first forms part of the description of the mystery of origin of the embryo, 
Job 10: 8-12, ένείρας = 'ÎSBbri, v. 11. The second was recovered by 
A. Schulz (Theol. Revue, 1931, p. 498). In 2 Macc. 7: 22 he restored είς 
τήν έμήν ύφάνθητε κοιλίαν for έφάνητε which, though unanimously 
attested, is no doubt corrupt. Here Schulz found a reminiscence of 
Ps. 138 (139) : 15 ,ilÖj?,'1 / was curiously wrought (AV), but the context in 
the depths of the earth makes us think of v. 13 rather than 15 and, indeed, 
είς τήν έμήν κοιλ(αν does reflect "Ί?Κ ]Ç33 so closely that v. 13 with its "po 
can alone be the source of ύφάνθητε in 2 Maccabees. Similar reflections 
are found elsewhere, closest in Wisd. of Sol. 7: 1 έν κοιλ(α μητρός έγλύφην 
σαρξ, and Eccles. 11:5· For parallels in the Koran and elsewhere I refer 
to Hölscher, Das Buch Hiob, 1937, p. 29. 

9 Smend (p. 278) : 'Probably the meaning to create of j?Vn does not derive 
from that of apportioning, but rather from that of smoothing, shaping, as is 
probably the case with i03 too'. This explanation fails to take account of 
the facts that ρ"?Π 1 to smooth and pVfl π to allot on the one hand, and 
S"131 to create, produce and R13 m to clear, cut down a forest, on the other, are 
homonymous roots and as such have nothing in common except the 
incidental identity of their radicals. For the same reason *?3Π refuses to be 
turned to account for our present argument. 

E X C U R S U S v i n , pages 228-236 
ι Schwyzer n, 60 maintains that the particle ώ with the vocative is an 

originally independent interjection, after which there was a pause. See 
also Buttmann π», 379. 

2 Latin and still more German are very restrained in their use of 0 and oh, 
so that any exceptions from this rule are rather likely to be Graecisms, 
due to the influence of the classical rhetoric as exercised in our grammar 
school education and consequendy confined to the educated classes. On 
the other hand there are languages which go even further than Attic; 
thus in ancient Irish no vocative can be used without being preceded by 
an interjection. Much more, including the pertinent literature, is found 
in Wackernagel's admirable survey, Syntax i 2, 311 f. 



3 For thus we have to write it - avoiding any thought of homonyms in 
classical Greek, such as δ, expressing pity, envy, contempt, or δδ, άά, 
expressing laughter - in the translation of Judges, which stands on a 
much lower level than Joshua; 6: 22 cccc is in all recensions (only MN. . . 
reading acta), except Lucian who displays οίμμοι, La. eu me; 11: 35 era is 
in the late Β text only, the others having οϊμμοι. 

4 Here and in 41 (34) : 5 an emendation in the Greek is required, and in 
our passage in the Hebrew as well. In both passages the burning of 
spices at the funeral was no longer understood at a later date. This 

0 
resulted in a change of καΟσαι = «pfe into κλαϋσσι which seemed to 
make better sense along with κόψασθαι. Consequently the construction 
was changed from dative to accusative, a seemingly major operation 
which, however, is not without parallels in the LXX. In 41 (34) : 5 this 
has been seen already and recently accepted in the apparatus of BH3. 
The consequences for 22: 18 have not been drawn. Here BH3 says with 
Cornill that for the second ΠΒΟ% which is unlikely in itself, the LXX 
reads i 3 3 \ Yet after LXX 22: 18 has been restored in conformity with 
LXX 41 (34) : 5, it is obvious that the genuine Hebrew was 1D*l4r;. 

5 We may therefore read Ezek. 6: 11 ΠΚΠ for ΠΝ, which thus disappears 
from the Hebrew lexicon, 18: 10; 21: 20 being corrupt. Therefore we 
cannot restore εύγε ol for the corrupt έγένοντο Mic. 2 :1 , but should read 
ούαΐ oi, comparing Mic. 7: 4 where "ΊΠ has been restored for the corrupt 
ÛT> after the Greek. 

6 ήδύ μοι δτι Isa. 44: 16 and έττεχάρητε for you shouted ΠΧΠ, Ezek. 25: 3. 
7 Did he read D'St^n < 'in > by way of dittography, or did he merely 

guess? At any rate, the meaning woe to has been in his mind. 
8 Cf. Plato, ώ, τί λέγεις, Protag. 309. 

E X C U R S U S i x , pages 237-241 
ι With this we must not confuse another interchange (Bl.-Debrunner 

§363; Mayser π 1, 234 f.), that of ind. fut. and subj. aor., suggested and 
made easier by their formal relationship, e.g. Isa. 10: 14 διαφεύξεταί με 
ή άντείτττ) μοι. Its rareness in the papyri, like that of the deliberative 
subjunctive (Isa. 1: 5 τί έτι ττληγητε and Bl.-Debr. §366), may be due to 
the kind of documents represented in the Ptolemaic papyri. 

2 ώσεί τις ψηλαφήσαι τυφλός is optatious in simili (Thiersch p. 101, who, 
apart from this passage, quotes Gen. 33: 10; Num. 1 1 : 2 ; 22: 4; Deut. 
8: 5; 32: 11). 

3 We have the same corruption in the doublet in Josh. 1: 8 εύοδωθήση καί 
εύοδώσει τάς οδούς σου Bcz, where we must read ευοδώσεις with the 
others and Rahlfs as well, although there is a complication in the variant 
εύοδώσω, given by bdgnpt Syr. La. (Lugd. Lucifer). Just as in this last 
variant, which is mainly, but not exclusively, Lucianic, the corruption 
-σω for -σεις is in Ezek. 20: 4, where I emended it in 1936 and two years 
later was justified by the Scheide papyrus which reads εκδικήσεις. 



It is different, however, with Exod. 23: 7. Here the MT interrupts a 
series of divine interdictions by a prediction of God about himself, "O 
Vf] p^SK'tf 1? for I will not justify the wicked. In the LXX we read the second 
person, and this has impressed many of our expositors and BH3 who 
accordingly transform the MT after the LXX, omitting , 3 and (BH3) 
even adding TTlfta. But the Greek is an obvious modification, as is the 
aberrant text of Sam. (cf. Daube, NF 9, 1932, p. 150), in that it 
adapts the words to those preceding (ούκ άποκτενεϊς καϊ ού δικαιώσεις) 
and following them (ένεκεν δώρων *καΙ δώρα.. .) . The latter addition 
especially bears so clearly the mark of an afterthought that it is unsound 
to take it as a basis from which to question the MT. Moreover, in the 
Elohistic document of which 23: 7 forms part the divine law-giver 
sometimes falls back on the first person (22: 22 (23), 26 (27)), and for 
this reason too the MT is obviously superior to the LXX. At any rate, 
δικαιώσεις is not a mechanical corruption of a -σω, for -σω was never in 
the LXX. 

4 άνατταύσεις, post. Cain 24 (emended by Tischendorf -σει σε = LXX), 
and άναπαύσητε, min. 16, both show wrong active futures, as ανάπαυση -
τει σε f - for -ται - a middle which is mistaken in the causative active 
with God as the subject. But only κατα-, άποπαύω exist with middle 
sense (Helbing, Kasussyntax p. 170, and above, p. 320 n. 4); the imp. 
πάθε, πον, with its relative 'indifference also towards voice' (Wacker-
nagel, Vorl. il. S. ι1, 122) is different and must be kept apart. 

5 Lugd. here reads a strange non refrigerabit te. Here Robert is remarkably 
astray when suggesting, 'Peut-être le traducteur a-t-il lu ακούσει'. It 
is easy to see that the Latin is due to misreading αναπΣυ5ει instead of 
αναπΑυΣει. 

There is a further complication which is not recorded in BM. Robert, 
the editor of Lugd., quotes from Tertullian eritis in requiem, which would 
seem to go back to a form of text like ούκ έν αναπαύσει and so, in its turn, 
equally to attest a reading αναπαύσει. This eritis is not without interest: 
for v. 66 there are quotations from Fathers giving a plural, whereas our 
other texts have only singulars between the plurals of 62, 63 and 686. It is 
well known that the interchange of the second person sing, and plur. is 
a puzzle peculiar to Deut. 

6 See also Deut. 33: 27 to which Billen (p. 137) has drawn attention. 
'Later σκέπασις was made into a verb and σε added.' Here the Cambridge 
editions actually deviate from B* in favour of B a b , which stands for a 
later tradition, represented by ΑΜΘ abcefhijstuvwyz (-σει σε) and 
Mbcejsuvwza, La. Lugd. (αρχή), the transition being seen in A* minn. 
σκεπάσεις. Rahlfs, with the best evidence, reads σκέπασις θεοϋ αρχής. 
But in this we could acquiesce only if we supposed that the LXX under
stood DTP "'tàx fMSa as a twofold stat. constr. Closest to the MT is Ambros., 
de Patr. 9, protegens deus initii = σκέπασις Θεός αρχής. Did he read σκε-
πάσας? Eth. alone has deus prius, but apparently along with σκεπάσει 



σέ •", as Lugd. reads coperiet te ab initio, θεοΰ instead of θεός is but a slight 
corruption, as a genitive follows, σκέττασις as a predicate was not 
recognized by any witness. I think we must read σκέττασις θεός αρχής. 
In the continuation ύπό Ισχυν seems to go back to a guess Ip.hD instead 
of the MT's npriö; when BH3 in the first apparatus records a conjecture 
1C0Ö1, I wonder whether "liBOOi would not be better, as its narrower 
meaning place of refuge (Isa. 4: 6) is more exacdy what we require. 

7 I then briefly quoted Ps. 51 (52): 7 . . .ό θεός καθελεΤ σε...εκτίλαι σεκαΐ 
μεταναστεύσαι σε...where the MSS obliterate the original variety by 
mutual adaptation, as Rahlfs rightly notes in Psalmi (1931). As to the 
meaning of the original, Justus Olshausen, an expositor still worth 
listening to, commented in 1853, Auch wird dich Gott (dafür, wie sich 
gleichsam von selbst versteht), ausrotten: to him there is no doubt that 
the passage has a distincdy future meaning. So it would be in complete 
conformity with what we found in Deut. 28: a hymn expressing the 
experiences of Deut. 28, and that, in the Greek translation, in the manner 
of the Greek Deut. 

In Ps. Sol. 17: 23-5 Ra. (26, 27 Sw.) v. Gebhardt was mistaken in 
assuming opt. aor., and Rahlfs is right in accenting inf. aor. throughout. 

8 In his quotation, heres 76, Philo retains the άνοίξαι of Deut. 28: 12, but 
obviously without understanding the peculiar mode of speech involved. 
Wherever he comments on a sentence with a verb in the optative, he 
describes it as a ευχή. But although elsewhere he shows himself fre
quently interested in matters of grammar or semasiology, it did not occur 
to him that ευχή covers various meanings. Thus he righdy calls God's 
blessing of Shem (Gen. 9: 25 ff.) an ευχή (sobr. 53), well-wishing, blesnng. 
Accordingly he marks the transition from the blessing of Shem to that of 
Japhet by the words, τω μέν δή (Ιημ εύχεται ταύτα· τ φ δ' Ιαφεθ όποϊα, 
θεασώμεθα· •πλατύναι...· (sobr. 59)· Deut. 28: 12 also is interpreted as 
a ευχή, but here as one prayed by Moses: εύχήν εύξώμεθα ήν καί Μωυσής, 
V ήμϊν ' άνοίξη... ', alleg. m, 104, and εύχεται γαρ Μωυσής ô ΐεροφάντης, 
ίνα ' άνοίξη... ', immut. 156, and this interpretation is made sure by the 
addition in immut. έττήκοοι δέ od τοϋ θεοφιλούς εύχαί. From this we 
realize that Philo was unfamiliar with the use of the opt. aor. as a future 
(in a futuric sense). But this lack of understanding must not forthwith be 
taken as an indication that this usage was obsolete when Philo wrote. It 
remained outside the horizon of his educated Greek. 

E X C U R S U S x, pages 242-243 
ι The same corruption is in-Philo, post. Cain 53 where Holwerda and 

Wendland emend βουλευθείς (Philolog. 57, 1898, p. 258) and prob. 155 
βουλευμασι καί βουλευμάτων Mangey (Cohn vi, ix). 



E X C U R S U S xu , pages 247~"249 
ι Siceram is in Leg.m* 1 Sam. 1: 11, where the LXX reads μέθυσμα, and 

BM record ' σικερα ο Co. La.'. In addition Verc. η 176 a quotes Basil 
u 14, olvov καί σικερα ού μή ττίοι, and Tertull. et vinum et ebriamen non bibet. 
The Vulgate omits the sentence, which is not in the MT. Vercellone 
approves of an earlier suggestion that it may have been taken from 
Judg. 13: 24 or Luke 1: 15. Houbigant defended the addition because it 
added to the picture traits required of a nanr. But young Samuel was not 
originally thought of as such (Wellhausen, Text p. 38). 

2 Referred to in a marginal scholion on Exod. 12: 11 in min. j : α' ύττέρ-
βασις, δπερ φιλον (leg. Φίλων) διαβατήριον ονομάζει. This reference is 
important, because it provides us with obvious evidence for the fact that 
in a certain quarter interest in Aquila and meddling with Philo co
existed. 

3 Here Niese is right in introducing the festival name in -ια (MSS -ία and 
-ίαν, Lat. transcensionem). An appropriate parallel to this is τα ξυλοφόρια 
(cf. p. 325 n. 14) which Josephus, Β J n, 425 uses without precedent in 
the LXX. 

E X C U R S U S X I I I , pages 250—255 
ι Perhaps this addition is itself a doublet and the text of Cas. 1 conse

quently a triplet. 
2 As we have to deal here primarily with LXX we may neglect D ^ K and 

D^nVg in the closely related very late Psalms 58 and 82 which an expositor 
of the Hebrew OT would have to consider here. 

3 It is interesting to survey the renderings of our three main Western 
translations: T . . , , 4 T T Vulgate Luther AV 

Exod. 21:6 dits 'Götter' judges 
22: 8 f. ad deos twice 'Götter'twice judges twice 
22: 20 diu Göttern any god 
22:28 dits 'Göttern' the gods 

We see that Jerome follows the Three by a uniform dit, whereas the two 
others make some discrimination, but on slightly divergent lines. In 
Luther the discrimination is confined to putting inverted commas where 
the tradition understood the priestly jury, and with this tradition he here 
includes 22: 28; the AV understands jury in the two first passages where 
this interpretation recommends itself. In 22: 20 {idols) it takes O'rfrK, as 
a singular and makes it tolerable by a qualifying any (god), in 22: 28 it 
shares with the others the interpretation idols and the plural translation 
the gods. So in their different ways the three translations disclose the 
varying interpretations of Jewish exegetical tradition. 

4 In Josh. 24: 14 a similar addition, only with a different wording, is in the 
LXX except gn ( = L) La. Here BH3 with the re-translation *13|Π in the 



chief apparatus certainly gives the required sense, but may nevertheless 
be rash. For it neglects the possibility that the addition is due to the 
Greek which, if so, assimilated v. 14 to the similar passages in the close 
vicinity, w . 20, 23 where αλλότριος renders 131; so BH* should have put 
' LXX + τους άλλοτρίους ex w . 20, 23', and this in the first apparatus, 
for the note is not intended to indicate a change of the Hebrew. In v. 16, 
however, é-répois renders D'inK; therefore I believe that in v. 20 we must 
adopt άλλοτρίοις with the great majority of our evidence against the 
ίτέροις of Β which may be due to a more recent influence from v. 16. 

E X C U R S U S xv, pages 262-264 
ι If the spelling λήθη in Rahlfs' text of Lev. 5: 15 is not simply a mis

print - misprints are extremely rare with him - it may be an attempt of 
his to make an odd construction run more smoothly. Yet to convert 
ληθη, which stands for the 'inner' object, into the subject is quite 
arbitrary. Earlier I had thought of omitting αυτόν as an intrusion from 
the 3*757 passages just quoted; but now I rather feel that the translator 
took over the complete phrase wholesale. To interpret it after his mind 
we have to supply an impersonal subject as in the parallel phrases. 
Therefore we should spell λήθη as all the other editions do. 
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LU.-RA(HLFS) = L. Lütkemann and A. Rahlfs, Hexaplarische Randnoten 

zu Isaias, Berlin, 1915 
M c N E I L E , Eccles. = Α. H. McNeile, An Introduction to Ecclesiastes, 

Cambridge, 1904 
M A R T I = Karl Marti, Kurzgefqßte Grammatik der Biblisch-Aramäischen 

Sprache, Ί896, a i g i i , 31925 (page numbers with asterisk refer to the 
glossary). 

M A Y S E R = Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der 
Ptolemäerzeit, 1 (Leipzig, 1906; i 2 Berlin, 1923), π ι (Berlin, 1926), π 2 
(ig34)» n 3 (1934); 2nd ed., 1 2 (ig38), 1 3 (^3 6)· 

M E E C H A M = H. G. Meecham, The Utter of Aristeas, Manchester, ig35 
M E I S T E R I = R . Meister, Prolegomena zu einer Grammatik der LXX, 

Wiener Studien, igo7 
M E I S T E R II = R. Meister, Beiträge zur Lautlehre der LXX, Vienna, 1909 
M E I S T E R H A N S = K. Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 

3 Aufl. von E. Schwyzer, Berlin, 1900 
M (EM). S(OC). L(ING). = Mémoires de la société de linguistique, Paris, 1868 ff. 
M E Y E R = Gustav Meyer, Griechische Grammatik, Leipzig, 1880, 3i8g7 
MGWJ = Monatsschrift für Geschichte und Whsenschaft des Judentums 
M O N T F A U C O N = Hexaplorum Origenis quae supersunt, ed. B. de Mont-

faucon, Parisiis, 1713 



M O U L T O N ( - H O W A R D ) = J. H. Moulton and W.F.Howard, A 
Grammar of NT Greek, Edinburgh, ι Prolegomena ( Ί 9 0 6 , 21906, 3 1 9 0 8 ) , 
π Accidence and Word-formation (Pt i 1919, Pt ii 1920, Pt iii 1929) 

M O Z L E Y = F. W. Mozley, The Psalter of the Church, Cambridge, 1905 
M.-SCH W(YZER) = K. Meisterhans, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 3. 

Auflage von E. Schwyzer, Berlin, 1900 
MSL See MEM. SOC. LING. 
MSU = Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens der Königlichen Gesellschaft 

der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen 
N Ä G E L I = Th. Nägeli, Der Wortschatz des Apostels Paulus (Diss. Basel), 

Göttingen, 1905 
N E S T L E , S-St — Eberhard Nestle, Septuagintastudien, I - V I , Stuttgart, 

1886-1911 
N E S T L E - D A H S E = Eberhard Nestle, Das Buch Jeremia griechisch und, 

hebräisch, nach dem Tode des Herausgebers besorgt von J. Dahse und Erwin Nestle 
Stuttgart , '1924, 2 1 9 3 4 

NGG — Nachrichten der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen (Philo
logisch-historische Klasse, 1894-1933) 

NGGW See NGG 
NGW See NGG 
NGWJ = Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen -

Jahresbericht 
N I E S E = B. Niese's text of the works of Josephus, 1 8 8 7 - 9 4 ; reprinted 1955 
NTWB See BAUER 
NYBERG, Hosea = H. S. Nyberg, Studien zum Hoseabuche, Uppsala, 1935 
OLZ = Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 
O T T L E Y , Handbook = R. R. Ottley, A Handbook to the Septuagint, London, 

1920 
O T T L E Y , Isaiah = R. R. Ottley, The Book of Isaiah according to the Septua

gint, London, 1904 

P A L M E R = L. R. Palmer, A Grammar of the Post-Ptolemaic Papyri, London, 
!945 

P A R S O N S See H O L M E S - P A R S O N S 
P A S S O W - C R Ö N E R T = F. Passow's Wörterbuch der griechischen Sprache 

völlig neu bearbeitet von W. Crönert, 3 Lieferungen (ά-άνά), Göttingen, 1912-13 
PHILOLOGUS = Philologus. Zuschrift für das klassüche Altertum, Leipzig, 

Göttingen, 1846 -1948 
PHILO'S BIBLE = P. Katz (W. P. M. Walters), Philo's Bible, Cambridge, 

1950 
P R E I S I G K E = F. Preisigke, Sammelbuch griechischer Urkunden aus Ägypten, 

ι (Strasbourg, 1915), η (1922) , Hi-v ed. by F. Bilabel ( 1 9 2 7 - 5 0 ) 
RA(HLFS) = A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta, id est Vetos Testamenlum Graece iuxta 

LXX Interprètes, 2 vols, Stuttgart, 1935 (and reprints) 
R A H L F S , Gen. = Septuaginta, Societatis Scientiarum Gottingensis auctoritate 

edidit Alfred Rahlfs, 1, Genesis, Stuttgart, 1926 
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R A H L F S , Psalmi — Septuaginta, Societatis Scientiarum Gottingensis auctoritate 
edidit A. Rahlfs, x, Psalmi cum Odis, Göttingen, 1931 

R A H L F S , Ruth — A. Rahlfs, Studie über den griech. Text des Buches Ruth, 
Berlin, 1922 

R A H L F S , S-St = A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Studien, i-in, Göttingen, 1904, 
1907, 1911 

R A H L F S , Verz. = A. Rahlfs, Verzeichnis der griech. Handschriften des AT, 
Berlin, 1914 

RB = Revue Byzantine 
RE = Real-Encyklopädie für proteatantische Theologie, ed. Herzog-Plitt-Hauck 
R E D P A T H See H A T C H - R E D P A T H 
R E H M = Martin Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu den Parallelstellen 

der Samuel-Kbnigsbücher und der Chronik, Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen, xm. 
Band 3. Heft, Münster i.W., 1937 

R E I D E R = J. Reider, Prolegomena to a Greek-Hebrew and Hebrew-Greek 
Index to Aquila, Philadelphia, 1916 

RhM = Rheinisches Museum für Philologie 
R O B E R T = U. Robert, Pentateuchi (Heptateuchi) versio latina antiquissima, 

Paris, 1881, Lyons, 1900 
R Ö N S C H = H. Rönsch, Itala und Vulgata, Marburg, Leipzig, 1869 
S A N D E R S = H. A. Sanders and C. Schmidt, The Minor Prophets in the 

Freer Collection and the Berlin Fragment of,Genesis, Univ. of Michigan Studies, 
Humanistic Series, vol. xxi, New York 1927 

S C H E I D E = A. Ch. Johnson, H. S. Gehman, E. H. Kase, The John H. 
Scheide Biblical Papyri: Ezekiel, Princeton, 1938 ( = Princeton University 
Studies in Papyrology, No. 3) 

S C H L E U S N E R = I. F. Schleusner, Novus Thesaurusphilologko-criticus sive 
Uxicon in LXX..., 5 vols, Leipzig, 1820 

S C H M I E D E L See W . - S C H M I E D E L 
S C H U L Z E , Kl. Sehr. = Kleine Schriften von Wilhelm Schulze... hg. vom Indo

germanischen Seminar der Universität Berlin, Göttingen, 1933 
S C H U L Z E , Quaest. ep. = W. Schulze, Quaestiones epkae, Gütersloh, 1892 
S C H Ü R E R = E. Schürer, Geschichte des jüdischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu 

Christi, Leipzig 
S C H W E I Z E R , Perg. = E. Schweizer (later Schwyzer), Grammatik der 

pergamenischen Inschriften, Berlin, 1898 
S C H W Y Z E R , Gr. Gr. = E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, 1 (Munich, 

1939), π. Syntax und syntaktisch Stilistik, vervollständigt und hg. von A. 
Debrunner (Munich, 1950) 

S M E N D = R. Smend, Die Weisheit des Jesus Sirach, Berlin, 1906 
v. S O D E N = Die Schriften d. Neuen Testaments in ihrer ältesten erreichbaren Text

gestalt, hergestellt von Hermann Freiherr von Soden. 4 vols, Berlin, 
1902-13 

S P E R B E R = A. Sperber, Septuagintaprobleme, Beitr. zur Wissen, v. A. und 
N.T., Heft 49 
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S T E U E R N A G E L = C. Steuernagel, Uhrbuch der Einleitung in das AT 
S W E T E = The Old Testament in Greek according to the Septuagint, ed. Η. Β. 

Swete, 3rd ed., Cambridge, 1901 
SWETE, Introd. = H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Ο Τ in Greek, Cambridge, 

1900 
TDF. See T I S C H E N D O R F 
T H A C K E R A Y = H. St J. Thackeray, A Grammar of the OT in Greek, 

Cambridge, 1909 
T H A C K E R A Y , Schweich = Η. St J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and 

Jewish Worship, The Schweich Lectures 1920, 2nd ed., London, 1923 
T H I E R S C H = H. G.J. Thiersch, De Pentateuchi Versione Alexandrina, 

Erlangae, 1841 
ThLZ = Theologische Literaturzeitung (Leipzig, 1876 ff.). When quoted 

without name, the reference is to a review by Dr Walters. 
T H U M B = A. Thumb, Handbuch der neugriechischen Volkssprache1, Strasbourg, 

1910, translated by S. Angus, Handbook of the Modem Greek Vernacular, 
Edinburgh, 1912 (the two editions are paragraphed identically) 

ThWB See Kittel, TWNT 
ThWNT See Kittel, TWNT 
ThZ — Theologische Zeitschrift der Theologiseken Fakultät der Universität Basel, 

Basel, 1945 ff. 
T I S C H E N D O R F = C. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece 
T O R R E Y = C. C. Torrey, The Second Isaiah: A New Interpretation, Edin

burgh, 1928 
T R A U B E , Nomina Sacra = L. Traube, Nomina Sacra, Munich, 1907 (Bd 2 

of Quellen und Untersuchungen zur lateinischen Philologie des Mittelalters) 
TWNT See Kittel, TWNT 
T Y C O N I U S = The Book of Rules, ed. by F. C. Burkitt, Cambridge, 1894 
V E R C E L L O N E = C. Vercellone, Variae Lectiones Vulgatae Latinae 

Bibliorum Editions, 2 vols, Rome, 1860-4 
VT or VET. TEST. = Vetus Testamentum, Leiden, 1951 ff. 
W A C K ( E R N A G E L ) , Dehnungsg. = J . Wackernagel, Das Dehnungsgesetz 

der griechischen Composita, Basel, 1899 
W A C K E R N A G E L , Hell. = J. Wackernagel, Hellenistica, Programm Göt

tingen, 1907 = Kl. Sehr. 1034-58 
W A C K E R N A G E L , Horn. U. = J. Wackernagel, Sprachliche Untersuchungen 

zu Homer, Göttingen, 1916. (Forschungen zur griechischen und lateinischen 
Grammatik 4; pp. 1-159 also = Glotta 7, 161-319, the rest as a Beiheft to 
Glotta 7.) 

W A C K E R N A G E L , Kl. Sehr. = J. Wackernagel, Kleine Schriften, 2 vols, 
Göttingen, 1956 

W A C K E R N A G E L , Verm. Bei. = J. Wackernagel, Vermischte Beiträge zur 
griechischen Sprachkunde (Programm Basel, 1897) = Kl. Sehr. 764-823 

W A C K E R N A G E L , Vorl. ä. S. = J . Wackernagel, Vorlesungen über 
Syntax... i 2, Basel, 1926, n 2 , 1928 



W A L T E R S , W . P . M . S e e K A T Z 
W E L L H A U S E N , Geschichte = J . W e l l h a u s e n , Israelitische und Jüdische 

Geschichte3, B e r l i n , 1897 
W E L L H A U S E N , Text = J . W e l l h a u s e n , Der Text der Bücher Samuelis, 

G ö t t i n g e n , 1871 
W E N D L A N D S e e C O H N 
WIENER STUDIEN = Wiener Studien. Zeitschrift für klassische Philologie, 

V i e n n a , 1879 & 
W I L A M O W I T Z , Gesch. = U . v o n W i l a m o w i t z - M o e l l e n d o r f f , Geschichte 

der griechischen Sprache, B e r l i n , 1927 
W I N E R = G . Β . W i n e r , Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms, 

L e i p z i g 
W . - S C H M I E D E L = G . B . W i n e r , Grammatik des nt. Sprachidioms*, n e u b . 

v . P . W . S c h m i e d e l , G ö t t i n g e n , 1894 
WSt S e e WIENER STUDIEN 
W U T Z = F . X . W u t z , Die Transkriptionen von der Septuaginta bis zu Hiero

nymus, L e i p z i g , 1, 1925,11, 1933 
W U T Z , ' E x e g . ' = F . X . W u t z , ' E x e g e s e u n d T e x t k r i t i k ' , Biblische Zeit

schrift, x x i i i , 1-19, 129-46 
W U T Z , Psalmen = F . X . W u t z , Die Psalmen textkritisch untersucht, 1925 
W U T Z , Wege = F . X . W u t z , Systematische Wege von der Septuaginta zum 

hebräischen Urtext, 1. T e i l , 1937 
ZATW SeeZAW 
ZAW = Zuschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, B e r l i n , 1881 ff. 
ZDMG = Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft, W i e s b a d e n , 

1847 ff. 
Z I E G L E R = Septuagint. V e t u s T e s t a m e n t u m a u c t o r i t a t e S o c i e t a t i s L i t -

t e r a r u m G o t t i n g e n s i s e d i t u m : 
x i i ι Sapientia Salomonis, e d . J . Z i e g l e r , 1962 
x i i 2 Sapientia Iesu Filii Sirach, e d . J . Z i e g l e r , 1965 
x i i i Duodecim prophetae, e d . J . Z i e g l e r , 1965 
x i v Isaias, e d . J . Z i e g l e r , 1939 
x v Jeremias, Baruck, Tkreni, Epistula Ieremiae, e d . J . Z i e g l e r , 1957 
x v i ι Ezechiel, e d . J . Z i e g l e r , 1954 
x v i 2 Susanna, Daniel, Bei et Draco, e d J . Z i e g l e r , 1954 

= J . Z i e g l e r , Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias, Alttesta
mentliche Abhandlungen, x n . B a n d , 3. H e f t , M ü n s t e r i . W . , 1934 

ZNW = Zeitschriß für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde des Ur
christentums, G i e s s e n , B e r l i n , 1900 ff. 

ZWT = Zeitschrift für wissenschaftliche Theologie, J e n a , L e i p z i g , 1858-1914 



I N D E X O F G R E E K W O R D S 

In this index the Greek words discussed in the present work are listed under the exact forms 
discussed in the text. All such forms are listed, but only they; for example, if ί λυον is the only 
form of λ ύ ω to be discussed in the text, the word Ιλυον is listed under epsilon, and no entry 
appears under λύω. Words which occur in the text but are not discussed and no information is 
given on them, are not necessarily listed. 

à 34« 
αα 341 
αά 34' 
δα 341 
ααα 34' 
αβιρα 305 
αβύσσους 47 
αγαθή ι ίο 
άγαθώς 2ο8 
άγαπς( 59 
αγαπάν 35 
αγγ«*ΡΡα«Ρ 333 
άγγείον 48 
δγγελοι τοϋ θεοϋ 255 
αγγέλου; 279 
αγγέλων 279 
αγεαδδαειρ 333 
αγελών 279 
άγια των αγίων ι6ο 
αγία 244 
άγίαι 245 
αγία; 245 
αγιαστιαν 38 
δγιον του αγίου ι6ο 
αγίου των αγίων 16ο 
άγιοτεία 37~8 
άγιστείαν 37 
αγίων δγιωτέραν 3 2 5 
άγνεύεσθαι 283 
δγνοηματφιν 3< 2 

άγνοοΰνταΐ ιο8 
άγνώταΐ ιο8 
αγχιστεία ΐ49> '^2, 2ΐο 
δγχιστεύειν ΐ49"~5°> 2 1 0 

αγχιστεία τοΟ αίματος 149 
άγχιοτεύω 149 
άγχιστεύων τό αίμα 149 
άγχιστεύων του αΐματο$ 

«49 
αγώνες 43 
άγωνις^ 111 
άγωνια(στ))ΐ 111 
αδελφέ 94ι 23°ι 3 0 2 

αδελφέ 94 

αδελφοί 156 
άδελφόν 217-18, 339 
αδελφών 156, 234 
αδικία ι8 ι -2 , 3 3 1 

αδικία θεραφιν 331 
αδικίας ι8ι , 2θ8 
δδου 3°8 
άδροϊς 86 
άδρύνω 86 
άδυνατεϊν 338 
αδύνατον 338 
αδυνατώ 338 
άεΐ φεύγειν 285 
άείβολος 195 
άείκεια 44 _ 5 
άεικής 44 
άεικία 44 _ 5 
άεικία 44 
άεικί̂ ειν 44 
άεικίη 45 
άειφυγία 285 
άετόν 8ο 
ά^υμα 49 
'Α^ώτιοι 9θ 
'Α^ωτιστί go 
Ά^ωτίω 9θ 
"Ασωτος go-i 
άηττησία 261 
αήττητε 261 
άήττητον 26ι 
αήττητος 261 
Αθάνανς-δε 8g 
άθετείν 256 
άθετηθήσονται 257 
αθετούσα 3'9 
Αθηναίε 89 
Αθηναίο; 285 
"Αθηναίος 285 
άθηρα ι82 
άθοω- 75 
άθωον 293 
άθωος 75 
άθφοτης 294 
αθωοΰν 75 

άθωωθης 294 
άθωωθήσομαι 294 
αθωωμένη 294 
άθωων 293, 294 
αθωώσει 293 
Αίαντεια 54 
Αΐάντία 55 
άιδειν 6g 
άίδιον 93 
άϊδιότητος 93 
άιδίου 93 
αΙέλουρος 297 
ΑΙΘίοττες 3 ι 5 
αΤκεια 44 _ 5 
αΐκής 44 
αΙκία 44 
αΐκίαν 45 
αίκί̂ εσθαι 45 
αίκισάμενος 45 
αίκισμός 45 
αίλουρος 297 
αίλουρόβοσκος 297 
αίλουρόταφος 297 
αίμα 36, ιοβ, 149 
αίματος 149, 187, 296 
αίρεση 3 " 
αίρετί̂ ειν èv 142 
αίσχος 84 
αίσχύνειν 84 
αίσχϋνη 84 
αίώνα 282 
αΙώνιοι 3'6 
ακάθαρτος 33° 
άκαν ιοί 
άκάν ιοί 
δκανα ιοί 
άκάνα ιοί 
άκαύδει 3 4 2 

άκήδεια 38, 4° 
άκηδεία 38 
άκηδείη 4° 
άκηδέω 4° 
άκηδής 4° 
άκηδία 38, 4° 



άκμδιαν 40 
άκηή a86 
άκοαΐ 145 
ακοή 145 
ακοή 197 
ακούσετε 197 
ακουσίως 20ΐ, 362 
ακούσωσι 198 
ακριβά jciv 207, 2 1 0 

άκριβό^ομαι 209 
&κριβα30μενος 206-7 
άκριβα3θμένοις 206-7 
ακριβό^ω 206-9 
όχρίβασθή 2ίο 
άκριβασμα 205, 209 
ακριβσσμοί 205-6, 209 
άκριβασμον 336 
ακριβασμός 205, 209 
ακριβασον 207, 2ΐο 
άκριβάσονται 207, 337 
άκρίβασταΐ 2θ6, 209 
άκριβαστής 206-7, 209-«ο 
άκριβεΐ 205 
ακρίβεια 44> 2 0 5> 208-9 
άκρίβειαι 2ο6, 337 
άκρίβειαν 207 
ακριβείας 205, 3 3 6 

ακριβής 44» 205-10 
άκριβολογεϊσθαι 2ΐο 
άκριβολογίαι 205-7, 2 , 0 

άκριβολογοϋμαι 2θ8 
άκρίβοϋν 210 
άκριβόω 2θ6, 208-9 
ακριβώς 2θ8 
ακρίδα 64-5 
άκροβυστείτε 11 η 
άκροβυστέω 11 η 
άκροβυστία 165 
άκροβυστίαν 117 
άκροβυστιείτε 117 
άκροβυστίω 117, 3 1 2 

ακροθίνιον 286 
άκροποσθία 165 
άλα^ονεύεσθαι 283 
αλανών 283 
αλαλαγμού 3 2 8 
αλαλαγμών 3 2 8 
άλείται 138 
αλήθεια 59 
"Αλήθεια 231 
άλήθειαν 59 
άλιάετον 8ο-1 
άλιαετος 8ι 
άλιαετος 8ο 
άλιαίετον 8ο-1 

άλιαιετος 8ι 
άλίετον 8ο-1 
άλιετος 8ι 
άλΙετος 8ο 
άλισγείν 3'9 
άλίσγοντας 3 '9 
όλισγοΰντας 3'9 
άλισγώντας 3 '9 
άλληλα 338 
άλλήλοις 338 
αλλήλων 2ΐ6 
άλλος 82, 215 
"Αλλος 64 
άλλοτρία 3 " 
άλλοτρίοις 345 
άλλότριον 215 
αλλότριος 215, 345 
άλλοτρΙους 2 5 2 , 345 
αλλοτρίωση» 257 
άλμη 84 
άλμύρίς 84 
αλμυρός 84 
άλοάω 129 
άλογος 284 
άλόησις 129 
άλοήσουσιν 129 
άλόητος 226 
άλοητός 226 
ÄAÖC 137 
αλός 137 
όλους 25θ, 259 
αλσει 159 
"Αλσει 159 
αλυσιδωτούς 192 
αλφα ι68, 172 
αλωεισμός 129 
άλωή 129 
άλωής 129, 227 
άλωήσωσιν 129 
άλωισμός 129 
αλων 129, 2 9 ° 
άλωνευόμενος 129 
άλωνος 137, 29°> 3 " 
άλως 129, 2 9 ° 
άλώσεται 256 
άλώσονται 257 
άμάρτη 262 
αμαρτία ιδι 
άμαρτίαν 33^ 
αμαρτίας 18ο-1 
άμαρτορεττής 122 
άμεμπτος 3 2 1 

αμητος 95. 2 2 6 - 7 
αμητος 226 
άμητός 226-7 

"Αμμων 55 
Άμμωνιεϊον 55 
άμνάδα 334 
αμναδας 194 
αμναδων 194 
άμνάδων 334 
αμνας 194 
άμνας 194, 334 
άμνάσι 193 
άμνάσιν 194 
άμνή 194 
αμνός 194 
αμνών 194 
αμνών 193-4, 334 
άμύγδαλον 297 
άμφίσφαιρα 68 
αμφοτέρων 250 
ανά μέσον 2θο 
άνάγγειλον 53 
άναθάλη 3" 7 
άναθάλλω 307 
αναθαλοι 3°7 
άναιδεύεσθαι 283 
αναιδής 283 
ανακαλεί ν 245 
Άνάκεια 54 
Άνάκειον 54 
"Ανακες 54 
Άνάκιον 54 
άνακλητήρια 48 
άνακϋνμαι 97 
άναλωθηναι 227 
άνοπταύειν 3 2 ° 
άνατταύεσθαι 3 2 0 

αναπαύσει 239 
αναπΑυΣει 3 4 2 

αναπαύσει 239, 3°8> 3 4 2 

αναπαύσεις 179, 3 4 2 

αναπαύσεως ι6ι , 3 2 9 
ανάπαυση 239, 3 2 0 

άναπαύσηται 3 4 2 

άναπαύσητε 3 4 2 

άναπαυσητει σε 3 4 2 

άνάπαυσιν 308 
άνάπαυσις ι6ο- ι , 179, 245: 

32°> 325» 3 2 9 
άναπηδύει 66 
άναπιδύει 66 
άναπΣυΖει 3 4 2 

αναστάς 6έ 138 
άναστήσεται 259 
άναστήσωσι 203 
άναχωρεΤν 3'8 
avotyûjai 255 
άνδρα 4 ' , 23°> 2 4 3 , 2 6 8 



&νδρ£ξ 231-2 
άνδρί^ω 86 
ανδρογυναιον 122 
ανδρογνναιο; 122 
άνδρογυναιων ι22 
άνδρόγυνον 122 
ανδρογύνων 121-2 
άνδρολογείον 4 1 

άνδρολογίαν 4> 
ανδρός 86-7, 2ΐ6 
άνδρόω 86 
άνδρύνω 86-7 
ανδρωθεί; 86 
Ανδρών 86 
ανέβαλα 3°7 
ανέβαλε 3°7 
άνέθσλλον ιο7 
άνέθαλον 3°7 
άνέθαλον ιο7 
άνέθεμα 75 
άνειμένα 3'6 
άνειμένοι 3'6 
άνεμώλιο; 164 
άνεμωνιο; 164 
ανεξερεύνητο 235 
ANEPAC 2 4 

ανέστη 3 1 2 

άνέωξον 293 
άνεωχθηναι 293 
ανηκόντων 88 
άνήλώμα 75 
ά ν η λ ώ σ ω σ ι ν 74 

άνήρ 217, 259 
άνθέμιον 5 ° - ' . 286, 3'9 
άνθη 286 
"Ανβιον 5 1 

ανθοί 5'» 8 7 . 286 
άνθράκινον 211 
άνθραξ 212 
άνθρωπαρεσκία 38 
άνθρωπάρεσκο; φ 
Ανθρωπε 235 

Ο ν θ ρ ω Τ Γ Ο ν 222 

άνθωμολογήσει 75 
άνιτίταμένου 30 ' 
Αννα; δέ 13 8 

άνοδία; 39 
άνοδο; 39 
ανόητοι «47. 235 
άνοίξαι 343 
ΑνοΙξη 343 
άνοιξον 293 
άνοΙσατε 3°6 
άυομάλως 293 
άνομεΐν ι ι8 , 312 

άνομέω 117-18 
άνομηθηναι 11 η-18 
άνομήσαι 117, 259 
ανομησθηναι 118 
ανομία 33« 
άνομί̂ ω U7-18, 3'2 
ανομισθηναι ι ι8 
άνομισθήναι ι ι 8 
άνομον 117 
άνομοΰντε; ι ι8 
άνόνητο; 74 
ANOPAC 2 4 

άνταποτείσει 3 ' 
άντελάβου 339-4° 
άντέστη 151 
άντιλογία 151 
"Αντιλογία 151 
Άντιλογία; 151 
άντιπαραβεβλημένη 112, 

3θ8 
αντίπερα η ι 
άντιπέραν 71 
αντίπερα; η ι 
άντιπέρην 7' 
άντιπεριβεβλημένη 308 
άντιπρόσωπα 3 3 8 

άντιφιλον(ε)ικεϊν 282 
άντιφιλονικείν 282 
άντωνομασία 292 
άνω 3 3 8 

άνωδννία 74 
άνώνητο; 74. 292 
ανωφελή; 44 
απαγωγή 129-3° 
απαγωγή 129-30, 3*6 
άπαγωγήν 129 
άπαίρω 285 
άπαλλάξαι 130 
απαλλάξει 130 
άπαλλάξη 130 
απαρτία 285 
άπαρτίαι 43 
απέκρυψε 262 
άπεκώλυσεν 185 
απελέκητων 132 
άττέττλυνα 64 
άπεστείλατε 102 
άπέστειλεν 3 1 3 
άπεστράφη; 107 
απέχυννε ιο8 
άπεχύννετο ιοβ 
άπήρτισα; 34° 
άπιστο; 235 
άπο 228 
άποικεσίαι 277 

άποικεσιών 277 
άπό οίκεσιών 277 
από χρόνων 325 
αποβλέπων 222 
άποδοχεϊον 47 
άποδόχια υδάτων 47 
άποδόχιον 47 
άπόδωμαι 303 
άποθανή" 336 
αποθηκών 3 3 1 

άποθνήσκειν 127. 3 1 5 
αποθνήσκω 6g, 3'5 
άποικεσιών 277 
αποικία; 277 
άποκατασταθήσονται 104 
άποκαταστήσονται 104 
άποκτείνατε 3°6 
άποκτενεΐ; 3 4 2 

άποκτίννυμι 32 
άποκτιννύω 32 
άποκωλύειν 185, 3 3 2 

άπολείπη 258 
άπολείται 62 
άπολεΤτε 62 
άπολελιπρωμένη 3 1 9 
άπολέσαι 130, 289 
άπολέση 130 
άπολέσθαι 289 
Απόλλων 54. a 8 4 
Άπολλώνεια 55 
'Απολλωνειον 55 
Άπολλωνιεϊον 55 
Άπολλώνιον 54. 2 8 4 
Άπόλλωνο; 4 ' 
άποπαύω 3 4 8 

άποπέσοιμι 24 
άποπέσοιν 23-4 
άπόπλυναι 63 
άπόπλι/νε 63 
άποπλύνη 63-4 
άποπλύνη; 64 
άπορρΤψαι g8 
άποστείλαι 239 
άποστελεΐ 239 
άποστέλλων 258 
άποστήναι 264 
άπόστολα βύβλινα 3°4 
αποστρέφει 262 
άποστρέφεσθαι 107 
άποστρέφοιτο ιο8 
άποστρέψαι 107 
άποστρέψαιτο ιο8 
άποστρεψάτω ιο8 
άποστρεψέτω ιο8 
άποστρέψοιτο 107 



άπάσχωμαι 3°3 
άποτειννυέτω 32 
άποτεινύων άποτεΐσει 281 
άποτεισ- 3 ' 
άποτείσαι n o 
άποτεΤσαι n o 
όητοτεΐσίΐ ι ιο, 281 
αποτεισις a8i 
όητοτιναγματος 296 
άττοτίννυμι 3 1 

άποτιννύω 3 ' 
άπότισιν 281 
άπότίσις 281 
άπτεσθαι 3°8 
απψασθαι $ο8 
απψσασθαι 308 
απώλεια 146 
άπώσθησαν 3>9 
αρα il 
αραδ H 
Αρασιμ 187, 333 
α ρ γ υ ρ ά 211 
άργύριον 49 
APECKEIA 3 8 
άρεσκεία 38 
αρέσκεια $Β 
άρεσκεΤαι 38 
άρεσκία 38 
αρέσκω 38 
άρήν 46 
άριθμηθήσεται 104 
άριθμηθήσονται 104 
αριθμηοτται ι ι 6 
άριθμήσεται 104 
άριθμοίς 194 
αριθμόν 194 
αριθμούς 194 
αριθμώ 194 
αριστεία 52-3 
άριστεύειν 52 
άρμα δευτερεύον 287 
άρμα δεύτερον 287 
άρνίον 46 
άρραβών 163 
"Αρτεμις 54 
ΆρτεμΙσιον 54 
*ΡΧή 34« 
αρχής 220, 342-3 
αρχής κτίσεως 224 
άρχιίατρος 300 
άρχοντα 174. 2 5 ΐ » 3°9 
άρχοντας 251 
άρχοντος 3°9 
(ό) άρχων έπΙ τών αρχόντων 

ι6ο 

άρωδιός yo-i 
άρωδιός 7° 
αρωδιων 292 
ασαρημωθ 320 
ασαρθα 3 2 7 
ασαρθά 3 2 7 
Ασαφ 156-7 
Ασδωδ 9« 
άσέβει 3 1 2 

άσεβείν 3 1 2 

άσεβης 3 1 8 

ασεβήσει 259» 3 1 2 

Ασεδωδ go-i 
Ασηδωθ go-1 
ασθενείας 258 
άσθενέω ι ι8 
άσθενίσατε ι ι8 
άσθενούντων 147 
άσθενώσατε ι ι 8 
ασθετησι ι ι8 
Άσκληπίδεια 55 
Άσκληπίεια 55 
Άσκλητηείον 55 
άσμα ασμάτων ι6ι 
άστπδείον 285 
άσπίδιον 285 
Άσταρτείον 55 
"Ασταρτιδείον 55 
Άσταρτιδηνόν 55 
Άσταρτιδήνον 55 
Άσταρτιδηνός 287 
Άοταρτιείον 55 
Ασταρτιον 55. 287 
άστειβής 3 ' 
άστιβής 3 1 

αστείος 285 
αστικός 285 
άστιος 285 
ράστιος 285 
ραστός 285 
Ασχανας 299 
άσωτεία 38-9 
άσωτεύομαι 39 
άσωτευόμενος 38 
ασωτία 38-9 
ασωτίας 38 
άσώτως 39 
Άταργάτη 66 
Άταργάτην 66, 287 
Άτβργάτιν 66 
"ΑταργατΤς 66 
ατενίζοντες 339 
Άτεργατιείον 56 
Ατεργατιον 287 
άτιμά3ω 274 

ατιμία 294 
ατιμίας 294 
ατιμώρητον 293 
Άτταγάθη 287 
άτταγαι 65 
άτταγας 65 
άτταγήν 65 
αττακην 64 
άττάκην 65 
άττάκης 64-5 
αττακιδα 64-5 
άττακίδα 64-5 
αττακιν 64-5 
αττακις 65 
άττακίς 65 
άττακις 64 
αττακοι 64 
άττακοί 65 
άττακον 64 
αττακος 64-5 
άττοχος 65 
άττακός 65 
άττακύς 64 
αυλαία 113 
αϋλαίαν 113 
αύλεία 113 
αύλία 113 
αυλισκοις 3*8 
αυλοί 328 
αυλοί 328 
αυλοις 328 
αύλοίς 328 
αύξάνεσθε 289 
αυξήσει 289 
αύξουσι 3 1 1 

αυτά g 

αώταρεσκέω 38 
αύταρεσκία 38 
αυτάρεσκος 38 
αυτή 329 
αύτη 329 
αυτής 329 
αύτοϋ καΐ τών ανθρώπων 

211 
αυτόχθων 34 
άφαΐς g 
αφάνεια 45 
αφανής 45 
άφανία 45 
αφανίζω 45 
άφεΐναι 99 
άφελοΰ 2go 
αφέσεως 178, 328-9 
άφεσιν 178 
άφεσις 176, 178-80 



«στιου 58 
>(ειν 99 
><ηΜ» 99 
>(ουσιν 99 
>Ι» 99 
({«σι 99 
ιιώσι 99 
ιρόνων 29° 

IWAIJCU 295 
/ασθαι 308 

:6ίσεις 137 
δον 331 
6os 332 
δων 331 
t'a 303 
sis io2 
tic 102 
εώ 303 
εων 303 
80$ 235 
ta 303-4 
ίδος 102 
IV 102 
îv 102 
(va 304 
(νη 102 
Ινην 304 
ίνος 304 
tov 304 
IÇ 102 
Is 102 
is 102-3,303-4 
!ö 303 
toov 102, 303-4 
κτρα 327 
κχουρια 162 
(χούρια iÖ2 
«χουριειμ 162 
(χουριμ ι62 
(χουριοις 162 
<χουρ1οις 162 
^ανείον 48 
\ta 137 
Vila 137 
πτ^ώμεθα 294 
» 304-5 
5*«s 197 
χως 304 
>ιδι 304 
>ι8ος 304 
nos 304 
>ι$ 305 
«S 172, 186, 304 

βάσεις 137, 192 
βασιλέα 137 
βασιλείς 137 
βασιλείς 137 
βασιλευειν 185 
βασιλεύς 215 
βασιλεύς βασιλέων 321 
βασιλέων 233 
βασιλέως 258 
βάτος 172, 183, 323, 33' 
βάτου 323 
βάτω 323 
βάτων 33' 
βεβούλευμαι 242 
βεβούλημαι 242 
βεθ 331 
βέλη 195 
βέλος 125 
βελοστάσεις 125 
Βεν Εννομ 187 
Βερ ε̂λλαι 320 
Βερ ε̂λλι 320 
Βηλ 56 
Βηλείου 56 
Βηλιον 287 
βήτα 167, 172 
βίαν 67 
βιβρώσκω 73 
βικός 163 
βίκος 163 
βλαστόν 286 
βλαστός 5' 
βλέποντες 197-9, 335 
βλέπω 30 
βλέπων τ α πάντα 20ΐ 
βλέπωσιν 198-9 
βλέψετε 197-9 
βοήθεια 59 
βοήθειαν 59 
βοηθήσαι αύτοις 144 
βοηθός 59 
ßot 93 
βομβεΤν 146 
Booj 300 
Βοος 3 0 0 

βοτάνη 3 " 
βουαλ 299 
ΒουβαστεΤον 55 
Βουβάστιος 55 
Βούβαστΐ5 55 
Βούβαστθ5 55 
βούκεντρον 334 
βουλ 299 
βούλεσθαι 141, 242-3 
βούλεται 242 

βουλεύεσθαι 242-3 
βουλεύεσθε 242 
βουλευθείς 343 
βουλεύμασι 343 
βουλευμάτων 343 
βουλευόμενοι 242 
βουλεύω log 
βουλή 242 
βουλή ταραχθήσεται 147 
βουλή ν έξέστησεν 147 
βούλημα 243 
βουλής 243 
βούλομαι 242 
βουνούς 277 
βοών 3 1 1 

βρόμα 73 
βρόμος 72-3 
βρομώδης 73 
βρωμά 73 
βρωμάτων 73 
βρωμήσει 72-3 
βρώμος 72 
βρώσις 73 
βύβλινα 304 
βυβλίνας 295, 3θ4 
βυβλίνοις 304 
βυβλίων 295 
βύσσος 163 
βωμός 196 

γαγγαλΙ^ω 164 
y a j a 327 
ye> 179,332 
Γαι 179, «87, 332-3 
Γαι τό πολυανδρείον 179 
γαΐ 193, 28ο 
ΓΑΙ-ΓΕ-ΤΟ 332 
γαιεννα 247 
(γάι)εννα 320 
yaîS 59 
Γαλάτσι 235 
γαλγαλί^ω 164 
y a p 8 
y a s 213 
γάστρας 339~4° 
γε ι87, 236 
γέαι 59, «93, 28ο, 288 
γεγενήσεται 105 
χεγεννη μένων 11 η 
Υεέννη 247 
Υεέννης 247 
Υεεννα i8g, 247 
Υέεννα 247, 3 2 ΐ 
γέενναν 247 
Γεεννομ 323 



Γεενομ 3 3 a 

γειωραι 34 
γειώρα; 33~4 
Γελαμψουρ 88 
γενεά 235 
γενεάν 3 ' ° 
γενέσει; 115, 3 ' 2 

γενέσθαι 111, 115— 17 
γενέσια 49 
γενηθήτω 240 
γένημα 115, 3 " 
γενήματα 115 
γενημάτων 115 
γενήσεται 105, 116, 306 
γεννδν 116 
γεννασθαι 116 
γεννάται ι ι6 
γεννάω 105, «ΐ5> 3 " 
γεννηθήναι 117 
γέννημα 115, 3 ' 1 

γεννήματα 115 
γεννημάτων 3 1 1 

γεννήσει; 115 
γεννησεται ι ι6 
γεννήσεται 105 
γεννώντα 3 1 1 

γεννώνται 3 1 1 

γεννώσα; 3 1 1 

γένοιτο 107-8 
γενομένου ι ι6 
γένωνται ι ι6 
γεών 59 
γεωραι 34 
γεωργό; 34 
γεώρε; 34 
γεωφύλακε; 34 
Γη ι 8 7 

yîi 59. 7«. , 8 6 - 9 , 288, 332 
γή 49, '88, 332 
γήν 34.187-8,213,223,332 
γηόρα; 34 
γή; 34. 62, 187, ι88, 333 
γίγμομαι 105 
γίγνεσθαι 116 
γίνομαι 115 
γίνου 321 
γινώσκειν 204 
γινώσκων 204 
γιώρα; 33~4> '73~5 
γλοκητότιν 195 
γλωσσοκόμον 126 
γνοντε; 202 
γνόντε; 202, 204 
γνόφο; ι6ο 
γνώ 2θο, 240, 335 

γνώθι 204 
γνώμεν 202 
γνώσει 204 
γνώσιν 2θθ 
γνωστώ; 199, 200,204,335 
γνώτε 2θο 
Γοδολια 155-8 
γόεον 8ο 
γόον 8ο 
ΓΟΥΖΑΝ 334 
γού^αν 334 
γουνοΰσθαι 68 
γραμματέα 309 
γραμματεΟοντα 3°9 
γραμματεύ; 114, 3°8~9 
γράφοντα 309 
γράφουσιν 337 
γυμνώθητι 326 
γύναι 229, 235 
γυναίκα; 3·2 
γυναϊκε; 231 
γυναικί 215, 2ΐ6 
γυναικό; 290, 338 
γνναικώνι 337 
γυνή 217 
Γωγ 179 

Δαγων 56 
δανείει; 281 
δανει̂ - 29 
δανείζω 29-30, 281 
δάνειον 29 
δανείσει; 281 
δανειστ- 29 
δανεσ- 29 
δανεσιον 29 
δανιεΤ; 281 
δαν^ω 29-30 
Δανιήλ 258 
δανισα; 29 
δανιώ 29-30, 35 
δάνος 29 
δαψιλέσι 290 
Δεβλαθα 48 
Δεδαν 133 
δεδεμένου; 129 
δέησιν 263 
δειλίαν 257 
δειλιάσει 256 
δεινόν 36 
δείνο; 36 
δέκα 33. 137, '93~4 
δέκα καΐ τέσσαρες 137 
δεκαδύο 136 
δεκάκι; 194 

δεκαμνα; 194 
δεκατέσσαρα; 13 7 
δεκατέσσαρε; 137 
δέλτατο; 167 
δέλτο; ι η 1-3 
δεμονε; πολυανδριοι 286 
δεξαμενήν 190 
δεξιά 221 
δέομαι 229 
δέρκομαι 290 
δεσμά 129 
δέσμη 94 
δέσμη 94 
δεσμή 94 
δέσμιοι άνειμένοι 3'6 
δεσμίου 129 
δεσμόν 129 
δεσμού; 129 
δεσμών 3'6 
δεσμώτη ριον 129 
δεσμώ 129 
δευτερεϊα 5 2 ~3 
δευτερείον 57. 287 
δευτερείο; 57. ' 2 ' 
δευτερεύον 287 
δευτερεύοντα ·$\·$~\$ 
δευτερεύω 57. 1 2 1 

δευτερεύων 3 ' 3 _ Ι 4 
δευτερέω 3'3 
δευτέριον 57 
δευτεριο; 57 
δευτέριο; 57 
δεύτερον 287, 3'4 
δεύτερο; 155-8, 215, 3'3 
δευτεροϋντα 3'3 
δευτερόω isi , 3«4 
δευτερώσαι 3 1 4 
δευτερώσατε 12θ 
δευτερώσεω; 3 ' 3 - Ι 4 
δευτέρωσι; 3 '4 
δήμοι 115 
δήμοι; 3 1 0 

διάβασι; 249 
διαβατήρια 249 
διαβατήριον 344 
διάγραψον 2ίο 
διαθήκην 118, 3'9 
διάθησθε 99 
διαθήσθε 99 
διακρΐβεΐα 205 
διακριβειαι 205 
διακριβεια; 205 
διακριβεΐα; 205 
διαλλόμενο; 137 
διαλογί^εσθαι 337 



διαλογισμοί 2θ6, 337 
διανο(α 147 
διαπίπτουσαν 329 
διαπίπτων 329 
διαπτύουσα 33° 
διάπτυσις 33° 
διατττύων 330 
διάτττωσις 179. 3 2 9~3° 
διασκέδασον 3 1 2 

διαστείλη g 
διαστέλλω g 
διατεταγμένα 206-7 
διαφέρει 288 
δια-φεύξασθαι ιο6 
διαφεύξεται 34 1 

διδαξαι 62 
δίδασκε 3 1 2 

δίδοτε μέθην 248 
διδούς 203 
διέγραψα σε 2ΐο 
διεσταλμένον g 
διεστε(λατο g 
διέστη 66 
διεχάραξάσε 2ΐο 
διηκριβωσάμην 2θ8 
διΐκνεΐσθω 93 
διΐπταντος g3 
διίπτημι 3 0 1 

διίστησιν 93 
διϊστώσιυ 93 
δίκαιον 337 
δικαιοσύνη ν 337 

δικαιούν 3 1 2 

δικαιώσαι 117 
δικαιώσεις 3 4 2 

δίκη 35 
6{νη 36 
δίνος 3^ 
διου go 
Sis 33. 3 '4 
διυλί̂ ειν 78 
διυλίζω 2g5 
διϋλισμένον 78 
δοκιμείον 49-5° 
δοκιμεΤος 57 
δοκιμιον 49 
δοκίμιον 5° 
οοκιμίον 5° 
δόκιμος 57 
δόλος 151 
δόμα 2og 
δόσις 2og 
δούλος 3 2 7 
δούλος δούλων ι6ο-1, 321 
δούναι 117 

δοχεϊον 47. «9° 
δοχεύς 47 
δοχιον 47 
δοχμη 94 
δράγμα 290 
δρακείσ' ασφαλές 307 
δράκεσι 290 
δράκος 2 go 
δρακσι 2gi 
δρακσσΙ 290 
δράξ 2go 
δραξ( 2go 
δρέπανον i8g-go, 334 
δυνατός Ισχύϊ 3 3 1 

δύο igo 
δώδεκα 136 
δφη 238 
δώμα 4 1 

δώρα 3 4 2 

δώρον 3 2 5 
δώρου 3 2 5 
δώρων 3 4 2 

δώσει 238 
δώσιν 2θ3 

έάλων έαλωκα 2g2 
έάν 268 
εανποιης 3°7 
έάν ποίησης 3°7 
εαρινός 3°4 
έβάσκανευ 235 
εβδομάδα εβδομάδων 3 2 5 

έβδομάς 234 
έβδομη 244 
ίβδομον 3 '4 
έβούλετο 141, 242 
έβουλεύσατο iog, 2 4 2 

έβούλευσεν iog 
έβουλεύσατο κς 141 
έβουληθη 243 
Εβραΐδι 92 
Εβραίος 3°5 
ΕβραϊστΙ 92 
ίγγαιος 288 
έγγειος 288 
έγγιεί 112 
Err<IE>IE6uC iog, 112 
εγγιεως iog 
εγγίζει ιΐ2 
έγγί^ειν 112 
έγγυαν 85 
έγγύη 85 
έγείρεσθαι g3 
έγείρεσθε 63 
έγένετο 116-17 

έγενήθη 116-17 
έγενήθης 11 η 
έγεννήθη 116-17 
έγεννήθην ι ι 6 
έγεννήθης 11 η 
έγεννήΟησαν 11 η 
έγένοντο i l6 , 34 1 

εγκαίνια 49 
έγκαταλελειμμένον 3'6 
εγκαταλελειμμένους 3 ·6 
έγκαταλίπης 67 
έγκαταλίποι 107-8 
έγκαταλίποιτο 107 
έγκατοΐκησον 2g3 
ίγκληρον 221 
έγκότημα 257 
εγκράτεια 44. 46. 85 
έγλύφην 34° 
έγνωσαν 204 
έγνώσθη 204 
έγρήγοροι 279 
έγρήγορος 279 
έγχάραξον 2ΐο 
έγχρίσαι g8 
έΥΧΡ1σΤΙ ιθ4 
έγώ είμι 271 
Εδδεκελ 3°5 
έδει 235 
Ιδεισαν 336 
έδευτέρωσαν 12ο 
έδιάσθην 34° 
έδιάσω 34° 

[[ΕΔ]]ωθΙΝ 8g 
Ι^ωγράφησα 2ΐο 
έθαμβήθην 146 
έθανατώθης 3'8 
έθαυμαστώθης 3'8 
έθεμελίωσέ με 34° 
έθεμελίωσεν 223 
έθεράπευσεν 64 
έθημωνιάσθη 66, 2go 
εθνικός 144 
έθορυβήθην 146 
εΙ 268 
-εια 27 
-'ειά 27 
-είά 27 
εΤασα 338 
ειβις ιθ2, 306 
είδε 2οι 
είδεν 2οο, 2οι 
ειδεναι 33*> 
εΙδέναι i g 7 - 2 0 4 . 335 
είδες 203 
ειδεσαι 335 



εΤδεσαν 202 
ειδετε 2θΐ 
είδετε aoa, 203 
είδη 2θ4 
εΙδήσαι 335 
είδησαν 335~6 
εΙδήτε 197-200 
είδον 2θ2 
είδον 2ΐ, 24, 197 
ίριδον 24 
είδοσαν 202 
είδοσαν Ιδόντες 204 
είδότες 2θθ, 203 
ΕΙΔύύ 2θ3 
είδω 199, 3 ° 3 
είδωλα 174 
εΙδωλεΤα 56 
εΙδωλεΤον φ 
είδωλείω 56 
είδωλον 159 
εΙδώλων 3 3 1 

είδωμεν 202 
είδα* 199 
εΙδώς 2θΐ 
είδωσι 2οο 
είδωσιν 199, 2θθ, 202, 335 
ΕΙ ΕΑΡ 299 
είκασθη 2ΐο 
είναι 67, 111, ι ι6 
είπα gg 
είπεϊν 24 
ειττεν 2οι 
είπε gg 
είττον gg 
είπόν gg 
είττον 24, 9 9 - ι ο ο 
είς άλληλα 338 
είς βέλη καταπαλτών 195 
εΙς Γαι ôpos 33a 
είς δεσμά 129 
ε!; έσχατα έσχατων ι6ο 
εγκαίρους 325 
εΐΐ vlKos νικέων ι6ο 
εΙ$δν 3>7 
είς παράδοσιν i2g 
elç πεδία ΐ34~5 
els πόλεις 333 
els πρόσωπον μου 321 
els σκάφην 83 
els τέλος 282 
els τον αΙωνα 282 
els TO ôpos 332 
εΙ$ χρόνον πολύν ι6ο, 245 
els 142, 310, 317 
el$ έκαο-Tos 3>o 

els καθείς 3«° 
εισκαφην 83 
Είσταθμους 82 
είστήκειν 2ΐ 
ειστομα 83 
εισχισμας 83 
είτ' ό καρπός 3°9 
είχεν 267 
έκ βάτου 323 
έκ πέρας 292 
έκ πλευράς 292 
έκ Cavip 83 
έκ (Ιουφιρ 29ο 
έκ Tfjs Ιερωσύνη5 3 '9 
έκ Τρωγοδυτών 3 1 5 
έκαθαρειώθησαν 58 
έκάμμυσαν 197 
FeKas Tis 3 1 0 

έκαστη 217 
έκάστην 2ΐι 
έκαστον 3°9 
έκαστον 310 
έκαστος 105, 217, 3ο6, $ιο 
ρέκαστος 3«° 
έκαστου $ιο 
εκατέραν προς την έκατέραν 

2ΐ6 
έκγηράσετε 128 
έκγοντα 311 
έκδικής m 
εκδικήσεις 34 1 

εκδίκησης m 
εκείνος 267 
έκείρατο 63 
έκέκραξα 97 
{κινδύνευσα ιΐ2 
έκκαίδεκα 33 
εκκλησία 85, 245 
έκκλησιά ε̂ιν 85 
έκκλησία^ω 85 
έκλειξ- 3° 
έκλέξασθαι 141-2 
εκληρονομησετε 62 
έκοίμησεν 119 
έκοίμι̂ ον 3 1 2 

έκοίμισεν ι ig 
έκόπασεν 131, 3'7 
εκοπιασεν 3'7 
έκοπίασεν 131, 3'7 
έκπειράσεις iog 
έκπικραΐνειν 150 
έκρίψαι g8 
έκσοίσεις 2go 
έκσοισω 2go 
έκστηναι 131 

έκτάσσοντα 3°9 
έκτεΐσει 3 1 

έκτενία 45 
έκτένεια 45 
έκτετιναγμένων 297 
έκτησάμην 222 
έκτήσατο 221-3 
έκτήσω 22ο-ι, 223 
έκτίλαι 343 
έκτισεν 221-3, 339 
έκτρίψαι g6 
έκφεύξας ιο6 
έκφεύξασθαι ιο6 
έκφεύξεσθαι ιο6 
έκύκλευσαν n g 
έκύκλωσαν ι ig 
έκωλύθησαν 3'9 
έλαβεν 144 
Ιλαθεν 262 
έλαιον 59, 279 
έλασσονόω 53 
έλαττούμενος 258 
έλαττόω 53 
ίλαχεν 185-6 
έλέγξαι iog, 307 
έλεγξαιτο iog 
έλέγξαιτο 3°7 
ελέγξει iog 
ελεγξοι iog 
έλεγξοιτο iog 
έλεγξοιτο 307 
έλέγχειν 3°7 
έλεον 59, 279 
ελεοπολις ΐ22 
ϊλεος 59 
έλέπολις 122 
έλεύσεται 250 
"Ελευσίνια 49 
Ελισάβετ 133 
έλικτ- 3° 
ελίσσω 3° 
έλοιδόρησαν 151 
έλος 122 
ελπίδα ιο6 
ελπίδος los 
έλπ(3ει ιο6 
έλπ(3ειν ιο6 
έλπΐ3έτω ιο6 
ελπίζω ιο6 
έλυτρωσω 220 
Εμαθ 132 
έματαιώθην 312 
έμέ ι ο ί 
έμεσον πόρρω 292 
έμήνίσα 29-30 



έμίαινευ ι ι 8 
έμίγην 3 ' 
έμπελία 135 
έμπέλιο; 135 
έμπλήσω 187 
εμπορείου 86 
έμπορεύεσθαι 86 
εμπορεύονται 86 
εμπορία 86 
εμπορίου 86 
έμπυρισμω 320 
έμφάνηθι 3 ι δ 

έμφανίχειν 335 
έμφάνισον 335 
έμφάνισον μοι σεαυτόν 335 
εμφανώ; ΐ37, 3 ' 8 

εν βάτω 323 
έν Ιδέα 3 2 3 
ενισχύει 23 
έν ισχυι 23 
έν Ισχύϊ 23 
έν καιροί; από χρόνων 325 
έν πρωία 300-1 
έν πυρί φλογό; 322-3 
έν σκώλοι; η6 
έν τή παρεμβολή 291 
έν φλογΐ πυρό; 322-3 
έν 3 1 ° 
ένα 3°9. 3'ο 
εναντίον έμοΰ 321 
ένβέβληκαν 294 
ενέγγυου 85 
ένεγγυήσω 85 
ένεγκρατευομεθα 85 
ένείρα; 34° 
ένεμπορευομαι 85 -6 
ένεμπορευονται 86 
ένεμποοευοντο 86 
ένεπορεύοντο 86 
ένεστιν 111, 228 
ένετείλατο 6ι 
ένθέμιον 5 1 

SV1 1 1 1 - 1 2 , 228, 3°7~8 
ένιαντό; 178, 328-9 
ένιαντό; άναπαύσεω; ι6ι 
ένιοντό; άφεσεω; 329 
ενισχύει 23 
ενισχύσατε 128 
ενισχύω 128 
ένκατφκησον 293 
Ευνομ 187, 320, 33°, 3 3 a 

Ενομ ι88, 320 
ενοπλησησθαι 3 1 5 
ένο; 3 , D 

ένουλώσεως 132 

ένοχοι 259 
ένσκολιενόμενο; 76 
ένσκωλιεύομαι η6 
ένσκωλεύομαι y6 
έντολά; 2θ5, 3 3 6 

ενφωθ 3 2 5 
ενώπιον 250, 316 
έξ Ουφιρ 290 
έξ οφθαλμών 262 
έξαλλοι παρά 211 
έξανιρ 83 
έξαραι 130 
έξαριθμηθήσεται 104 
έξέβραξεν 184 
έξεγειρόντων 279 
έξείναι 111 
έξεκκλησιά3ειν 85, 297 
έξεκκλησιά^ω 85 
εξεκκλησιασα; 86 
έξεκκλησιάσα; 85 
έξελεξάμην 142 
έξελέξατο 142 
έξελεύσεσθε 306 
έξελεύσεται 134 
έξελθείν 145, 338 
έξέλιπεν 2ΐο 
έξεπείρασα; 109 
έξεπειρασασθε 109 
έξεπειράσατε iog 
έξεπειρα(Ι[ΘΕ]Εν iog 
έξερευνώντε; 2θ6, 209 
έξέστησεν 147 
έξετασμοί 2θ6 
έξή m 
έξήλθεν 156 
έξημυγδαλισμένοι 3'7 
έξημυγδαλωμένη 3'7 
έξήνεγκεν 286 
έξήνθησεν 286 
έξήρανεν 137 
έξηράνθη 227 
έξήρεν 137 
έξικνούμενοι 2ο6 
έξιόντε; 283 
έξίπτασθαι 3 ° ' 
έξιχνιασμοί 2θ6 
έξοδεία 39 
έξοδεύω 39 
έξοδία 39 
έξοδίη 39 
έξόδιον 39, 283 
έξολεθρενθήσομαι 104 
έξολεθρεύω 42 
έξοισει; 290 
εξοπησια; 122 

έξοπλασία 122-3 
εξοπλησεσθαι 3 ·5 
έξοπλίσησθε 3 ·5 
έξώσθησον 3'9 
έξοπλησίαν 122 
εξοπλίζω 122 
έξοπλισία 122-3 
έξοπλισίαν 122 
έξυλφιν 78 
εορακα 23 
έόρακα 73 
ρερόρακα 73 
EOPAKAC 292 
εορακα; 23 
έόρακα; 23 
έοράκατε 73, 203 
εορτών τήν μεγίστην 325 
έπόγη 290 
έπογη; 11 η 
έπάγουσιν ι8ο-ι 
επαγωγή 129-30, 3'6 
επαγωγή 12g 
επαγωγή; 129 
Έ Π Α Ε Ι Δ ω Ν 6g 
έπαειδων 69 
έπαείδων 6g 
έπάιδων 6g 
έποινέσαι 307 
έπαινέσοι 307 
έπαισαι 6g 
έπαοιδή 6g 
έπαοιδήν 6g 
έπαοιδό; 6g 
έπαρύστρει; 103-4 
έπαρυστρίδα; 103 
έπαρύσρι; 103 
έπαρυστρί; 103 
επαρχεία 39, 45 
επαρχεία 39 
έπαρχείσν 39 
επαρχείων 39 
επαρχία 39 
έπάταξα; 127 
έπαύσατο 131, 3'7 
έπαχύνθη 197 
έπ έγνωσαν 335 
έπειράθη 130 
έπειραθην 130 
έπειράσθη 130 
έπειράσθην 130 
έπειτα 274 
έπελειώθη 57 
επελευσασθαι ιο6 
έπελθόντων 17g 
έπεμάνην 3°7 



έπέμανον 3°7 
έπεπληροϋτο 38 
έπερωταν τόν θεόν 337 
έπερωτήσαντι σοφ(αν 338 
έπεσαν 137 
έπεσον 137 
έπέτειον 57 
επετείου 58 
έπετίου 58 
έπέχαρα ιο6 
έπέχαρας 106-7 
έπεχάρητε χ 07, 34' 
έπβχόμενον καΐ έγκατα-

λελειμμένον 3 1 6 
έπήκοοι 343 
επί Γαι Εννομ 3 3 a 

έπΙ γήν Γα» Εννομ 33* 
έπΙ θύραις αύτης 2ΐ6 
έπΙ κώμας 333 
έπ! μηχανημάτων iga 
έπίπάντας 137 
έπΙ πέρσας 124 
έπΙ πέρσας 3 «5 
έπΙ στόλοις βυβλίνοις 3°4 
έπΙ τά πρόπνλα 137 
έπΙ τον πλησίον αύτοϋ a 17 
έπιβάλλεσθε 202 
έπιγαμβρεία 40 
έπιγαμβρίαν 4° 
επίσης 111 
έπιεκαιως 123 
επιείκεια 44 
έπιεικέως 123 
επιεικής 44 
επιεικώς 123 
επίθωμαι 3°3 
επικαλεΐσθαι ιο6 
έπίκλησιν 245 
έπίκλητον 244-5 
έπίκλητος 244-5 
έπ(κρανεν 150 
επικράτεια 44> 4*> 
έπιλελησμένη 294 
έπιλησαι 6g 
επιμανεϊσ' όραν 3°7 
έπιμανέω 3° 7 
επιμανοΰσ* όρδν 307 
έπιμεικτ- 3 ' 
επιμέλεια 45 
επιμελώς «23, 2θ8 
έπιμίξ 3 1 

επιν(κιον 36 
έπισκεπήσεται 3'4 
έπισκεπηση 3 · 4 
έπισκεπήση ΐ2ΐ, 3 '4 

έπισκεπση 3'4 
επίσκεψη 3'4 
επισπεύδων 148 
έπίστασθαι 127-8, 3'5 
έπιστηθήναι 128 
επιστήμη 128 
έπιστήσαι 128, 3>5 
επισιτισμών 182 
έπιατολάς βυβλίνας 295,3°4 
έπιστρέψαι 238 
επιστρέψει 238 
έπιστρέψωσι ig8 
έπιστώνται 127 
έπιστωσάμην 2θ8 
έπισυναχθήναι ι2ο 
έπισφύρια 68 
έπι-σχε ιοί 
έπ-ισχε ιοί 
έπι-σχείν ιοί 
έπι-σχες ιοί 
έπίσχες ιοο 
έπ-ίσχω ιοί 
έπιτάσσοντες 2θ6, 209 
Ιπιτιμήσαι 237 
επιφανής 3'9 
έπιχάραντες 107 
έπιχαρέντες 107 
έπιχαρής m 
έπλασαν 222 
έπλησαν igo 
εποίησαν igo 
έπο^έσαι 7 2 

έποίησεν 64, 221-2 
εποκασεν 3'6 
έπολέμει 185 
έπορεύθησαν 137 
EITÖCAN 137 
έπροφήτευσας 3 3 6 

έπταισαν 257 
επτακ. και ογδόη 275 
έπτάκις 3 ·4 
έπτηξαν 257 
επωδή 69 
έπωνομασία 292 
έργοις 252 
έργολάβεια 45> 285 
έργολαβέω 44-5 
εργολαβία 44~5 
εργολάβος 44~5 
έργον 185, 332 
έρδοι 3>° 
ερεθίζει 150 
έρεθισμόν 150 
έρεθιστής 150 
έρεικτά 3° 

έρεικτός 30 
έρείκω 3° 
έρεις 3«9 
έρήμω 67 
έριδες 282 
έριθεία 38, 4° 
έρικτά 3° 
ερικτα 303 
έριπέντι 307 
έρισταΙ έστε 3'9 
έρισύβη 77 
έρμαιον 285 
έρμαίος 285 
έρυσίβη 77 
ερωδιός 70 
ερωδιού 292 
έρως 29θ 
έσασθαι ιο6 
Εσδρας 88 
Εσδραχ 88 
Ισθοντες 63 
Εσθραχ 88 
έσιώπησα 338 
έσκέπασεν 249 
έσονται ύμϊν κατόχιμοι «49 
έσπανισμένους 3'6 
έσπασμένη 326 
έσπευσα έπ' αύτω 146 
έσπευσαν 3'8 
έσπευσεν 145 
έσπούδακα 144 
έσπούδασα 144 
έσπούδασεν 144 
εσσην 284 
εσσηνα 284 
εσσηνη 284 
εσσηνην 284 
εσσηνι 284 
εσσηνου 284 
έσσοΰμαι 261 
έσσούσθαι 260 
έσται 117, 240, 244· 32ΐ, 325 
έσται ύμϊν 321 
έστέναξαν 132 
έστήριξα 2ΐο 
ϊστιν Ι Ι Ι - Ι 2 , a68 
εστίν 325 
έστύγνασαν 13'-2 
έσφαλεν 107 
έσχαρεΤον 285 
έσχάριον 285 
έσχατα έσχατων ι6ο 
έσωρεύθη 290 
εταίρας 214-15 
έταιρι̂ ομένη 215 



έταίραν ai7 
εταίρος 59-60, 314-18 
έταΐρον 217-18 
εταίρου ai6-i8 
εταίρους 315 
έταίρω 317 
Εταίρων 314 
Εταίρων 38 
Ιταπεινώθης 374 
έταπεινώθητε 374 
(ταπείνωσα s6o 
(ταπείνωσεν 274 
Ιταράχθη 146, 3 ·8 
έτάχυνεν 374 
έτει 3«9 
έτεκεν ι ι 6 
έτερα την έτερον 2 ΐ6 
έτέραν 215 
ετέρας 214, 3 3 8 

έτέροις 253, 345 
έτερον 215, 339 
ίτερος 59-6°, 214-18, 339 
Ιτερος από τοΰ έτερου 216 
έτερος προς τόν έτερον 2 ΐ 6 -

«7, 339 
έτερος τώ έτέρω 2 ΐ6 
έτερου 2ΐ6-ΐ7 
έτέρω 2 ΐ6- ΐ7 
έτερων 214 
έτευξα 105 
έτι 282 
Μ 93 
έτοιμάσβητι 326 
ετοιμασμένη 326 
έτοίμη 326 
ίτος 57, «78, 329 
Ιτρέψατο 258 
έτρίσσευσαν ΐ20 
έτρίσσευσε 3'3 
έτρ(σσωσαν ΐ2ΐ 
έτριχίων 33° 
έτυχον 105-6 
«0 6a 
εύαρέστει 321 
εογε 230 
εύγε ol 34' 
εύδοκείν 3>7 
ευ[[εϊ]]δωσει 239 
ευέλπιδες ιο6 
εύθυμεΤν 72 
εύθυμος 72 
εΟΘϋνα 84 
εύθύνειν 84 
ευλάβεια 44~5 
ευλαβής 44~5 

εύλογείν 143 
εύλογέω ι ι8 
ευλογηθησαν ι ι 8 
εύλο/ήσαι 237 
ευλογησθησετε ι ι 8 
εύλογίαν 4° 
eïXoyiju 118 
εύλογΊσθη ι ι8 
εύξώμεθα 343 
εύοδέω 39 
εύοδία 39, 73~4 
εύοδος 39 
εύοδωθηση 34" 
εύοδωσει 239 
εύοδώσει 34' 
ευοδώσεις 239, 34' 
εύοδωσω 34 1 

εύπορέω ι ig 
εύπόρησεν ι ig 
εύπορέω ι ig 
εύπόρισεν ι ig 
εύπορούμαι ι ig 
εύπορω ι ig 
ευρέθη 268 
εύρεθη 268 
ευρη n o 
εύρητε 268 
εύροι ι ίο 
εύροιτο ι ίο 
εύρων 259 
εύρων n o 
-εύς 27 
εύσεβία 44 
ευφυής 147 
ίύχα( 343 
εύχεται 343 
«ύχή 343 
Εύχήν 343 
-εύω 27 
εύωδία 73 
έφ' ύμίν 233 
ΕΦΑΛΛΟΥΟ 137 
έφαλλομένους 137 
έφαλλομένω 137 
έφάνητε 34° 
έφάψασθαι 3 ° 8 

έφέρετο 329 
εφεστιου 58 
έφέτειον 57-8 
έφέτειος 309 
εφετείου 58 
έφετιον 57 
έφευξα ιο6 
εφηβεία 40 
έφηβία 4° 

έφοδεία 283 
έφορςΙ 20Ι 
ίφυγεν ιο6 
έφύλαξεν 305 
έχάραξα 2ίο 
έχάρην los 
ίχειν 120 
έχρησάμεθα 337 
έχρήσατο a n , 337 
έχρήσατο αυτή καλώς a 11 
έχρόνισεν 3 0 9 - 1 0 

έχω ιοί 
έχων ιο6 
έχώνευσας 34° 
έχωρίσθησαν 3'9 
-έω a 7 
εωρακα aga 
έωρακα 73 
έώρακα 23 
[εωρα]καμ[εν] 73 
εωρακας 23 
έώρακας 23 
[έωρακασιν] 73 
εωρακατε 73· 2οι 
έωράκατε 202 
έώρων 73 
έως 8g, 2g2 
έως θανάτου 112 
έως καιρού πέρας 292 
έως ού 214 
έως πότε 235 
έως πρωί 292 
έως συντελείας 146 
έως τό πρωί 292 

2ειου go 
Ζεΰ 302 
jewy- 3« 
Ζεύς 3°2 
3ήλος 2go 
3ησόμεθα 203 
3ήτα 167 
ζητήσω 337 
Ζικεα 8g 
31ου go, 299 
juyov 113 
3ύθον 113 
3ϋβος 113, 3 2 7 
3ύο 8g 
3ÛTOV 113 
2ÛTOS 113 

3φβ 3 " 
3ωαγρέω 37 
^ωγρέω 37 
3ωγρία 37 



jcoypfaç 37 
jcpèapfSiov 69 
3φδάριον 69 
Ζωελεθ 300 
3ωή 202 
3ωην 202 
3ωήν 2θ2 
3φον 6g, 288 
3ωοποιήσωσιν 203 
3ώσιν 2θ3 

ή 3°9 
ήγγισαν 112 
ήγγισεν ι ι 2 
ήγίακα 142 
ήδει 201 
ήδεισαν 202, 336 
ήδεισαν γνόντες 204 
ηδειτε 2οι 
ήδΙκησα 144 
ήδύ μοι δτι 34 1 

ήθέλησεν 141, 243 
ήθολογήσαιμι 234 
ήθόωμαι 75 
ήθώωμαι 294 
ήκηδίασα 144 
ήκουσαν 197, 204 
ήκριβάσθη 2ΐο 
ήκριβασμένα 207 
ήκριβασμένον 2og 
ήκριβωμένα 207 
ήκριβωμένον 2og 
ήκρίβωσα 207 
ήκρίβωσεν 2ΐο 
ήλαττωμένοί 258 
ήλθεν 2g ι 
ήλιε 3^7 
"Ηλιοττολίτηΐ 124 
ήλπισεν ιο6 
Ημαθ 133 
ήμα$ ιοί 
ήμας ιοί 
ήμερα 244 
ήμέραν 2ΐι 
ημέρας 202 
ήμέραν μεγάλη ν 245 
ήμιν ιοί 
ημων 6ι 
ήμων ιοί 
ην 62 
Ήνειά 155 
Ηνία 155-8 
ηνία 156 
ήνομοΟσαν ι ι 8 
ήξει 227 

ήόρων 73 
ήρόρων 73 
ήπιστήθην 128 
Ήράκλειον 54 
ήρέτΊκεν έν αύτώ 142 
ήρέτικέν σε 142 
ήρέτικέν σοι 142 
ήρίθμησεν 2θΐ 
ήριπον 3°7 
ήρωειον 291 
ήρώον 2g ι 
ήΐ 62 
-ή* 27 
Haaias 133 
ησθα 67 
ήσθα 67-8, 2go-i 
ήσθενήσατε ι ι 8 
ήσθενίσατε ι ι8 
ήσθενώστε 118 
ήσσάσθαι 260-1 
ήσσησθαι 258 
ήσσώθητε 261 
ήσσων 259 
ήσσώντο 258 
ήτίμασεν 274 
ήτιμάσοηΐ 274 
ήτιμάσθητε 274 
ήτιμωμένη 294 
ήτοΐμασαν 222 
ήτοίμασεν ΐ20, 222 
ήττα 258, 282 
ήττον 256-61 
ήττασθαι 185-6, 256-61 
ήττηθέντε$ 257 
ήττήθη 257-8 
ήττηθή 258 
ήττηθήσεται 256, 259 
ήττηθήσονται 256-7 
ήττημα 256, 261 
ήττησα 26ο 
ήττήσει 26ο 
ήττήσει; 259 
ήττησΐ5 257 
ήττησον 26ο 
ήττήσωσι 258 
ήττώμενοι 257 
ήττώμενοί 258 
ηυλογηθησαν 118 
ηυλογισθησαν ι ι δ 
Ήφαιστιείον 55 
ήφρονευσάμην 3'2 
ήφρονεύσω 312 
ήφρόνησα 3 " 2 

ήφρονησαΐ 3 1 2 

ήχεϊν 146 

ήχησεν 146 

θααλα igo 
θαλαα igo 
θάλασσα igo-2 
θάλασσαν ιgo 
θαλασσή igo 
θεο3θτ(δηΐ 8g 
θαλάΤηΐ ' g 1 
θαμβεϊσθαι 318 
θαμβουμενος 3 ' 8 

θανάτου Ι Ι Ι - Ι 2 

θανάτω ιΐ2, 3°8, 336 
θανθαναι 2g8 
θάνοιεν ιο7 
θαύμα έσχεν 132 
θαυμάσονται 131 
θαυμάζω 310 
θεέ 261 
θέλειν 141 
θέλειν έν 141 
θέλημα 243 
θεμαν 133 
θε03θτο5 8g 
θεοϊΐ αύτοϋ 175 
θεόν 252 
θεό$ 6ι, 26ο, 342-3 
θεό$ των θεών ι6ο 
θεού 250-2, 255. 342-3 
θεούξ 251-2 
θεών ι6ο, 255 
θεραπεία 33 1 

θεραπειαν ιδο 
θεραπείαν 176, ι8ο-2 
θεραφιν ι8ο-2, 3 3 1 

Θερί3ειν 334 
θερ^ω 333 
θερισμόν 334 
θερισμό* 227 
θερισμώ 227 
θεριστήρ 333 
θεριστήριον 333~4 
θεριστήΐ 333 
θέριστον 334 
θερίστριον 333 
θέριστρον 333-4 
θερμαστίν 103 
θερμάστρες 103-4 
θερμαστρίδοί 103 
θερμαστριν 103 
θερμάστριτοί 103 
θερματιν 103 
9έρο$ 333 
θέσθε 3°6 
θημών 65 



I N D E X O F G R E E K W O R D S 

βημωνιά 65-6, 289 
θημωνιά άλωνος 290 
θημωνιά^ειν 66 
θήρ 46 
θηρα ι82 
θήρα ι82 
θήραν ι82 
θηρ(α της γης ι88 
θηρίον 46 
Θησαυροίς 47 
θησεϊον 54 
θησεύς 54 
θήτατος 167 
θίβίΐ 3 0 5 
θΐβις !θ3, ι63 
Θιθέννης 298 
θΐνας 277 
Θλίψαι 96 
θλϊψις 96 
θνήσκειν 127 
Θνήσκω 3'5 
θνητών 330 
Θοασει 75 
θθβελ 222 
θορυβεϊσθαι 3'8 
θρέττε 167 
Θς 26ο 
θύγατερ 230 
θυγάτηρ 294 
Θύελλα ι6ο 
Θυμίαμα έτερον 215 
θυμού 131 
θυμώθητι 326 
θύρα 113 
θύραις 2ΐ6 
θύραν 338 
θυρωρός 34 
θυσία 249 
Θω 26ο 
θω 259 
θωά 75 
θωάχω 75 
θωάω 75 
θωή 75 
θωιάω 75 
Θωιή 75 

-ία 27 
-ία 27 
(άσομαι 198 
Ιατρεία 40 
Ιβεις 102 
lß»S 103, 306 
(βίων ro2, 303 

ιδ 137 
Ιδέ too 
16ε ιοο, 303 
Ιδε σύ 335 
ίδέα 323 
Ιδεϊν 24, 75. 197-204 
Ιδετε 2οι 
Τδετε αφφω 2οο 
ιδη 2θ4 
ιδητε 198 
Ιδΐσα 3ο 
ίδίω 3° 
(δίω 3° 
Ιδ(ω 3° 
ίδοι iog 
ιδον 24 
Ιδον 21, 24 
Ιδον 24 
ιδοντες 202 
Ιδόντες 2θΐ, 203-4. 335 
Ιδος 3θ 
Ιδρυμένα 86 
ιδρυνθη 86 
Ιδρύω 86 
ΙΔω 200 
ΐδω 199, 203-4 
Ιδωμεν 202 
ίδών 201, 336 
ιδως 24 
ϊδωσι ΐ97 _ 9 
ιδωσιν ig8, 335 
ϊδωσιν igg-2oo, 202 
iE 137 
Ιεβοσθε 133 
Ιερά 56 
Ιερέα 3'3 
Ιεράς 233 
Ιερατείας Η9, 3'9 
Ιερατεύειν 3'9 
Ιερεύς 253 
Ιερόν 38, 56 
Ιερέων 3'9 
Ιερωσύνην 3 > 9 
Ιερωσύνης 319 
Ιεσδρι 88 
ί?ω 8g 
ίκτεριάω 2g6 
Ικτερις 2g6 
Ικτεριώδης 2g6 
ίκτερος 296 
Ικτερώδης 296 
ιλασθη 2ΐο 
Ιλύ^ω 78 
ΙλυΙ 2g5 
Ιλυν 77-8, 2gs 

Ιλύος 77 
Ιλύς 77-8, 2g5-6 
Ιλυώδης 2g6 
Ινα γνώμεν 202 
Ινα ίδωμεν 202 
ινδρυνθη 86 
tov 2g 7 
ρίον 297 
iou6aijov g2 
Ιουδαϊκής 92 
Ιουδαϊσμός g2 
Ιουδαϊστί g2 
Ιτπτοΐατρος 300 
ίρεως 305 
ίριδος 305 
'P'S 305 
Ισβοσεθ 133 
Ισβοσθε 133 
Ισδραηλ 88 
Ίσδραηλίται 88 
ίστε 2οο 
Ιστήκειν ai, 24 
Ιστορίαι 3°ο 
Ιστραηλ 88, 2g8 
ίσχοντα 128 
ισχυι 23 
Ισχύϊ 23, 331 
Ισχύν 343 
Ισχύοντα 128 
ίσχυρρός 83 
'σχύς 33« 
ίσχυσαν 128 
Ισχύσατε ia8 
ίσχυσεν 128 
Ισχύω 144 
ϊσχω ιοί 
(ταμία 294 
(ταμίας 294 
Ιχθύς g6-7 
Ιωσήφ 156 
Ιωσιου 3'ο 

κάδος 332 
κάδων 3 3 1 

καθ" έκαστη ν ήμέραν 211 
καθ' έκαστον 310 
καθ* έν 310 
καθ' ένα 3'ο 
καθ' ένα ένα 3'ο 
καθ' ενός 3'ο 
καθ' ώραν 3 Ζ 3 
καθαίρω 105 
καθάρειος 57 
καθαρεϊος 57. 58 
καθαοειότατον 288 



καθαρειότη; 58 
καθαρειότητι 288 
καθαρείω; 57 
καθαρεύουσα 97 
καθαρεύω 57 
καθαριεύομαι 288 
καθαρί̂ ειν 293 
καθάριο; 288 
καθαριστή; 58 
καθαριότητα 58 
καθαρό; 57 
καθαρότητα 58 
καθαρών 323 
καθαρών 58 
καθεΐ; 3·ο 
καθέκαστο; 3'ο 
καθελεΐ 343 
καθένα 3 ' ° 
καθενό; 3 1 " 
καθήσεσθε 3°6 
καθησθαι 63 
καθίομαι 306 
καθιούμαι $ο6 
καθιπτάμενα 301 
καθίωμαι 306 
καθόδου; 3 ·5 
καθωμολογήσηται 75 
κα)έτι 282 
καΙ μηδεί; γνώ 204 
KaiV 222 
KaiV 322 
καινόν 215 
καινό; 215 
καιροί; 325 
καιρόν 2οι 
καιρό; άλωή; 129 
καιρού 292 
καιρού; 325 
κακοπάθεια 45 
κακοπαθέω 45 
κακοπαθή; 45 
κακοπαθία 45 
κακοπαθία 45 
κακοπαθίαν 45 
κακοττραγέω 45 
κακοπραγή; 45 
κακοφρονησον 3 1 2 

καλέσατε 245 
καλέσετε 245 
κάλλυνθρα 303 
καλοίδιον 292 
καλπά3ειν 66 
κάλπη 66 
κάλπην 66 
κάλπιν 66 

κάλπι; 66 
καλφδιον 69-70 
κάλω; 70 
καλώ; 211, 337 
καρδία 197, 3'8 
καρδία 147, ' 9 8 

καρδίαν 215 
καρδία; 209 
καροια 79 
καρόϊνο; 79 
καρποί 11 $ 
καρπό; 309, 3 « 1 

καρπού; 3 " 
καρπών 3 2 3 
κάρυα 79 
καρύϊνο; 297 
κασία 163 
κατά παρεμβολά; 291 
κατ' έκαστον 3°9 
κατ* ένα ένα 3°9 
κατά εΐ; 3 1 0 

κατά χώραν καΐ χώραν 211 
κατάγαια 113 
καταγαίοι; 308 
κατάγαιο; 308 
κατάγειο; 308 
καταδικάσασθαι 259 
καταδικάσει; 259 
καταεσκεύσε 300 
κατακλείω 30 
κατακληρονομησετε 62 
κατακληροΰται 185 
κατακλιεΤ 3° 
κατακλυσμόν 3'3 
κατανικήματι 36 
καταπαλτάΐω 3'5 
καταπάλτη; 123, 3'5 
καταπαλτών 195 
καταπατείν 227 
καταπατήσω 227 
καταπαύειν 320 
καταπαύσει; 320 
κατάπαυση σε 62 
κατάπαυση; 62 
κατάπσωσι; 3 2 ° 
καταπαύω 3 4 2 

καταπελτά^ω 3«5 
καταπέλτη; 123 
καταπεπαλτωμενα 3'5 
καταπεπελματωμένα 3 1 5 
καταπεπελτωμενα 3'5 
καταπτήξει 257, 260 
κατάραν 145 
καταόραθυμείν 292 
καταό&αθυμεΤν 292 

καταρραθυμία 292 
κατα(5ραθυμία 292 
κατασπασαι 144 
κατασπεύδειν 3'8 
κατασπεύδω ΐ45, '48 
κατασπεΰσαι ΐ44~5> '48 
κατάσπευσι; 146, 148 
κατασπουδά^ομαι 148 
κατασπουδάσαι 145 
κατασπουδάσει 145, >48 
κατασπουδασθηναι 145 
κατασπουδασμόν 145 
κάτασχε ι ο ο 
κάτασχε σαυτώ ι ο ο 
κάτασχε; ι ο ο - ι 
κάτασχε; σεαυτώ ι ο ο 
κάτασχεςC) C <ε)αυτω 109 
καταφρονήσαντε; 83 
καταχύσει; 299 
κατάχυσι; 299 
κατέαγμα 75 
κατεαγώσιν 293 
κατεάξαντε; 75 
κατεάχθη 257, 293 
κατέκαστο; 114 
κατέκαυσεν 3 ·8 
κατενεγγυησαν 85 
κατενεγύησεν 85 
κατεπαυσαν 3 ' 7 
κατέπαυσεν 308, 3'8 
κατεπλαγη 3«7 
κατερέμβευσεν 76 
κατερόμβευσεν 76 
κατέσπασαν 3 1 7 
κατεσπασεν 3 1 7 
κατέσπευσαν 145, «47» 3'7 
κατέσπευσεν 145, >4^, ' 4 8 , 

3»7 

κατεσπουδάσθη 3'8 
κατεσπουδάσθησαν 3'8 
κατεσχέθη 128 
κατέσχηνται 128 
κατέφαυσεν 3'8 
κάτεχε ι ο ί 
κατέχειν 128 
κατηγγυησαν 85 
κατήλλαξεν 257, 293 
κατήσχυνται 128 
κατίσχονται 128 
κατίσχυεν 33* 
κατισχύω 128, 144 
κατοδυνώμενο; 74 - 7 
κατοικεί 12θ 
κατοικείν 3 '3 
κατοικήσαι 119-20 



κατοικησάτω 340 
κατοικήσω 12ο 
κατοικίαν ΐ2ο 
κατοικιεί ΐ20, 3>3 
κατοίκων 119-20 
κατοικίσαι ΐ2θ 
κατοικισω ΐ20 
κατοικοΰντε; 274 
κατοπτεία 40 
κατόπτευση 4° 
κατοπτευτήριοί 4° 
κατοπτεύω 40 
κατοψι; 4° 
κατωδυνάω 74 
κατώδυνο; 74 
κατόχιμοι 149 
κατωδυνωμένην 74 
κατωδυνώμενος 74> a 9 3 
κατωδυνωμένων 74 
κατωδύνων 74 
κατφκησεν ι ig 
κατφκισεν ι ig 
καΰσαι 34' 
κε 22g 
κέδρο; 158 
κέδρου 158-g 
κεδρω 158 
Κέδρων 158-9. 32θ 
κέδρων 158-g 
κείραι 63 
κείρε 63 
κεκοιμισμένον ι ig 
κέκρδγα 97 
κέκραγμα 97 
κεκραγμό; 97 
κεκρδξαι 97 
κεκράξομαι 97 
κενόν 145 
κενό; 267 
κενω 3 3 8 

κεραμείον 285 
κεράμιον 285, 3 3 1 

κερδαΐνειν 222 
κέχυται ιο8 
κηδεία 38, 4° 
κηδεύω 4° 
κήρυξ 97 
κηρύξαι 97 
κητών 219 
κίβο; 336 
κιβωτό; 126, 326 
κιθάρα 171 
κιναμώμων 82 
κινεισθαι 3° 
κιννάμωμον 82, 163 

κινυρα 17ΐ—3 
Κιτέων 288 
Κιτιαιοι 6ο 
Κιτιαιων 6ο, 288 
Κιτιεϊ; 6ο 
Κιτιέων 6ο, 288 
ΚΙτιοι 288 
Κιτταιων 288 
κλαϋσαι 34' 
κλείδα 102 
κλεΤν ιο2 
κλείσω 281 
κληθήσεται 244 
κληρονομήσει 149 
κληρονομήσετε 62 
κληρονομησητε 62 
κληρονομία 221 
κληρονομία; 220-1 
κλήρο; 156, 221 
κλήρου 325 
κληταί 245 
κλητά; 245 
κλητή 244-5. 32« 
κλητήν 245 
κλίβανο; 326 
κλιβανωτό; 326 
κλίνην H g 
κλίνω 281 
κλίνω 281 
Κλυταιμήστρα >2ΐ 
κοιλία 34° 
κοιλίαν 34° 
κοιλία; 3 1 1 

κοιμασθαι ι ig 
κοιμηθήσεται 119 
κοιμήθητι ι ig 
κοιμφιν i i g 
κολακεία 38 
κόλπω 338 
κομφσθαι ιο6 
κομίσασθαι ιο6 
κονιείσθαι 3° 
κονίεσθαι 3° 
κονιοΰμαι 3° 
κοπάζω 130-1 
κοπάσει 3>7 
κοπάσουσι 3 1 7 
κοπιάσει 3'7 
κοπιασουσι 3"7 
κοπιάω 130-1 
κοράσιον 46 
κόρη 46 

κόρο; 183, 33 · -2 
κόρου; 33' 
κοσμίων 3 2 5 

κόσμων 325 
κουρά 292 
κούρα 291 
κόψασθαι 34· 
κρδξον 97 
κρατεϊν 258 
κρατήρ 5°. »32, 286 
κρατήρε; 212 
κρότο; 34 
κρεισσονευω 53 
κρείσσων 259 
κρινωνιά 65 
κρίσει; 205 
κρίσεως 284 
κρίσιν 259 
κρίσι; 250, 287 
κριτήν 252 
κριτήριον 251-2 
κροκόδιλο; 34 
κρόμμυα 82 
Κρόνειον 55 
Κρόνιον 55 
Κρόνο; 55 
κρόσσαι 82 
κροσσοί 82 
κροσσωτό; 82 
κρυπτόμενο; 3'8 
κρυπτών 262 
κρυφίοι; 3°8 
κρΟψη; 262 
κρωσσοί 82 
κτασθαι 22θ, 223-4. 339 
κτήμασιν 2ig 
κτησάμενοι 222 
κτησαμένω 9 
κτήσασθαι 223 
κτήσει 219 
κτήσεω; 219-20, 339 
κτήσιν 339 
κτήσι; 222-4 
κτί̂ ειν 22θ-4 
κτίσει 219 
κτίσει; 219 
κτίσεω; 219-20, 224 
κτισθησονται 339 
κτισιν 339 
κτίσι; 219, 224 
κύβοι; 132 
κυκλεύω 3 1 2 

κύκλοι; 132 
κύκλο; 68 
κυκλοϋν έν τη πόλει 294 
κυκλόω ι ig 
κυκλώσαι 3 3 2 

κυλιδιον 212 



κυλικΕίον 5», 2 i t- ia 
KUXlKES 2 I I 
Κ υ λ ί Κ Ι Ο ν 2 1 1 - 1 2 

κ υ λ ί κ ι ο ν 5° 

Κ υ λ ί Κ Ο ύ χ ί Ο ν 2 Ι 2 

κύμινου 163 
Κ Ι / ν ο ύ χ ί Ο ν 212 

κ υ ο φ ο ρ ί α ι 233 

κ ύ π τ ο ν 97 

κΟτττω 97 
κυρεία 41 
κυρία 4» 
κύριε 229-30 
κυριεία 40 
κ ύ ρ ι ο ; 40, 6ι, n o , 142, 251, 

26θ 
κύριος τ ω ν κυρίων ι6ο 
κ υ ρ ί ο υ 3 ·6 

κ ύ ρ ί ω 249, »59 

κύψον 97 
κω 26ο 
κώα; 70 
κωδάριου 70 
κωδδ; 7° 
κ ω δ ά ; 7θ 

κωδάτο; 7° 
κφδιον 69-70 
κ ω λ ύ ε ι ν 332 

κ ω λ ύ σ η 185 

κώμα; 333 
κ ώ μ ω ν 38 

κώ; 7° 

λάβε 99-100 
λ α β έ ι ο ο , 303 

λ α β έ τ ω σ α ν 306 

λάβον 99 
λαβοϋ ιοο 
λ α γ χ ά ν ε ι ν 332 

λ α γ ω ό ; 7° 

λ α γ ώ ; 70 

λαθείν 2Ö2, 264 
λάθη 262 
λάκκο; 267 
λάκκον 258 
λαμπαδεία 5' , 286 
λαμπαδεΐον 5 0 - 1 , 285, 286 
λ α μ π ά δ ε ς π υ ρ ό ς 323 

λ α μ π ά δ ι ο ν 285, 286 

λ α μ π τ ή ρ 171 

λ α ό ν 220 

λ α ό ; 22θ 
λαοϋ 197 
λ ά ρ ν α ξ 164 

λ ά ψ η 3ΐ 

λ α φ 3°9 
λέβητα; 103 
λ έ γ ε ι ; 34 1 

λειμώυ 219 
λ ε ι ξ - 3 ' 

λ ε ί ξ η 3« 

λ ε ι π α ν δ ρ ί α 32 

λ ε ι π ο - 32 

λ ε ι π ο γ ν ώ μ ω ν 32 

λ ε ι π ο τ α κ τ ή σ η τ ε 32 

λ ε ι χ ή ν 32 

λ ε ί χ ω 3 0 - 1 

λ έ ξ ι ; 112 

λεόντων 258 
λ ε π τ ο κ α ρ 297 

λ ε π τ ο κ α ρ ύ α 297 

λ ε π τ ο κ α ρ ύ α ; 297 

λ ε π τ ο κ α ρ ύ ϊ ν ο ; 297 

λ έ σ χ η 196 

Λευιτών 3'9 
λ ε υ κ α θ α 87 

λ ε υ κ α θ ε ό ι τ ω ν 87 

λ ε ν κ α θ ^ ω 87, 397 

λ ε υ κ α ν θ ε μ ί ; 87 

λ ε υ κ ά ν θ ε μ ο ν 87 

λ ε υ κ α ν θ ή ; 87 

λ ε υ κ α ν θ ί ς ω 87, 297 

λ ε υ κ ό ϊ ν ο ; 79. 297 

λ ε υ κ ο ί ϊ ν ο ; 297 

λ ε υ κ ο ϊ ο ν 297 

λ ε υ κ ώ ν Ιον 297 

λ ε υ κ ό ν ρίον 297 
λ ή δ α ν ο ν 326 

λ ή δ ο ν 326 

λήθη 345 
λ ή θ η 262, 345 

λ η μ ψ - 87 

ληνοϋ 3ΐι 
ΛητοΙ 3°2 
Λητώ 302 
λίβανο; 163, 326 
λ ι β α ν ω τ ό ; 326 

λ ι β α ν ω τ ο ϋ 290 

λίθινο; 304 
λ ι θ ο β ο λ η θ ή σ ο μ α ι 104 

λ ι θ ο β ό λ ο ν 125 

λ ί θ ω ν 132 

λ ι κ μ ά ω 164 

λίκνου 164 
λ ι π ο - 32 

λ ι π ο θ υ μ ε ί ν 32 

λ ι π ο τ ά κ τ η ν 32 

λ ι π ο τ α κ τ ή σ η τ ε 32 

λ ί τ ρ α 183 

λίτρον 164, ι66, 326 

λ ϊ τ ρ ο ν 183 

λ ί τ ρ ο ν 183 

λ ι τ ρ ώ δ η ; 326 

λ ι χ ή ν 32 

λ ο γ ε ί α 4 0 - 1 , 283 

λ ο γ ε ί α ν 4°. 4 ' 

λογειον 282 
λογείον 4 ' . 284 
λ ο γ ε ύ ; 4 1 

λ ο γ ε ύ ω 4" 

λόγια 283 
λογιειον 284 
λ ο γ ι κ ό ; 284 

λ ό γ ι ο ν 4>. 47. 283-4 
λ ο γ ι σ θ ή σ ο ν τ α ι 33° 

λ ο γ ι σ μ ο ί 233 

Λόγο; 134 
λ ό γ ο ; 134, 284 

Λοιδόρησι; 151 
Λοιδορία 151 
λ ο υ τ ή ρ α χ α λ κ ο ϋ ν 192 

λ ο χ ά ω 12ο 

λ ο χ ί J C û 120 

λ ό χ ο ; 120 

λ ύ π η 4<>> m 
λ ύ τ ρ ω σ ι ; 319 

λ υ χ ν ο ί 93-4 

λ ύ χ ν ο ι 93-4 

λ υ χ ν ε ί ο ν 285 

λ υ χ ν ί ο ν 285 

μαγειρείον 47-8 
μ ά γ ε ι ρ ο ; 33,47 
μαγιρέον 48 
μ ά γ ι ρ ο ; 33 

μ α θ ή σ ο ν τ α ι 147 

μαιμάσσει 318 
μ ά κ ε λ λ α 326 

μάκελλον 326 
μακελλωτό; 326 
μακροημερευητε 62 
μ α κ ρ ο η μ ε ρ ε ύ σ η τ ε 62 

μ α κ ρ ο θ υ μ ί α ν 203 

μαν 170 
μαναα 170 
μανδύα 165 
μανδύα; 165 
μανδύη 165 
μ α ν δ υ η ; 165 

Μανθαναιν 298 
Μανθανία; 298 
μανιακή 165 
μανιακή; 165 
μανιακού; 165 
μάννα 169-71 



μάννα iji 
Μαριά 247 
Μαριάμ 247 
Μαριμβωθ 151 
ΜαριμωΘ 151 
μαρσουαμ 299 
μαρσουάνη; 299 
μαρτύριον 287 
μάταιοι 233 
ματαιότητι 145 
ματαίωσον 312 
μάχαι 282 
μάχη 151 
μέ ι ο ί 
με ι ο ί 
μεγαλεία 58 
μεγαλείον 58 
μεγαλείο; 57-8 
μεγαλειότη; 5 8 

μεγάλη 57 
μεγαλιοξ 58 
μεγαλιότη; 5 8 

μεγαλορρημονη; m 
μεγαλορρημονήστ); m 
Μέγαράδε 89 
μεθ' εταίρων 38 
μεθ' ημών 67 
μέθη 170 
μέθην 248 
μέθη; 248 
μεθοδεία 39 
μεθόδιον 39 
μέθυσμα 170, 248, 344 
μείγμα 97 
μείγνυμι 31 
μεισοΰβρει 93 
μελανάνθειον 5 1 

μελάνθειον 5' 
μελανθεΐον 51 
μελανθέου 51 
μελανθεογον 5' 
μελανθή; 5 1 

μελανθιον 51 
μελάνθισν 51 
μελανοδόκον 47 
μελανοδοχείον 47 
μελανοδόχον 47 
μέλανο; δοχεΤον 47 
μέλλειν 3°. 3° 
μέλλουσαν 3° 
Μεμφιβοσεθ 133 
Μεμφιβοσθο; 133 
μένει ιΐ2, ΐ20 
μενεΤ ι α ο 
μενοϋν γε 235-6 

μέρεσιν η ι 
μερίδα 221 
μερί; 221 
μέρο; 193 
Μεσδραιμ 88 
μεσδραιμ 320 
Μεσδραιμ 88 
μεσόγειο; 113 
μεσογείου 113 
μέσον 2θο 
μέσον τ ή ; βάτου 323 
ΜεοΌΤΤοταμίτου 213 
μεσοττωρων 292 
μέσου τη; βάτου 323 
Μεσραιαμ 320 
Μεσραιμ 320 
Μεσραΐμ 88 
Μεστραιμ 88, 320 
Μεστραϊμ 88 
μεταναστεύσαι 343 
μετοικεσίαν 277 
μετοικεσία; 277 
μετρητά; i g o 
μέτρων 33' 
μετωνομασία 292 
μέτωπον 35 
μεχωνωθ 192, 334 
μή m 
μή δή 229 
μηδαμώ; 229 
μηδαμώ; κέ 22g 
μηδεί; 204 
μηνίαμα 113 
μηνιάν 113 
μηνιάση; 113 
μηνιάω 308 
μήνιδο; 2g 
μηνιεί 2 g 
μηνιεί; 29 
μήνϊεν 3° 
μηνίεται 3° 
μηνί̂ ω 29-30 
μηνϊ-θμό; 30 
μήνΐ-μα 30 
μηνιάωσιν 3°8 
μηνίση; 113 
μηνίσκου; 165, 325 
μηνίσκων 162, 325 
μηνίω 29, 3°8 
μηνίω 3° 
μηνιώ 29, 3° 
μήτηρ 233 
μηχανήματα 192-3 
μηχανημάτων 192 

μ»γ- 3 ' 

-μιγήΐ 3« 
μιγήσομαι 3 ' 
μίγμα g7 
μίγνυμι 281 
μιμνήσκω 69 
μίσγω 3· 
Μισθραιο; 88 
Μισθραίο; 88 
μισογυναιο; 122 
μισογύνη; ΐ22 
μισογυνο; ΐ22 
μισο[ρ]ίδιο; 3°ο 
μισούβρι 93 
μίσυβρι 93 
μνδ 163, 193 
μναί 193-4 
μναϊ; 193-4 
μνα; 194 
μνέαι 193 
μνών 193 
μνήσθητι 22θ 
μνηστή ρε; 121 
μονημερου 300 
μονο-ειδή; 3°° 
μονο-είλητο; 3°° 
μονο-είμων 300 
μονοήμερου 3°° 
μόνον 222 
μοσχάρια 3 Ι σ 

Μουσεϊον 54 
μόχθοι; H g 
μυθέαι 8ο 
μυθέεαι 8ι 
μύρομαι 84 
Μωαβ 332 

ν α β α λ 173 
ν α β α λ λ α 173 
νάβλα 163, ι68, 171-3. 328 
νάβλαι; 328 
νάβλα; i6g, 171-3· «74. 328 
νάβλη 328 
ναβλιον 328 
ναβλον 328 
νάβλον ΐ7ΐ~3> 328 
νάβλων 173 
ναβλών 173 
Ναναείου 5 6 
Ναναία 5 6 
Ναναίαν 5 6 
Ναναία; 5 6 
Ναναιου 5 6 
ναόν ig2 
νάρδο; 163 
ναρναξ 164 



Νασαραχ 174. 2 98 
νανλας 173 
ναύλλον 83 
ναυλοις 328 
ναΰλον 173) 3 2 8 
ναύλος 173. 328 
ναυλω 173 
ναυτεία 39 
ναυτία 39 
ναυτιάν 39 
ναχαλ 32ο 
Νέα πόλις 124 
νεανεΐα 4 1 . 282 
νεανείαν 4 ' 
νεανία 37. 4· 
νεανίας 37. 283 
νεανιεία 4 ' , 282 
νεανιευεσθαι 283 
νεανίευμα 4 1 

νεανιεύομαι 4> 
Νεάττολιν 124 
νεβελ 173 
Νεβρωδ 32ο 
νεεσσαρ 3'6 
νεεσσαραν 3 J 6 
νεικέω 282 
νείκος 32, 34-^ 182, 282 
νεισω 299 
νεισων 299 
Νέμεσις σδικαία 89 
Νέμεσις Ζικεα 89 
Νεμριμ 320 
νενοσσευμένος 8ο 
νερο-ανιας 37 
νεομηνία 113-14 
νεοσσιή 8ο 
νεοσσοί 8ο 
νεοσσοϊς 8ο 
νεοσσός 79~8ο 
νεοττός 79~8ο 
Νεσεραχ 88, 174. 298, 320 
Νεσερεχ 174, 3 2 ° 
ΝΕΤΙΦωθ 3 2 5 
νεφέλαι 128 
νεφελαις 128 
νεφέλας 128 
νεφρούς 223 
νηστείαν 325 
νικαν 258 
νίκη 34 _ 6· '82 
νικηθέν 258 
νίκημα 282 
νίκνον 164 
νϊκος 32, 34~6> , 8 2 , 282 
νϊκος νικέων ι6ο 

Νισαν 299 
νισαν 299 
νισω 299 
νίτρον 164 
νόμος 183 
νοσερος 3'6 
νοσερώ 3'6 
νοσερώς 3 1 ^ 
νοσσεύειν 8ο 
νοσσιά 8ο 
νοσσιήν 8ο 
νοσσίον 8ο 
νοσσοίς 8ο 
νοσσόν 8ο 
νοσσοποιείν 8ο 
νοσσός 79-8ο 
νοντιά 8ο 
νοττός 8ο 
Ν Ο Υ θ ω Ν ι 3 6 
νουθεσιών 136 
νουμηνία 113— 14 
νους 130 
NOYCOJN 136 
νούσων 136 
νυκτάλωψ 164 
νυκτάνωψ 164 
Νυμφαϊον 54 
Νύμφη 54 
νώμος 183 

ξένος 34 
ξύλινος 3°4 
ξυλοφόρια 325, 344 
ξυλοφορίαι 325 
ξυλοφορίας 325 
ξυλοφορίων 325 
ξυλοφοριών 3 2 5 
ξυλοφάρων 325 
ξύρησαι 63 

ογδο 275 
δ τι 202, 3 3 6 

ογδόη 275 
όδόν 6ι 
όδόν θαλάσσης 274 
όδύναι 146 
όδυναν 74 
όδύνας 293 
οδύνη 74. , δ ι 

όδύνην ι8ο-ι 
οδυνηρός 74 
ôjoç 89 
δθεν ήλθεν 291 
οίδα 197, 203 
οίδας 67, 203 

οίδασιν 202 
οίδατε 201-3 
οίδεν 2οο-ι 
οίει 335 
oft) δέ 335 
οίκείν 119-20 
όικεσία 277 
οίκεσίας 277 
οίκεσιών 277 
οίκετεΐα 4 ' 
οίκετεύω 4' 
οΙκέτης 16ο, 321 
οίκετια 4 ' 
O I K I J E I V 119-20 
οίκον 142 
οίκος παραπικραΐνων 152 
O Î K O U 219 

οίκω 174 
οίμμοι 83-4. 229-30 
οΤμμοι, κύριε 229-30 
οίνος 231 
οισθα 290 
οίσθα 67-8 
οίσθας 67 
οΐώνισμα ι8ο 
όλιγόψυχοι 147 
ολκεια 48 
όλκείον 48 
όλκιον 48 
ολοσχερώς 123 
"Ολύμπια 49 
δμμα 291 
όμοΰ 3 1 0 

δν 142, 3»7 
όνείδισμα ιδι 
δνομα 63 
οξύς 147 
οπίσω 258 
όπλέω 123 
δπλί^οντα 309 
όπτανείον 48 
όπτανεύς 47 
όπτάνιον 47~8 
δπως είδήτε 2θο 
όράν 73. 3θ7 
όράσει 333 
ορθρινός 304 
δρθρον 3οι 
OpdpCjElV 63 
δρια 3 3 6 

ορμίσκων ενφωθ 325 
δρος 332 
-ος 27 
δσδος 8g 
δσιος 33° 



όστέϊνος 79 
όστόϊνος 79 
οσφύς 96-7 
ÔTl l8 l , 202 
ότι ττδσα 282 
ούαΙ 230 
ούαΐ ol 34' 
ούδένα 2go 
ουδέν 290 
OUK ίΐδον 202 
ούκ είδώς 20ΐ 
ούκ.. .έκαστος 306 
ούκ ήδεισαν 202 
ούκ Ιδών 201 
ούκ οίδασιν 202 
ούκ οίει 335 
OYKEXPONICEN 3 Ό 
ουρανοί 321 
ουρανόν 223 
ουρανό; 16ο 
ουρανός τοϋ ουρανού ι6ο 
οορος 34 
ούτος 217, 329 
Ουφιρ 290 
ούχ έχρόνισεν 3 0 9 - ' ° 
οφείλω 32 
όφιομάχην 64 
όφθαλμοίς 263 
όφθαλμόν 262 
οφθαλμούς 104, ΐ97> 262 
οφθαλμών 262 
όφρϋς 96-7 
όψει 2οι, 204 
όψεις 67, 291 
δψεσθε 2οο 
όψιν 67 

παθοκράτεια 44> 46 
παΐδα 3>ο 
παίδες 233 
παίδων 233 
παΙς όικέτης ι6ο, 32 > 
πάλιν ιο6 
παλλακή 165 
παλλακίς 165 
παλλακους 165-6 
πάλλω 123 
παμμειγέσιν 3 1 

παμμιγή 3 ' 
πανάγιε 234 
πανδοκεϊον 47 
πανδοκεύς 47 
Πανδρόσειον 55 
Πάνδροσος 55 
πανουργεΐν 283 

πανουργεύεσθαι 283 
πανούργευμα 283 
πανούργημα 283 
πανουργία 283 
πάντα 103, 20ΐ 
πάντας 137, 259, 3 ' ° 
παπυρίντ) 304 
πάρα 228 
παρα βασιλείς 137 
παρά θεφ 259-60 
παρά θω 259-60 
παρά κύρίω 259 
παρά κω 26ο 
παραβάλλεσθαι $οΒ 
παραβάσεις 137 
παραβλέπω 264 
παραβολή 143 
παραδοθήσονται 257 
παραδοί 238 
παράδοσιν 129 
παραδφ 238 
παραδφη 238 
παραδώσει 238 
παρακαθήται 303 
παρακάθηται 303 
παρακύϊσμα 334 
παραλίαν η\ 
παραλίαν κατοικοΰντες 274 
παράνομος 259 
παραπικραίνειν 149, ι5°~ 

3 
παραπικραίνοντας 150 
παραπικραΐνοντες 150 
παραπικραΐνουσα 3'9 
παραπικραΐνων 152, 3'9 
παραπικράναντες 150 
παραπικρασμός 151, '53, 

ΐ8ΐ-2 
Παραπικρασμός 15'-2 
Παραπικρασμού 151 
Παραπικρασμφ 151 
παρασιωπηθήσεται 259 
παραστή 226 
πάρασχε ι ο ο 
παρατέτακται 263 
παραφέρων 329 
παράφορα 3 2 9 
παραφυάδας 3 1 ' 
παραφυάδες 3 1 1 

παραχρήμα 260 
παρέβησαν 263 
παρέξασθαι ιο6 
παρειμένους 130 
παρεκάλυπτον 262 
παρελεύσεται 249 

παρελθάτω 28ο 
παρεμβάλλω 291 
παρεμβλέπω 264 
παρεμβολάς 291 
παρεμβολή 67, 291 
παρεμβολή 291 
παρενέγκαι 28ο 
παρεπίκραναν 151-2, 3'9 
πάρεσις 290 
παρέστηκεν 226-7 
πάρεστιν 228 
πάρεχε ι ο ί 
παρέχων 258 
παρεωραμένος 263 
παριδεϊν 262, 264, 3° ι 
παρίδη 264, 3 ° ' 
παριδόντα 3 0 1 

παριδοΰσα 301 
παριδών 264 
πάροικος 34. '73 
παροιμία 290 
παροιμίαν 290 
παρορδν 263-4 
παρόρασις 263 
παροργφιν 150 
παρωνομασιά 292 
παρώργισαν 150 
πάσα 259 
πάσα ή γή 288 
πάσαν 6ι 

πασαν τήν γήν 187-8, 213 
πάσας τάς γδς 213 
πάση τή γή ι88 
πάσης τής γης 333 
πασχα 169-71, 247~9. 3 2 7 
πάσχατι 3 2 7 
πατάξαι 127 
παταρχον 174 
παταχρα 173-5. 255 
παταχρον 173-5. 2 5 5 
παταχρου 174 
πατέρα 333 
πατήρ 221 
πατραρχα είδωλα 174 
πατραρχον 174 
πατραχον 174 
πατριά 3 ' ° 
πάτρια 174 
πατριά 3 ' ° 
πατριάν 3 ' ° 
πατριάρχην 174-5 
πατριαρχον 174 
πατριός 3 1 1 

πατρίδα 3 ' 1 

πατρίδος 3 ' ° - " 



πατρίς 3 I D 

παΰ 3 4 2 

παύε 3 4 2 

παυσάμενο; 131 
παύσασθαι 3°8 
πεδία ΐ34~5. ι 8 7 
πεδίλοι; 134 
πεϊν 41 
πειράομαι 130 
πειράζω 130 
πειραθείσα 130 
πειρασθείσα 130 
πειρασμοί; 5° 
Πειρασμού 151 
πέλεια 57 
πελειά; 57 
πελειοι 5 6 
πελειο; 57 
πελεκητών ΐ 3 2 

πελιδνοί 5° 
πελιδνό; 5° 
πελιοί 5 6 
πελιό; $6~y 
πελιτνό; 5 6 
πέλμα 3«5 
πέλτη 123 
πελταστή; 3'5 
πεντεκαιδίεκάτη 137 
Πεντηκοστή 283 
πεπλόϋφο; 3°° 
πεποιθώ; 105 
πέπτωκεν 27 1 

πέρα 70- ' 
πέρα 70 
περαία η ι 
πέραν ηο-ι 
πέρανδε η ι 
πέρα; η ι, 2 9 2 

περασι η ι 
πέρατο; 292 
περιϊδόντα 3 ° ' 
περιΐπτάμενα 93 
περιίσταμένου 93 
περικαθαριεϊτε 117 
περικάθαρμα 33° 
περικυκλώσει 294 
περιοδυνάω 293 
περιούσιο; 221 
περιπατεί 3 2 ' 
περιποιήσεται 249 
περιστελλόμενο; 318 
περιστερά 3'9 
περιστήβιον 4 1 

περισφύριον 68 
περισφυρί; 68 

περίσφυρον 68 
περιφέρεια 3 2 9 
περιφλεγή; 125 
περιφορά 3 2 9 
περίψημα 33« 
περιωδυναν 293 
περιωδυνεΐν 293 
περιώδυνο; 293 
Πέρσαι 124 
Περσαίπολιν 124 
Περσαίπολι; 123-4 
Πέρσα; 124, 3 ·5 
Περσέπολι; 123 
περσέπτολι; 123 
Περσιπολιν 124 
Περσόπολι; 123 
πετεινα 135 
πέτραι; η ι 
πηδάω 66 
πηδυλί; 66 
πηδύω 66 
πηδών 137 
πήχει; 192 
πηχυν 9 
πϊδύω 66 
πιε ταχύ ποιεί 274 
πικράναι 150 
πικρία 151 
πίπτω 97-8 
πίπτον g8 
πλασθηναι 117 
πλατύναι 240 
πλευρά; 292 
πληγή; ιοβ 
πληγήτε 34' 
πλήθει 289 
πληθύναι 238 
πληθυνεί 238 
πληθύνεσθε 289 
πλήμη 84 
πλήμη; 297 
πλημμελή; 84 
πλημμύρα 297 
πλημμύρα 84, 297 
πλημμυρείν 84 
πλήμυρα 84, 297 
πλημύρειν 84 
πλημϋρί; 84 
πλησίον 217-18 
πλινθείον 285 
πλινθίον 285 
πλόϊμο; 75 
πλοϊον ι86 
πλούτου 235 
πλώΐμο; 75 

πνεύμα 215 
πνΤγο; g8 
πόδα; 134 
πόδε; 134 
ποδοκακη 82 
ποδοκάκκη 82 
ποιεί 274 
ποιη; 3°7 
ποιήσαι ι ίο 
ποιήσει n o 
ποίηση; 307 
ποινή 281 
ποιών 268 
πόλει 2g4 
πόλει; 2g4, 333 
πολέμου 131 
πολεμουμένη 131 
πολιορκία 146 
πόλι; gi, 102, 104, 124, 2 9 4 
πολλού; 118 
πολυανδρεΤον 5 · , '79> 2 8 6 > 

33° 
πολυάνδρειον 5' 
πολυανδριοι 286 
πολυανδριον 5'> '79> 2 8 6 
πολυάνδριο; 286 
πολύν ι6ο, 245 
πονηρεύεσθαι 282 
πονηρία 282 
πονηρό; 282 
πονηρότατο; 222 
πόνο; ι8ι 
πόνου; ι8ο-ι 
πορεία 5 1 

πορείαν 290 
πορεία; 124, 3«5 
πορείον 5 ' 
πορεύεσθαι 6ι 
πορευεσθε 62 
πορεύεσθε 62 
πορευσεσθε 62 
πορεύσεται 134 
πορθμείον φ 
πόρνη 294 
πόρνη; 214 
πόρρω 292 
Ποσειδώνιον 3 2 

πόσθη 165 
πόσβων 165 
Ποσιδώνιον 3 2 

ποτήρια 2ΐι 
πράξεω; 3 ' ° 
πράο; η ι 
πρφο; 7ΐ 
πράσσω îgi 



π ρ ά τ τ ω 191 
π ρ α ΰ ν α ι 3°° 
π ρ α ΰ ; 7', 3 0 0 

π ρ α χ θ έ ν 3 1 0 

πρεσβεία 52 
πρεσβεία 52-3 
πρεσβείαν 67 
πρεσβείον 53-4 
πρεοβεύειν 52 
πρεσβευταί 67 
πρεσβεύω 53 
πρεσβϋται 53 
πρεσβυτερεία 53 
πρεσβυτερείον 53~4 
πρεσβυτερεύω 53 
πρεσβντέριον 53~4 
πρεσβυτερ'ου 53 
πρεσβύτεροι 53~4 
πρεσβυτήριον 53 
π ρ ε σ β ύ τ η ; 67 
πρεσβυτοι 54 
πρεσβυτοι 54 
π ρ ή σ σ ω 191 
π ρ ό 134 
προαστε ϊον 48 
π ρ ο ά σ τ ι ο ν 48, 285 
π ρ ο β ά τ ω ν 3 1 1 

ττρότ) 99, 303 

•n-pofi 99 
προίεμαι 92 
προϊέμενον 92 
προίεντο 9 2 

π ρ ο ί η 92 
π ρ ό ϊ μ ο ; 75, 93 
π ρ ο ϊ ν ό ; 75 
προκε'μενον 2ΐι 
Προμήθεια 55 
Προμήθια 55 
π ρ ό π υ λ α 137 
π ρ ο ς 339 
προς βίαν 67 
π ρ ο ς έταϊρον α ύ τ ο ΰ 21 η 
π ρ ο ς ή μ δ ; ι ο ί 
προς με ι ο ί 
π ρ ο ς με ι ο ι 
προς με ι ο ί 
προς δψει; 67 
π ρ ο ς π ρ ω ί %οι 
π ρ ο ; σέ ι ο ί 
προς σε ι ο ί 
π ρ ο ; σέ ι ο ί 
π ρ ο ; σέ ι ο ί 
π ρ ο ς ύμδς ι ο ί 
προσάξει 251 
προσάψασθαι 3°8 

π ρ ο σ β ύ τ η ; 67 
προσέταξε 67 
προσέχε ιν 83 
προσέχοντε ; 83 
π ρ ο σ ή λ υ τ α ι 34 
π ρ ο σ ή λ υ τ ο ; 34, '74 
προσθείη n o 
προσθήσει ι ί ο 
πρόσθωμαι 3°3 
προσκείμενο; 127 
προσκεΐσθαι 127 
π ρ ο σ σ τ ά ; 82-3 
προς-σχείν 83 
π ρ ό σ σ χ ε ; 82-3 
π ρ ο σ σ χ ε τ ε 297 
π ρ ο σ ο χ ή ; 82-3 
π ρ ο σ σ χ ό ν τ ε ; 83 
π ρ ό σ τ α γ μ α 336-7 
π ρ ο σ τ ά γ μ α τ α 206-7 
προστάξ 83 
προστεθήσεται 127 
προστιθέναι 127 
προστίθημι 127 
π ρ ό σ τ ό μ α 82 
προσφίλεια φ 
προσφιλέω 46 
π ρ ο σ φ ι λ ή ; 46 
προσφιλ 'α φ 
προσφιλ ία; 46 
προσφιλονεική; 282 

• " Ρ 0 0 ^ 8 3 
π ρ ό σ χ η ; 83 
π ρ ο σ χ ό ν τ ε ; 83 
προσψαύσασθαι 3°8 
π ρ ό σ ω π α 338-9 
π ρ ό σ ω π ο ν 321, 339 
π ρ ο σ ώ π ο υ 134 
π ρ ο σ ώ π ω 3° ' 
π ρ ο σ ώ π ω π ρ ω ί 3° ' 
π ρ ο ϋ π ή ρ χ ε 93 
π ρ ο ϋ π ο τ ε τ α γ μ έ ν ω ν 93 
προϋφεστώτος 93 
π ρ ό ω μ α ι 3°3 
προώμαι 3°3 
π ρ ω ί 93, 292, 300-1 
π ρ ω ί π ρ ω ί 3° ' 
π ρ ω ί α 93, 3 ο α _ Ι 

π ρ ω ί α 3 0 0 _ ι 

π ρ ω ί α ; 3°° 
πρωίθεν 93 
π ρ ω ι ν ό ; 75~6, 93 
π ρ ώ ρ α 6g 
π ρ ω ρ ε ύ ; 6g 
πρωτε ία 52-3 
π ρ ω τ ε ί ο ; 57, ' 2 ' 

πρωτεύειν 52, 3'3 
π ρ ω τ ε ύ ω 57, '2ΐ 
π ρ ώ τ η 244 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν έ σ ι α 49 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν η μ α 115-17 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν ή μ α σ ι 162 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν η μ α τ α 115- ' 7 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν ή ματα 162 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν ν η μ α 115 
π ρ ω τ ο γ ε ν ν η μ α τ α 115 
π ρ ω τ ό γ ο ν ο ; 5 2 

π ρ ω τ ο κ λ ή σ ι α 48-9 
πρωτοκλισ ία 49 
πρωτοκλίσ ια 49 
π ρ ώ τ ο ; 156 
πρωτοτοκεΐα 52 
πρωτοτοκεΐα 52-3 
πρωτοτοκ(ε)1α; 287 
πρωτοτοκεϊν 52 
πρωτοτοκείον 52 
πρωτοτοκεύειν 52 
πρωτοτοκευθήσεται 52 
πρωτοτοκεΰσαι 52 
πρωτοτοκηθήσεται 53 
π ρ ω τ ο τ ό κ ι α 52 
π ρ ω τ ο τ ο κ ι α ν 52 
π ρ ω τ ο τ ο κ ί α ; 287 
π ρ ω τ ό τ ο κ ο ν 52 
π ρ ω τ ό τ ο κ ο ; 52-3 
π ρ ω τ ό τ ο κ ο ; 52, 126 
πταίει 258 
π τ ο η θ ή σ ο ν τ α ι 257 
•**τήξ»ί 257 
πτήσσε ιν 257 
πτοήσει 257, 26ο 
π τ ό η σ ι ν 257 
π ύ λ η ; ξ ύ ο 8g 
π υ λ ώ ν ι ι 3 
π υ λ ώ ν 284, 3°8 
π υ ρ 124-5 
π υ ρ άλλότριον 215 
π υ ρ φλέγον 323 
π υ ρ γ ό β α ρ ι ; 186 
π ύ ρ γ ο ; ι86 
πυρί φ λ ο γ ό ; 322-3 
π υ ρ ί κ α υ σ τ ο ; 124 
π υ ρ ι π ν ο ϋ ν 125-6 
π υ ρ ι φ λ ε γ ή ; 125 
π υ ρ ο β ό λ α 125-6 
π ϋ ρ ο β ο λ έ ω 125 
π υ ρ ο β ό λ ο ν 125 
πΟρόει; 124 
π υ ρ ό π ν ο υ ν 125 
π υ ρ ο π ν ο ϋ ν 126 
π υ ρ ό ; i8g, 321-3 



πυρός φλόγα 333 
πυρός 124-5 
πυρός 124 
πνροφόρος 125 
πνροφόρος 125 
ττυρπνόον 126 
πνρπνάος 124, 3»5 
πύρπνοος 3'5 
πνρπολείν 124 
πυρφόρος 124-5 

ρδ 72 
όόβδΟν 220 
ράβδος βαΐνη ιο2 
ρόδιος 72 
ραθυμεΐν 72 
βαθνμία 72 
'Ραθυμος 72, 292 
ράθυμος 72 
ραθνμονντων 38 
(Sat 292 
ράιδιος 72 
'Ραιθυμος 292 
φαμος 292 
pijrav η ι 
'Ραουμ 72 
'Ράουμος 7 s 

ρέστος 72 
ραστώνη 72 
Ραφαΐν ι88 
Ραφές 298 
(iacov 72 
ρεμβάζω 77 
ρεμβάς 77 
ρεμβασμός 77 
όεμβευουσα 76, 294 
φέμβευσον 294 
ρεμβεύω 76» 294 
ρεμβεύων 76 
ρέμβομαι 77, 294 
-ρέμβομαι 77 
ρεμβομένη 76 
ρεμβώδης 77 
'Ρεουμ 72 
ρήμα 264 
(Ιητίνη 66 
ρίγος 98 
ρΊπτω 97-8 
ρτΗνη 66 
ρίφη 258 
ρΊψαι g8 
ρΤψον 98 

φοβοπώλης 76 
ροΐσκος g2 
ρομβεύω 77 

όόμβος 77 
ροποπώλης 76, 294 
(Μσις j go 
όωδιός 7ο 
όωποπώλης 76, 294 

Caßßajtoc 287 
σαββατα 171-3 
σάββατα 159, 172 
σάββατα άνάπαυσις ι6ο, 

'79, 325, 3«9 
σάββατα σαββατων 159, 

ι6ο, 329 
σάββατα σαββατων 16ι, 

325 
σαββατείον 56, 287 
σαββατον ι6ι 
σάββατον 327 
σαββατων 158-61 
σαββατων 159 
σαββατων 159 
σαδημωθ 320 
σάκκος 163 
σαμβύκη 163 
Οαμφων 88-9 
Cavip 83 
CaouX 185 
σάπφειρος 36 
σάπφιρος 36, 163 
σαράβαρα 162, 176-7, ι86 
σαραβάροις 162 
σαρωνιμ 162 
σάτα 327 
σάτον 327 
Οατορνίλος 164 
Caropvtvoç 164 
σαυτώ ιοο 
σαφώς 2θ8 
σδικαία 8g 
σδωσιν 203 
σέ ιοί 
σε ιοί 
Οεαλαθ 300 
σεαυτώ ιοο 
Οελλαθ 300 
σειαρ 299 
σειρήν 33 
σειρήνες 32-3 
σειρήνιοι 32 
Οίων gi 
σειρομάστης 36 
σελήνη 314 
[[dA]]0)CIN 89 
σημασία 178, 329 
σημασία 329 

σημασίας 328-9 
σημεα 28g 
σήμερον 151, 270-1 
Οηων gi 
σίαλος 33° 
σίγλα 165 
σίγλος 164-6 
σιγλοφόρον 165 
σιγλοφόρος 165 
σίγμα 167 
σιδηρείον 285 
σιδήριον 285 
σίελος 33° 
σ^ω 167 
Οκελικόν 165 
σικερα 169^-71,247-8,326-7, 

344 
σίκερα 169 
σικεραν t6g 
σικερας i6g 
σικλίον 164 
σίκλον 164 
σίκλος 164-5 
σϊρήν 33 
σιρομάστης 36 
σιρωνων 158, 162 
σιρώνων 162 
ΟσΙννης 298 
σίτος ώριμος 2go 
σίττα 167 
σίττε 167 
σιωνων 158, 162 
σιωπδν 338 
σκαφείον 54, 285 
σκάφην 83 
σκαφιον 54 
σχάφιον 285 
σκελών 2go 
σκεπα^όμενος 3 ' 8 

σκεπάσας 342 
σκεπάσει 3 4 2 

σκεπάσεις 3 4 2 

σκέπασις 34 2 ~3 
σκεπάσω 24g 
σκηνή ig6 
σκηνοΰν ig6 
σκολιόομαι 76 
σκοτόδινος 36 
σκοτοδινία $6 
σκοτόμαινα 114 
σκοτομαίνη 114 
σκοτομενη 114 

σκστομήνη : ΐ 4 
σκότος γνόφος θύελλα ι6ο 
σκότος δεινόν 36 



Οκυθόπολι; 124 στιβι; 3°5 
Οκυθοπολίται 124 στίβι; 103, 104 
σκυθρωπάσει 131 στίμει 104 
Οχυθων πολι; 124 στιμη 104 
Οκυθων πόλι; 124 στίμι 306 
σκωλοβάτη; 77 στίμι 306 
σκώλοι; 7° στιμφσθαι 3°5 
σοι 6ι στιμμι 306 
σ ο υ 6ι στΙμμι 306 
Coup 8g στιμμ^εσθαι 305 
Οουσαν αβιρα 3°5 στιπποινο; 78-9 
Οούσοι; 3°4~5 στιππόϊνο; 79 
Οουφιρ 2go στιτπτύϊνο; 78-9 
Coçict 223 στιππυνο; 79 
σοφίαν 338 στιπττύον 78-9> 296 
σπαράσσεται 3'8 στιππυου 296 
σπάσαι 3'7 στιπύϊνο; 79 
σπέρμα 104, 213, 337 ο" 1 0 0 ι86 
σπεύδειν 144. 148, 3'8 στόλοι; 3°4 
σπενδόντων 147 στόματο; 290 
σπεύδω 144-7 στομοϋν 68 
σπεύδων 147 στρατεΐα 37, 42~3> 285 
σπενσαι 3*7 στρατειφ 285 
σπορά 213, 337 στρατείαν 43 
σπόρο; 227 στρατεύτ) 284 
σπουδάίειν 144 στρατευόμεθα 42 
σπουδάζω 148 στρατεύσασθε 43 
σπουδαί 145 στρατία 42 
σπουδά; 145 στρατιά 37, 4 a ~3, 285 
σπουδασμό; 146, 148 στρατιαί 43 
σπουδή 145~6, '48 στρατιαν 43 
σπουδή 146 στρατιαν 43 
σπουδήν 145, '48 στρατοκήρυξ 97 
σπουδή; 145, «46, 148 στραΤΕΙΑΝ 43 
στάθμη 94 στρατοπεδείαν 43 
σταθμοί 291 στυγνά3ειν 131 
σταθμόν 67 σ τ υ γ ν ά 1 3 1 - 2 
σταθμό; 291 στυγνάσουσιν 131 
σταθμού; 67 στυππ- 296 
στειβ- 3 1 στύππινον 79 
στειμι ιο4 στύππινο; 78-9 
στείρωσι; 2go στυππείϊνο; 78 
στενάίειν 131 οτυππέϊνο; 78-g 
στενά3ω 131-2 στυππείον 78-g 
στενάξουσι 131 στυππείου 79 
στενάξουσιν 131 στυππέον 78-9 
στενοχωρία 146 συγγενή; 270-1 
στέρνων 2g6 συγκλειομένα; 305 
στήσαι 192 συγκλειστα 3°5 
στησάμενοι 222 συγκλεισται 305 
στίβει ιο4, 3°5 σύγκλητο; 244 
στιβι 305-6 συγχαρησομένου; 105 
στίβι ιθ4 συ^εϋγή; 3 1 

στίβι 3ο6 oujuyT); 3« 
στιβίΐεσθαι 3°5 συκάμινο; 163 

συκάμ-ιν-ο; 326 
συκοφαντείν 184 
συκοφάντη; 184 
συκοφαντήσει 184 
συκοφαντήσαι 184 
συκοφαντία 184 
συλλέξατε 306 
συλλέξουσιν 306 
σύλλογον 244 
συλλοχάω 12ο 
συλλοχήσαι 120 
συλλοχί^ω ΐ2ο 
συλλοχισαι ΐ20 
σύμβολον 222 
συμμειγεΐ; 31 
συμμειγήσονται 3 ' 
συμμεικτ- 31 
σύμπασα 222 
συμποδιον go 
συμπόσιον go, 287 
συμφωνία; 233 
συμφώνων 234 
συναγάγετε 3°6 
συνάγει 287 
συναγωγεϊον 287 
συναγωγή 287 
συναγωγήν 245 
συναγώγιμον δείπνον 287 
συναγωγών 287 
συνάξουσιν 3°6 
συναριθμήσεται 6ι, 105 
συναριθμήσετε 6ι , 105, 306 
συναρχία 39 
σύνδουλό; μου 327 
συνεγγυ; 3°8 
συνεδρεία 43 
συνέδριον 43 
συνεκτρΤψαι g6 
συνελόχησεν 12θ 
συνελόχισεν ΐ2θ 
συνέσει 258 
σύνεσιν 258 

συνετό; έν πράγμασιν 3'6 
συνευδόκησεν 12ο 
συνεχόμενον 3 '6 
συνεχόμενο; 3 ·6 
συνεχόμενου; 3'6 
συνήτε ig7 
συνίει gg 
συνιεί; εΐ; πάντα τά έ ρ γ α 316 
συνιείσι gg 
συνιέναι 128 
συνιέντο; gg 
συνίοντο; gg 
συνίουσι gg 



συνιούσι 99 
συνίων 99 
συνίων έπΙ πτωχόν κσΐ 

πένητσ 3*6 
συνίωσιν 198 
συνκλισαι 305 
συνκλισμεναι 305 
συνοδεία 39 
συνοδεύω 39 
σννοδία 39 
σύνοδον 159 
συνοικφιν 119-20 
συνοικίσατε 3'3 
συνοικίσητε 3 1 3 
συνοικισία ΐ20 
συνοικίσιον ΐ2ο 
συνοικισμό; ΐ2ο 
συνομοσία 292-3 
σύνπεσαι 64 
σύνττεσε 64 
συντέλεια; 146 
συντριβή 257 
συντρίβον g6 
συντρίψαι g6 
συνφκησα; ΐ2ο 
συνωκ'σαμεν 3 1 3 
συνφκισαν 3'3 
συνφκισα; ΐ20 
συνωμοσία 74 
συνωμόται 74 
συνωμότη; 293 
συνώσι 198 
συρισμοϋ 279 
συρισμού; 279 
Ούρο; 84 
Ούρου 213 
συρρεμβόμενο; 77 
συσσίτιον 287 
συστέματα 190 
σύσχε; ιοο 
σφαγεΤον 54. 285 
σφάγιον 54. a 8 5 
σφαίρα 68, 195 
σφαΐραν 195 
σφαιρωτήρ 68-9 
σφαιρωτήρο; 68 
σφάλαντο; 107 
σφαλέντο; 107 
σφενδονάω 3 1 3 
σφενδόνη στα! 3 1 2 

σφενδονήται 3 1 2 

σφενδονί̂ ω 3 1 3 
σφενδονισταΐ 3 l a 

σφενδονιστή; 3 l a 

σφύρα 68 

σφυρόν 68 
σφυροϋν 68 
σφυρωτήρ 68-g 
σφυρωτήρο; 68 
σχίδακα; 334 
σχίδακε; 334~5 
σχίδιον 335 
σχί^α 194-5. 335 
σχ<2αι 195 
σχ'3°5 194 
σχοίνισμα κληρονομία; 221 
σωθεί; 3"5 
σώματο; 291 
σωτηρία 33' 

τακήοτται 256 
τάλανε; 234 
ταλάντων 2ΐι 
τάλα; 234 
ταλταλί^ω 164 
ταμείον 4 1 

ταμιείον 94-5 
τανταλί^ω 164 
ταττεινόω 274 
ταράξει 145, Η 8 

ταράξουσιν 145 
ταράσσω 146 
ταραχαί 146 
ταραχή 146 
τα; 8 
ταυ 172 
ταχειον 28ο 
ταχεΤον 28ο 
ταχινοί; καρδία 147 
ταχιον 280 
ταχύ 274 
ταχύ 147, a 7 4 
ταχυκαρδίοι; 147 
ταχυνεΐ 147 
ταχυνόντων 147 
ταχύ; 147 
τέθνηκα 3'5 
τεθνηκότων 33° 
τέθριππον 3 0 0 

τείνυμαι 3 ' 
τείχο; ι86 
τεισ- 3 ' 
τεκείν ι ι 6 
τέκνα 3 " 
τέκνον 230 
τέκνων 33° 
τέκτονε; 333 
τελαμψουρ 88-9 
τελαμ 89 
τέλειο; 3 a l 

τελεσφοροΰσι 3«' 
τέλο; 282 
τέξεται 116 
τέσσαρα; καΐ δέκα 137 
τέσσαρε; καΐ δέκα 137 
τεσσαρισκαιδέκατο; 33 
τεταρταϊο; 287 
τεταρτεύ; 287 
τέταρτο; 287 
τετειχισμένων 88 
τετηγμένο; 256 
τετράϊτπτον 300 
τετραίστορον 300 
τετρατία 287 
τετράτιο; 287 
τεύξασθαι 105-6 
τεύξεσθαι 105-6 
Τηγριν 305 
τημέρα 137 
τήνελλα 167 
Τιγρην 3°5 
Τίγρηΐ 305 
τιγρητα 305 
Τίγρητο; 305 
Τίγριδο; 305 
Τίγριν 3θ5 
Τίγρι; 305 
τιθεΙ; 47 
τικτούση; 293 
τιμδν η ι 
τιμάυ 71 
τιμαέν η\ 
τιμωρείν 293 
τίναγμα 297 
τίνα; 8 
τ{νω 3 1 

τι; 268 
τίσι; 281 
τιτρώσκων 258 
τ(ω 28ι 
τό[ν ώμον 183 
τοπαδιον 9° 
τορευτό; 132 
τορευτων 132 
τορνευταΐ 132 
τορνευτό; 132, 3 ' 7 
τορνευτών 132 
τούτον 142 
τραυματίαι 257 
τρεί; 33, 36, 103 
τρεί; καθόδου; 3'5 
τρεί; καΐ δέκα 33 
τρεισ- 33 
τρεισκαίδεκα 33 
τρεισκαιδέκατο; 33 



τρέφω 77 
τριάκοντα και τρεϊς δίς 33 
τρικυμία 294 
τριμερή ·2ΐ 
τρις 33. 3°, 3 '4 - '5 
τρισ- 33 
τρις καθόδους 3'5 
τρισκαίδεκα 33 
τρισκαιδέκατος 33 
τρισμυρίων 2ΐι 
τριατσεύσατε ΐ2ΐ 
τρισσεύσεις ΐ2ΐ 
τρισσεύσω ΐ2ΐ 
τρισσεύω ΐ2ο-ι 
τρισσός 3 '4 
τρισσόω ΐ20-ι 
τρισσώς 33. 3»5 
τρισσώσατε ι2θ-1 
τριταίος 287, 3«4 
τριτάω 3'4 
τριτεΤα 5 3 ~3 
τριτεύς 3 '4 
τριτεύω 3'4 
τρίτη 3 '4 
τρίτον 3 '4 
τρίτος 314 
τριτόωσα σελήνη 3 · 4 
τρίψον g6 
τρόμον 145. >4β 
τρόμος 144, «57 
τρόπαιον 36 
τροπή 258 
τροπής ιο8 
τρόπον 234 
τροφεύω 77 
τροφός 77 
τρυβλία 3°2 
τρύβλια 212, 3θ2 
τρύβλιον 95 
τρυγάν τρυγητόν 334 
τρυγητόν 334 
τρυγητός 95, 226-7 
τρυγητός 226, 334 
τρυγητός 226 
τρυγήτω 227 
τρυγόνες 65 
τρυξ 296 
Τρωγλοδυται 24 
τρωγλοδύται 125, 3'5 
Τρωγλοδυταις 125 
Τρωγοδύται 24, 125-6, 3'5 
τρωγοδύται 3'5 
Τρωγοδντών 3'5 
τυγχάνειν ιο6 
τύπτουσιν 127 

τύπτων 127 
τωπαδιον go 

υγιασθαναι ιο6 
ύγιασθηναι ιο6 
ύγιεία 4 1 

υγεία 4 ' 
ύδατος igo 
ύδει 2g5 
υδραγώγιον 47 
υδραγωγός igo 
ύδρεία 285 
ύδρείαν 284 
υδρία 285 
ύδρίαν 285 
ύδροδόχιον 47 _ 8 
υδρυνθη 86 
ΰδωρ igo, 267 
ϋειοι 291 
ύετόν 201 
ύετω 20ΐ, 336 
υΙοί 156, 2gi 
υίοΐ τοΰ θεοϋ 255 
υΙοί τών δυναστευόντων 255 
υΙοί τών θεών 255 
υίόν 3'3 
υΙός ι ι6 , 142, 3 3 8 

υΐοϋ 33° 
υΙών 156, 33° 
ύλας 2g6 
ύλει 2gs 
υλεως 295 
ύλεως 77~ 8 

ύλη 78, 295-6 
ολη 295 
ύλην 77-8, 294-5 
ύλης 296 
ύλ(3ειν 78 
ύλί^ω 295-6 
ύλιν 77. 295 
ύλις 77-8, 295-6 
ολις 78, 296 
ύλώδης 295-6 
υ λ ώ ν 2g6 
ύμας ιοί 
υμάς ιοί 
ύμιν ιοί 
ύμων ιοί 
"Υμηττός igi 
υπερβαίνων 24g 
υπερβάς 24g 
ύπερβάσια 24g, 344 
ύπερβασία 344 
ύπερβασίαν 344 
ύπέρβασις 24g, 344 

ύπερβήσεται 24g 
ύπερβήσομαι 138 
ύπερείδε 263 
υπερείδεν 263 
ύπερείδον 263 
υπερεχόντων ig2 
υπερήφανους i8g 
ύπεριδεΐν 262-4, 3 0 1 

ύπερίδη 3 ° ' 
ύπεριδούσα 263-4, 3° ι 
ύπερίδωσιν 263 
υπερισχύει 231 
ύπερκΰψαι g 7 
ύπερκύψαν 97 
ύπερμάχησις 174.249 
ϋπεροράν 263-4 
ύπερορδς 263 
ύπεροράσει ύπεριδοΰσα 263 
ύπερόρασις 264 
ύπερορών 263 
ύπερόψει ύπερίδωσιν 263 
ύπερόψεται 263 
ύπερόψη 263 
ύπέροψις 264 
υ π ό 228 
ΰπο 228 
ύπό Ισχύν 343 
ύπόγαιον 113 
ύπόγαιος 113 
υποδήματα ι62, 177 
ύποϊππαρχήσαντα 3 0 0 

ύπολευκαθί^ω 2g7-8 
ύπολευκανθί^ω 2g8 
ύφάνθητε 34° 
υφίσταται 2go 
ύψει 192 

φαγήν 83 
φακός i8g, ig5~6 
φανείεν 107 
φανθεΤεν 107 
φανθηναι 107 
ΦΑΝΙΕ ιο7 
φάνοιεν 107 
φάραγγας 187-8 
φαράγγι 333 
φάραγγος 187, 333 
φάραγξ ι88-9, 33° 
φάρας 187 
φάρας 187 
Φαρε$ 3 0 0 

φαρμακέας 3 ° 2 

φαρμακεύς 302 
φαρμακεϋσιν 3 ° 2 

φαρμακευτάς 302 



I N D E X O F G R E E K W O R D S 

φαρμακευτής 3 ° 2 

φαρμακίαι; 69 
φαρμακίδα$ 302 
φαρμακίξ 302 
φαρμάκοι; 302 
φάρμακο; 95-6 
φάρμακο; 95-6 
φαρμάκου; 95 
φασεχ »49 
φασεχ ύττερμάχησι$ 174» 249 
φασεκ 170, 248-9 
φασκα 349 
φεσε 170 
φεύγειν ιο6, 3 ·8 
φεύγων 356 
φθίνω 381 
φθίσι; 381 
φθιτό; s81 
φιάλαι s i s 
φιάλα; ιο3 
φιλίατρο; 3°° 
φ ιλογυναιο ; 123 
φ ι λ ο γ υ ν η ; 122 
φ ι λ ο γ υ ν ο ; 122 
φιλοΐατρο; 3°° 
φιλο[ρ] ίστωρ 3 0 0 

φΛονεικ- 34 
φιλονεική; 282 
φίλονεικιαι 282 
φιλόνεικοι 35 
φιλόνεικο; 282 
φιλονεικοϋντβΐ 35 
φιλονικ- 34 
φιλονικεΤν 282 
φιλονικία 34) 282 
φιλόνικος 282 
φ ι λ ο ϋ γ ι ή ; 30° 
φίλαθλος 3°° 
φίλοφρόνως 3 1 0 

φίλυβρι; 3°° 
φ ιλυγ ιή ; 3°° 
φλέγον 323 
φλιών 284 
φ λ ό γ α 323 
φλογί 322 
φλογΐ Ttvpos 322-3 
φλόξ ττυρο; 322-3 
φοβερισμοί 146 
φοβήσαι ΐ44~5 
φ ό β ω 146 
φορβαία 289 
φορβαίαν 6ι 
φορβεά 6ο-1, 288-9 
φορβειά 288-9 
φορείον 5ΐ 

φορτία 5ΐ 
φρόνησιν 136 
Φ Ρ Ο Ν 136 
φυγαδεία 43 
φυγαδεία 43 
φυγαδεϊαι 43 
φυγαδεία; 43 
φυγαδείον 43 
φυγαδιον 43 
φυγοτττολεμο$ ΐ22 
φυλάξεσθε 6ι 
φυλάσσεσθαι 62 
φυλάσσεσθε 62 
φυλάσσων 34 
φυλή $ιο 
φυλήν 3>ο 
φυλή; 3>ο 
ΦΥΟΝ 136 
φύσιν 136 
φωνή 259 

χαίρομαι 3°7 
Χαιρρονέα 83 
χ α ί ρ ω 105-6, 307 
ΧαλδαΙαυζ 165 
χαλκεΤον 48, 285 
χαλκεύ; 285 
χαλκίον 48, 285 
χαλκοΰν 192 
χαλκού; ig2 
χάθ5 18g 
χαρεϊται 105 
χαρήσεται 105 
χαρήσομαι 105 
χαρησομένου; 105 
χαρίν 102, 259 
χαρισομένου; 105 
χ ά ρ ι τ α ιο2 
χαροΰμαι 105 
χαροΰνται 105 
χασλωνιειμ 268 
χασλωριειμ 268 
χασλωχιε ιμ 268 
χασμωνιειμ 268 
χειδρα 98 
χειμάρρου 158, 320 
χειμάρρου$ 158 
χειμάρρω 159 
χείρα; 128 
χεΐρε$ 128 
χερνιβεΤον 285 
χερνίβιον 285 
χεραί 258 
χ έ σ α ι τ ο 307 
χέσειε 3»7 

χ ή ρ α ν ι82 
χ ιδρα g8, 303 
χ ίδρα g8 
χΤδρα g8 
χ ίδρον g8 
χ ι τ ώ ν 163, 172 
χ ο θ ω ν ω θ 334 
χόριον 287 
χρειοφειλέτη; 32, 33 
χρειοφιλέτη; 32 
χρΤσαι g8 
χρ ϊσ ι ; g8 
χρίσμα g8 
χρΤσον g8 
χ ρ ό ν ο ν ι6ο, 245 
χ ρ ό ν ω ν 325 
χ ρ υ σ δ 103, 2ΐι 
χρυσαΐ 132 
χρυσάνθεμον 87 
χ ρ υ σ ά ; 103 
χ ρ υ σ ο ί ; 132 
χ ρ υ σ ό υ φ ο ; 30° 
χ ρ ώ μ α τ ο ; 137 
χ ρ ω τ ό ; 137 
χ ω λ ο ύ 2go 
χ ώ μ α 196 
χ ώ ρ α 7» 
χ ώ ρ α ν 211 
χ ω ρ ο ύ ν igo 
χωρούντε ; igo 
χ ω ρ ο ύ σ α ν igo 

ψαλτηρίου 328 
ψαύσασθαι 3°8 
ψηλαφήσαι 34' 
ψυχαΐ; 85 
ψ υ χ ά ; 263 
ψ υ χ ή 3*8 
ψ υ χ ή ν 243 
ψυχή$ 243, 2gi, 327 
ψ ϋ χ ο ; g8 
ψ ω μ ί σ α ν τ ο ; ι η ι 

ώ 228-36, 3 4 0 - 1 

ώ 228-36, 3 4 0 - 1 

ώ 228-36, 3 4 ° - 1 

"63 άδελφε 230 
ώ δή 229-30 
ώ δή , κύριε 230 
ώ, κύριε 229-30 
ώ ό 23θ 
ώ τάλανε ; ήμεΐ; 234 
ώ τάλα$ έ γ ώ 234 
ώδίν 293 
ώδίνα; 293 



ώδίνησεν ia8 
ωϊ 330 
ώμοι 330 
ώμόλινα 334 
ώμον 183 
ώνείδισεν 128 
ώνυχίσστο 64 

ώπλεον 123 
ωραίου 3°3 
ώραν 3 2 3 
ώριμος 290 
ώ$ 228, 235, 2 5 6 
ώσ(ν 197, 198 
ωσμιλαξ 83 

ωσττινθηρεί 83 
ωφέλεια 44 
ώφελέω 44 
ωφελης 44 
ώφελία 44 
ώχετο agi 
ώχετο agi 
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N O T E T O T H E R E A D E R 

I n t h i s i n d e x w o r d s w h i c h o c c u r i n t h e t e x t b u t a r e n o t d i s c u s s e d a n d n o i n f o r m a t i o n 

i s g i v e n o n t h e m , a r e n o t n e c e s s a r i l y l i s t e d . A p a r t f r o m t h e m , h o w e v e r , a n a t t e m p t 

h a s b e e n m a d e t o l i s t e v e r y f o r m d i s c u s s e d o f e v e r y w o r d d i s c u s s e d . T h e v e r b s , l i k e 

a l l t h e o t h e r w o r d s , a r e l i s t e d u n d e r t h e e x a c t f o r m s d i s c u s s e d i n t h e t e x t ; w h i c h 

m e a n s , f o r e x a m p l e , t h a t i f ^Piföpn i s t h e o n l y f o r m o f UTIj? t o b e d i s c u s s e d i n t h e 

t e x t , t h e w o r d "•Tfljfapn i s l i s t e d u n d e r Π, a n d n o e n t r y a p p e a r s u n d e r BTTp. 

lag: 6a, 63 n . 55 
Cjag: 63 n . 55 
Dp7»(j): 6a 
HJPijaK: 150 
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Put: 132 
Ί-ΐΊΚ: 2 5 1 

: a o o n . 3 
: »99» a o o n . 3 

"natJfc: 35 
nriK: 239-30 ,336 
"••IK: 230 
fltt: 181, 182 n . 33, 208 
νίψ 197-8 

ITU?: 34 
ΠΚ: 2 i8 , 230 n . 5 
"ΤΠΚ: 14a a n d n . 4, 315, 216 n . 4 

njçU: 149 
I ' l f t : 132 

ΠΓήΠΚ: 2 i 6 
216 a n d n . 4, 263 

vrrçt: 156 
"ΙΠΧ: 214-16 
fnmt: 274 
nn$: 63 
σ η Π Κ : 252 a n d n . 4 
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pHK: 214 
ΡΠΚ: 214 

ΠΙΟ»: 214 
pg: 204, 267 
TK: g o η . 12 

105 a n d n . 9, 211, 216 a n d n . 4, 
217, 242, 259, 263, 268 

262 
SPl'jlK: 260 
*?K: 67, 197-8, 229 
Vtt: 128 n . 2, 216 a n d n . 4, 251, 261 
njg: 150 
VlVif: 239 n . 6, 252 
rn^k: 174 
VnVif: 174 
Βψ>&$·. 61 
O^K: 141-2, 175, 250-5 a n d n n . 2, 3 
D,l?K: 251 n . 2 
*)"?«: 167 
1^«: 167 
OK: 268 
">S^: 223 n . 8 
Q1I9K: 236 
KJK* 229-31 
"OiK: 271 
ΊίβΚ: 129 
n»j$: 129 



D ,TPÇ : 129 η. 7 
*)ÇK: 156-7 and n. 1 
*]R: 200 n. 4 
KiBK: 300 
nVe|t: 160 
PI?»: 239 η. 3 
ΠΚΙΚ(Ι): aoo 
?JK"}K: 200 n. 3 
p%l 126 
]te"js: 103 n. 3 
Γ & : 49-50, 62, 188 n.46, 189, 223 
n1S"5K: 188 
ηϊηκ: 213 
tfK: 135, »6» n - 9 
*!#K: 90 
Tfö: 90 and n. 13 
JTJïto: 90 n. 13 

JtfTtfK: 90 and n. 13, 91 

m^x: 90 
ÎVf^: 314-16, 236 
WK: 161 n. 9 

52, 61-2 , 88-9, 142 and n. 5, 
143, 242, 350, 263 

TPtBlj^t: 43 
AK: 222 • -
"ΙΊΚ: ιο8, 213 
ΠηΚ: 214, 236, 261 
B y n « : 170 η. 21 
1JBK: 259 
D ^ K : 61 
« n k ! 67 

K3: 227 
256-7 

ma: 172 
Kanna: 146 
iSna': 147 
Vîia: 144-7 and n. 10 

n?n|: 145-6 
ni*?fia : 145 
n.na: 130 
îjKia: 88-9 
"713: 90 n. 12 
l i a : 267 
"ΙΠ3: 141-2 
1ϋ?: '42 
"mna: 142 
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]D3: 115 η. 2, 223 η · 8 
•pS: 200 
Πγ3: 103 η. 3, ι86 
n-?: 55, 152, 174, 211 η. ι 
A??: 142 
0Ή»3: 115, 162 
Ti33: 52 
"i?a: 52 
ΠΊ33: 52 and η. 41 
*73: 202 
na|?a: 161 n. 9 
ÎVlVa: 146 
nlnVa: 148 n-13 
"•n1??: 252 
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| 3 : 188, 214 
•>Ϊ3: 79 n. g6, 179 η. 28 
'}3: 142 
DiT13: 179 η · 28 
r i | : ' i 5 6 
D'IVIVa: 146 
"?»3: 74 η. 8o 
η»3: 146 
Πη»3: 146 
Τ ? 3 : ι 8 9 η . 47 
1£3: 93 η. 3 
ΚΊ3: 224 and η. g, 225 
» n a : 112 η. 23 
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m a : 43 
nana: 224 



Γ Γ 1 3 : 74 η . 8o, 118 

^"53 : '43 
Γ Ο Ί 3 : 70 n . 68 

Vtf3: 226 
n * 3 : 165 
Μ : 76, 172, 183 a n d n . 35 
tTPia: 172, 183 n . 35 
i i n a : 216 n . 4 

nVHJ: 187-8 

·?»»: 149 n . 15, 150 n . 17 
VW: 149, 154 
nVW: 149 
- > $ : «49, 162 
flVtO: 220 
Τ I A T T 

n V w : 220 
τ ί - τ 
n ï a î : 182 η . 34 
rVTQl: 36, 182 η . 34 
D i l « ? : 219 

?"? | : 50 
Ί 3 | : ι82 η . 34 
1 1 3 1 : 35 
Τ Π Ϊ : 39 
VTTJ: 252 
8 ^ 7 ? : °6 η · 57 
Via* 86 

-τ 
iVrî: 121 η . 13 
i n j b H i : 155-7 
Λ : «79 
"ΊΙ: 188 
•ήϊ: 144, '88-9 
Π ^ ΐ : 189 
Vlfo: 156 
Τϊ: 7° η . 68 
ψ. i8g 
"î: 179, 188 
tOJ: 179 a n d η . 30, i 8 8 - g 

161 η . ί ο , ι86, i 8 8 - g 
'79, «86-7 a n d η . 45, «88-9 

Kfn: 33, «73 
Π ^ ΐ : 277 

' V p i : 132 
O^i: 277 
riVî: «49 "· «5 

D| : 142, 189 

N D î : 103 n . 3 

] | : 70 n . 68 

"lï: 33-4, '73 
•py. 66 n . 57 

1 3 ^ : «35 

nan : 25° 

"13^: 135 

n a ^ : 128 

V 5 ? V 35 

Π Τ · »33 
î V n : 137 
H = 112 

70 
r P V n : 222 

r>V? : ' 6 7> · 7 2 

D l : 108 
DOT: 216 η . 3 
W 1 : 200 
nSH: 200 
n » i : «99 
PV «79 n . 27 
) 3 Τ Ί : «8g a n d n . 48 
TO: 178 
Β * Γ Π : 208 

Τ 

39, 6« 
: 208 n . 5 

1 3 7 3 Κ Π φ : 62 
m W : 230 a n d n n . 5, 6, 231 
o r o n x n q ) : 62 
B ' a n : 215 
n n a n : 184 
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ittftin(l): 251 
nanin: 129 
an: 231 
Κ1Π: 178 n. 25 
KV!: 156, 170, 221, 249, 271-2 
Kill: 161 n. 12, 178 n. 25 
• • I S n i n : 118 n. 5 

' ίη: 208, 230 a n d n. 5, 231 a n d n . 7, 
236 

W W : 68 n. 65 
νήηη: n o 
rrV\n: 116 
niVjin: 178 η . 26 
rçin: 148 
Τψ\Τί: 120 
Kann(a): 146 
η;η(ι): i 8 g n . 47 
açvj: 208 
rrn: 67, 148 n . 13, 239 
VaVI: 103 n. 3 
naan: 197 
T a a n : 274 

D D ^ a n : 118 
ν I - I · 

K"?î|: 112 

nxVn: 215 
nan: 146-7 
nah: 146 η . 8 
ran: 146 
pan: 179 
pari: 179 n. 29 
pan: 179 
naVan: 185 n. 41 
D i n : 158 n. 2, 188-9 
]?0n: 263 
"ruaon: 263 
nVsn: 262 
n s D n - . 181 

JJlSn: 205 

••ri#!j?n(i): 142 
Vp>rj: 274 

in(a): 148 
itnn: 150 
nnn: 189 

• τ 

niBfrl : 117 n . 4 

ηγηνη·. 63 n . 55 
]8Bfrl: 197 

ytf'n: 197 

DkT: 219-20 
naj: 249 
nat: 252 

pit: 76 n . 88 

nt: 142. 197,217 
ant: 132 

T T 

It : 220 
I t : 90 a n d η . 12 
niit: 77 n . 8g, 214-15 * n d η · 2 
nSni: g i η . 15 
niât: 25g 
D^at: 162 η . 14 

• τ \ 

D î t : 263 
"It: 215 
N i t : 112 

TT 

ΓΠΤ: 215 a n d η . 2 
TT 

nnt: 215 
SHI: 213 

"•aft: 216 n. 3 
>?3Π: 224 η . g 

*?3Π: 221 
Ο ^ Π : 75 η · 8 4 
Ί 3 Π : 215 
V-Tn(l): ΐ3'» 2 1 0 

ttftri: 215 
» Π : 2θ7 
ηΠΠ: 2θΐ 

r)"pVin: 117.223 
nain: 195 
nain: 70 η . 68 
ipin: 207 



">j?j?in: 206 
ϊηΠ: 147 n. 12 
ΠΪΠ: 200, 202 
1ΤΠ: 202 

Τ 

JVWrj: 203 
ΟΓΗΠ: 202 
nxçnq): 262 
ΠΧΟΓΙ: ι8ι 
Vçi: 75 η. 8 4 

^Π: ι82 η. 34 
Π'Π: ι88 
ΊΓΓΠ: ι88 
Îï&bn: 258 
"Ύ?Ό· 2 5 7 
ρ*?Π : 224 and η. g, 225 
pVlJ: 221, 224 
näh: 183 η. 36 
nan: 133 
ΠΪΠ*: 67 η. 63 
ΌΓΙΙΠ : 67 and η. 63 
non: 258 
ÎDn: 145, 147 n. n 
rJÎDn: 147 n. n 
fDn : 14« 
γρη: 242 
ppn: 242-3 
'ΧΡΠ: 242 
ρΠ: 194 a n d η · 54> !95 
ph: 201 η. 6, 205 and η. 4, 206-7, 209 
Π(?Π : 205 a n d η. 4, 206-7, 209-10 
ΓΐίρΠ: 209 
D'pJJ: 206, 209 
ppn: 205 η. 4» 2θ6, 209-10 
'ΡΡΠ: 206 
"•ΡΡΠ: 2θ6-9 
D'pph : 206, 208 
ηρΠ: 2θ6, 209-10 
npji: 2θ6 
npn: 2θ6-7, 209 
•ΉρΠ: 2θ6 

"ΤίρΠ: 2θ5 
' ηρΠ: 205 
IJ'ripn: 207, 210 
31Π: 256 

V I T ^ 

BfHri: 2ΐ6 η. 3 
ΙΒ^ΗΠ: i8g η. 47 
Β̂ ΠΠ: i 8 g n . 48 
ΡΠ: 146 
Π Π : 49 
Bhn: 189 η. 47, 259 
Ο^ΊΠ: 187 and η. 45 
3ΡΠ : 205 η. \ 
η#Π: ι6ο 
]Β>Π·" 4 1 a n d η. 2ΐ, 47 a n d η · 3 1 

1ΠΠ: 256 
Οη'ΒΠ: 257 
ΠηΠ: 185, 26ο 
ΠΓ)Π: ι86, 256-7 
••rinn: 257 

3ÏD: 62, 199, 211 η. 1, 259 
aioC?): 211 η. ι 
DV(-)B: 88 

W 7 K 2 : '72 η. 23 
^Ίψ.'· '72 η. 23 
η?Κ»(ΐ): 120 
rjnçXV 150 η. ι8 
XT: 250 
^D??(î) : 147 η· »ο 
inVnav 145 
iVnav 145 
wVnav 148 

« - ι - : 

0"*32: 201 

« a v 230 η. 4 
-1??:= 52 
ΪΡΓ: 112 
Sy>: 131 η. 9 
m-T?: 46 



17: : 2 6 1 

S T : 199 
S T : aoo-i, 203 
1»T_: 200 
BWT, : 200 n. 5 
AST: 67 
τ ι - T ' 

Γ«Η?: 200 
KfiST: 68 n. 65 

τ I - ι 
"lp-7-: 256 
nninv 63 n. 55 ,236 
m,T : 6»· «3° η · 8 , 249, 252, 26o 
ninv 136 ,252 ,259 
'Πν io8, 240 
ΓΓΠν 160 n. 4, 161 n. 12, 239, 244, 259 
rnv 116 
W!T»: 146 η. 8 
Vai': 161 n. 10, 178 and nn. 25, 26 
i V r : 116-17 
T>£: 116 
!V?F: 116 

1 T* 

Or: 151, 160 n. 4, 2 i i , 230 n. 5, 244, 
271 

njr: 149 n. 15 
«]0r: 156-7 
iVlfP.: 13· η. 9 
1ΪΓΡ: 202, 204 
ΤΤίΓΡ: 202, 204 
1 AT™ ·.· 
VspW: 91 n. 15 
r n v 202-3 
i>nv 203 
|ΓΡΠ?: 260 
iVn?: ' 3 ' "· 9 
tfVlT: 258 
ψρ>Πν 205 η. 4, 207 
-\ρφ_: 210 
ΟΊΤΡ: 252 
toTfl'- 39 
XT?: J 9 7 
1?P'(3) : 2 2 , - 2 

T7>: 115-17 

T>v 117 
ΠΤ>: 75 η· 84 
n f r : " 6 
Vlfc: 117 
HIV/: '72 
1?7^: «7 2 

"><7a?(]): 147 η· «o 
*10»?(l): 147 η. 10 
D'DJ: 62 
OS?: 256 
KSOV n o 
ψΊψ_: 15° η· «8 
η»-.: 258 

: 149 η. 15 
,1j?r: 75 η · 86 
WVS!: 262 
ΤΟ"1: 223 n. 8 
•no" (1): 224 
Π BD?: 230 η. 4 
η»·(ΐ): 131 η. 9 
fSV 109, 14, 242 
HSSP: 109 
< # » ! ( ] ) : 211 η. ι 
ViBV 256 
pBV 2 5 9 
57Β': 148 η. 14 
Ί£ψ: 121 η. 15 
fiOV 130, 2 5 5 
n s ; : 240 
K?;(l): 156 
Κ|Τ3ζ : 205 
pS ; (3) : 108 
nS": 224-5 
n s v 88 
Wj?;: 203 
Wj?;: 203 
NT: 149 n. 15, 197 
JCJV 197 

«7!(3) : »97 
Π«7?: '97-8 , 201 

13 3 8 9 



«TjV aoa 
tfT: 149 
νψ]1· 859 
î r f t f* ] ! : 250 
ν&γ: 259 
iO f̂fT: 230 n. 4 
ft: 268 
aft: 120 
aft (3): 120 
a t K 120 n. g 

T T 

3 f t : 120 
ïttnft: 182 n. 34 
•paae/v 119 n. 6 
pa'af t : 119 η. 6 
p)ft( l) : 240 
Π^Ο): 120 n. 11 
thf]: 31 n. 5 
BfVftQ): 120 n. 11 
«JVft(l): 120 
*3ft : 132 
Soft: 198 

«^(3): 120 
V?nnv 178 n. 26 

JTjà: 121 n. 14 
njna: 150 n. 17 
D'inà: 150 n. 17 
p 3 : 222 
Π3: 23 
•»3: 67, 181, 200-1, 214, 239 η. 3, 26i , 

262, 271-2 
*?3: 6 i , 137, 188 n. 46, 201, 213, 242, 

252, 259 
K V S : 185 and n. 39 
Π*?3: 146 
^ψ: 103 n. 3 

OVS: 185 
ni»; 17« 

D'H^D?: 268 
0»3 : 150 
099.: 152 

179 n. 27 
"103: «79 n. 37 
"ήΓ)09: 68 
1 3 : 183 and n. 35 
V B D : 118, 263 
,"?_*3Q): 363 
ninç: 192 n. 51 
niais: 172 

•j: 128 n. 2, 157-8 
à"? : 39» 75 «· 86, «05 n. 9 ,142 ,184 ,239 
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15^~7 a n d η· 1 
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33 1 ?: «56 
iaa 'f: 130,198 
i i a ^ : 252 
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•>3̂ >: 146 n. 8 
naV(a): 161 n. 9 
vhnb: 35 
η^Φ'· ι 6 ' η · 9 
j?nsn*|»: 117 

pVlW : " 7 
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τ^η#π*? : »4» 
ΤρψΰΥ- 13° 
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VVinnV: »84 
^nnnV: »84 
»ff?: 221 
m1?: 127 
n 1?: 79 n. g7 
Bhq1?: 189 η. 47 
aits*?1 211 η. ι 
η Ο Τ ^ : 156-7 



Τ3%: 185 and η. 39 
03?: 6a, 244 
1DS»Î?: AO Ι 
IÇÇV: 264 
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JSB1?: AOO 
]$aV: 62, AOA 

«?": 67 
B ? ! " ? ? : 67 
"•TBÎ?: 161 n. 9 
nlJBV : 93 n. 3 
n«"3p>V: 216 n. 4 
TUp^Q): » 8 9 η · 4 7 
ίΊίφ: 112 η. 23 

o^yn1?: 112 η. 23 
îff?: 149 

η # ? : 1 2 0 

jW?: 259 
Π3$»: 196 
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nW?= «A 1 Η · »4 
nnV: 117 

nkn: 121 n. 15 
^πκη: 63 
OKB: 263 
VttO: 120 n. 9 
n-j3»: 43 
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VjÇ: 189 η. 48 
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1Ç: 165 

IS!»: 67 

« 8 : 165 

ÇVJQ: 202 n. 7 
ΠΪ^Β: AN 

S1B: 258 
Π9: n 8 n . 5 
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ΠΒ: 202 n. 7 
TÎIB: 147 
"W1B: 147 and n. 10 
1ΠΒ: 148 
tffciö: 76 
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ma.- 127 
njÇ: 112 
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naja: 196 
rw(oî): " 2 
ΠΤ,ΟΤβ: i 8 g n . 48 
ppJïB: 206-7, 210 
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DHRO?: 206 

ne^qa: 189 
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Dia^qiJ : 205 η. 4 
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nttfaa: 95 
0 - B ^ B : 95 
Π?«7Β: 185 η. 4i 
"•nRVa(i): 187 
Π3178: 185 n. 41 
]i?B: 67 n. 63 
nVa: 137 
η^ζ: 70 n. 68, 135, 215 
1378: 174 
D'IBB: 150 
tf#8B: 239 
]Ç: LAO n. 10 
]B: 170-1 



K3»: 170 
D1pX10: 95 
Π3»:'ΤΙ93 
Π»: 193 
rub: 193 
ΠΪ30: 239 
riais: 193 

nraa: 170 
ffM: 193 
CJB: 193 
Drib: 193-4 

5»0: 185 
'DID*: 87 n. 5 
D B : 256 
7IBÇ: 151 
ODD: 256 
B O B : 256 
D O S : 256 
»OD: 43 n- 25 
"•»OD: 43 

n<T»OD: 67 n. 63 
linoaO) : 239 n. 6 
Ί Γ Ι θ η ( ΐ ) : 239 n. 6 

"•Wo: 261 
Τ 

'»B: 146 and n. 8 
*?SB: 177, 262-6 

bvn: 93 »· 5» '54. a 6 2 - 4 
V»B: 262 and n. 1, 263-4 
ThVO: 93 η. 5 
lV»a: 263 
DV»a: 88 
nVSB: 263 

τ - i -

Π157Β: 239 "· 6 
f r ipB: 137 

N3XB: 114 n. 27 
n S D : 35 
P S D : 35 
m S B : 88, 158 n. 2, 252, 256 
ΚηρΒ: ι6ο η. 4, 244-6 
ilX-lj?!?: 245 

ΠΒ/Ρ,Β: 132 and η. ίο 
îlfpB: 132 
"IB: 153-4 
"IB: 151 
K1B: 149 η. 15 
K-JB: 154 
rnjnb: 149 "· >5 

ΙΠΚηΒ: n 8 n . 5 
panç: 129 η. 7 
TIB: 150 
m a : 149 η. 15, 150 
r n o : 150-2 ,154 
ÎTIB: 150 and η. ι8 
n a : 152 
ΪΪ^ΠΊΒ: 90 η. 12 
•>-jB: 150, 152 
n ä : 180-1 
nan?-- «51-2 
r j ' an .B: 152 

ηήΒ: «35 
ΠΒ,-jB: 15' 
ιΠίΠΒ: 217 
D^yiB : 215 
"HD: 150 and n. 18 
" H D : 150, 152-4 
rsreha: n 8 
nitt'BÔ): 135 
rntfaOi): 135 
aatfa: 119 
DTDK/B: 206 

W3tiü: 63 

*7B>B: 143 
T T 

Π2#Β: 57 a n d «· 46, 121 n. 14 
VtttfB: 121 n. 14 
nnOE/Ç: 114 η. 28 
ΓήΠΒ#Β: 115 and n. 3 

T I T 

DBBfy?: 259 

DBtfD: 52 n. 41 
,tJBE'p : 205 



nijÇBto: 13a n. 10 

ximato: 172 
jan»: 66 n. 57 
ηΙΠΟ: I 6 I n. 9 
njno: 87x1.5 
njJÎIS: 87 n. 5 
vrina: 87 n. 5 

KJ: 67, 118 n. 4, 229 

v<nm: 74 
D-j?3g3: 74 
*?Π33: 147 n. 10 
,Vna3: 147 n. 12 

- i : • 

Ti^nai: 144 
•?33: 173 
Val: 168, 173 
"?3?: 168 
«^31: 168, 173 
»33: 66 
»33: 66 
Π»31: 144 n. 6 
Π^ΚΜ: 149 n. 15 
ηγψ: 257 
3733: 112 and n. 23 
»33.: 129 
r|irjl: 145 
Π»13(ΐ) : 202 

τ I T Χ : ' 

l t h l J : 208 
- ί * 

r n n i : 70 
STTiJ: 204 
^ 1 3 : "6 
013: 147 n. n 
' Γ Π Ο υ : 223 η . 8 

niD03: i6a η . 13 
8ft}3: 107-8 
Π*?Π3: 221 

τ -: 
in*jq3: 221 
ïjçVqï: 220 
η»Π3: 2 ίο 

η»·1Π3: ι 4 6 
ΠΠ3: 179 η · 27 
τΐ33: ι 8 9 η . 47 
-Oi: 252 η . 4 
I M : 252 η . 4 

H??1 34, 2 '5 
Π;η?3: 215 
ΠΊΠ03.: 147 
ηΠ03: 147 
nnaj: 147 
Ο-ηΓΗΜ: 147 
ΤΓΗΜ: 158 η . 2 
Dnaj: 158 η . 2 
DIVD?: 109 
*]03: 223 η · 8 
"•pVaOS: 117 η. 4 
•Ί?303: 223 η · 8 

' n àOS: 223 η. 8 
» 0 3 : 43 η· 25 
Î p D 3 : 88 and η . η, 158 η . 2, 174 

ΤΓΊ»3 : 144 
• — 

")X3J3: 130 η . 8 
ani»3: 79 η. g6 
1 » 3 : 79 η · 96 
»•W3.: 66 
ρ » 3 : 261 
nn»3: 79 η· 9 6 

r i7pD3: 121 η . 15 
#D3: 262 
">#P3: 112 
«S3: 66 η . 58 
ΠΧ3: 35-6 and η . ι ι , ι6ο, 182, 245 
DTISS: 160, 245 
orrai: 36 
Πρ3: 75 η . 85 
Πρ_3: 75 η· 8 6 

n p 3 : 75 η . 86 
p"PT3: 75 η. 86 
Π$Π3: 2oa 
Κ&3: 120 

Τ τ 



trçrç: 1 6 0 , 2 5 1 

Ίδ#}: 132 
ΟΊΛ: 211 η. Ι 

8 7 η. 5, " ο 
IM.: 164 , 183 

ΠΧΟ: 172 η. 2 3 

"RKÇ: 172 η. 2 3 

ΚηΚΟ: 172 η. 2 3 
330 : 77 η · 8 9 

'Sb: 7 7 n - 8 g 

nViO: 221 
T M 

"IÎ3Ç: 132 
*\V): 227 

TliO: 15011. 18 

οητήο: 150 
ηνιηό: 8 6 
Tin"?: 9 ' 
"pO: 2 2 3 and n. 8 

730: 2 6 3 

7SÇ: 117 η. 4 

PO : 2 6 3 

"]»0: 2 2 3 n. 8 

n j O : 161 n. 9 

fJOlO: 102 η. 1 
TBO: 3 6 

1D0: 3 9 

")Ofa: 114 n- 27 
?3"|0: 162, 177 
*pO : 2 3 0 n. 4 

13» : 160 

D'iaS: 160 
.TJSjT: 4t 
Ί3»: 2 6 3 - 4 
13»: 70 
13»: 7« 
^ a S : 7» 
onas : 179 

ni"ia»: 4 η. ι 
"VW: ' 2 9 n. 7 

"TS: 2 5 0 

nS"IS: 71 η · 73 
,TTS: 222 

O n i S : 4 " · ι 
07^9:"" 8 8 

Τ 

jiS: 182 η. 3 3 

J1S: 182 η. 3 3 

fW: 2 4 2 

D^W: 4 η · ' 

3TS: 263 

O'STS: 231 η. 7 
3ttS: 130 
VMS: 261 

"'S: 186 η. 4 3 

DiTTS: 2 6 2 
r j^S: 197 

D ? r S : 6 7 

T S : 4 η. ι, 77 η. 8 g 

D^TS : 4 η. 1 

VS: 128 n. 2 , 131 , 137, 2 1 6 , 2 4 5 

P _ ? S : 6 7 

"•n-Vs: 151 
rVg: 4 9 - 5 0 
0>S(0) : 8 8 
07S: 8 8 , 177, 2 6 2 - 4 and η. 1 

D>S: 154 

OS: 152 

OS: 197, 2 2 0 - 2 

nSS: 211 η. ι 
rjBS: 211 η. ι 
p>C»: 188 
j?8S: 2 3 6 
TS: 199 

lass: 185 
D«S: 79 

T.SS: 130 and n. 8 

O^XS: 162 n. 14, 194 n. 5 4 



OSS'- 79 
Ota: 79 
*1S»: 185 
ηχ» : 67 η . 6ο 
i1X»: 185 
niS»: 39 η · 19 
ηΊΧ»: 16g η . 20 
«C"ix»: '69 η . 20 
ΑΧ»: 117 η . 4 
'ΓΧ»: 242 
η»: ι 8 6 η . 43 
^νΤ»: 117 
onVi»: 117 
D*)»: 66 η . 58 
Π » ! » : 66 η . 58 
f"I»: 261 
Π » » : 223, 225 
fifes : 118, 211 η . 1 
fit*: 268 

ν 

WETS: 211 η . ι 

HP*»,: 223 
ïjipï: 221 
".**$•. 156 
0*3»?»: 194 
p*0»: 184-5 
"If»: 236 
ninc«/»: 55 
nine/?: 55 
Π»: 129, 201, 227, 274 
0*TlS: 162 η . 14 

*"|ΉΒ: Ι04 
ηΠΒ: 7« 
"Β: 7« 
ΉΒ: 195 
«Φ?Β: Ι 65 
V»: 253 
iVVß: 250, 253 
iV?B: 150 
JB: 130, 197 

""JIB: 130 n . 8, 146 

•rpiB: 216 n . 4 
D'ÎD : 93 n. 3 
ΠΟΒ: 249 
ΠΟΒ: 169, 174, 249 
ΚΠΒΒ: 169 

ΡΙΠΟΒ: 169 
Q , .a»B : 33 
D'OSB: 33, 36, 121 n . 16 
ΓΠΒ: 51 a n d n . 37 
Jïin]*ïD: 107 n . 15 
0*71*16.· 5 1 η · 37 
,ΤΓητΒ: 5« η . 37 
•>")B: 115 η . 2 
ΠΓΊΒ: 2ΐ6 

ΚηόηΒ: 174 

Κ3Χ: ι ι 4 η . 27 
ρ*ΤΧ: 205 η . 4 
Γ*7?: 117 
Π}Χ: 6ι 
ΠΡτ1Χ: 146, 148 
Ϊ1Χ: 59 
ΤΧ: 182 
ρ·Χ: gi η . 15 
ρΧ: 5 1 η · 37 
»•jX: 71 η . 73 
*ΤΪΧ: 189 η . 47 
ΠΠΒΧ: 195 

n*Jp : 104 η . 6 
D*Jp.: 239 η · 6 

p-T-ip: 158 
Bfjp: 160 η η . 4, 5. 244~6 
Q^-rp^: 160 η . 5 
Dip: 63 
ΙΒψ: 63 
Hip: 220 a n d η . 5. 221-5 
nip: 223 



ÇPÎÇJ: a a o 

TJSJJ: 2 2 1 - 2 

r j l p : 222 

pà|i?: 8 2 
DOfc: ι 8 ι 
D'Bp: 132 

ΓΡ_: 71 η . 73 

T X p : 189 η . 47» 2 2 6 

i T S j ? : 1 8 9 1 1 . 4 7 

»1PT: 2 4 4 - 5 

ΚΊρ,: 2 4 4 
]3*1p: 162 η . 14 

TSV ' 7 8 

nD,-»j?: 194 η . 52 

nyi: 2 0 0 - 1 , 2 0 4 

run: 201 

: «99 . 2 0 0 η . % 2 0 4 

Π£Ί: 2 0 4 

vny. 1 9 7 . 2 ° 4 

ηη(ι): 197 , 2 0 j 
ηίΚ*}: 144» s o i 
Dn'it*}: 201 
-jtrt: 201 
]WRT: 156 , 2 4 4 , 2 7 4 

ir#R-j: 115 
»11: 112 n . 23 

T V ) : 189 η . 4 7 

0 , Π*1: 72 η . 75 

amy. 72 

BO*} : 6 7 n . 6 0 

•SJI: 271 
«35 

3 ? Τ · 57 η · 4 6 

Τ ^ Ί : 8 6 
l ' A T t 

nan: 15« 

ηηίοΊ: 187 
Π»Β*ι: «22 

»•1: «99 

yj : 2 1 5 , 2 1 7 - 1 8 , 2 7 1 - 2 

••»•l: 2 1 6 

inyj: 2 1 6 a n d n . 4 , 2 1 7 
KD"}: 198 

D'-KÇ*):- 188 
nstl: 141 η . ι 
l i S * ! : 2 5 9 

η ^ : 8 8 η . η 
p * | : 179 η . 2 7 

pr- 267 

p * j : 211 η . ι 

'flöj?*!: 2 2 3 a n d n . 8 
SWT: 118 n . 5 , 2 5 9 

» 8 h : 117, 2 3 9 n . 3 

*]#"7.: ' 3 5 

mfe: 188 
V T 

mnnto: 162 
•· -»-

T » ( P : 2 1 6 

1 » » : 2 0 0 η . 5 

1 » ^ : 132 

DTI*-': 2 0 0 η . 5 
"ifr: 114 η . 2 7 

: 6 8 

rp»: 1 2 4 - 5 , 2 3 0 η . 4 

UlKtf : 129 η . 7 

aJT(j) : 198 
Π331Γ·. 77 η · 8 9 

O"'??-': 76 

OSS': 206 , 2 2 0 

3*3tf : 161 n . g 

"•»"O^: 160 η . 4 , 2 4 4 

γψί': 3 6 

Π 3 » · . «79 

T\2Vf: 160 η . 4 
Γ>3#: »59-6« a n d η η · 4 , 9 , Ι Ο > 

j 7 8 η . 2 5 , «79 



Ρφφ: ι6ι a n d η η . g, ί ο , 172 

KTiaV: 172 

pnaw: 179 
fr\0· « 5 9 - 6 1 a n d «"»· 4» 8 , 9» Ι 0 » 

178 η . 25, ΐ79-8ο 

nha?>: 161 η . ί ο , 179-80 

rjTW: 264 

ΠρΤ#: 264 

j t e ^ : 264 

ÎTgtf: 26a 

264 

31» : 77 η · 8g 
aai»: 76 
33W: 76 

n?3W: 76 
*3Wf: 7 7 " · 89 

tPïW: 211 
yW: 86 

TW: 88 

, T ) # : 88 

V W : 147 η · 1 2 

103 η . 3 

JljW: 5 1 

îpitf: 239 η . 3 

"ΙΡΫ: 93 η · 3 

*Τ·#: 46 

33V: 119 

Υθψ. 42 

*p»: 131 

7 3 » : 42 

p » : 195 

"I3B/: 169, 248 

K*p#: 169 
tfiVef: 33 
ftbvi 70 n. 68 
nVtf: 70 n. 68 
"FIF : 57 
OW: 31 n . 5 
θ\ψ: 3i η . 5 
V?V: 121 a n d n . 16 

B>?#: 33, 3 6» »2« n . 16 

ItfVtf: 120 
Β^ΝΒ :̂ 33 
siae/: 197 
D?atf : 160 n . 6, 223 
DOE>: 131 

P# : 59 
V bt/: 144 

wntf: 197 
W»S/: 204 

ntoatf: 145 
M 

tfÇtf: 59 
132 

Π11Ρ: 121 n n . 14, 16, 211 a n d η . 1 

Π # : 57-8, l a ι 
D'anae/: 132 
Utf: 120 

1 

"??*: ' 5 5 - e 
η^β>: 156 

D'Jtf: ι6ι η . ί ο 

D.TÎtt/: 250 

η ώ : ι6 ι , 178 η . 25 

79 η . 97 

ϋρν: 131 

?p»: 165-6 

Vptf: 164 
intf: 68 η . 6 5 

nip*!.*: 4 η · « 
n*w: 172 

]Π3Κη: 62 

«-an: 197-9 

Van: 222 

»în(l): 112 

W ™ ' : '97-9 
Tin: «07 η . i s 
TW): 117 
iVjn: 117 
nVrVfal: 115 n . 3 
VVinn: 117 



n a y i n : n 8 

rpfl: 179 η. 27 
τνηη : 62 
D'KVnri: 130 η. 8 
n n n : 239 η. 6 

onrtn: 260 
K » w n : 133 

•ptiyn: 62 
0™3n: 132 
'?Ρ(3)'· ' 3 ' 
103ΓΙ: 105 
i V n : 116 

» £ n : 62 

s n » ? n : 19t 

n n a n : 147 

?»ηη( ι ) : 262 
t s s a a : 268 

u n : 248 

W i n : 109 

Π|?|ΓΙ: 75 η. 86 
33i0n: 77 n. 8g 
"•JSpbfl: 223 n. 8 
"ÎSBOn: 223 η · 8 

î » n : 261 
τ 

3t»B: 67 
n ? y n : 190 

D^STl: 263 
ίχνη: 13« n. 9 
n " l N p n : 261 

•TpBn: 121 η. 15 

Τρ,ΒΓΐ: 121 η. 15 

r v V s n : 239 

Οψη: 259 
»)pvn: 239 η · 6 
« n p n : 245 

Π«*1ΓΙ: 201, 204 
srnn: 239 
T I C : 121 η. 15 

ν η η η : 151 
Ο'ρΤ,η )̂ : ι 8ο -2 and η. 33 

T * " } ? 5 2 5 9 

"'jytt 'nn: ι ι 8 η. 5 

nâBto: 160 η. 4 
n y ^ n : 182 η. 34 
n p t f n : 184 

' n n : 87 η. 5 
•'ΐηη: 87 η. 5 
D>»nn: 263 



I N D E X O F L A T I N W O R D S 

In this index the Latin words discussed in the present work are listed under the exact forms 
discussed in the text. All such forms are listed, but only they; for example, itnolite is the only 
form of nolo to be discussed in the text, nolite is listed and no entry appears under nolo. Words 
which occur in the text but are not discussed and no information is given on them, are not 
necessarily listed. 

ab initio 343 
abductos 139 
abominatio 181 
acceleraret 337 
acquiescere 180 
acribus g 
ad deos 344 
ad te 180-1 
adducentur 181 
adduxisti 181 
adstaren 315 
agnonimt 193 
alias 245 
alienum 135 
al tare i g o 
altera 399 
Amen 335 
an 368 
angustiae 146 
annus 161 
aruit 337 
Asafh 156 
Asaph 156-7 
atheram 183 
aureas 103 
aurugo 396 

bär(i)ca 173 
bibet 344 
Bidae 157 
braccac 177 

caduno 310 
cadunus 310 
calcationis 12g 
caldaria 103-4 
caldarias 103-4 
capientes i go 
castra 248 
celeberrimus 245 
celebrare 245 
civitas 294 
ci vi täte 305 

clangentibus 244 
cognatus 271 
cognitus 271 
cognoscere 199 
cognotus 271 
collega 214 
colles 187-8 
coluerunt 336 
columba 57, 31g 
comestionem 83 
conflasti 340 
constitutus fui 371 
contentionem 36 
conterat 130 
contristabuntur 131 
contristati sunt 131 
conturbata sunt 146 
convocare 345 
coperiet 343 
corriges 339 
crater 133 
crcavit 231 
crepitus 73 
(c) tunica 173 
cubiti 9 
cubitum g 

damnabunt 250 
damnant 250 
damnavcrint 250 
debetis 245 
decinemini 128 
definitor 207 
dempsit 64 
deos 250, 344 
desinemini 128 
detentus 128 
detinemini 128 
detinere 128 
deus 342 
dies 244 
difterebatur 329 
dii 250, 254, 344 

due 251-2, 344 
diriges 23g 
dolores 181 
dolum s o i 
Domini 345, 349 
dominus 251 
domo 337 
dormi 119 
dormivit 1 ig 
duodecim 156 

ea g 
eadem 344 
ebriamen 344 
ebrietas 348 
ego 271 
egressaque est 156 
ejecti 319 
elaboratorum 133 
emeritio 384 
Ennom 347 
eparystridas 103 
eritis 343 
ethecas 327 
eu me 341 
evidenter 335 
evocandam 345 
exacerbatione 151 
excidit 156 
excoleret 337 
exiuit g 
expertus 130 
exueris g 

facientem 268 
far 182 
fecit 231, 313 
feriae 345 
festivitate 345 
festivitates 345 
filii 156 
filiis 156 
fijiorum 156 



filius 214 
flamma 322 
florentia 286 
flores 286 
forni caria 294 
fornicariac 214 
foveam 190 
foveas 190 
tratres 156 
fratribus 156 
fratrum 156 
frumentarius 125 

Geennom 247 
Gehenna 247 
gemitus 181 
gentilis 144 
gigantes 203 
Godoliae 156 
Godolias 156-7 

habentem 128 
habitandum 120 
habita tiones 120 
hodie 271 
hominem 268 

iaciebat 119 
Iarim 157 
ibium 303 
ignis 323 
Uli 157 
improperium 181 
in requiem 342 
in specie 323 
incuria 40 
inebriare 248 
ingemescent 131 
inhabitare 120, 313 
initii 342 
initio 343 
inmittat 239 
inveniatis 268 
invenies 239 
invenietis 268 
invicem 339 
invocatus est 245 
irrationabilis 284 
Ioseph 156-7 
ipsi 156-7,335 
ipsius 156-7 
initat ione 151 
Isdrahel 88 
Israhel 88 
Istrahel 88 

iudicaverint 250 
iudicii 284 
iuraverit 9 
Iyar 299 

Jacobi 193 
Jacobo 193 
jus 319 

lanterna 171 
lapidum 132 
Leviticum 319 
libra 183 
lilii 286 
l imum 295 
livida 57 
lividus 57 
logium 284 
lucema 171 
Lulab 304 
lutum 295 

malorum 295 
manna 170-1 
mannam 170-1 
manuale 284 
materiam 295 
maturavit 227 
memoriale 244 
messis 227 
minas 193 
miseriae 295 
montes 188 
mortui 203 
muliebrem 337 
mulieris 214 
multitudinem 179, 245 
mundum 337 
muros 144 
muta vit 276 

nabla 328 
nablis 328 
nablium 328 
nablum 328 
nescierunt 202 
nolite 199 
noscam 199 
numerabitur 105 
nummus 183 

obitum 9 
oblita 294 
offeret 251 
ollas 103 

opus 132 
orabit 253 
orabunt 253 
ordinata 340 
ornaret 337 

paganus 144 
palmea 102 
partes 337 
parti tus g 
pascha 171, 247-
paschae 248 
peccatum 181 
peccaverit 253 
peccavit 253 
pecunia 334 
pecus 334 
pedibus 64 
pedisequas 337 
pe<r>des 62 
pe<r>de<tï>s 62 
peribit 62 
perire 289 
perspicietis igg 
phase 170, 24g 
phialas 103 
polluunt 31g 
porticus 327 
possessionem 33g 
possidenti g 
possidentiae g 
possidet 221 
potio 248 
potione 248 
praelectioni 315 
prima 156-7, 244 
prius 342 
proceres 251 
prosacerdos 253 
protegens 342 
provocatrix 319 
psalterium 328 
puellas 337 

quadriga 300 
quies 160 
quoniam 181 

rationabilU 284 
rationale 284 
rationes 207 
receptaculum 190 
redempta 319 
refrigerabit 342 
regis 305, 337 



requiem 34a 
requies 160-1, 344, 331 
requietio 161 
requietionis 161 
résina 66 
rogabit 253 
rôtis 132 
ruinam 179 

sabbata 160-1 
sabbata sabbatorum 161 
sabbati 161, 244 
sabbatum 161, 244, 321 
sacerdos 352-4 
sacerdotale 319 
sacerdotes 350, 252-3 
sacerdoti 351 
sacerdotibus 252 
sacerdotium 319 
sancta 160-1, 244 
sanctae 245 
sanctas 345 
sanctum 244 
sanctus 161,244 
sanguine 187 
satiabo 187 
satura bo 187 
schidia 334-5 
scirent 335 
scitote 200 
sciza 335 
scizam 334 
scizan 334 
scizas 334 
Sdrahel 88 
Secunda 156-7 
secundo 299 
Secundus 156-7 
separatus est 9 
separaverit 9 
septem 337 
septima 244 

servus servorum 160 
si 268 
sicera 171, 247-8 
siceram 247-8, 344 
sido 89 
siluam 295 
silva 78 
sintera 247 
solemnis 344 
solidum 132 
solus 276 
sors 156-7 
specie 323 
speciosissimas 337 
sprevit 263 
stabunt 353 
stibi 306 
stibium 306 
stimmi 306 
super eum 146 
superaverunt 9 
suscitabunt 303 
synagogam 245 

tactibus 9 
te 180-1, 343 
tebari 304 
temporibus 245 
tentatus est 130 
ter 314 
terrendos 144 
terruit 260 
tertio 314 
Teshri 299 
tetraipon 300 
texueris 9 
texuit 9 
thebart 304 
tornatilis 132 
tornatorum 132 
torques 165 

traderet 337 
transcendet 249 
transcensionem 344 
transibo 249 
transitus 249 
trepidant 318 
très 103 
tria 103-4 
tritura 129 
trogc-ditarum 126 
tubis 244 
tunica 172 
tuos 251 
turbandos 144 

ungues 64 

ut »99. 335 

vallem 247 
valles 188 
venerabilis 245 
ventris 73 
vices 193 
victima 249 
videam 199 
videant 199 
videbis 204 
videbitis 199 
videns 204 
videntes 335 
viderunt 204 
videte 200 
vidit 201 
vinum 344 
virga 102 
virorum 179 
virum 268 
viscera 146 
vivificabunt 203 
vocabitis 245 
vocabitur 245 



I N D E X O F B I B L I C A L R E F E R E N C E S 

N O T E T O T H E R E A D E R 

The reader is asked to note that verse-enumeration often differs not only between the M T 
and the L X X , but also between different editions of the L X X . In such cases any given 
passage will generally be found listed under each one of the several systems. 

O L D T E S T A M E N T 

Genesis a (af), 330; (9), 199; (14), 305 
3 («a), "ao 
4 (1), 333; (33), a a s ; (36), 106 
5 ( 9 - » ) . 876; (9), 376; (10), 376; ( n ) , 

276; ( i a ) , 376; (15), 376; (18-30), 375; 
( s i ) , 376; (35), 375, 376; (a6), 375, 876 

6 (a), 355; (4), 355; (16), 113 
9 (35),i6o;(25ff),343;(36),a40; (a7),a40 
«o (3). 899; (4), a88; (6), 88, 330; (8f), 

330; (13), 88, 3ao; (14), 367 
13 (13), 100 
13 (3), 89«, (8), 151; («6). «04 
«4 («3). 74. 893; («9). 833, 334; (23), 

333, 884; (83), 68 
«5 (>o), 338 
16 (10), 104, 116; ( J I ) , 173; (19), 116 
«7-(«)» 38«; («7)> «05. i«6, 306 
«8 (13), 336; (18), 79 
«9 (9), 96 
ao (5), 894 
a« (3). «"6; (5), 116; (7), ««6; (9), «16 
34 (11), 119 
35 («9-83), 313; (30), 313; (3«-4), 58; 

(34). 58 
a6 (3), 59, a«3; (4), 59.8«3î (28), 73; (ag), 

337 
37 (30), 330, 331 ; (36), 52 
88 (3), 337 
30 (s), 311; (37), 297 
3« (7). 193. 194; («4). «94; (39). 3«; 

(41), 193, 194; (49), 216, 217; (52), 101 
33 («0), 34«; («9). 334 
34 («9), 309 
37 (84), 267; (25), 66 
39 (3). aoi ; (33), 204 
40 (16), 304 
41 (11) , 306; (15), 73; (32), 314; (43), 97, 

287; (54), 188 
43 (1), 7a; ( a i ) , 96 
43 (««), 66; (18), 184; (30), 94-5; (33). 

58-3 
45 (6), 226; (17), 51; (21), 182 

46 (30), 73 
47 (aa), 209 
49 («o), 807; ( a i ) , 31«; (37), 75 
50 (17), 330; (36), 136 

Exodus ι (8), 815; (9), 79; (14), 74 
a (6), 305; («o), 86; (33), 333 
3 (af), 324; (a), 3aa, 383; (a-4), 384; (3), 

383. 384! (4), 3845 («6), 383 
4 (3), 98 
6 (840, «'5 
7 (9), 98; («8), 78-3! (a8), 95 
8 (3), 69, 95; (7). 69; («0), 389; (14), 389 
10 (16), 318; (33), 160 
«a (3), 306; (4), 6 i , 105, 306; (11), 174, 

848, 344; («a), 353; («3), 349; (14), 
337; («6), 344! («9), 33; (aa), 94. 306; 
(83). 849; (87), 849; (89), 249 

13 (10), 305, 337; (30), 94 
15 (8), 66; (8a), 390; (13), 330; (15), 144; 

(i6f), a a i , 334; (16), 330,333; (17), aai 
16 (4), 306; (15), 170, a i6; (16), 306; (33), 

160-1, 3ai, 384; (89), 306; (31), 170; 
(33). «7o; (35). «70 

«7 («)> agi ; (7), «5« ; (» «), 33« ; («3), 258 
18 ( n ) , 353 
19(5), 321; (10), 178; (13), 178,389; («6), 

116; (83), 130, 355; (34), 130, 855 
a i (6), 35«, 353, 344; (9), 75 
32 (5), 381, 289, 290; (6), 281, 289, 290; 

(8f), 251, 252; (8), 250, 254, 355, 359; 
(8f), 344", (9), ao4, a5o; (10), 304; (13), 
381 ; (14), 381 ; (17), 95; (18), 95; (19), 
853; ( so) , 85a, 344; (aa), 34a; (83), 
34a; (a6), 343; (37), 351, 34e; (a8), 
a5«, 344 

a3 (4). 935 (7), 343; («a), 855, 33o; (ag), 
188 

24 (10), 58 
35 (17), «33. 3'7; («8), 13a; (ao), 33g; 

(30ff), 50, 286; (30), 132; (31fr), 50,68, 
286; (31), 132; (33), 317, (35), 132; 
(36), 13a, 317 



Exodus {cant.) 
a6 (a8), 93J (33), 160 
a8 (4), 41; (14), 8a; (15), 984; (aa), 8a; 

(34), 8a; (agf), 384; (ag), 8a; (33), ga; 
(34). 9a 

ag (37). »60 
30 (9), a , 5 ; ( a 4). 305; (a5)> 98 
31 (15), 160-1, 3ai, 334; (17), 355 
3a («5). 7«; (>8), 858, 331; (27), 306 
33 («3), "99. aoa, 204, 335; (18), 335 
34 (a»), a26, 330; (25), 248 
35 (a), 160-1, 330, 321, 324; (27), 

4« 
36 (22), 8a; ( s i f f ) , ga 
37 (9), 338; ( i g ) , 50-1, 286 
38 (16), 50-1, 286 
39 (9), 339J («5), 82 
40 ( i 5 ) , 98; (36), 43 

Leviticus 2 (14), 30, g8, 303 
4 («3)> a6a 
5 (3f), 262; (4), 9; (7), 80; (11), 80; (15), 

26a, 264, 345; (16), 110; (21), 264, 
301; (24), 110 

6 (2), 264; (14), 30; (21), 30 
7 (25), 98; (35), 98 
8 (8), 47 
9 (17), 75 
10 (1), 315; (9), 847, 248 
«« (5), 70; (13), 80; (19), 70, 292; (22), 

64-5; (29), 34 
12 (8), 80 
»3 (38), 87; (47), 79; (59), 79 
14 (22), 80; (30), 80 
15 (14), 80; (ag), 80 
•6 (a) , 159; (26), 9; (31), 159, 160-1, 324, 

325, 329 
18 (4), 6i 
19(11), 184, 185; (18), 29, 113; (23), 

" 7 ; (34), 34, «73 
20 (4), 26a, 364 
a i (20), 32; (22), 160 
22 (22), 32 
83 (a) , 245; (3), 160-t, 244, 245, 324; (4), 

845! («4). 98; (i5«T). 387; (24). «6«, 
244. 245, 32«; (30), 61, 28g; (32), 15g, 
161; (36), 283; (3g), 161, 321; (40), 
303, 304; (41), 337; (43), 200 

25 (4). «6o-i, 324; (5), 161; (8), 17g, 324; 
( lof f ) , 325; (10-15), «78; (10), 310, 
328-g; (10a), 178; (11), 328-9; (13), 
328-9; (28-54), '78; (28), 9; (44f), 116; 
(46), «49 

26 (5), 226; (26), g6; (32), 131 ; (37), 263; 
(40), 263; (43f), 363 

87 («6), 33a; («7-84), '78; (26), 52 

Numbers 1 (18), 115 
3 (4), a«55 (32), «6o 
4 (48), 116 
5 (6), 264, 301 ; (12), 264, 301 ; (13), 26a; 

(27), 262, 864 
6 (3), 847, 248; (10), 80, 348; (ao), 848 
7 (88), 98 
8 (4), 286 
g (a), 348; (4), 248; (6), 348; (10), 348; 

( i s ) , 248; (13), 848; (14), 248 
10 (2), 245; (6), 291; (12), 43, 291; (28), 

43; (3«)» 291 
'« (2), 34«; (5), 82; (6f), 171; (6-9), 170; 

(9), «7« ; («5), 203; (16), 203; (23), 204; 
(32), 332 

«4 (4), 216, 217, 318; (18), ag3 
«6 (15), 83; (37), a ï s ; (48), 3«7 
«7 (3), 315; (8), 79; (13). 3« 7; (33), 79,a86 
ao (13), 151; (34), 151 
3« (15), 90, i s o ; (35), 37 
33 (4), 34«; (30), 863, 364 
a4 (33), 830 
85 (8), 3«7 
36 (61), 315 
87 («'), '49; («4). ' 5 ' 
28 (7), 169, 247; (11), 114; (16), 248; 

(35). 244 
29 («2), 137; («2-17). «37Î («3). «375 («7) 

«37; (35). 283 
31 (16), 263, 301 
32 (13), 77; («3), 76; (20), 315 
33 (Ό, 291; (3), 248 
35 (2), 48; (7). 48; (15). 43; (23), aoi 
36 (4), 178, 329; (8), 149 

Deuteronomy 1 (28), 73 
2 (34), 37 
3 («7), 90; ( a i ) , 73; (a6), 263; (a8), 73 
4 (3), 73; (9), 73; (««), «6o; (ao) , a a i ; 

(25), 335; (28), 35a; (3a), 284, 335; 
(35), 335. 336; (46), 330; (49), 90 

5 («9). '60; ( 3 2 ) , 160; (30), 61 ; (33), 61-2 
6 (1), 62; (2), 61-2; (4f), 284; (9), 284; 

("5). '09; (16), «09; (17), 305 
7 ('). 79; (6),221 ; (13), 311 ; (24),6i-2,289 
8 (3 ) . «70-1, 335; (5), 341; (16), 170-1, 

335 
9 («). 79; ( s ) . 67; (36), 3 3 1 ; (39), 3 3 1 

10 (14), 160; (17), 160 
12 (2), 63; (3), 63, 889; (88), 307 
14 (2), a s i ; (7), 70; ( n ) , 65; ( l a ) , 80; 

(«5). 70, 305; (>6), 70, 293; (20), 65; 
(26), 347 

15 (6), 280; (8), 280; (18), 57 
16 (1), 170, 248; (2), 248; (3), 383; (5), 

348; (6), 248; (8), 383; (9), 336, 334 



Deuteronomy {cont.) 
18 (4), 292; (10), 96; ( n ) , 69 
19 (18), 208 
21 (10), 238; (i6), 52; (17), 52, 287; (18), 

150; (20), 150 
22 (3O, 263; (6), 80 
23 (25). 226, 227, 334; (26), 334 
26 (14), 323 
24 (19), 226 
25 (0. 259 
26 (18), 221 
28 ( ι ) , 238; (2), 238; (4), 3 " ; (7-36), 

238, 240; (7), 238; (8), 238, 240; (11), 
238, 311; (12), 343; («3)» 239; ('8), 
3i ι ; (20), 239; (21), 240; (24), 238; 
(28), 239; (29), 239; (35), 239; (36f), 
238; (36)» 240; (37), 238; (38), 290; 
(53)» 3 » ; (56), 135; (57). 57! (60c), 
238; (65), 239 

29 (2), 73; (3)> 73; (6), 247 
31 (13), 89, 203; (27), 150-2; (27), 150 
32 (6), 223,224; (6b), 221; (9), 221; (11), 

80, 341; (16), 150; (17), 335, 336; 
(17a), 203; (17b), 203; (i7d),336; (18), 
223; (36), 130; (50. «51 

33 (2), 148; (8), 15'; ('6), 323; (27). 34 2 

34 (6), 332 
Joshua ι (8), 341 

5 (12), 170-1 
6 (22), 341 
7 (2). 332; (7), 229 
9 (5). 3«55 ( " ) , 315 
10 (40), 90 
11 (22), 91; (23), 131; (35), 341 
'2 (3). 90; (8), 90 
'3 (3), 90; (20), 90; (21), 91 
•4 («5). «3« 
15 (8), 188,330; (9), 332; (21), 11 ; (46),91 
18 (16), 247, 332 
21 (2), 48; (15), 48 
24 ('4), 344. 345; ('6), 345! (2o), 345; 

(23). 345; (32). 334 
Judges ι (15), 319; (19), 9 

2 (7), 204 
5 (6), 137; (8), 36; (9). 206,207,208; (14), 

206, 207, 209, 210; (15), 205, 206, 207, 
209. 337; (>6), 205, 206, 207, 210, 279 

6 (18), 306 
7 (5), 3 ' 
8 (2), 226; (6), 284; (21), 165, 325; (26), 

162, 325 
9 (8), 98 
11 (1), 214; (2), 86, 214, 215; (35). 23° 
"3 (4). 247; (5). »72; (7), »69, 172, 247; 

(14), 247; (24), 86, 344 

14 (11), 215 
'5 ('), 95! (3). 75; (5), 290; (13Ο, 70; 

('4)> 296 
16 (9), 296; ( n f ) , 70; (13Ο, 9 
18 (30), 277 
19 (25). 292, 301; (26), 301 
20 (16), 312; (41), 144 

Ruth ι (13), 86, 128; (17), 110; (19), 300; 
(22), 300 

2 ( i f f ) , 300; (21), 226 
4 (6ff), 149; ( Ό ) , 3°°; ('2), 3°°; ('3). 

300; (22), 300 
ι Samuel 1 (10), 74; (11), 344 

2 (9). 23; (>o), 152; (14). 48; (22), 3'2; 
(25). 250, 252, 255 

3 (17), " O 

4 (>°), 258 
6 (7). 52; (10), 52 
8(12) , 226, 334; (22), 24 
9 (9). 337; (20), 287; (21), 310 
' ° (5). '73. 328 
12 (8), 119; (22), 123 
13 ("3). 312; (20f), 189; (20), 54, 333, 

334; (21), 226, 333 
'4 (31). 3'6; (44). " ° ; (47). '85. 332 
' 5 ( 0 , 9 8 ; (7), 89; (23), 180 
'6 (7). 83; (8), 141-2; (9f), 141-2; (10), 

142; (12), 98 
'7 (39). 3'7J (49). 3'3 
18 (22), 141; (25), 141 
20 (5), 114; (6), 293; (13), n o ; (19), 121; 

(20-38), 194; (20), 121, 334; (21), 334 
21 (7). 3'6; (8), 316; (13), 329; (14), 329 
22 (2), 74 
23 (22), 283; (26), 145, 318 
24 (20), 3 ' . " 0 
25 (7). 185; ('5), '85; (22), 110; (29J, 313 
26 (21), 312 
27 (8), 88 
28 (7), 337! (2of), 3'8; (20), 144, 318; 

(2i), 144, 318; (24), 318 
30 (6), 74; (13). 287 
31 (10), 55, 56 

2 Samuel 1 (9), 36; ( igff) , 273; (26), 94 
2 (21), 100; (26), 35 
3 (4), 287; (9), n o ; (22), 39; (35), n o ; 

(39), 135, 270-4 
4 ('), '45! (4), '45, 3 ' 8 

5 (24), '46 
6 (5), '73. 328; ( n ) , 126 
7 (7), 336; (14). 9 
8 (0,47 
12 (3), 86; (6), 281; (9), 336 
'3 (39). ' 3 ' 
'4 ( " ) . '49 



2 Samuel (cont.) 
'5 (23). '59; (26), 141; (31), 312 
16 (13), 292 
'8 (2), 313; (10), 23 
19 (13), n o ; (14), n o ; (24), 64; (25), 

64 
20 (9). 94 
22 (21), 58; (25), 58; (30), 138 
23 (7). 317; (10). 3'7 
24 (3). '41 

1 Kings 1 (6), 185; (9), 300; (15), 172 
2 (23), « 10; (35). 3'5; (35g). 36; (37). '58 
5 ('). 98; ( n ) . 33·; (15), 98; (17). 299; 

(25). 33"; (3')> 90; (32a), 90; (32b), 
299 

6 (1), 90, 299 
7 (27Ο. "92; (4'f). '92; (4«-a), 3<5; (45). 

3'5; (49), 286 
6 (34). 90; (36), 90; (37Ο. 90 
7 (4). 33; (5), 33; ('»). 5' ; (26), 51. '03; 

(3O. '03; (35). 51 ; (36). 95; (40). '03; 
(4'}> 33; (42), 33; (45). 103; (49). 51; 
(50). 95 

8 («6), 142; (27), 160; (32), 117, 259; 
(44), 142; (48), 1425(57), 107 

9 (8), 13«. 3'6; (»3). 94; (25), 3'5 
10 (3). 263; (9), 141; (12), 173; (15), 294; 

(<7). 193; (22), 132 
11 (13), 142; (33), 205; (34), 142, 205, 337 
12 (6), 242 
13 (30), 94 
14 (10), 316; (26), 316 
'5 (·3). '59 
16 (22), 258 
17 (19). " 9 
18 (32), 190; (33-8), 334; (33), 334; (34), 

120-1; (35), 190; (38), 30, 190 
19 (2), n o ; (11), 96 
20 ( ί ο ) , 110; (21), 316, 334; (29), 23 
21 (10), n o ; (21), 316 
22 (35), 108; (36), 97 

2 Kings 3 (9), 119; (10), 230; (25), 119, 312 
4 (0. 29; (18), 86; (23), 114; (27Ο, 74; 

(27), 262; (32), 119 
5 ( 0 . 33»; (>o), 3'4 
6 (3). '23; (5). 229, 230; (15), 229, 230; 

(26ff), 174; (31), n o ; (32), 201 
7 0 5 ) . '45, 3'8 
9 (25), 98; (26), 98; (30), 305 
10 (9), 300; (10), 200 
12 (gf), 126 
'3 (>9), 3'4 
14 (9), ' ° ' ; ('°)> "27 
'7 ('5), 205 
ι8 (17), 190; (35), 59 

'9 (Ό. 175; ( " ) , 59; ('2), 2g8; (25),277; 
(26), 257; (29), 213, 226; (37), 88, 174, 
320 

20 (3), 230; (20), 190 
23 (4). '58-9. 3'4, 320; (6), 158; (10), 

330; (12), 158 
25 (16), 192; (13), 192; (18), 313, 314; 

(•9). 308, 309; (20), 48, 285 
ι Chronicles 1 (7), 288; (8), 88, 320; (10), 

320; (11), 320 
4 (2). " 5 ! (8), 115; (14), «87; (21), 115; 

(38), 115 
5 (0. 52; (7), 310 
9 (22), 3'7 
10 (9), 141 
12 (17), 109, 307; (18), 109 
'3 (8), 328 
15 (16), 328; (20), 328; (28), 328 
16 (5). 3'3 
'7 (6), 336 
21 (8), 3'2; (30), 146, 148, 3'7 
23 (31). " 4 
24(7-18), 157 
25 (0, 320; (2), 320; (9), 155-8; (gff), 

'55-8; (10), 158; (11), 88; (12-18), 
158; (2of), 158; (31), 157 

28 (4), i4i-2;(4f), 142; (6), 142; (10), 142 
29 (0. '42; (3), 3'7; ( " ) . 35 

2 Chronicles 2 (7), 210; (9), 331; (16), 210 
3 ('6). 92 
4 ('3). 92; ('4). '92; ('8), 2ΐο; (2ΐ), 286 
5 (6), Ό4 
6 (5), '42; (34), '42 
7 (9). 283; (12), 142; (ι6), 142; (2ΐ), 131 
9 (8), 14' 
ί ο (6), 242; (9), 242 
12 (3), 24, 125 
'3 ( " ) . 93 
'5 ( " ) , 3»7; ('6), 158 
20 (2), 2g2 
24 (8), 126; (10), 126; ( η ) , 126 
25 ('6), 14«; ('6), 242 
26 (s), gg; (20), 144-5; (20), 3'7 
28 (3), 187 
2g ( η ) , 141-2 
30 ('5), 33 
32 ('8), 144-5, '48 
33 (6), ι87 
35 ('3), 48, 74; (2ΐ), ΐ44~5. '48; (24). 

287; (27), 3>ο 
36 (ig), 304; (22), g7 

Ezra, 12 
4 (23), '47 
5 (12), 150 
7 (26), 12g 



Nehemiah 3 (15), ag i 
7 (64). »49 
8 (13), 128 
•3 (29), '49 

a Esdras (chs 1-10= M T Ezra, chs ι1-83 = 
M T Neh.) 

' (7), 56 
a (6a), 149, 319; (69), 193 
3 (")> 75 
4 (5). 242; ('5)» 43; (19). 43 
5 (3). 298; ( i a ) , 150 
6 (2), 305; (6), 70, 298; ( n f ) , 314; (13), 

298; (19), 248; (ao), 248 
7 (6). '47; (2'), 7°; (22), 33 ' ; (25). 7» 
9 (2), 3'3 
" (1). 305; (30), 330 
12 (13), 8a 
13 (15). 70, 290; (31Ο, 76 
14 (9). 204; (15), 204 
16 (10), 316 
'7 (5). 39; (64)» 39» 3'9! (70), 334! (7if). 

193; (72), 334 
18 (13), 128 
'9 (7). '42; (20), 17! 
20 (35), '62, 325; (35f), 325; (36), 162 
21 (35). '87 
23 (>5). '82; (24), 90; (29), 319; (31), 

162, 325 
Esther ι (a) , 304; (6), 132; (7), 5 0 , a n , a i a ; 

(8), 211 
2 ('), 13«; (9). 211, 337 
3 (4). 39. 2 " ; (8), 211 ; (9), 289; (13d), 39 
4 (8). 289, 313; (u), 39; (17), 315; 

(•7f). 289 
5 (5). 318; ( " ) , 3'3 
7 (2), «32; (3). 132; (6), 146 
8 (5). 289; (9), 211; (12c), 183; (14), 51, 

305; (17). 93 
13 W. 289 

Job t (2), 116; (3), 41; (11), 308; (i6ff), 
217; (19). 308; (20), 63 

2 (4). 31; (5). 308 
3 (3). " 6 ; ('8), 3i6 
4 (4). 338; (5). '44. '48, 308; (16), 31a 
5 (7), " 6 ; («3b). '475 ('9)> 308; (26), 

ago 
6 (4), 146, 363; (7), 73, 308 
7 («8), 308; ( ig ) , g2 
9 (20), 259, 312 
10 (2), 312; (8-12), 340; (11), 340; (13), 

338 
n (3). 259; (Ό. «63 
1 8 (15), 185; (34), 39 
13 (27). 82 
14 (18), 98 

15(6), 237; (7). » 6 ; (28-35). 237 
17 (6), 330; (8), 132 
18 (a) , 100; (ao), 13a; (20b), 13a 
19 (14-19), 303; (17), 165; (21). 231, 

308; (26), 238; (27), 215 
20 (6), 308; (7), 203 
21 (6), 144, 148; (13). 308; (19a). 238; 

(19b), 238; (20), 238; (32), 290 
22 (10), 144; (21), 309 
23 (14). '44. 148; (15). '44-5. '48; 

(15a), 145, 148; (16), 144 
24 (1), 202; (17), 146; (23), 106 
26 (10), 336; ( i a ) , 308 
27 (2), '5o; (12), 202 
28 (23ft"), 803; (33), 201 ; (34a), 201; 

(24b), 201; (26), 201, 336; (27), 201, 
336 

29 (21). 338 
30 (27), 338 
31 (9), 216; (10), 214; (20), 292; (32), 34, 

338; (33«"), 338; (34). 338; (37), 32 
34 (12). 335; (17). 335; (19). 86; (29), 259 
37 (9). 98 
38 (10), 336; (12), 201; (25), 190; (38), 

108; (41), 183 
40 (7), 189, 260; (8), 335; (11), 279; (12), 

189, 260; (i8), 84; (19), 76; (23). 84; 
(24). 76 

41 (20), 124; (21), 124; (22), 48; (23), 
48; (26), 73 

42 (2), 338; (3). 262; (11), 334; ('7b), 93 
Psalms 2 (5), 145, 148 

5 (8), 59; (Ό. 150, '52 
6 (3), 318; (11), ' 45 .3 '8 
7 (5). 23 
9 (8), 120; (22), 263; (28), 151 
10 (1), 263; (2), 114; (7), 151 
" (7), 49 
'7 (21), 58; (25), 58; (30). '38 
18 (2i), 58; (25). 58; (30), 138 
21 (26), 281 
22 (26), 281 
25 (6), 294 
26 (6), 294; (g), 263 
27 (5). 3 ' 6 ; (7), 307; (9), 263 
38 (5), 316; (7), 307; ( Ό ) , 120 
29 (8), 145; (10), 120 
30 (5), 261 ; (8), 145 
31 (5), 261 
32 (7), 47; (15), 316 
33 (15), 316 
34 (18), 79 
35 (18), 79 
36 (33), 359 
37 (33), 259 



Psalms (cont.) 
39 (3). 77, 895 
40 (a) , 316 
41 (a) , 316 
4 4 (') , 46; (a), 147; (9), 304; (14), 82 
45 ( 0 , 46; (2), 147; (6), 301; (8), 304; 

(9). 304; ( ' 4 ) , 82 
46 (6), 301 
47 ( 4 ) , 304; ( ' 4 ) , 304 
48 (3), 304; (9), >3i; ( ι ° ) , >3»! ('3), 

304 
49(2) ,3'8; (9), 13'; (10), 131 
50 (2), 318 
5« (7), 343 
52 (7), 343 
53 (6), 339 
54 ('), 263; (6), 339 
55 (2), 263 
57 (9), 287 
58 (9), 287 
59 (9), 206, 207 
60 (9), 206, 307 
68 (3), 77, 295; (5), 31 
69 (5), 3· 
70 (19), 58 
7' (»-5)> 324; (17-19), 324; (19), 58 
72 (17), 3'6 
73 (2), 220, 221; ( i o ) , 220; (12-17), 

219-20; (17), 316; (18), 219, 220; (22), 
220 

74 (2), 220, 221; (10), 220; (12-17), 
219-20; (18), 219, 220; (22), 220 

77 (24), 171; (33), 145-6, 148; (54), 221; 
(59), 263; (62), 263 

78 (33), '45-6, 148; (54), 221 ; (59), 263; 
(62), 263 

80 (4), 114; (8), 151; (15), 260 
8' (4), " 4 ; ('5), 26o 
83 («2), 59, 279 
84 (12), 279 
86 (4), »7; (5), "7; (6), "7 
87 (3), » 2 ; (4), "7; (5), "7; (6), 117; 

(«7), '46 
88 (4), 112; (8), 261 ; (14),261 ; (16), 146; 

(18), 261; (21), 59; (41), 257 
89 (2), 117; (8), 261; (14), 261; (18), 

261; (21), 59; (41), 257 
90 (2), 117 
9' (4), '73. 328 
92 (4), '73, 328 
93 (2), '89; (13), 300; (21), 259 
94 (2), 189; (8), 151-2; (21), 259 
95 (8), '5'-2 
100 (3), 137 
102 (9), 29 

103 (4), 323; (9). 29; ('7), 292; (i8), 70; 
(24), 219 

O4(4)>323i('7).292; (21), 219;(245,219 
105 (21), 219; (32), 151 
106 (17), 112; (40), 39 
107 (9), 206, 207; (18), 112; (40), 39 
" 4 (4), 230 
"5 (7), 230 
"7 (25), 230 
118 (28), 40; (119), 337 
"9 (28), 40; (119), 337 
126 (2), 63; (3), 311; (5), 297 
127 (2), 63; (3), 311; (4), 118, 297 
128 (4), 118 
131 (11), 311; (15), 182 
13a (11), 311; (15), 182 
'35 (2f), 160; (19), 137 
136 (21"), 160 
138 (13Ο, 223; (13), aa3, 339, 340; (15), 

223, 340; (20), 319 
'39 ('3f), 223; (13), 223, 339, 340; (15), 

223, 340; (20), 319 
'43 ('2), 86 
144 ('2), 86; (13), 137 
'5θ (3). «73. 328 

Proverbs 1 (27), 146 
2 (13). 23' 
5 (3). 338; (9), 99 
6 (3). 85; (6), 231; (8), 226; ( n a ) , 226 
7 (4). 303; (5). 338; (10), 301; (12), 77. 
8 (1), 232; (4), 92, 231, 232; (5), 232; (9), 

99; (10), 232; (15), 207, 337; (22f), 
223; (22), 223; (23), 223, 340; (24Ο, 
223; (27), 207; (29), 205 

t o (5), 226; (i2), 35 
11 (21), 293 
12 (2), 259; (20), 242 
'3 (3), 257; (20), 77 
16 (20), 316 
«7 (9), 93; (28), 338 
18 (4), 66; (7), 76, 257; (8), 121-2 
'9 (5), 293; ('4). 29; ('5). '2ΐ -2; (17). 29 
20 (4), 29, 226 
21 ( " ) , 99; (i2), 99; (15), 33°; (18), 330; 

(29). 99 
22 (10), 35; (29), 147 
24 (5'), 29o; (67), 99 
25 (13), 226 
26 (1), 226; (7), 290; (22), 121 
27 (4), 290; (10), 129; (17), 217; (21), 50; 

(24), 50 
28 (7), 39; (20), 293; (27), 262 
29 (13), 29, 32; (22), 35; (48), 38 
30 (16), 290; (3a), 99 
31 (6), 348; (30), 38 



Ecclcsiastes ι (7), 84. 
4 (4). 217. 218 
6 (9), 38 
10 (16), 300 
" (5). 340; (6), 300 
• 2 (5), 297; (6), 50, a86, 31g; (g), 206; 

( " ) , 334; ('4)> 263 
Song of Solomon 11 

ι (6), 264; (7), 76 
2 (8), 137 
3 (2f), 294 
5 (7). 294; ( Η ) . «32 
7 (1). 294; (3). '32; (8), 303, 304; (g), 

303. 304 
8 (5). 87, 297 

Isaiah 1 (5), 341; (8), 13a; (13), 244, 245; 
(15), 262; (18), 328; (31), 7g, 83, 2g7 

2 (4). 334'. (6), 117 
3 (24)» «3« 
4 (5). 244, 245. (6), 343 
5 («o). 33«; («'), '69» 248; (12), 328; 

(22), 169, 248 
6 (3). 217; (5). 230, 234; (9), 197-9, 203; 

(10), ig7-g, 203 
8 (6), 66; (g), 256, 257, 303; (21), 174, 

•75. 2555 (22), «46; (23), 274 
g (2), 226; (5), 117; (6), H 7 
10 (1), 207, 208; (4), 129; (7), 130; (14). 

34«; («6), 3°«; («8), 256; (23), 146 
11 (6), 301 
'3 (7). 256; (8), 216, 217, 218; (15), 256; 

(18), 311; (21), 216 
»4 («). 33-4. '27; («2), 258; (17), 129 
«5 (6), 320 
16 (2), 80, 301; (5), 147; (9), 226, 227 
17 (5), 226; (11), 226 
18 (2), 295, 304; (4), 226; (5), 334 
19 (1), 256; (10), 113 
20 (5), 256 
21 (2), 256; (3), 144, 148 
22 (9), 202 
23 (1), 288; (3), 226; (8), 109; (16), 76, 

294 
24 (9). 248; («3). 226; (16), 256; (22), 129 
25 («o), 290 
26 (11), 200, 202, 204; (14), 202 
27 («2), 309 
28 (7), 248; (17) , 8a; (aa), 146; (27), 51 
29 (2), 74! (9), 248 
30 (6), 146; (8), 207, 210; (31), 256 
31 (4), 256, 257; (5), 249; (8), 256; (9), 

256, 257 
32 (4a), 147; (10), 226, 227 
33 ('). 256. 257; («9). 201 ; (22), 206, 207, 

210 

34 («°), «6o, 245; (11), 102; (i4f), 218; 
(14), 216, 217; (15), ai6; (16), a i6 

35 (3). «28; (4). «47; (6), «38 
36 (2), i g o 
37 («a) , 298; (38), 1 7 4 , 1 7 5 , 255, 298, 320 
38 (3). 230; (21), 96 
40 («5), 330 
41 (20), 137—8 
42 (7). «29; (2«), 24a 
44 (5). 217; (>6), 34« 
46 (10), 24a; (11), 24a, 243 
47 (9), 69; ( i a ) , 69 
49 (16), 207, a i o 
50 (4), 300 
5' (7). 256; (33), 97 
52 (14), 131 
53 (>o), 243 
54 (6), 74; («·). '04; ('4) 257; ('7),259 
56 (3). '27; (6). '27 
57 ( " ) , 263; (15), 203; (18), 73 
58 (7), 263 
59 (2), 93 
60 (8), 80 
61 (1), 97, '78; (3), 40 
63 (3). 36; (6). 36 
65 (23), 145-«; (24). 97 
66 (g) , 290; (15), 322; (17), 227 

Jeremiahs (13), 131 ; (23), 179; (36), 314.336 
3 ('2), 29 
4 («9), 3'8; (30), 104; (31), 52 
5 (1), 268; (9), 260; (10), a6o; ( i a ) , 260; 

(17), 129; (23), 319 
6 (6), 231; (10), 242; (19), 337 
7 (29), 63; (31Ο, 330 
8 (15), 146; (17), 69; (20), 226; (22), 66 
9 (1), 291; (2), 291; (10), 277; (11), 277; 

(20), 96; (21), 96 
«0 (5), »3*. 3«7 
' « (9), 293 
•2 (5), 84 
'4 ('5), 3'6; (19), '46 
15 (6), 108; (8), 145, 148 
16 (4), 316 
'7 (17), 257; (26), 170 
18 (16), 131 
'9 (2), «79. 330; (6), 178, 179, 329, 330; 

(8), 1315(12), 339; (13), 329; (14). 329 
22 (13), 231 ; (18), 94, 330, 331, 313, 341 ; 

(ao), 71; (23), 293 
23 (4), 3'3 
25 (22), 7' 
26 (9), 336; ( " ) , 66; (33), 310; (38), 293 
27 (2), 257; (13), «3«; («6), 334 
28 (33), 129, 226, 227, 290; (44), 390; 

(49), 257; (56), 357 



Jeremiah (cont.) 
39 (8), 391 ; (13), 394; (17), 394; (18), 131 
30 (1), agi; (4), 76, 394; (6), 294; (10), 

294; ( " ) ι >3'» 293 
3« (')> 257; (8). 248; (20), 146; (33), 76, 

294; (25). 257» 293; (28), 71; (39), 357, 
293; (40). 48, 320 

32 (8), 71; (15), 339; (35). 330; (43). 339 
33 (9). 336 
34 (5). 23«. 34' ; (8), 178; ('5). '78; ('7), 

1 78 
35 (8), '88 
37 (")» 293 
38 (8), 348; (11), 113; (so), 146; (33), 76, 

294. 295; (40). 48, 320 
39 ('5). 339; (35), 33"; (43). 339 
4 ' (5). 231, 3'3. 34'; (8), '78; (10), 71; 

('5). '78; (17), '78 
42 ( 2 3 ) , 342 
45 ( " ) , » 3 
46 (n) , 66; (33), 310; (s8), ag3 
48 ('), 257; (10), 71 ; (35), 2g3; (38), 71 ; 

(39), 257, 2g3 
49 (4), 76, 2g4; (7). 2go; (12), 2g4; (17), 

131, 394; (32), 243 
50 (3), 357; (13), 131; (16), 334 
S' (33). '29. 226, 337, 290; (49), 257; 

(56), 267 
52 (8), 71 ; (17), 192; (24), 313; (25), 308, 

309; (33), 3'4 
Lamentations 1 (15), 96 

2 (5), 304; (7), 304; (20), 3 ' ' ; (21), '37 
3 (56), 263 
4 (7), 58; (14), 279 
5 (>o), 57 

Ezekiel 1 (4), 305; (g), 216; (23), 216 
2 (3), '5o; (6), 257 
3 (7), 35; (8), 35; (9), 35; ('2), 3'6 
4 («4), 22g 
6 ( " ) , 34' 
7 (5), 83 
9 (2), 47; (4). 74; (8), 229 
'0 ('3). 244 
n (13), 229; (ig), 215 
12 (3), 202 
16 (g), 64 
'7 (20), 43; (21), 43; (24), 307 
18 (10), 341 
20 (4), 341 
21 (5), 229; (14), 326; (15), 326; (20), 

34' ; (33), 326 
22 (3), 230, 231; (n) , 118; (25), 2g3; 

(26), 262 
23 (20), 73. '65; (34). " 4 ; (40). 305 
24 (6), 230, 231 

25 (3), '06,341; ( 6), '°°; ( '°b), '78;("), 
178; (12), 178; (13), 178 

26 (16), 131 
27 (8), 204; (g), 2gs; (13), 85; (17), 66; 

(21), 86; (2g), 6g; (35), 131; (36), 146, 
148 

28 (13), 90; (19), ' 3 ' , 3'8 
30 (2), 231; (18), 96 
3 ' (4), '90 
32(5) , '87, '88; (10), 131; (19), ng; 

(21), ι ig; (25), 257; (30), 257; (32), ι ig 
34 (2), 231; (27), g6 
36 (24-38), 273 
39 ( " ) . '88; (na), 17g; (11b), 179; (15), 

'79! ('6), «79 
40 (39), 8g 
4 ' ( 6 ) , 33; ('50, 327 
42 (3), 327; (5), 327 
43 (3), 98 
45 ('2), '93; (2'), 248 
Φ (5), «7ο; (ΐ7), '78 
47 ('9). '5' 
48 (28), ι 5 ' 

Daniel MT and LXX 
MT 4 (5), 214; (8), 214; (12), 12g; (15), 

12g; (20), 12g; (23), 12g 
9 (27). '46 
10 (6), 323; (7), 146 
n (32), 118 
LXX ι (2), 56 
2 (29), 2g2; (43), 31 
3 (4), 97; (2'), '62, 177; (27), 177; (46), 

296; (67), g8; (6g), 98; (94), 162, 177 
4 ( Ό ) , 279; (13), 279; (14), 279; (16), 

'45; ('7), 279; (>9), '45! (20), 279; 
(23), 279 

5 (6), '44, 145; ('6), 232 
6 (6), 258; (g), 258; (2θ), 232; (21), 232 
7 (>6), 205 
8 (2), 304; (>7). '46 
g (18), 83; (26), g8; (27), 145-6 
Ό (4). 305; (7). '46 
11 (44), 145 

Daniel θ' ι (2), 56; (8), 31g 
2 (8), 203; (43), 31; (46), 170 
3 (4). 97; (21), '62, 177; (27), 162, 177; 

(46), 2 g6; (67), g8; (6g), g8; (g 4), 162, 
'77 

4 (5), 214; (8), 214; (10), 27g; (12), 13g; 
('3). 279; ('5), ιοο, i2g; (16), 145; 
(18), 100; (19), 40,145; (30), 13g; (22), 
40; (23), 129 

6 (26), 40; (37), 40 
7 (16), 305 
8 (3), 304; (11), 86; (17), 146 



Daniel (cont.) 
9 ('9). 83; (84), 98; (a6), 98, 146; (37), 

•45-6 
»o (4). 305; (6), 323; (7). «46 
«· (5). 40; (6), 3 ' J (3°), 288; (33), π 8 ; 

(35),293; (36), 146; (42), ι88; (44), 145 
12 (9), 392 

Hosea 3 (18), 130; (20), i a o 
4 (3). 188; (4), 152 
7 (4), 47-8 
8 (3), >o8; (6), 76,294; (9), 307; (10), 317 
•0 (5), 150; ( n ) , 35 
11 (8), 318 
«3 ('4), 35, 36 
14 (Ο, 151 

Joel ι (11), 336 
2 (20), 73 
3 (10), 334; («3), 334 
4 ( Ό ) , 334; (13), 226, 227, 334 

Amos 4 (7), 226 
5 (24), 173 
6 (6), 78 
9 ('3), 226 

Obadiah (12), i n 
(>8), 125 
(59), 257 

Jonah ι (6), 69 
2 (6), 83 

4 (2), 231 
Micah ι (6), 189; (16), 63 

2 («), 34«; (22), 63 
4 (3). 334; («3)> 35; ( Η ) , 63 
5 (5). 320; (6), 320 
6 (7), 3 · · 
7 (0, 226; (4), 341 

N a h u m 1 (3), 293, 294; (ιο)> 83 
3 (0, 231; ( n ) , 263; (12), 83 

Habakkuk2 (6), 230; (9), 230, 231; (15), 
230, 231; (17), 257, 260; (19), 230 

3(1-19), 273; (5), 134; (12), 35 
Zephaniah 1 (9), 137; (18), 145, 148 

2 (9), 137; (»0, 3·9ϊ ('4)> '87, 188, 189 
3 (»)» 23·» 319; (2), 231; (6), 189 

Zechariah 1 (12), 263 
2 (6), 231; (10), 231 
3 (2), 237 
4 («Ο, 50; (10), 105 
5 (··"), 334 
10 (6), 108; (7), 105 
11 (17), 231 
•4 (4), '89; (5), «89 

Malachi 1 (4), 263; (7), 319; (12), 319; 
('3), 45 

2 (8), I I 8 ; (12), 237 
3 (5), 95; ('8), 200; (20), 316 

A P O C R Y P H A A N D P S E U D E P I O R Α Ρ Η A 

ι Esdras (liber apocryphus), 8 
« (4), 58; (11), 48, 74; (>2)> 48, 74; ('3), 

48, 74Î (25), ' 4 e ; (29), 57; (31), 3 ' O J 

(33), 3'0 
2 (7), 56; (9), 56; (10), 56 
3f, 216 
3 (9), 35; («7), 231; (24), 33" 
4 (2), 231-2; (7), 99; (8), 127; (12), 231 ; 

(14), 231, 232; (32), 231; (34), 231; 
(40), 58; (50), 99 

5 (39), 3'9 
6 (3), 298; (7), 298; (14), 150; (22), 305; 

(26), 298 
7 (0, 298 
8 (3), '47; (24), '29; (67), 8, 313; (81), 

313; (89), 3·3 
9 (7), 313; («2), 120; (17), 120; (18), 120; 

(36), 3'3 
Tobit 3 (3), 111 

4 ('2), I I 8 
5 (··)> 3«o; (12), 311; (16), 310; (17), 311 
6 (1), 305; (3), 305; (3), 305; (8), 98 
7 (6), 331 
8 (5), 219; (15), 219; (20), 74 
10 (2), 128 

'3 ( Η ) , 23· 
Judith ι (6), 305; (16), 72 

3 (6), 39; (10), 43 
4 (9), 45 
6 (0,435 (·2), 3'2; (17), 43 
' · (9), 43 
•2 (15), 70 
15 (11), 48; (14), 48 

ι Maccabees 1 (31), 336; (38), 115; (47), 56 
2 (19), ·42 
3 (7), «5o; (35), 96, 98; (36), 120; (45), 

115 
4 (28), 120 
5 (49), 97 
6 (51), 125-6 
8 (14), 86 
9 (30), ·42 
ί ο (30), 213; (8o), 194; (83), 56; (84), 56 
11 (4), 66; (31), 200; (40), 42 
•2 (53), 96 
•3 ( · ) , 96; (6), 96; (20), 96; (29), 193; 

(37), ·02, 304; (43), «22J (50, ·02, 
•73, 3θ4, 328 

•4 (3·), 96 
•5 (3), 242; (33), 50, 3 " , 3 1 2 



a Maccabees ι (13), 56; (15), 56 
a (a6f), 45; (28), ao6 
3 (21), 3 · ; (a7), 5 ' ; (34), 58 
4 (4), 35; (9), 40; (21), 48; (49), 40 
5 ( 1 0 ) , 40; (17), 863; (35), 1 3 2 

6 (4), 38, 72 
7 ( " ) , >o6, ('7), 58; (22), 3 4 o ; (34), 

231 ; (42), 44 
8 (35), " 3 
9 (2), 124; (4), 330; (14), 330; (15), 9 6 ; 

(17), 106; (22), 106; (27), 123 
10 (24), 258; (34), 92; (38), 35 
•2 (13), 31; (26), 56; (29), 124; (30), 124; 

(35), 37; (43), 4' , 283 
'3 ( Η ) , 43; (21), 92 
«4 (9), 93! ('9), 32; (38), 45; (4>), ' ' 3 
15 (7), «05; (12), 71,92 

3 Maccabees 1 (2),93; (8), 105; (27), 263,301 
2 (2), 83; (33), 106 
3 (9), 263; (14), 200; (23), 108; (29), 125 
4 (2), 42; (8), 72; (14), 44; (15), 42 
5 (2), 290; (3), 42; (34), 310 
6 (9), 93; (26), 44; (34), 125-6, (41), 45 

4 Maccabees 1 (26), 35 
2 (9), 226, 227 
3 ('2), 66 
4 (22), m ; (23), 107 
6 (26), 32 
7 ( i f ) , 294; (4), 124; (9), 38; (15), 234 
8 (5), 310; (9), 99; (13), 123; ('7), 234; 

( i g ) , 42; (26), 35 
9 (8), 45; (23), 32, 43; (24). 43! (26), 123 
10 (ΐ5), 93 
«ι (9), 123; (20), 234! (26), 123 
ia (7), 92 
13 (4), 263; (4a), 46; (5), 44, 46; (10, 94; 

(ι8), 94 
14 (2), 233, 234! (3), 233, 234! (70, 234; 

(7), 234! (9), 96; (15), 79! (·7), 93 
15 ( ι ) , 234Î (4), 234! (7), 3 · ο ; (ΐ2), 310; 

(•3), 234! ( Η ) , 3 · Ο ; ( Ι 6 ) , 130; (ι8), 
126; (20), 286, 330; (2ΐ), 32; (23), 263 

ι6 (6ff), 233; (6), 233, 234; (7), 233, 234; 
(8), 233; (9), 234; (10),233,234; (15),92 

17 (2), 233; (3), 233; (4), 232; (12), 35 
18 (1), 88; (s), 124; (2ο), 123, 234 

Wisdom of Solomon 2 (6), 21g; (9), 219; 
(23), 93 

4 (4), 307; (12), 77 
5 ("J, 93! (14), 300; (23), 45; (24), 45 
6 (Ο, 232; (9), 231, 232 
7 (Ο, 340; (23), 58; (24), 58; (26), 93 
10 (10), 119 
11 (18), 73, 124, 126; (19), 96 
12 (21), 205; (27), 335 

13 (Ο, 83 
Η (25), 31; (30), 83 
16 (18), 335; (19), 311; (20), 128 
18 (3), 125 
19 (7). 93; (13), 108; (14), 108 

Sirach prol. (22), 92 
1 (6), 283; (17), 47; (18), 307 
2 (2), 144 
3 (13), 258; (28), 129 
6 (21), 98; ( 2 8 ) , 98 
7 (10), 864; (14), 314 
8 (10), 322 
9 (3), 215 
10 (6), 113; (13), i a g ; (17), 137 
11 (6), ai4; (22), 307 
13 (22), 107; (a2a), 107; (22c), 107 
14 (8), 263 
15 (18), 201 
16 (as ) , 305 
17 (8), 58; (9), 58; (10), 58 
19 (7), 314; (14), 314; (24), 258 
30 (6), 3 0 i ; (12), 31; (15), 97 
21 (9), 2g6, 322 
23 (12), 112, 308; (22), 215; (23), 215 
24 (25), 305; (27), 226; (35), 305 
25 (2), 258 
26 (8), 77 
28 (7), 113, 263; (22), 322 
29 (4), 29; (5), 40; (19), 44 
30 (11), 263 
31 (9), 130; (10). 130; (11), 130; (13),112, 

224; (27), 224 
32 (3), 205; (15), 72 
34 (10), 13°; (12), 112; (13), 224; (21), 

2g2; (27), 224 
35 (11), 72; (14), 263 
36 (26), 137; (31), 137 
37 (2), n 1-2, 308; (3), 231; (11), 58; 

(30), 112 
38 (7), 97; (8), 97; (9), 264; (13), 73; 

(19), 129; (30), 98 
39 (17), 47, 66; (22), 66 
40 (4), 113; (5), 113; (9), 129 
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