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The Greek translation of the book of Exodus has long been recognized as an outlier when it
comes to the general rigidity and stereotypical translation practices found in other books within
the LXX corpus. The general freedom exhibited by the translator, though expressed within
careful limits, is well-documented when it comes to grammatical, syntactical, and
lexicographical evaluations. This thesis, while engaging in the descriptive analysis of these
topics, is also directed towards a new type of synthesis: a comparison of the translation with
Ptolemaic legal norms. It is due to the idiosyncrasies and anomalies arising from a translation-
technical analysis that the question is asked, “Could these differences be accounted for by
consulting Greek legal and societal standards?”” With respect to Exodus 21.1-32, the answer in
many cases is a cautious, “Yes.” This study delineates and demarcates these potential influences
on a verse by verse basis after briefly identifying the broader legal structures and forces at play

in Ptolemaic Egypt.



SIGLA AND ABBREVIATIONS

Sigla

1°, 2°, etc. the first appearance, second appearance, etc.
2X, 3x, etc.  item appears two or three times in a verse, etc., contingent upon the numeral
preceding x. Usually marked in brackets.

* indicates that the following sentence has been composed by the author and is not
reflected in any source materials.
[1] contained letter(s) or word(s) are not found in the given manuscript

Abbreviations

fr. fragment

Gen translator of Greek Genesis

Ex translator of Greek Exodus

Lev translator of Greek Leviticus

Dt translator of Greek Deuteronomy

Text Abbreviations
Abbreviations for papyri are in accordance with the designations found online at
http://library.duke.edu/rubenstein/scriptorium/papyrus/texts/clist.ntml.
All papyri cited are from Egypt, unless otherwise stated.

Literary sources are cited and abbreviated based on the titling found online at
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/

The following abbreviations are used for major contributing sources:

MT Masoretic Text, as found in Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia

BHS Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Electronic ed.; Stuttgart: German Bible Society,
2003)

LSJ Henry George Liddel, Robert Scott, Henry Stuart Jones, and Roderick McKenzie,

The Online Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek-English Lexicon (Irvine: University of
California, 2011), online at http://www.tlg.uci.edu/lsj

TLG Thesaurus Linguae Graecae® Digital Library, ed. Maria C. Pantelia (University
of California) online at http://www.tlg.uci.edu
SamP Samaritan Pentateuch, as found in August Freiherrn von Gall, Der Hebraische

Pentateuch der Samaritaner (Berlin: Alfred Tépelmann, 1966).
NT New Testament



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER [: INTRODUCTION

............................................................................................. 5
1.1, Statement Of PUIPOSE.......ccuiiieiiece e 5
1.2. Statement of ReSearch QUESTION..........ccvviiiiiiieiiee e 6
1.3. Statement Of MEthOd..........ooiiii e 6
1.4. Justification for Commentary Method...........ccoviiiriieiiin e 9
1.5, LITErature SUIVEY.......oiiieie ettt sttt te et e te et e e sna e neeneesreenne e 10

CHAPTER 2: PTOLEMAIC EGYPT: LEGAL SOURCES & INFLUENCES........ccccooeiennne. 11
2.1, INEPOTUCTION. ...ttt bbbttt bbbt 11
2.2. Law in PtolemaiC EQYPL.......oooiiiiiiiiiiiee e s 12
2.3. Jewish Ptolemaic Legal RECOUISES........ccuciuiiiiiieieee et 13
2.4. The Royal Decrees and Greek EXOUUS..........covviiiririeienenesie s 15

2.4.1. Royal Decrees: otaypogyuio anNd TPOGTOPUO.........eeiriieaiaiaierieniesiesienneans 15
2.4.2. Law in Exodus as ROyal DECIEE..........cccvviiiereiiienieiee e 17

CHAPTER 3: COMMENTARY ON EXODUS 21132 i 18

KT8 I 10T (1t A o o PR 18

I Y- 1= I I =T To [ T TS SRS 19
3.3. Verses 2-6: Laws Concerning Slave Ownership and Manumission................cc...... 26
3.3.1. ThematiC COMMENT.......cciiiieiirieesieie ettt eneas 26

3.3.2. V. 2: On Obtaining @ SIave..........ccoiiiiiiiiieece e 26

3.3.3. V. 3: ON Slave Marriage.......c.cceieeiuieiiiiiesieesie et 37
3.3.4. V. 4: On Slave Marriage (Continued)............cooovriririinenc s 42
3.3.5. V. 5. ON SIAVE SEALUS......eiviieiiieiiieiesiieieiee et 45

3.3.6. V. 6: On Slave Status (Continued)..........cccooereiinieieneeee e 48
3.3.6.1. COMMENTAIY.....cciiiiiiiiiie et 48

3.3.6.2. EXCUISUS ON 70 KPITHPLOV TOD GEOD.....eeeeeeieeeiiiieiie i 49

3.3.6.2.1. INtrOTUCTION. .....ee i 49

3.3.6.2.2. @) Translations of D 1oRT™72X...ccceeveiieieeecece e, 50

3.3.6.2.3. D) PIUSES IN EX..ovviieiiiiiisicic e 51

3.3.6.2.4. c) Definitions of kpit/iprov........cccccvvviveiiiiiiieeen, 52

3.3.6.2.5. d) Reason for the Addition of kpitijpiov..........ccceueee. 54

3.3.6.3. Commentary CONtiNUEd...........cccueiiieiiieiiieiie e 59

3.4. Verses 7-11: Laws Concerning a Daughter Sold as Slave............c.ccovvviiiinnnnnne 60
3.4.1. V. 7: On Status and ManumiSSION.........cceiveiiriirnieenesie e 60

3.4.2. V. 8: On Contractual Obligations............c.coeriiininiinieeee e 65

3.4.3. V. 9: Contractual Obligations (Continued)............cccevvvviiieiieiieeciecienn, 74

3.4.4. V. 10 Contractual Obligations (Continued)............ccocuvrerereienenencnennens 75

3.5. Verses 12-17: Laws Concerning the Death Penalty and its Reinterpretation........... 79
3.5.1. Introduction: the Shift to APOdiCtIC LaW..........ccccervririiiiieieee e 79

3.5.2. V. 12: ON HOMICIAE......eoiiiiie it 80

3.5.3. V. 13: On Unintentional Manslaughter.............ccccovinninnnnene e 88

3.5.4. V. 14: On Premeditated Homicide and Refuge..........ccccovviiieiieiieciieiinnns 91

3.5.5. V. 15: On StrikKing Parents...........ccooeiriiiieiinenesesieseseeeee e 95



3.5.6. V. 17(16): On Cursing Parents..........ccceeveiiereiiieiiese e seese e 97

3.5.7. V. 16(17): On Kidnapping Israelites..........ccoverivrieiinneneiieneee e, 103

3.6. Verses 18-27: Laws Concerning Striking........cccooveveivereeiiesieesesiee s e eeesee e 108
3.6.1. VV. 18-19: Of Free Persons without Fatality............cccccooeniriininiiniennn. 108

3.6.2. VV. 20-21: Of Slaves with Fatality.............cccocevviierieneiieseee e 112

3.6.3. VV. 22-23: Of @ Pregnant Woman............cccoeeereninineninieeese e 114

3.6.4. VV. 26-27: Of Slaves Leading to ManumisSion............ccccecevevveiieeniesnnnnnn 120

3.7. Verses 28-32: Laws Concerning GOMNG.......cccoerererirerineeieieie e 121
3.7.1. VV. 28-30: Of Free PersONS........ccccoviiiiiiieiieie s 121

3.7.2. V. 32: OF SIAVES......eoiieiece e 124
CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSTION . ..ottt ane e 125
O 1= oY = AR 125
4.2, RESUITS. ...cueeete ettt bbbt bbb bbb 126
4.2.1. Comments 0N CategOriZatiON..........oceiiririeieieienie et 126
4.2.2. Strongly-Evidenced ReSUILS.........cccoveiieieiiece e 127
4.2.2.1. Significant Departure from Hebrew Meaning............ccccovviiininininnniiennnns 127
4.2.2.2. Similar HEbrew Meaning..........ccoveiiiiiieiieic e 129
4.2.2.2.1. Narrowing Translations...........ccoeiiiiiiiieiiieese e 129
4.2.2.2.2. Expansionary Translations............ccceveiieiieieiiee i 133
4.2.2.2.3. Greek 1diom EMPIOYE.........ccoiiiiiiiieee s 133
4.2.2.2.4. Strong Hebrew INterferencCe..........c.covvieiieie v 135
4.2.3. Weakly-Evidenced RESUILS..........ccoiiiiiiiiiieieeee s 135
4.2.3.1. Significant Departure from Hebrew Meaning............ccccooveveeviiicii s, 135
4.2.3.2. Similar HEDIrew MeaNING. ........ccoiiriiiiiiie e 136
4.2.3.2.1. Narrowing Translations...........cccovveiiiieiieiecc e 136
4.2.3.2.2. EXpansionary TranSIations...........ccoiiiiiiiniiieene e 138
4.2.3.2.3. Greek 1diom EMPIOYEQ.........ccoooiieiiiieiicceee e 139
4.2.3.2.4. Strong Hebrew INterferencCe..........coooeiiiieiiieieceee e 140
4.2.4. Changes Likely Based on Variant Vorlage...........cccccoveveevieiicie e 140
4.3. COMMENTES ON RESUILS......oouiiiie ettt 140
4.3.1. Translation TECANIQUE. .........coveiiiiece e 140
4.3.2. Purposes Behind Ptolemaic Legal Interference..........cccooveveiiieiiniicncncsen 141
4.3.3. Comments on Halakhic INfIUENCE...........cccoviiiiiiii s 144
O o] o Tod 111 o] o USSR 145
BIBLIOGRAPHY .ottt sttt ereens 146
PIIMAIY SOUICES. ...ttt bbbttt e bbb 146
SECONUANY SOUICES. ... veetieeitie ittt ettt ettt et e et e e st e e be e e aa e e beeasbeebeesneeeseesnneenees 146
Related t0 BIDHCAl TEXL......ccveviiieieee e 146
BOOKS. ..t e 146

Chapters, Articles, DIiSSErtations............cccvvereeieniesiiesieere e 150
Unrelated to BIbICAl TEXL.......c.ooviiiiiiiee s 155
BOOKS. ..ttt 155

Chapters, ArtICIES........oiii e 158



APPENDIX [: PLUSES IN EXODUS 1723 160

APPENDIX II: THE HEBREW PARTICIPLE TRANSLATED.....ccccooiiiiiiiiiiecccns 170
APPENDIX III: ATTESTED AND UNATTESTED MIDDLE VOICE VERBS..........ccccveeee 172
APPENDIX IV: HEBREW FINITE VERBS TRANSLATED NON-VERBALLY .....ccceevneee. 174



CHAPTER [ INTRODUCTION
1.1. Statement of Purpose

The primary purpose of this study is to evaluate the translation technique evidenced in Greek
Exodus 21.1-32. The goal is to contribute to a longstanding debate having to do with the divide
in Septuagint studies regarding interpretive influence. On the one hand, certain groups link the
parent Hebrew text to the Greek source text with a measure of restraint with regard to any claims
that the Greek translator has ‘done away’ with the Hebrew meaning and instead adopted a new
interpretive lens.! On the other hand, some are more inclined to see frequent and expansive
departures from the parent text as the norm rather than the exception.? The research presented in
this work aims to walk the line between these two approaches and not to presuppose either as the
appropriate paradigm to approach the text.® The goal is to accept the Greek translation as the
product of a conscientious attempt to represent the Hebrew source text, while at the same time
reading the translation in the light of contemporaneous cultural mores. If there happen to be
resonances between the two, these aspects of the text will be explored in hopes of gaining new
perspectives on a section of Greek Exodus that has seldom been the subject of careful study on

its own merits.

L For examples of this approach see Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines: The Interlinear Paradigm for
Septuagint Studies (Leuven: Peeters, 2011); Claude E. Cox, “Schaper's Eschatology Meets Kraus's Theology of the Psalms,” in
The Old Greek Psalter Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma (eds. Robert J. V. Hiebert, Claude E. Cox, and Peter J. Gentry;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 289-311; Harry Meyer Orlinsky, “Studies in the Septuagint of the book of Job [Pt
4.1],” Hebrew Union College Annual 32 (1961): 239-268; idem., “Studies in the Septuagint I Book of Job,” Journal Of Biblical
Literature 67, no. 4 (December 1948): 381-390; and Albert Pietersma, “Exegesis in the Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits (The
Psalter as a Case in Point),” in Septuagint Research (eds. W. Kraus and R. G. Wooden; Atlanta: SBL, 2006), 33-46.

2 Examples of this approach can be found in Donald H. Gard, “The Concept of the Future Life according to the Greek
Translator of the Book of Job,” Journal Of Biblical Literature 73, no. 3 (September 1954): 137-143; idem., The Exegetical
Method of the Greek Translator of the Book of Job (Philadelphia: Society of Biblical Literature, 1952); Henry S. Gehman,“The
Theological Approach of the Greek Translator of Job 1-15,”Journal Of Biblical Literature 68, no. 3 (1949): 231-240; Gillis
Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint (Lund: Gleerup, 1946); and Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (WUNT
2.76: Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995).

3 A similar approach can be found in Bénédicte Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called
‘Plagues Narrative’ in Exodus 7:14-11:10 (OTS 56; Leiden: Brill, 2009); John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of
Exodus (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2013); idem., Text History of the Greek Exodus (Gattingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1992).



Where evidence points to a different Hebrew Vorlage than the MT behind the Greek
translation, or when the translator may have read the consonantal text differently than the pointed
MT, these factors will be taken into consideration. This study will involve a verse-by-verse
analysis of the above-mentioned passage in Exodus with a view to elucidating the intentions and
incentives of the translator and the translation technique employed in rendering this text.

1.2. Statement of Research Question

There is one question that underlies the entirety of this project: What accounts for the
idiosyncrasies that appear when the text of the Greek translation of Exodus is compared with
corresponding MT Hebrew text of Exodus 21.1-32? From this question two more emerge: 1) Are
there linguistic answers to the apparent differences between the source and target texts? 2) Can
the discrepancies be explained by ‘outside influences,’ particularly Ptolemaic legal norms, given
that Exodus 21 is itself a legal text?

1.3. Statement of Method
There are two methodological components of this project. The first will involve the
comparison and contrast between each Greek lexeme and syntactical structure and its Hebrew
counterpart* in Exodus 21.1-32. Furthermore, these Greek terms and constructions will be
investigated elsewhere in Exodus where there are different underlying Hebrew equivalents. It
goes without saying that these are the first steps in any thorough translation-technical analysis.
Differences between the Greek and Hebrew may be due, in the first place, to a non-MT Vorlage

or to dissimilar modes of expression in the two languages, whether syntactical or

4 This will include all the derivatives of a given Hebrew or Greek root.



idiomatic/conceptual.® The work in this phase of analysis is detailed, and will therefore only be
documented in the thesis when it is key to the argument.

The second aspect of this project will involve the comparison of the casuistic and
apodictic laws of the Covenant Code with the Ptolemaic legal regulations found in the literary
and papyrological documentary sources. Since not much work has heretofore been done along
these lines, it is hoped that the research associated with the present thesis will shed new light on
the context out of which this Greek translation arose. The above-mentioned comparison will not
be restricted to actual rules and guidelines (or what we know or can infer regarding them), but
will also include consideration of the categories of law that existed (e.g., royal, civil, native),’ as
well as of the actual forms and syntactical speech patterns in the laws. In addition to this,
Ptolemaic cultural norms which may not actually have been codified in legislation will also be
investigated. If no Ptolemaic documentation is available, then in certain instances the sources
prior to that period will be consulted. In addition, this aspect of the present study will delineate,
where applicable, not only the convergences involving, but also the divergences between the
Septuagint text and Ptolemaic legislation.’

It should also be noted that there is, in many cases, overlap in the two aspects of this
investigation. Often different motives and reasons for a translation choice might be suggested.

This project will examine only Exodus 21.1-32. This limitation is in part arbitrary, but it
also finds its rationale in the decision to deal with the laws that specifically deal with persons

(free and slave). Exodus 21.33 begins a section on animal laws. Covering that topic would

5 This study refrains from using the term “literal” when referring to a translation choice, since “literalness” exists on a
spectrum and the term is used very differently by various commentators. For an exploration of this topic, see James Barr, The
Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations (MSU XV; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979).

6 See 3.1.

" These differences are, of course, in large part due to the constraint of a source text on Ex’s behalf.



require another branch of research, which would require going beyond the prescribed length for a
thesis of this kind. Moreover, the formal start of what is called the Covenant Code is 21.1,% and it
is the central section in Greek Exodus containing casuistic laws.

The primary source texts used are those contained in BHS® and in the Géttingen edition
of Exodus.'® These editions will be assumed to contain the original text unless otherwise noted.

English translations of papyrological and literary sources are not included in citations
which only aim to demonstrate the presence of a particular grammatical construction. When an
argument is based on the precise definition of a citation’s lexical and syntactic information, a
translation is given.

While some reference will be made to the Greek version of the Tabernacle Account (in
Exodus 35-40 usually involving Greek grammatical or lexical information), little effort will be
devoted to establishing the relationship between the Hebrew and Greek texts in that portion of
the book.!! Understanding that relationship is a project in and of itself, and that being the case,
no significant argument will be based on that section of Exodus. Where verse numbering differs
between the standard Greek and Hebrew editions, the Hebrew number will be cited first,

followed by the Greek number in parentheses.?

8 Cf. John 1. Durham, Word Biblical Commentary: Volume 3, Exodus (Waco: Word Books, 1986), 317. Some scholars
think it begins at 20.23 (e.g., David P. Wright, “The Origin, Development, and Context of the Covenant Code [Exodus 20:23-
23:19],” in The Book of Exodus: Composition, Reception, and Interpretation, [ed. Thomas B. Dozeman, Craig A. Evans, and Joel
N. Lohr; SVT 164; Leiden: Brill, 2014], 220-224, here 221.

9 Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia: SESB Version (Electronic ed; Stuttgart: German Bible Society, 2003)

10 John William Wevers, ed., Exodus, vol. 2, Vetus Testamentum Graecum (Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum
Gottingensis Editum; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991).

11 For specific work on this problem see Martha Lynn Wade, Consistency of Translation Techniques in the Tabernacle
Accounts of Exodus in the Old Greek (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003) and Wevers, Text History, 117-146.

12 ogos Bible Software has provided the correlations between which particular Hebrew verse matches with its
respective Greek counterpart.



1.4. Justification for Commentary Method

The methodology described in the previous section presupposes a conviction on which
not all Septuagint scholars agree. This conviction is that the translator’s original intent and
purpose in translating the text can only be discerned by examining both the Hebrew and the
Greek texts. In other words, analysing the text-linguistic relationship between the source and
target texts is the only way to know what the translator was intending to accomplish in the
translation. An alternative method is to read the Greek text as a document in and of itself,
without any recourse to the ostensible Hebrew source text. These two approaches to discerning
the meaning of a text have been differentiated on the basis of their respective focuses on the “text
as produced” and the “text as received.”® This thesis is based on the former methodological
approach, since it is considered to be the only way of accessing the thought process behind each
translation choice. While commenting on the Septuagint text as though it is a strictly Greek
composition is the method of some commentators,** such an approach downplays the possibility
of interference from the Hebrew source text. Source text interference has the potential to stifle
colloquial Greek expression, or even to create Greek expressions that are byproducts only of a
formal representation of the Hebrew text and not of the translator’s intent to formulate a Greek
idiom.® For this reason, the meaning of the translation must be bound to the interaction between
the translator and the Hebrew text, since a host of factors could be the reason for each translation

choice. This thesis analyses those factors in its investigation of Exodus 21.1-32.

13 These labels are found in Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New English
Translation of the Septuagint and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title (ed. Albert Pietersma and
Benjamin G. Wright; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), xiii-xx, here xvi-xviii; cf. the principles for Septuagint
commentary found at “A Prospectus for a Commentary on the Septuagint” at http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/principles.html
(accessed March 5, 2018).

14 E.g., Daniel M Gurtner, Exodus: A Commentary on the Greek Text of Codex Vaticanus (Leiden: Brill, 2013), and, to
a degree, Alain Le Boulluec, and P. Sandevoir, La Bible D'Alexandrie: L’Exode (Paris: Cerf, 1989).

15 For a case in point with respect to the problem of reading the text only at the Greek level, see Pietersma, “Exegesis in
the Septuagint.”



1.5. Literature Survey

A challenging aspect of doing research for this project was finding any resources with
which to compare the data. As it stands, there are only a few commentaries on Greek Exodus.®
More detailed analyses exist with respect to the particularities of the Greek Pentateuch, but no
detailed work has been done in Greek Exodus 21 (or the Covenant Code for that matter).” The
present study interacts with those materials that inform an understanding of Exodus 21. This
thesis therefore makes a contribution toward a thorough and comprehensive evaluation of the
text. For the conclusions here to be bolstered, a study would need to be extended to the end of
the Covenant Code (23.19) and include as well a look at the Decalogue and its surrounding
materials. In addition to this, other laws that appear elsewhere in the books of the Pentateuch
would need to be investigated.

Septuagint scholars are generally agreed that the Greek Pentateuch is a product of
Alexandrian Egypt in the middle of the third century BCE.* The present study is predicated on

that assumption.

16 E.g., Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L Exode; Zacharias Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der palastinischen Exegese auf die
alexandrinische Hermeneutik (Leipzig: J. A. Barth, 1851); idem., Vorstudien Zu Der Septuaginta (reprint; Nabu Press, 2012);
Gurtner, Exodus; Larry J. Perkins, “Exodus: To the Reader,” in A New English Translation of the Septuagint and the Other Greek
Translations Traditionally Included under That Title (ed. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright; Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2007), 43-51; John Screnock, Traductor Scriptor: The Old Greek Translation of Exodus 1-14 As Scribal Activity (Leiden:
Brill, 2017); Wevers, Notes; idem., Text History.

7 To this author’s knowledge. See e.g., Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint: A Study of the Renderings of
the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek Pentateuch (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982); idem., “The
Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical and Translation-Technical Study of the Septuagint,” in On the Trail of the
Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (Rev. ed.; CBET 50; Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 44-57; T. V. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the
Greek Pentateuch: Natural Greek Usage and Hebrew Interference (Oxford: Oxford, 2001); Leonard J. Greenspoon, “Textual and
Translation Issues in Greek Exodus” in The Book of Exodus: Composition, Reception, and Interpretation, ed. Thomas B.
Dozeman, Craig A. Evans, and Joel N. Lohr (SVT 164; Leiden: Brill, 2014), 322-348; John A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study of the
Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (Chico: Scholars Press, 1983); Raija Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns in the
Septuagint (Atlanta, Ga: Scholars Press, 1995); James Sterenberg, “The Use of Conditional Sentences in the Alexandrian Version
of the Pentateuch” (PhD diss., University of Munich, 1908); Anwar Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch: A Study of
Translation Syntax (New York: T & T Clark International, 2010); John Zhu-En Wee, “Hebrew Syntax in the Organization of
Laws and its Adaptation in the Septuagint,” Biblica 85, no. 4 (2004): 523-544; more broadly, Takamitsu Muraoka, A Syntax of
Septuagint Greek (Leuven: Peeters, 2016); Emmanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research
(Jerusalem: Simor, 1981).

18 Cf. e.g., James K. Aitken, The T & T Clark Companion to the Septuagint (London: Bloomsbury, 2015), 3; Jennifer
M. Dines, and Michael A. Knibb, The Septuagint (London: T & T Clark, 2005), 41-44; Peter Marshall Fraser, Ptolemaic

10



There have been few comprehensive studies on Ptolemaic law. Research for this thesis
has included investigations of journal articles on judicial papyri,'® and of the seminal and
detailed work of Raphael Taubenschlag.?’ His monograph provides the only synthetic analysis of
all the papyri that have been published in English.?* For the most part, there is a consensus
among scholars regarding norms that are documented in the papyri. These include the protocols
regarding legal inquiry and judicial process, the hierarchy of various legal authorities, the kinds
of laws in existence, and the content of these laws. When there is debate or uncertainty regarding
these matters, references will be made to the varying perspectives.

CHAPTER 2: PTOLEMAIC EGYPT: LEGAL SOURCES & INFLUENCES
2.1. Introduction

The translation of Exodus did not occur in a vacuum. The life setting in which the book
was translated was very different from the original context out of which the Hebrew law
emerged. In certain periods of time in ancient Israel, its citizens lived in relative independence
from foreign powers. In Ptolemaic Egypt, the Jewish population was under the authority of the
Lagides. In the discussion that follows, the Ptolemaic legal traditions will be described and then
a brief comparison between them and the laws in Exodus will be made. This will provide
background for some of the discussion that will appear in chapter 4 of this thesis. On this basis it
will be argued that the evidence suggests that Egyptian Jews in the third century BCE were full

participants in these Graeco-Egyptian legal traditions. These conclusions will serve to buttress

Alexandria: Volume 1 (2 vol.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001), 689; Natalio Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context:
Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible (Boston: Brill Academic, 2001), 40; H. J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish
Worship: A Study in Origins (Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 2006), 9-15; Henry Barclay Swete, H. J. Thackeray, and Richard Rusden
Ottley, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914), 9-28.

19 Noted throughout the study.

20 Raphael Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman Egypt in the Light of the Papyri 332 BC - 640 AD (Milano: Cisalpino-
Goliardica, 1972). Where others disagree with Taubenschlag’s results, this study aims to note these differences.

21 papyri available after the publication of his work are included in this thesis and are interpreted with the help of other
papyrological scholars.

11



the commentary that ensues in which it will be argued that there is evidence for some Ptolemaic
legal influence on the legislation that is found in Septuagint Exodus 21.
2.2. Law in Ptolemaic Egypt

There were essentially three sources of influence when it came to Alexandrian and
Ptolemaic law. First, before the Ptolemaic period, Egypt had its own indigenous legal tradition,
and even after the political regimes of both the Persians and Ptolemies, these laws “were not
substantially altered.”??> Most of the populace was subject to them.?® Second, as was typical for a
Greek city, Ptolemaic municipalities established their own laws.?* Third, there were Sworypaupata
(general edicts) and mpootaypoato (special topic ordinances) that were issued by the king, which
superseded and overrode the other two types of authority.?® Rulers had this power because “the

b

Ptolemaic king was the sole source of law in the country,” and, “every other law...could be
acknowledged as such only by the goodwill and the permission of the king.””?® The Sorypaupata
and mpootaypoato were so all-encompassing with respect to Greek law that they covered

everything from slavery to the process and rules associated with capital punishment.?’ In situations

in which none of these legal jurisdictions had an applicable law “the decision was left to judicial

22 Fraser, Ptolemaic, 107; J. Modrzejewski, “La Régle de Droit dans L’Egypte Ptolemaique (Etat des questions et
perspectives de recherches),” in American Studies in Papyrology, Vol. 1, Essays in Honor of C. Bradford Wells (New Haven: The
American Society of Papyrologists, 1966), 139; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 2, 7-8, 27; Dorothy J. Thompson, “Literacy
and Power in Ptolemaic Egypt,” in Literacy and Power in the Ancient World, ed. Bowman, Alan K., and Greg Woolf
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 67-83, here 80-81; more evidence for this is seen in the ineptitude of Egyptian
scribes to write in Greek in the first half of the 3™ century, showing that Greek life and law was slowly taking over (see ibid., 74-
75).

2 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 107.

24 |bid., 107; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 9-11.

2 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 107; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 12-14; see P. Lille 29, 1. 10ff. (257 BCE) and P.
Gurob 2. 42 for this correcting documented; cf. J. Modrzejewski, “La Régle de Droit,” 130.

2% Victor Tcherikover, Alexander Fuks, David M. Lewis, and Menahem Stern, eds. Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum,
vol. 1 (3 vol; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957), 5-6.

27 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 14; M. Rostovtzeff, “Ptolemaic Egypt,” in The Cambridge Ancient History,
vol. 7, ed. F. W. Walbank (12 vol; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 119.
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discretion.”?® The order of authority was, therefore, royal decree, civic law, judicial arbitration.?®
Ptolemaic and Alexandrian law was also influenced by Athenian law as well as by the legal
traditions of other Greek cities.*

2.3. Jewish Ptolemaic Legal Recourse

If this was the state of legal administraton for all of Ptolemaic Egypt, were the Jews
somehow exempt? Did they live in a separate world according to Mosaic legislation? Probably
not. The degree to which even the most privileged Jews had legal freedom was probably only in
spheres such as “religion, matrimony, and national customs.”! Even if the Jews could abide by
Mosaic law in some instances, “in criminal cases...where members of various nationalities were
involved, it was the Greek law that exclusively applied.”%?

If the Egyptian Jews used Torah in their legal dealings, the papyri are “rather
disappointing” in demonstrating this.*® Instead, they “contain rich evidence of Jews using freely
the common Hellenistic law.”** Jewish legal documents included a prescript with the title of
deified Ptolemaic kings.% Jews had Ptolemaic notary offices draw up forms.3® The court to which

Jews most often brought legal disputes was Greek.3’ Victor Tcherikover sums up the situation: “If

the contract, the office, the court, were Greek, so were the laws and regulations, and thus we are

28 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 14.

29 Joseph M. Modrzejewski, and Robert Cornman, The Jews of Egypt: From Rameses |1 to Emperor Hadrian
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 107-108.

%0 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 110-112; Modrzejewski, “La Régle de Droit,” 134; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 8-
9.

31 Aryeh Kasher, The Jews in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt: The Struggle for Equal Rights (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1985), 32; for an even more cautious approach see Hans Julius Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” in Essays in Honor of C.
Bradford Wells (New Haven: The American Society of Papyrologists, 1966), 67-77, here 68.

32 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 20; Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 75-76, claims that juristic officials could
hold multiple laws side by side, and base their decision on that which is most fitting.

33 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 33.

34 Ibid.; idem., Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1959), 349.

35 P, Hib. 96 (260 BCE); P. Tebt. 820 (201 BCE); P. Tebt. 817 (182 BCE); P. Tebt. 818 (174 BCE).

3% P, Tebt. 817 (182 BCE); P. Freib. 12b (172 BCE).

37 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 33; P. Petr. 3.21g (226 BCE), notably, the Jewess brings a mpéctoypa to the court for the
ruling (line 8).
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faced with the likelihood that Egyptian Jews lived not according to the precepts of the Bible but
according to the principles of Hellenistic common law.”3 The papyri even provide evidence that
some Jews lent at an interest rate of 24% when Ex. 22.24(25)/Dt. 23.20 prohibit the charging of
interest to fellow Israelites.®® The reason for this kind of evidence of Jewish adherence to
Hellenistic law in Egypt was probably due to the strong influence of Hellenistic culture in general,
to weak social structures within the Jews communities,*® and to the fact that certain laws were
absolutely binding on the entire population (e.g., slave registration; see 3.3.6.2.5.).

The only early* reference to Jewish law is P. Enteux. 23. 3-4 (218 BCE), which mentions
[tV vopov mlohtucov tdv [Tov]daimv.*? The function of this law in that society is uncertain, and
any references to specific legal matters that it may have included have been lost because of the
fragmentary state of this papyrus.*

All of this suggests that the Egyptian Jews adopted Greek law into their lives. This point
provides context for the investigation that follows. If Ex adjusts some of the casuistic laws in the
Hebrew source text of ch. 21 to fit with Ptolemaic legal norms, those changes may only reflect the
codification of what was already commonplace. Moreover, the temptation to alter the text to fit
with these already prevailing standards would be effectively understandable. Such changes to the

text could reflect the translator’s purpose in translating these laws, namely, to create a less

3 |bid., 34; idem., Hellenistic Civilization, 348-350; cf. Martin Hengel, Jews, Greeks, and Barbarians: Aspects of the
Hellenization of Judaism in the Pre-Christian Period (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980), 90.

39p, Tebt. 815, fr. 2, recto, 2. 17-22 (228 BCE); P. Tebt. 818 (174 BCE); Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 35; idem.,
Hellenistic Civilization, 350; Modrzejewski, The Jews, 114-119.

40 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 9; idem., Hellenistic Civilization, 302.

41 This is the only reference in the third century. P. Pol. lud. contains references in the second century: see Rob Kugler,
“Uncovering Echoes of LXX Legal Norms in Hellenistic Egyptian Documentary Papyri: The Case of the Second-Century
Herakleopolite Nome” in XIV Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (ed. Melvin K. H.
Peters; Helsinki, 2010), 142-153, and Sylvie Honigman, The Septuagint and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria A Study in the
Narrative of the Letter of Aristeas (London: Routledge, 2012), 109-111.

42 For the ongoing debate on this phrase see ibid., 111; Modrzejewski, The Jews, 111; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-
Roman, 608; Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 36; idem., Hellenistic Civilization, 303. For the alternative reading “[7p0Og 10 dpyeiov
n]ohtikov...”, see Kasher, The Jews, 150 and Tcherkikover’s comments in Corpus, 36.

43 As an aside, Ex. 21.10 is the same subject as the petition and would fit in the lacunae well.
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‘frictional’ set of regulations in relation to Graeco-Egyptian laws so that the Jewish legal traditions
could be welcomed for their own use within the society at large. This assumes, of course, that the
Jews would be able to use their own law in legal situations in the Ptolemaic context. Perhaps this
translation was one of the first steps in the process to do just that. Another purpose for the changes
could be more philosophical. Perhaps the unification of the legal traditions would have garnered
more respect from the Hellenistic world at large, which would help the Jewish population to “fit
in’ to that society with less controversy.
2.4. The Royal Decrees and Greek Exodus

2.4.1. Royal Decrees: otaypaupua and npécrayua

We return to the two highest forms of legal authority in Ptolemaic Egypt: the diGypoppo
and the tpdotaypa.

The dwypappata were probably published yearly and consisted of two sorts: “Those
dealing with the courts, especially those defining the methods of execution upon property; and
those of an economic character, dealing with the relations between officials and subjects.”**
Tcherikover describes a didypoppa as “a proclamation of the king regulating some juridicial or
administrative question on a grand scale.”* William Westermann lists the known Swypéupota
and it is evident that they cover issues that have very little to do with the more personal and

interrelational matters found in Ex.*® This is not so with the other form of royal decree, the

TPOGTAY AL

4 William Linn Westermann, Upon Slavery in Ptolemaic Egypt (New York: Columbia University Press, 1929), 31-32.
Westermann suggests the annual dissemination of this kind of decree. Cf. Friedrich Bechtel, Otto Kern, Karl Praechter, Carl
Robert, Ernst von Stern, Ulrich Wilcken, and Georg Wissowa, Dikaiomata: Ausziige aus alexandrinischen Gesetzen und
Verordnungen in einem Papyrus des Philologischen Seminars der Universitat Halle (Pap. Hal. 1): mit einem Anhang weiterer
Papyri derselben Sammlung (Milano: Cisalpino-Goliardica, 1972), 42, for more on the function of the dwaypappata.

4 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 164, emphasis mine.

46 Upon Slavery, 30-33, notes examples about court proceedings, broad economic structures, land execution, and rules
for officials.
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The word mpdotayua is a specific legal term for “royal decree” that came to be used in
the Ptolemaic legal sense in about 286 BCE in the reign of Philadelphus.*’ It continued to be
employed in this specific royal sense into the Roman era.*® In contrast to the Siypoppa, the
mpodotaypo could refer to individual matters as well as to general issues.*® The mpootaypo could
also be epistolary or non-epistolary in form.%° In these royal decrees, when casuistic legal forms
are employed, the protasis is almost always a third class conditional sentence with £av + a verb
in the subjunctive mood, and the apodosis can contain either the imperative,>* the infinitive®? or
the indicative future forms.> The infinitive is often used alongside the imperative or the future,
but not the future with the imperative.>* When this syntactical norm is compared to what is
conventional in the articulation of a city law, there is one big difference: in a city law the jussive,
otherwise known as the third person imperative (e.g., favortodcbn),>® is employed in the
apodosis. The primary documentary source for Alexandrian city law is Papyrus Halensis. This
document represents part of the city civil code® and is the “only really extensive selection from

the Alexandrian city laws.”” In every single casuistic conditional, the apodosis contains a jussive

47 Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 69; however, see Rostovtzeff, “Ptolemaic Egypt,” 127, who dates the related
Suaypappa to the very end of the 4™ century under Soter. Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L ’Exode, 43, also comment that this term is
specific with respect to Ptolemaic governance.

48 Cf. Jozef Modrzejewski, “The mpdotaypa in the Papyri,” Journal of Juristic Papyri 5 (1951): 187-206, here 201.

49 Cf. ibid., 196-197.

%0 |bid., 187; Betchtel et al, Dikaiomata, 43. This is important for the argumentation in 3.2.1.

5LE.g., P. Petr. 3. 20, 4. 7-10 (first half of 3" BCE); P. Hal. 1, 8. 166-185 (259 BCE).

52 E.g., BGU 4 1185 (60-61 BCE).

%3P, Hibeh 2, 1. 37, 48; P. Amh. 2 29. 3, 8, 12 (262/261 BCE); See Bechtel et al, Dikaiomata, 44 for these syntactical
forms. This thesis does not discuss things like contracts which do not govern the people, and which also do not seem to have
stable rules like these; cf. P. Tebt. 3.1 815, fr. 6, r3. 58ff. (3" BCE).

54 Cf. Westermann, Upon Slavery, 34; Gerhard Plaumann, and Otto Gradenwitz, Griechische papyri der Sammlung
Gradenwitz (Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1978), 20; as to the actual meaning of this distinction, Westermann’s comments are apt:
“hard and fast rules cannot as yet be made regarding the forms of speech employed in diagrammata and laws (nomoi)” (Upon
Slavery, 30). It seems that the infinitive has the same function and meaning as the other apodotic tense form (either future or
imperative). Preliminary research suggests that it is used to variegate repetitious syntax, or to express certain phrases in a clearer
colloquial manner.

% The third person imperative and the jussive will be used synonymously for the remainder of this thesis.

% Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 109; Modrzejewski, “La Régle de Droit,” 131.

57 Roger S. Bagnall, and Peter Derow, The Hellenistic Period Historical Sources in Translation (New York: John
Wiley & Sons, 2008), 206.
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verb form.%® This suggests that the future tense in an apodosis was a characteristic of royal
decrees and not of city laws. This conclusion must remain tentative, because while we have
many royal decrees in the papyri, “the civic laws and institutions of Alexandria and the other
Greek cities of Egypt, on the other hand, are poorly known.””®
2.4.2. Law in Exodus as a Royal Decree

The reason for the preceding discussion is that Greek Exodus employs the future tense
almost exclusively in its legal materials. This is, no doubt, due to the fact that this legislation is a
translation of the Hebrew source text in which the verbal counterpart is typically in the imperfect
or prefixed conjugation.®® At the same time, however, it is fascinating that Greek Exodus
articulates a royal law from Israel’s ‘King’ and refers to the constituent directives as
npootdyporo: EX. 18.16 translates 1°n1in-nxy o°178: P DX as to tpootdypato Tod 0god kai TOv
vopov avtod. Note that the second noun is singular in the Greek, which could imply that ta
mpoctdypata are what comprise the totality of tov vopov (cf. 18.20; 20.6).5! However, in a
parallel phrase in v. 20 SamP reads the singular 7707, which suggests that Ex could have had a
Vorlage in v. 16 with the singular.®?

Ex also departs from the typical translation of mx» in the Ten Words (20.6) and renders it

as to mpootaypotd instead of évrodai.®® Sheldon Blank suggests that there must be some

explanation for this.5 Perhaps Ex uses mpootdypato because that term was most closely

%8 The imperative is not used in these apodoses. From the research done in this study, it has been noted that the
imperative is almost never used in the apodosis of casuistic items.

59 Ibid., 206.

60 Biblical Hebrew legislation does not have complex conditionals based on genre like Hellenistic Greek law. The
imperfect and the weqgatal forms comprise most apodoses.

61 e Boulluec and Sandevoir, L 'Exode, 42, note that tpdctayua is a more specific legal term compared to vépoc.

62 Additionally, Ex includes o npootéypata tod 0god in v. 20 which reflects a harmonization with v. 16. It is uncertain
if this harmonization occured at the Hebrew or Greek level.

63 There was, however, a close association with these terms at the time. See Bechtel et al, Dikaiomata, 43-44 and P.
Tebt. 6. 10, and the references in ibid., 44. Cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 15.

64 Sheldon H. Blank, “The LXX renderings of Old Testament Terms for Law,” Hebrew Union College Annual 7
(1930): 259-283, here 262.
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associated with the general content of the Exodus legal materials and it was considered to
provide the appropriate legal framework within which these laws were to be understood. As
noted above, the legal genre of Ptolemaic royal decree was new and would so be ubiquitously
recognized as the Ptolemies established their law in the land.

Further pursuit of this line of inquiry is a project in and of itself. It is mentioned here
because it might point to the form of law that the Septuagint Covenant Code could most
resemble in the Ptolemaic Greek context. Furthermore, if the style of laws in Greek Exodus can
be considered to be at least analogous in part to Ptolemaic royal decrees, then there may finally
be an explanation for the heretofore unexplained apodotic jussives that appear a few times in the
text. The presence of these jussives may indicate the positioning of these laws within the realm
of civic jurisprudence, rather than within that of royal decree. For more on this see 3.5.2. below
and the discussion regarding the formula 6avdtm 6avatovcbw. In addition, the term dwondua,
which can denote “decree,” is also common to both Ptolemaic legal and Greek Exodus
nomenclature.®® This connection is discussed at length in 3.2. below.

CHAPTER 3: COMMENTARY ON EXODUS 211-32
3.1. Introduction

In a project with as much material to work through as this, one must be selective in
regard to what parts of the text will be discussed. While there are many translation-technical
aspects of this text that would be worth investigating, this study will focus only on those that
have the potential to bring to light Ptolemaic legal influence that may have affected the text-

linguistic make-up of the translation. Both linguistic and semantic interference will be noted.

8 This lexeme is found in Exodus 15.25-26; 21.1, 9, 31; 24.3. It is discussed in the following chapter.
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3.2. Verse 1: Heading

Kai tadrta ta Sikoumpota, 6 topadncelg Evomiov avTdy.
D197 D°WN IWR D°VOWNT 79K

o Sucondpara. The underlying Hebrew term wown is rendered variously in Ex.®® Because of this
semantic differentiation, the reader of Ex will not know what Hebrew word was in the source
text. In general, vown can denote anything from “judgement” to “custom” to “right.”®” The plural
o°wown in this casuistic/legal setting can be taken to mean ““court decisions” or “legal
precedents.”®® Some opt for a more general translation like “guiding decisions.”®® Ex’s rendering
as dwaumpara fits the general idea of “legal precedents,” but further discussion is required.

The term dwaidpota is the counterpart to P in the singular in 15.25 and the same term
in the plural in the following verse (15.26).7° In 15.25, the counterpart to the singular term vown
is also plural in the Greek (kpioceig). This pluralization may reflect a desire for conformity with
the plural terms in the next verse (»»mx» and »prin v. 26). These occur in a non-legal context,
and dwoudpato here seems to mean something like “decrees” based on the situation in which
God issues regulations either for the consumption of water discussed just previously (15.24-25)
or for the gathering and consumption of “bread from heaven” in the wilderness described in the
following chapter. Emanuel Tov includes this denotation in a helpful list of the meanings
suggested for Sikaiopa in the LXX:

1) Legal right, justification (2 Sam. 19.29); legal case, cause (2 Chr. 6.35; Jer. 18.19)

86 pioig 15.25; 28.15, 29, 30(2X); ducaiopo 21.1; 21.9. 21.31. 24.3; kpipa 23.6; 10 €160¢ 26.30

67 Francis Brown, Samuel Rolles Driver, and Charles Augustus Briggs, Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and
English Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), 1047; cf. Durham, Exodus, 311; J. van der Ploeg, “Sapat et Migpat,”
Oudtestamentische Studién 2 (1943), 144-155, here 151-155.

% William Henry Covici Propp, Exodus 19-40 (New York: Doubleday, 2006), 185.

69 Durham, Exodus, 311.

0Tt is not at all clear why Ex chose to render this singular verb plural. Blank, “The LXX,” here 270, claims it is
“clearly” due to the nouns being collective. That is not entirely discernable in Ex 15, especially since vawn is pluralized and is not
a collective in this instance.

"L Taken from Emanuel Tov, “Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings,” in The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays
on the Septuagint (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 109-128, here 114-115. When Tov writes “= vawn,” he means to indicate that these
examples represent the Hebrew meaning and not a meaning in line with any normal definition of dwaimpo.
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2) Justice (1 Kgs. 3.28; Prov. 8.20)

3) plural: righteous deeds (Bar. 2.19)

The following meanings, Tov claims, are attested in the LXX only

4) Decree, ordinance, regulation (Gen. 26.5; Ex. 15.25), from God (Lev. 25.18;

Num. 36.13)
5) = vown custom, manner (1 Sam. 27.11; possibly Ex. 21.9; 21.31)
6) = vown (rightful) due (1 Sam. 2.13)

Tov claims that category 4) is a component of meaning that is attested only in the LXX,"? though
it does seem to be found once in a text by Aristotle (4" BCE) who refers to the
“decrees/regulations of the Hellenistic cities” (Sucoidpara EAMvidmv moieov).” Should 21.1,
likewise, be translated as “decree,” or “regulation,” or is there evidence suggesting otherwise?
The evidence in the papyri suggests that the definitions in that categories 1 and 4 are far more
closely related than Tov admits. In fact, they provide an indication that dikoaudpara fits as a
translation both here and in 21.1ff.”

Before turning to the papyri, the first observation to make is that Ex is drawing on legal
terminology that is specific to the Ptolemaic period. The term dwaudpa, according to Peter
Fraser, was not used in Attic legal documents, and he suggests that it therefore became a legal
term sometime in the third century.” Henry Swete goes so far as to claim that the term is
specifically Egyptian and Alexandrian.”® This means that when Swaiopa is used in a legal
context in EX, it suggests a narrower definition in accordance with Ptolemaic jurisprudence. Note

the following usages of the term:

2 Though he admits that the absence of other evidence “may be coincidental”; ibid., 112.

3 Fragmenta varia 8, 46, fr. n. 4. The context strongly suggests this meaning, since the phrase refers to Alexander’s
orders for these specific ships to move out to a particular location. However, LSJ, dwaiopa, b., gloss this instance as
“justification, plea of right.’

™ Like Tov, Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L’ Exode, 43, comment that the Greek meaning of Sucaiopa nearly does not fit
its use in Exodus.

5 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 201.

6 Swete, An Introduction, 292,
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P. Hal. 1.38 (259BCE Alexandrian set of laws)

0 88 Sukonm[pa]to T Sikng ¢’ Hg v Tic paptupiag SmAGPn[ta]t

The justifications’” of the legal trial on the basis of which someone might receive
testimony/legal recourse

P.Lille 1 29, 1. 25 (3" BCE)
ga[[v]] un €k @V tebéviv dikaumpdtov SVvovTaLl KPIvewy.
If they are not able to decide based on the previously produced justifications.

UPZ 1162, 5. 24-25 (2" BCE)
T TOD AVTIOTKOL SIKOMLOTOL
The justifications of the [legal] opposition

These examples suffice to associate the term dwaimpa with the legal grounds on which a case

could be made within the courtroom. This is Tov’s definition 1 above. Yet there is more to be

considered.

4

P.Gurob 2. 40-41 (226 BC)

70 Sudypappo 6 k[oi mapédoto €v] Toig dikamp[acwv]...cuve[t]ijoat kai ducdle[v
The royal decree which [the defendant]”® embodied” in justifications. ..to establish
[justice] and to arbitrate

What is essential to grasp here is that the decree is expressed in Sucoudporo.® The only

difference between a royal decree and its rearrangement for use in the courtroom was the

syntactical form in which a lawyer would present the content of the royal decree in. The content

of the royal decree remained the same, but the lawyer could draw out the implications of the

decree in places where its jurisdiction was not obvious. This is widely acknowledged among the

scholars in the field of Graeco-Egyptian legal studies.?! The reason royal decrees were

77 This translation will be used for now. Another recommendation can be found below.

8 Cf. Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 198.

9 see LSJ, mapadidmpt, 1.4. Perhaps “transmitted”” would also fit the translation here.

80 Another example is UPZ 1 162 (2" BCE) col. 3, line 33: included in this compiling of Sucoudpata is the dvagpopiv

100 Pacthkod ypappoatémg (“legal recourse of the royal decree”). Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L’Exode, 43, note the close
association between the royal decree and dwaidparto.

81 Cf., e.g., Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 198-200 for instances of royal laws rearranged into city legislation; see P. Tebt. 5

and Friedrich Bechtel et al, Dikaiomata: 44, as well as, 84, lines 124-165 in tandem with Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 200, for
examples of rewritten tpootayua; for all allusions to decrees in the laws see Jozef Modrzejewski, “The npdctaypa in the
Papyri,” Journal of Juristic Papyri 5 (1951): 187-206, here 190-196. Héléne Cadell, “Vocabulaire de la Législation ptolémaique:
Probléme du sens de dikaidma dans le Pentateuque,” in Katd todg 6: Selon les Septante; Trent études sur la Bible grecque des
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rearranged like this was because the king’s word was binding.®? In other words, if the king made
a statement, that statement was legally authoritative, and thus, as is, could serve in legal
matters.® This is why letters of the king are found in the collection of legal materials of
Alexandrian lawyers.8 In Ptolemaic law “Sucoandporto’ in court were largely made up of these
statements/decrees of various types and forms.®° The former (“Sucondpata’) were just barely
‘down stream’ from the latter (“mpdotayua/didypappa’). This could suggest of why Ex so easily
uses dwkarmpoto in both 15.25-26, as well as 21.1ff. It is hard to find an appropriate translation
for the term given this connection. Perhaps a translation for dikaimpo could be, “[legally]
binding®® statement” or “[legally] binding action,” depending on the context, so that the term can
fit both the contexts of a royal dictate as well as that word being turned into a law in court.
Overall, the main idea being conveyed in the term is that it refers to a specific demand placed
upon a person or group—a demand which may not have been precisely clear in certain forms or
statements of the royal mpdotaypo or didypappia.

21.1 contains an added element that situates its use of duoudpata within an even more

clear Ptolemaic legal setting. This can be seen in Ex’s translation choice of the verb mapotiOnput.

a mapadnoeic. 0w is translated by thirteen different Greek words in this book based on fifty

Hebrew occurrences. Certain contexts led the translator to choose one lexeme or another.8” Two

Septante; en hommage a Marguerite Harl (ed. Gilles Dorival and Olivier Munnich; Paris: Cerf, 1995), 207-221, argues that
Sdwaimpa always represents a document presented by humans for justification in court, and that it does not ever mean “decree” in
the papyri. The sense of “decree” is, to her, out of line with the documentary evidence.

82 Cf. Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 5-6.

8 Taubenschlag states that, “[the word of the king in] the III cent. B.C., had juristic force and the reopening of the case
was forbidden under the threat of penalty” (Law of Greco-Roman, 522-523).

8 E.g., P. Hal. 16, 17, and particularly 18v (3@ BCE). Cf. Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 109 and Bechtel et al, Dikaiomata,
25-31 for Halensis being a lawyer’s collection.

8 See footnote 25.

8 I use “binding” in the sense of “the right thing that should be done,” i.e., the “righteous” part of dixai-opo.

87 For example, émriOnue is used in contexts with v: 3.22, 22.24; 28.37(33); 29.6, 24; 39.18(36.26); 40.5, 18, 19, 21
(except 40.5, 18); moiém when referring to acts of creation: 4.11; 10.2; 14.21; 40.3(38.27); kaBiotut for formal appoints to a
role: 2.14; 5.14; 18.21 (overrides %y creating émtibnw [5.14; 18.21]); 8idwu for divine acts: 4.11, 15, 21; 8.19; 9.5; 17.14; 21.13.
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contexts led to the use of mapatiOnui (19.7; 21.1). Both contexts refer to the setting forth of
God’s commands in a legally binding setting, in which the Israelites can use the items “set before
them” to determine their culpability or innocence. It is likely that the main reason Ex’s
translation includes the mapa- prefix is because of the Hebrew o197 following o°w. Ex regularly
prefixes a verb in order to represent a Hebrew preposition, while additionally translating the
preposition.® In 19.7, the Hebrew semi-preposition *19% is not represented, which suggests the
semi-preposition’s “fusion’ into mapatidnu.®® The Hebrew *19% is represented by évamiov in
21.1. It may be that évémiov is used in 21.1 to heighten the formal legal connotations,® whereas
19.7, being historical narrative, places less of an immediate demand on the reader.®* The specific
choice of moportinu is still worth exploring. Ex could have used mpotifnput,®? or really a host of
other choices, seeing that Ex does not care to maintain the same root word throughout.® In light
of this, it is interesting that wapatifnut is found in conjunction with dikoudpata and other
courtroom terms in the papyri. In the following examples, the relevant verbs are either
mopotinu or mopdxeat, which can serve as the passive of mopotifnu in Attic Greek:

5 UPZ 1 162, 3. 20-21 (2" BCE)

TOPEKELVTO SIKOUMUATOV GV EKATEPOG NPETTO
Justifications were set before them by which each was seeking to gain a conviction

95

8 e.g., with oow 3.22; 15.26; 17.12; 28.37(33); 29.6, 24; 39.19(36.27).

8 This instance is representative of a greater leniency towards Greek diction (cf. Anneli Aejemeleaus, “What Can We
Know About the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays [Rev. ed.
CBET 50; Leuven: Peeters, 2007], 71-106, here 90-91.

9 See commentary on évémiov below for this possible function.

9 Another possibility is that mapatiOnut means “explain in 19.7 with the dative indirect object (see LSJ, A.4), but the
covenantal context in 21.1 warranted évémiov in order to convey the idea of “set before (for continued consideration).” This
explanation is also supported by the genre of each text, the former being historical narrative and the latter being legislation that
would have been continually binding on the people.

92 Cf. LSJ, mportifnu, 1.3a, c, for legal usage. Both terms have many different possible meanings, so it is not as though
one would have been less vague. See also UPZ 1 119.16 (159 BCE) for its use with a contract (&avaypaen).

9 Note épiotnut (1.11); éupédiw (2.3); tdoowm (8.8); mpocéym (9.21); éyxém (24.6); meprrinuu (40.8).

9 LS, mapatiOnu, A.a, notes that mapdieipon “generally serves as the passive” in Attic Greek.

9 Cf. line 23 for a repetition of these items.
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6 P. Sorb. 3 72. 12-13 (266 BCE)

Vv cvyypaenV ti¢ p[iebdoewc v Tapa]keuévny

The contract of reward set before
7 UPZ 1 162, 5. 21-22 (2" BCE)

napéfeto®. .. pépn. . . mposToyudtmv

He cited as evidence...part...of the ordinance
8 UPZ 1162, 7. 3-4 (2" BCE)

obg mapékett[o] vOpovg

Which laws were set before
The strong intimation is that the combination of dwkaimpo and ToapatiOn was intentionally
drawn from the legal idiolect of the day, which the translator knew his audience would discern
and understand as reflecting a legal register, particularly with respect to the courtroom. Perhaps
this is a small sign towards the intention Ex has for the coming legislation. It also may suggest

that the translator is more inclined towards Greek idiom than formulaic and morphological

representation of the Hebrew text.

évomov. It is uncertain whether it is significant that this semi-preposition is used only to refer to
something being “in the sight of” Israel, or more frequently, of God.’ It translates a variety of
Hebrew prepositions/semi-prepositions, so the decision to use it here is voluntary.®® Perhaps the
idea of being “in the sight of”” someone suggests not only the location of a person or thing, but
the active participation of the one “looking.” This fits all the contexts in which the word is
used.% If so, it points to the Israelites’ need to actively consider the legislation. It could also

more simply suggest a physical presence of this law with them.

9 Perhaps “cited as evidence” is more in line with the meaning of this attestation, given it is in the middle voice. See
LSJ, nopatibnu, B.5.

97 It occurs 13x. It refers to Israel in 14.2, 21.1; 34.10 (14.2 uses the plural instead of the singular for the suffix on 1.
The suggestion is that the Israelites, rather than the city of Baal-zephon, is in view. Moreover, there are a host of locational semi-
prepositions used in this verse [arévavty, évavtiog] and Ex may have simply run out of options and had to use évamiov); to God
in 3.6; 22.8, 9; 23.15, 17; 32.33; 33.17; 34.9, 20, 23.

9 Likewise, »10% is generally rendered by évavtiov and &vavri, so the Hebrew is not the main reason for the translation.

9 perhaps besides 14.2. See footnote above.
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The term évamov has only four entries in TLG before it is found in the Septuagint
Pentateuch.® Three occurrences are from the sixth century BCE%! and one is from the third or
fourth century BCE.1%? The lack of other attestations and the time difference between most of
these texts make it difficult to use them to inform our understanding of the use of é&vomov in EX.
21.1. The papyri are more helpful in this regard. The term évomov is used in the third century
BCE papyri as such: twice in a legal context (P. Cair. Zen. 1 59073. 14 [257-256 BCE]; P. Hib. 1
30. 26 [282-274 BCE]), once in a religious context (P. Genova 1 45. 5 [275-226 BCE]), and once
in an everyday and unremarkable context (P. Mich. 1 69. 4 [241-240 BCE]). The legal papyri
speak of persons coming “before” officials to give solemn witness (P. Cair. Zen.) and to appear
in court (P. Hib.). Raija Sollamo, commenting on the entirety of the Ptolemaic papyri, notes the
common “juridicial nature” of the uses and considers them to be “termini technici.”%® With little
evidence from the third century it is uncertain whether évomov was included in Ex to heighten
the formal legal connotations, but its strong legal undertones leave open the possibility. If it was,
perhaps it was chosen to point to these dikaidpata being personal and legally binding*® or to
highlight their presence in a courtroom setting (much like mapatiOnut).1% It is also interesting
that Ex does not use this semi-preposition in the closely paralleled passage, 19.7. That passage is
narrative, whereas 21.1 is part of a section of formal legal instruction. Perhaps the translator
distinguished between these genres and here decided to include the term évomiov, which is

frequently used in formal legal contexts.

100 Raija Sollamo, “Some ‘Improper’ Prepositions, Such as Enapion, Enantion, Enanti, Etc., in the Septuagint and Early
Koine Greek,” Vetus Testamentum 25, no. 4 (1975): 773-82, here 777, gives another example from Aeschines 3.43 based on an
emandation of that text. This is not cited in TLG.

101 Aesopus, Fabulae, fable 57.2.2; fable 57.2.12; and Proverbia, proverb 121.4.

102 Theocritus 22.152, which uses évdmiov as an adjective or an adverb (cf. Sollamo, “Some ‘Improper,” 777).

103 |bid., 777. The frequency in which the semi-preposition is found in the papyri, he notes, is in part due to the often-
legal nature of the papyri, since contracts, agreements, and the like are what were written down.

104 This is the first nuance of the term Sollamo (ibid.) finds.

105 However, see footnote 91 for an alternative explanation.
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3.3. Verses 2-6: Laws Concerning Slave Ownership

3.3.1. Thematic Comment

The presumed reason the Hebrew text opens with a slave law% is to make a comparison
with Israel’s servitude (7.16, 9.1, 13; cf. Dt. 15.12-18), which is the central narrative of the
book.1%" This intertextual connection is in part lost in Ex when the translator employs Aotpedm in
some instances, whereas the Hebrew verb 7av is the underlying term in all of the passages.'®® It is
a slight difference, and it partially alters the grid through which a reader of the Greek text would
perceive slavery throughout the book.'%
3.3.2. V. 2: On Obtaining a Slave
gav ktnomn moido EPpaiov, £ &t dovievoet oot T® 0 Etel T ELOOU® dmeredoeTon EAEVOEPOC
dmpeqv.
DI PWHM? XY NV 723° DI WY N2V 7V 71PN 0D
gav. In biblical casuistic contexts »2 introduces a general topic and ok or & which follow
introduce a sub-topic related to the general topic.*'° This distinction has been lost in Ex, who
uses gav for both »> and ox. This is not necessarily due to Ex’s misunderstanding of this Hebrew

sequence—the Greek language does not have two conditional particles which convey the same

grammatical subordination as these do. The kind of grammatical subordination denoted in the

106 T speak with respect only to Exodus’ final editorial form.

107 Cf. Propp, Exodus, 188.

108 the Aatp- word group is a technical term for religious ceremonial duties as is attested widely in the Egyptian
Ptolemaic papyri; see Adolf Deissmann and A. J. Grieve, Bible Studies: Contributions, Chiefly from Papyri and Inscriptions, to
the History of the Language, the Literature, and the Religion of Hellenistic Judaism and Primitive Christianity (Eugene: Wipf &
Stock, 2004), 140-141.

109 perhaps one such alteration would be that slavery under Egypt itself would not be disdained, but rather only slavery
in which worship of Israel’s God was not permitted. This could speak to the Ptolemaic context the book finds itself in. Further
discussion goes beyond the scope of this project.

110 Shalom M. Paul, Studies in the Book of the Covenant in the Light of Cuneiform and Biblical Law (Eugene: Wipf &
Stock, 2006), 46; Tjen, On Conditionals, 13; A. Schoors, “The Particle k7,” in Oudtestamentische studien, P. A. H. de Boer
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1942), 240-276, here 270. John Zhu-En Wee, “Hebrew Syntax in the Organization of Laws and its Adaptation
in the Septuagint” Biblica 85, no. 4 (2004): 523-544, here 529-530, more accurately defines this category by specifying that the
subordination present is syntactic more than it is semantic. See Anneli Aejmelacus, “Function and Interpretation of ki In Biblical
Hebrew,” Journal of Biblical Literature 105 (1986): 193-209, for an overview.
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Hebrew text could be achieved in the Greek language by employing the postpositive 8¢, but Ex
does not use this particle that way in this text.'** Instead, it seems to serve as a marker of the
Hebrew 1 in most cases. The absence of 8¢ in vv. 2, 8, 19, corresponds to the absence of 1 in MT,
which demonstrates the translator’s fidelity to the source text.*'? In the phrase v 8¢ +
subjunctive, 8¢ is also a colloquial means in Greek legal syntax for signaling that the following
law is a continuation of the previous topic rather than a new topic. A new topic is begun without
3¢ (e.g., £av + subjunctive).*® Ex does not follow this Ptolemaic pattern due to the desire to
replicate 1,114 which Ex is prone to translate when present in the source text. The Hebrew text’s
subordinating elements denoted by °> and ox are therefore lost in the translation of Exodus 21.
Finally, éav is utilized instead of i because it represents the idiomatic conditional particle in

Greek case law.t®

ktnon. The Hebrew verb 735 in this context either means to “juridically...acquire as one’s own
property”11® or simply “to buy.”*'’ Paul comments that extrabiblical and contemporary
documents do not indicate that a price is initially paid, which could suggest the former meaning
to be more accurate.!*® Whether or not Ex understood this nuance is inconsequential because the
rendering is generic and stereotypical: ktéopar basically means “to acquire” and is the only
rendering of this Hebrew verb in the Septuagint Pentateuch. For this last reason Ex probably did

not have in mind other means of attaining slaves which could occur in the ancient world.®

11 For this use of 8¢ in casuistic laws see the resources in footnote 349.

112 Cf. Wevers, Text History, 168.

113 See commentary on £av in v. 8.

114 See previous footnote.

115 Examples of this are seen throughout this thesis’ citations of compositional laws.
116 paul, Studies in the Book, 46.

117 Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 889, gives this definition for 21.2.
118 paul, Studies in the Book, 46.

19 E.g., 22.2(3) (for theft) or Lev. 25.39 (for debt).
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noido. The word 72y (translated with maig here) in its basic Hebrew sense means “one who is in a
subservient relationship to another.”*?° It is used in a host of contexts and refers to various
subservient relationships. In 21.2 it designates the status of a slave. In the slave laws of Hebrew
Exodus, slavery is not portrayed as an inherently negative position, but rather “a mechanism for
offering support and protection to the weak and disadvantaged.”'?! It was a role that was
“basically contractual.”*?? This is not the case when it comes to slavery in the Ptolemaic epoch. It
is for this reason that Wright comments, “those people who were enslaved in ancient Israel had a
social and legal status different from that of the chattel slaves who made up the system practiced
later in Hellenistic-Roman times.”*?® The distance between these contexts and their forms of
servitude is vast. This is a fact that, this study argues, is embedded in the text of Septuagint
Exodus.'?* In the laws of Greek Exodus 21, more than anywhere else, there are strong indications
that “the Hellenistic Jewish translators and authors, when they used [slavery terms], invested
them with the social and cultural meanings of the Hellenistic Mediterranean, not those of ancient
Israel.”*?% So how can this be demonstrated?

The proof of this assertion comes primarily by means of an assessment of the various
lexemes employed by Ex when translating 72y and »x. The former is translated when referring

to human servants with maic,'?° oixetfig,?” Oepamav,'?® and potentially once by Sovan;'?° the

120 Benjamin G. Wright, “AodAog and ITaig as Translations of 7ay: Lexical Equivalences and Conceptual
Transformations” in 1X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, 45, (ed. Bernard Alwyn
Taylor; Cambridge, 1995), 263-277, here 264.

121 Diana Lipton, Longing for Egypt and Other Unexpected Biblical Tales (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2008),
41. Slavery is, of course, negatively portrayed in the narrative when referring to Egypt’s subjugation of Israel.

122 peter D. A. Garnsey, ldeas of Slavery from Aristotle to Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010),
27.

123 Wright, “AobAog and IToig,” 266.

124 And can also be seen, to a degree, in books like Greek Leviticus.

125 Wright, “Aodrog and TTodic,” 263.

126 5.16; 11.8; 20.10, 17; 21.2, 5, 20, 32.

127515, 16; 12.44; 21.26, 27; 32.13.

128 4,10; 5.21; 7.10, 20, 28, 29; 8.5, 7, 17, 20, 25, 27; 9.14, 20, 30, 34; 10.1, 6, 7; 11.3; 12.30; 14.5, 31

129 Depending on the Hebrew Vorlage. See notes on 21.7.
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131 133

latter is translated with moudiown, ® epamarva, 3! oikéric,’*? and potentially once by Sodin.
Whether these terms are interchangeable or have their own nuances will change the way in
which the legal materials should be interpreted. The following argumentation will begin with
information from within the Septuagint Pentateuch and then proceed to the explain the data in
the documentary and literary sources.

Oepdmmv can be dismissed from the discussion because it is not used in the laws.
However, it is interesting to note that the term related to Oepdnwv, Oepancia, was a specific term
for the royal household guard in Alexandria.*** This could be why this term is used for Pharaoh’s
royal servants and especially when translating 72 in relation to Moses (4.10) and Joshua (33.11).
The use of Bepanmv also suggests Ex’s desire to classify certain servant positions despite the
same Hebrew word underlying the terms (72v).

The lexeme, maic, refers to Israel/Israelites only outside of slave laws in 5.16.1% How is it
defined? With respect to this text, Wright argues that the repetition of the terms oiket¢ and maic
in the same verse and context suggests synonymy.**¢ However, there may be a contrast created
by the translator that does not exist in the Hebrew, since only 72y is used in the original. When
the Israelites describe their own service to Pharaoh, they refer to themselves as oixétat (vv. 15-

16). They have done all the work given to them and because of this they should be valued highly.

Despite this, Ex then contrasts Pharaoh’s harsh treatment of them by saying, “idov¥ oi maidég cov

13020.10, 17; 21. 20, 32. Except 23.12 where no corresponding Hebrew male servant word is used.

181 21.26, 27.

182 21.7. In 2.5 Ex uses the translation &Bpo. (favorite slave; see 8Bpa, in Johan Lust, Erik Eynikel, and Katrin Hauspie,
A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint: Revised Edition [Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft: Stuttgart, 2003]), which is itself
demonstrative of the fact that Ex is quite capable of drawing on language that distinguished between slaves. This instance is not
pertinent to the definition of the above terms.

133 Depending on the Hebrew Vorlage. See notes on 21.7.

134 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 102; cf. Polybius 4.87.5; 15.25.17 (2™ BCE); Diodorus, 31.17¢ (1% BCE).

135 1t refers to the Egyptians in 11.8, but it is hard to tell if it is pejorative or just a normal term there. It is
inconsequential to this argument.

136 «Aodhog and ITodg,” 268.
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uepaotiyovror” (“behold, your slaves are scourged”). The Hebrew for both slave terms is 7av.
The contrast, if present, is artificial in that it does not occur in the Hebrew, yet it would be
readily perceived by the Greek reader. It is also plausible that oiketiic and moig have different
referents here. In v. 14 it is ot ypoupateic who “are scourged” (éuaotiy®dnoav). In contrast to
this, the whole of Israel are referred to as oikétau (vv. 15-16). Thus, the ypoupateic who were
beaten are only given the designation maic, which could again signify the lower or more
demeaning status of the term. However, more evidence needs to be provided before that
distinction can be confirmed. It will be demonstrated in the argumentation that follows.

Another text, though outside of Exodus, seems to indicate an elevation of oikétng above
modc. Lev. 25.39-43 use oikétng with reference to the potential enslavement of Israelites (which
was not permitted), and also designates them as God’s oikéton (V. 42). In contrast, naic/moadickn
and dodloc/d0vAn are used when referring to the enslavement of foreigners (v. 44). Moreover,
these latter terms are used side by side with the same referent and no contextual element
nuancing the words chosen. This suggests that raig/moudioxn and 6odrog/do0An are synonymous
in that context.®*” Consequently, though not conclusively, this text of Leviticus also suggests

%8 oiketdv in a panegyric and

oikétng to be the more favorable term. Ex likewise uses tdv oav'
appraisal of the patriarchs (32.13).
These elements outside of the Covenant Code suggest a distinction should be made.

Within the laws,*® particularly chapter 21, there is also one interesting pattern: moic/moidioxm are

137 Wright, “Aodog and IToig, 267-268.

138 Note the uncommon emphatic personal pronoun.

139 12.44 is another law about the Passover which uses oixétng. Its statement oikétny Tvog | dpyvpdvniov, “house-
servant or one purchased by silver” creates a dichotomy. If oikétng refers to a slave, then they more than likely were purchased
by silver (though others means of slave acquisition existed like concubinage, capture in war, and indebtedness). The “or” is not
suitable. In fact, 7 is a plus added by Ex. This means that the dichotomy was created on purpose by Ex. In larger Greek parlance,
the terms naig, moudiokn, oikétng, etc., only refer to slaves when the context requires it. The creation of the second category here
would suggest to the Greek reader that this oikétng was not a purchased slave. If this is not the answer, then it is also possible that
noig was within the category of dpyvpdvnrtov, anyways.
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employed in 21.20-21, 32 in laws which cover subjects generally about slaves, whereas in texts
that offer unparalleled advantages—particularly with respect to slavery in the Hellenistic
period—oikétng/Bepamorva (Vv. 26-27) and oikétig (v. 7) are used. In short, a greater possibility
of manumission and dignified rights are given to the latter group, whereas the former word group
is used in laws where slaves are valued less, particularly through bodily harm. While a
discussion of the potential Hellenistic influences on those verses must be saved for the
commentary on each of them, the meaning of naic here in v. 2 should be considered further.

If toig/mondiokn connote something different than oikétng/Oepdmarvo/oikétig, what would
it be? A nominal form of dovA- is only used in 21.7, so there is no connection like that found in
Lev. 25 to help here.'*® The absence of SovAog is odd, since it is the most generic term for a slave
in Ptolemaic Egypt.1*! Wright suggests that it could have been heard as derogatory, or that the
term was unsuitable for slaves who primarily worked in the house.*? This usage will be
discussed in the commentary on 21.7.

One possibility is that naic/maidiokn refer to agricultural slaves. There was a real
distinction that existed in Ptolemaic Egypt, particularly Alexandria, with respect to household
and agricultural slaves. Agricultural slaves were “not numerous” and “quite untypical” in
Egypt.1*® Field work was generally reserved for the free natives. Alexandria seems to have
predominantly held household slaves,** and slaves of the domestic variety were more common

in Greek homes as well.}4°

140 See commentary on v. 7 for this word’s use.
141 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 67.
142 Wright, “Aodrog and Iodic,” 270.

143 Westermann, Upon Slavery, 56-57.

144 |bid., 57.

145 |bid., 54, 59.
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The conclusion that noic/maidiokn refer to agricultural slaves does not hold up, however.
The papyri unequivocally show that moic/maidiokn could be engaged in the same tasks as
oikétng/ oikétic. Note the following:

naideg are documented, for example, as

146 147 148

1 delivering letters,** clothes,**" working with stoves

< an oixétg likewise delivers similar items’4°
noudiokat, similarly,
2 work in their owner’s trade,'* and could also be house-oriented prostitute-slaves.®!
Tcherikover comments that a raidiokn was a “young serving maid” who could serve in anything
from temple prostitution to household service.>? These tasks fall into the category of house-
bound qualities, not fieldwork/labor.t*® Additionally, the Zenon Papyri use moudickn as the most
common term for generic slaves, not just agricultural.®>* All of this evidence suggests that
noic/mondiokn should be understood as a generic moniker for “slave.”

However, more can be learned from the evidence. While naic/mondiokn are used
generically in some contexts, there is also a notable effort to distinguish between types of slaves,

as the following examples show:

3 odua is a generic word for “slave” and is often qualified with either dovAkov or
oikeTikov, ™ though those qualifiers are not always present.>

146 p,_ Cair. Zen. 2 59267. 1-2 (252 BCE); P. Cair. Zen. 3 59396, 2 (256-248 BCE).

147p, Cair. Zen. 2 59148. 4 (256 BCE).

148 p, Cair. Zen. 2 59213. 3 (254-253 BCE).

149 p, Cair. Zen. 3 59332. 6-7 (248 BCE).

150 pg| 7 854.3, (258-257 BCE); SB 6709; P. Cair. Zen. 2 59142 (256 BCE); P. Cair. Zen. 2 59145 (256 BCE). This last
papyrus speaks of a slave girl who may have been engaged in wool-spinning for many years; see, Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 121.

151 Cf. Ibid.

152 Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization, 69.

153 Cf. Westermann, Upon Slavery, 56-57.

154 1t is noteworthy that the most common term for slaves is mo1diokn in the Zenon Papyri (Victor Tcherikover,
“Palestine Under the Ptolemies: A Contrbution to the Zenon Papyri,” Mizraim 4-5 [New York: G.E. Stechert & Co., 1937]: 9-90,
here 17).

155 5B 3 6797. 9, 11 (254 BCE); SB 5 8008, 2. 46 (3rd BCE); P. Grenf. 1.21 (2" BCE); P. Lond. 401 (2" BCE);
Taubenshlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 68. Another common term not discussed here is avdpdmodov.

156 £.g., P. Grad. 1. 13 (269-268 BCE).
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4 P. Lille 1 29. 2, 10-11 (3" BCE) as compared to lines 21, 27-28, show that from line 19
onward, and all through column 2, oixétng and dodAoc/dovAn are never interchanged or
used in the same law.™’

This kind of distinguishing is seen in Palestine, too. For example,

5 P. Edg. 84 frg. a (257 BCE) indicates that certain no1dapial®® are specifically oixetucd, >
which, to Tcherikover, potentially indicates that these house-slaves are of a higher status
than menial-labor slaves.'®
Considering these examples, can any pattern be discerned? Yes. First, it appears

noic/mondiokn is the more generic term, as this group’s tasks could also be those that the oix-

group perform. Second, the reverse does not seem to be true. An oik- class slave was relegated
only to household tasks. This is seen in the consistent distinguishing between dovAkdv or
oikeTikov Slave classes. There is a conscious effort in some cases to differentiate between
household and either general or menial slavery.®! From this it is possible to conclude either,
with Wright, that “maic may indicate a more general slavery and oikétng may connote a more
specific one regarding the duties of the slave,”®2 or, that the two groups were sometimes
regarded as different classes in and of themselves. This latter demarcation may be more
accurately represented in legal spheres, since, as Wright also concedes, “the language of official
and juridical documents...had to maintain certain distinctions for legal reasons.”!®

Therefore, based on the evidence from within Ex and the Ptolemaic documentation, there

is a strong indication that maic/mroudiokn as compared to oikétnc/oikétig do not represent mere

157 1.SJ, however, disagrees with this assessment of P. Lille 29. See oixétng. William Linn Westermann, “Enslaved
Persons Who Are Free,” The American Journal of Philology 59, no. 1 (1938): 1-30, here, 5, is also hesitant to make sharp
distinctions between the terms, though he is evaluating evidence from many centuries.

158 These is a term for particularly young slaves, but the papyri do not necessarily distinguish in terms for age
difference (see, e.g., the seven-year-old girl sold as a maidioxn in SB 6709, [259BCE]).

159 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 127.

160 1bid.

161 It is not certain all the tasks that SovAucov entailed.

162 «“AoBhog and ITaig,” 270.

163 1pid., 276.
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synonyms.!®* This is probably particularly true with respect to the terms within legislation. The
term moig in v. 2 is most suitably understood as a generic term for “slave,” one who would be
involved in both agricultural labor and potentially household duties.

Further argumentation will be given for oikétnc/oikétic/Oepanarva in their respective
verses. The evidence presented thus far suggests that these titles represented distinctive slavery
classes, as shown in the previous argumentation. This is most clearly seen in the frequent

appellations dovikdv and oiketikov.

aneievoetar ElevBepoc. The Greek translates *won? xx>. The verbs x¥> and x2 “are legal terms for
‘entering’ and ‘leaving’ (one’s authority), i.e., the slave status.”®® Ex has represented this
understanding by not translating with the typical é€€pyopat, but anépyopar. Most of the time the
latter term seems to be used in Greek Exodus when referring to permanent departures.® This
permenancy may simply be coincidental, as J. A. L. Lee has documented that aépyopon sSimply
means “depart” in the third century.®” The verb anépyopon is not typically used for manumission
in the Koine period.!%® However, the noun anekevBepoc, which is derived from damépyopan, is
used frequently for a manumitted slave.'®® The verb anépyopon is not frequently used for
manumission because, according to Lee, dmotpéym had largely replaced anépyopon by this era.t’

The reason amépyopon is used in 21.2 is because dmotpéyw replaces anépyopar only in the

164 |_e Boulluec and Sandevoir, L’ Exode, 216, also concludes that there is a higher status represented by the oix- group.

165 paul, Studies in the Book, 47.

166 3.21; 4.19, 26; 5.4; 8.25; 10.28; 18.27; possibly 19.13; 21.2, 7; 12.21 is uncertain textually; seemingly not in 12.28.

167 3. A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (Chico: Scholars Press, 1983), 125.

168 Neither LSJ or Lust, Greek-English, 63, convey this notion.

169 The amelevOepor are a specific group of people, namely, emancipated slaves (see LSJ, dmnelevOepog; cf.
Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 110).

170 ee, A Lexical Study, 127. Cf. LS, dmotpéym, IV, for this verb’s use in manumission.
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present and imperfect tenses.!’* This fact also explains the use of dmotpéym for xx* inwv. 5, 7,
since the present tense is employed.t"

The phrase *wan> is grammatically obscure.r’® The lamed prefix could suggest that *worn
is an abstract noun (i.e., “freedom”), but the suffixed > implies an adjective or descriptive noun
(i.e., “a free [man]”).}"* If the definite article represented by the pata/ in MT were emended to a
shéwa, this latter reading would fit well.1”®> But how does Ex understand it?

Ex variously renders a Hebrew finite verb + %. There are stock formations,’® though a
few oddities exist.}”” This construction has a few instances in which it is translated as a finite
verb and accusative,*’® but this is the only place it seems that a predicate adjective’® with a finite
verb is used.'® Why did Ex not simply translate with ic é\vBepiav or something like it?18

The answer is actually very simple. The phrase &ig éhevbepiav, while generally referring
to freedom from slavery in some literary contexts,*®? could also signify a relatively greater

degree of freedom that might, however, still involve slave status.'®® For this reason an

71 |bid.

172 x> is only represented by dmotpéyw here in Ex. See notes on wv. 5, 7.

173 Cf. C. Houtman and Sierd Woudstra, Exodus, vol. 3 (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 125, for discussion and further
bibliography.

174 Propp, Exodus, 189; cf. Paul, Studies in the Book, 47.

175 Propp, Exodus, 117.

176 5 can become a dative indirect object with speech verbs: 3.14, 18; 6.6; 9.27; 10.16; 12.31; 13.5, 8, 15; 14.5; 15.18;
16.22; 19.3(2x); 33.2; or an 10 with other verbs: 4.25; 5.3, 8, 16-17; 8.4, 8, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25; 10.25; 12.16; 15.16; 19.4; 21.18,
32, 34;22.11, 19; 23.24; 26.17; 29.28, 35; 32.13; 33.1; 34.14, 15; 39.27(36.35); or a genitive 10 3.18, 8; 4.8(2x), 9;15.26
(usually with “listen of his voice”); It fuses into the copula when the finite verb is °n: 4.3, 4; 7.9, 10, 12; 8.12; 9.9, 24; 13.16;
21.4; 30.4; 34.12; it can also simply be a preposition following a verb: 4.25; 5.4; 7.15, 17; 10.16, 17; 13.16; 19.9; 21.13, 18;
29.17; 32.13; or an article: 8.25.

17 The idiomatic 4.9; 28.32(28).

178 22.29, 23.11, 21, 34.9.

179 Herbert Weir Smyth, and Gordon M. Messing, Greek Grammar (rev. ed.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1956), §1042, suggests that predicate adjectives (particularly those that describe time, place, order of succession, etc.), when they
modify the subject, express a quality of the subject, rather than describing the way the action of the verb occurs.

180 Along with the same phrase in 21.7. With 717 it can become part of a predicate nominative (see n. 61 above).

181 General parallels in which eic + noun are used: 7.15, 17; 18.7; 19.9. Note that 21.5, 26, 27 use a predicate adjective
construction to render this Hebrew form, too.

182 It is used this way throughout the works of Demosthenes.

183 Cf. Aeschines, In Timarchum, 65.6 (4" BCE) and the comments of Charles Darwin Adams, Aeschines: Aeschines
with an English Translation (London: Harvard University Press, 1919), online at http://www. perseus.tufts.edu.
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isomorphic translation like this would not necessarily convey complete manumission. The phrase
also does not occur in the legal documentary sources. Instead, Ex chooses a rendering that
mimics the idiomatic phrasing for manumission found frequently in the legal papyri:'8

The shorthand means of speaking of emancipation is through basic predication.

6 P. Petr.2 1 3. 21-22 (238-237 BCE)
gav 0¢ TL Thoy® avOpoOTIVOV, Katoleinm ZepéAny [Elev0épav]
¢+ Notice the double accusative predication, which is the active counterpart to
Ex’s medio-passive/nominative structure. &

7 SB 14 11998. 4 (116-100 BCE)
aopiikev Elevdép[alv Atovos[iovie®

8 GDI 2038.9 (Delphi, 186 BCE)*#'
amotpeyétm EAevBépa I'vooipila

9 SB 58008, 2. 11 (260 BCE)?88
gav Tver paoxmt EA[e]V0epa elvan, kuplog etvon

10 P. Tebt. 700, 2. 51 (124-123 BCE)
0 6¢ dodAoc Ehevbepog Eotan

11 P. Petr.2 1 3. 21-22 (238-237 BCE)*#
€4[[v]] pot mapapeivo[c]v Eng av £yd (®...Eotwoav EAevBepot

Whether through a predicate adjective (examples 6-8) or a basic copula (examples 9-11), the
idiomatic means of denoting manumission is through basic predication in combination with the
lexeme élevBepog. Westermann sums up the exactness of this rendering well: “So far as I know,

éhevbepog With respect to human beings, as opposed to inanimate possessions, is used only in its

184 Note that v. 5, translating the same phrase, also has no  prefix and the translation remains the exact same. Clearly
the Hebrew syntax was not the most constraining factor here. Lee also comments that the use of manumission idiom here “must
be deliberate” and “strikingly illustrate[s] the translators’ adherence to contemporary terminology (A Lexical Study, 127).

185 |In Diogenes Laertius 5.15-16, recording Aristotle’s will from the fourth century BCE, emancipation is phrased as
sivar ApPpoxido Erevbipay. .. ereddepov eivor and élevbépoug dpeivar. The last example is grammatically similar to Ex.

186 It is possible that this noun is to be reconstructed in the nominative as the subject of the verb. The predicative value
of élevBépav would be lost in this case. One argument for reading Alovidctog would be that an accusative of object-complement
generally has the complement following the object. Here it is preceding it. However, word order for this construction is not fixed
(see Smyth, Grammar, §1613, 1615, for examples).

187 This example is taken from Lee, A Lexical Study, 125.

188 In Lenger, Corpus, 43.

189 See also P. Hib. 29. 6 (265 BCE); P. Col. inv. 480 1. 23 (198-197 BCE).
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absolute significance of ‘free in status,” as opposed to servile in status.”**® This term, predicated
of the slave, is the most effective way to speak definitively of the new free status of a slave. The
phrase gic élevbepiov would not necessarily accomplish this.
3.3.3. V. 3: On Slave Marriage'®!
€0V a0 TOG LOVOG €10EADT, Kal povog E€edhevcetal: £0v 6& Yuvn cLuVeElGEAON LET’ avToD, Kol 1] Yuvn
é€ehevoetal pLet’ avToD.
MY INWR IR RIT AWK DY2TOK KX 1932 K2 193270
avTOg Hovog. 1932 is rendered idiomatically (avtog povog). While the etymological derivation of
a3 is difficult to determine “almost all of modern critical literature agree as to the verse’s
intent...[1933] means “alone.’””*% Within the spectrum of potential derivatives for 53, most
commentators see the word as also implying a lack of possessions within this specific context.'%
This latter point can be explored further, since Ex uses an idiom that does not imply a lack of
possessions, but looks solely to the fact that the slave came in without another person. This can
be seen in the use of the idiom adtog povos. This idiom is used specifically in contexts in which
a writer intends to contrast whether a person is alone or with a group of others. The expression is
demonstrable through the centuries before the Septuagint Pentateuch. Note the following:
1 Hecataeus, Fragmenta, 1a, 1, F, fr. 18b. 8 (61"-5"" BCE)

adTOV HOVOV PNoLV

He speaks alone!®*
2 Hellanicus, Fragmenta, 1a, 4, F, fr. 100. 6 (5" BCE)

TAVTOV c®OEVTOV 0DTOG LOVOG TOV VIOV Aréfaiev
Out of all of the ones rescued, only the son departed*®®

190 Westermann, “Enslaved Persons,” 12.

191 Whether this is a new topic or a continuation of the previous topic, from a Greek legal perspective, would depend on
the use of 8¢ (see 3.3.2.). However, Ex represents 1 with 8¢ rather than matching this Greek norm, thus preventing any attempts at
understanding a topical segmentation employed by the translator.

192 propp, Exodus, 190; cf. Paul, Studies in the Book, 47.

193 Cf. the options in Propp, Exodus, 190-191; Carmichael, Origens, 83.

19 Translation by F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker (FGrH) #1 (Leiden: Brill, 1923-1958), online

at http://www.perseus.tufts.edu.

195 | bid.
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3 Avristophanes, Ranae, line 79 (5""-4" BCE)

amolofav avTov HoVoV, dvev ZoPoKAE0VS

Take [him] all by himself...without Sophocles®®
4 Lysias, In Philonem, 18.1 (5""-4" BCE)

TOTE PEV TOG LOVOC, TOTE &’ ETEPOLG YOV LEVOG

Going sometimes alone and sometimes. ..with others!®’
5 Cleanthes, Testimonia et fragmenta, fr. 463.31 (3" BCE)

Aéywv o0tog povog dvvachat factalew to...poptiov

Claiming to be able to bear the...burden alone®®®
6 Polybius, Historiae, 21.26.17.3 (3" BCE)

a0TOC LOVOG AmeAlvon ympic AbTtpmv

He was the only one (of them) that was set free without ransom?*®°
This idiom strictly refers to being alone and not with a group of people.?®® Why is the possible
muting of the Hebrew text’s emphasis on entering and leaving slavery without possessions
significant? It may be important because slaves in Ptolemaic Egypt owned possessions in
contrast to ancient Israelite practice. Ptolemaic slaves were permitted to own land?** and had the
right to litigation in cases of personal injury and damage to property.2%? Indeed, “Slaves engaged
in legal transactions for themselves (loans, leases, mapévopog).”?%

It is not likely that the masculine pronoun on 1932 is represented by avtog. This is for
three reasons:

1) avtog is not repeated in the following phrase koi povog é€glevoetar.

2) Ex does not translate a suffixed 1 approximately one third of the time,2** with little
apparent rhyme or reason.

196 Translation by N. G. Wilson, Aristophanis Fabulae (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 135-204, online at
http://Aww.perseus.tufts.edu.

197 W. R. M. Lamb, Lysias: Lysias with an English Translation (London: Harvard University Press, 1930), online at
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu.

198 3, von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, vol. 1 (Leipzig: Teubner, 1905), 103-137, online at
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu.

199 Evelyn S. Shuckburgh, Polybius: Histories (New York: Macmillan, 1889).

200 When used of persons. It can be used abstractly as well: Isaeus, De Nicostrato, 13.4 (51-4" BCE); Aeschines 178.4
(4 BCE).

201 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 87.

202 |bid., 95; P. Cair. Zen. 145 (246 BCE).

203 See ibid., 89-90, for more references.

204 331x according to Logos Bible Software.
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3) The translation here is exchanging a Hebrew idiom for a Greek idiom, so rigid
equivalencies are not used. Still, Ex does not frequently add an emphatic adtog
without a free-standing x37.2%

kai (1°). The term «adi is a plus here. Is this kai apodotic, or is it functioning in a different way?
Notably, a potential apodotic kai is not translated twenty-five out of twenty-nine times in Ex.2%
This trend represents the translator being in line with Koine Greek standards,?’” and suggests Ex
does not intend for this instance to be read that way. It is possible that Ex intends kai to be read
adverbially here (e.g., “also”). This usage is found in Classical Greek, and Tjen suggests it is in

play here in the Koine period as well.2% The following parallel clause xoi 1} yovn ééehevostar

uet” awtod seems to use kai with this adverbial function as well.

€av 0 yuovi ouvelcéAOn pet’ avtod. The continuation of the preceding clause’s subject matter
suggests Ex is using &¢ here in a generic way to indicate progression of the topic at hand. That
Ex uses ¢ in this basic sense is suggested by instances like v. 12, where 6¢ is used in a law
introducing a brand-new subject. Ex can, therefore, use 6¢ for both major and minor
progressions.

As a general rule, verbless nominal clauses in the Hebrew text are translated in Ex in the

same way—vVerblessly.?% When a clause contains a free-standing pronoun that follows the

205 22.7; 23.9; 33.14-15. The first two examples are within the laws, and those from chapter 33 circumvent a physical
description of the divine presence. It is thus a rare trait.

206 Tjen, On Conditionals, 215.

207 Ibid., 218; Aejmelaeus, “The Significance,” 368-369.

208 Tjen, On Conditionals, 217; see J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1996), 308-309 for
examples.

209 For third person examples: 1.9, 15(2x), 16; 3.13; 4.22; 9.27(2x), 31(2x) (participial predicate); 12.26, 27; 15.3;
16.14; 17.12; 18.4(2x), 10, 18; 20.10; 26.2, 20-21, 32; 27.9, 13, 14(2x), 15(2x), 16(2x), 17(2x), 18(5x); 28. 16(2x), 18, 19, 20;
30.2, 13; 31.15, 16-17; 33.13, 18(2x); 34. 14; 36.9(37.2); 38.18(37.16), 19(37.17[4x]), 25-26(39.2), 29(39.7); 39.9(36.13[2X]),
10(36.17[2x]). Tjen, On Conditionals, 169, notes this pattern, too. There are, of course, exceptions: 5.2; 7.14; 21.28; 22.14;
28.17; 30.2; 39.5(36.12). In the sections on building materials for the tabernacle, copula are almost never present. The context
was straightforward enough to not need to supply it.
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subject (e.g., x177) generally a copula is included.?® This is the kind of clause in the Hebrew text
of 21.3 (x»1 7wx Hva-ax). Nominal clauses can also be transformed into clauses with finite verbal
predicates to replace Hebrew idiomatic constructions with Greek ones,?!! or when a participle is
present.?!2 These are general patterns, but there are no hard-and-fast rules. Ex is often more
concerned with clarity than with rigid translation equivalencies. In 21.3 there is an outstanding
example of Ex translating with freedom. Tjen makes a valuable comment about this kind of
freedom, stating, “All the subjunctive equivalents of nominal clauses turned into verbal clauses
occur within the legal-instructional material. Most of them are apparently attempts at more
natural rendering of Hebrew expressions.”?*3 In the whole of Ex these are found in 21.3, 8, and
14. Are these freer renderings in the legal materials indicative of a freer translation technique for
these sections? No. Aejmelaeus has compiled a helpful list of free renderings like this one which
demonstrates that these kinds of free translations are not confined to legislation:?'*

NRIPY IR = Oéheig koréow (2.7)

1371 = Ti éotwv (3.4)

M? 7231 1197723 = ioyvoOemvos Kol Bpadvyrmccog (4.10)

nowN=7°2 RITMOW = npoyeipioot duvapevov GAlov, dv drooteleic (4.13)
1207 NP2 WRI = kabdmep Kol dte o dyvpov £didoto vuiv (5.13)
D°NOW 2Y VIR = £y 8¢ GAoyog i (6.12)

YN 0707 = 1 €idévar Bovret (10.7)

avia=In IRY = EENAOOV Tveg £k Tod Ao (16.27)

DR w2 = éxintijcot kpiow mapa Tod Ogod (18.15)

XD X9 = ta totpeio (21.19)

T RITTD MR WK = Tig dykodovpévng, & T odv dv 7 (22.8[9])

0°127 H¥a7n = éav tvi cvuPi kpioig (24.14)

111 110° RY = dxivnrot (25.15[14])

X7 Y12 92 QVaTNR NYT AR = oV yap o0idac To Sppmpa Tod Aaod tovtov (32.22)

210 For third person examples: 1.16; 3.5, 11; 4.10; 5.2; 8.15, 22; 9.32; 12.42; 13.17; 15.23; 16.15(2x), 36; 21.21, 29, 36;
22.8, 14, 26(2x); 29.14, 22, 28; 31.14, 17; 32.16(2x); 33.3; 34.9, 10, 14; 39.14(36.21). Note that the copula-based translation
slowly takes over as the translator moves forward. There are a few notable exceptions here, too: 1.19; 2.2; 5.8; 7.14; 12.27, 42;
22.8; 29.19.

211 1.19; 4.25; 7.7(2x); 9.28; 10.10; 24.14.

21235, 13;5.8, 16; 12.33; 18.17; 34.10; except 12.11.

213 |hid., 173, emphasis mine.

214 «“yWhat Can We Know,” 86-87. The list has been rearranged as starting from the beginning of the book.

40



While Tjen and Aejmelaeus have noted the free nature of this verse’s translation, they
have not suggested why Ex was hesitant to simply translate with *¢av 6 kbp1o¢ 10D yvvaikog
n.2* There are a few potential reasons. First, note that Ex’s normal translation for v2 is
K0ptoc.?t® The aversion to the phrase 6 k0Oprog Tod yovaikog is explained by

1) the confusion of referents that two different kvptot in one section~of law would create,

2) the ambiguous meaning of the clause éav ¢ k0prog 10D yvvaukog 13, and

3) the desire to create a parallelism between the protasis’ verbal phrase (cuveicélOn pet’

avtod) and the apodosis’ verbal phrase (é€ehevoeton pet’ avtod).

Even though the second explanation is the normal way Ex translates verbless nominal clauses,
and even if Ex had used the relatively understandable designation 6 évip tfic yovoukoc?!’ to
stipulate the husband-wife relationship (as v. 22), still the overall opaque rendering created by a
one-to-one reflection of the Hebrew here does not create a straightforward reading in the Greek.
If Ex had translated *3av avip tiig yovoukog 1y, this text would still not be exact with respect to
designating that the wife was with the man before he came into the position of slavery. Ex is
prone to translate in such a way as to disambiguate a law rather than leave it polyvalent.
Tangentially, | suggest this also points to the intended ‘on the ground’ practicability of these
laws.?*8

Having said this, another significant reason for this translation exists: in Ptolemaic legal

contexts *6 kvprog Tod yuvaukdg referred primarily to a woman’s legal guardian.?!® This guardian

could be her husband,??° but could also be her son, father, grandfather, or brother.??! This

215 The expected translation based on the technique established above.

216 21.28-29, 34, 36; 22.7, 10, 11, 13-14. 24.14 is a Hebrew idiom that is rendered with a Greek equivalent.

27 This phrase is not idiomatic Greek but is simple enough that its meaning is not obscured.

218 A straightforward example of this is seen in v. 22 with pn ééewoviopévov for the much debated yox o X1, EX
demonstrates many changes that could indicate that this law was not meant to be “put in a glass casing” in a library somewhere,
but rather to function as a clear and forthright legal reference in litigation.

219 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 170; e.g., P. Enteux. 22, line 4; P. Enteux. 81, line 17.

20 E g. P. Ryl. 586 (99 BCE).

221 Cf. e.g., P. Enteux. 22.4 (218 BCE).
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guardian-kvpiog did not exist in Jewish thought or law but did in Greek thought and law. It is a

fact that Jews in Ptolemaic Egypt adopted this guardian system???

which might further explain
Ex’s hesitancy to use k0p1og here and in v. 22. Perhaps this is a small sign of Ex’s intent to
demarcate this translation within a Greek legal framework.

Ultimately, *6 k0p1og 10D yuvaikog was too obscure. It could have referred to the man
being her slave-master, her legal guardian, or in some way her owner.??3 This latter idea might
have been too strong of a statement in Ptolemaic times, too, since women had the ability to call
off a marriage at their own discretion, apart from any volition of the man.??*

3.3.4. V. 4: On Slave Marriage (Continued)

€av 0¢ 0 KOP1og 0@ T YLVoiKa, Kol TEKT avT® viovs T} Buyatépag, 1 yovn kal ta modio Eotan
@ Kupim aTod, adTdg 68 HoVoC EEeredoeTal.

DA RY® RIT TPITRD 7970 77201 AWRT N2 N 0°32 1977790 AWK 127N PITRTONR

8¢ (1°). The inclusion of the conjunction here suggests that Ex had a Vorlage with an initial 1.
Verses 2, 3, 8, 19 and 22.26(22.27) are the only verses in the formal casuistic sections of
chapters 20-23 in which Ex does not include &¢ following £dv.??® This is in line with lacking 1 in
MT. However, verses which do include a conjunction that is not represented in MT suggest that
Ex has no problem adding them in at his own discretion. Verse 12 is an example of ¢ being

added, seemingly, to match the typical formulation £av 6¢ + subjunctive. Given the completely

different subject matter from what precedes, v. 12’s 8¢ certainly marks a new topic in the larger

222 \fictor Tcherikover, The Jews in Egypt in the Hellenistic-Roman Age in the Light of the Papyri (Jerusalem: Hebrew
University Press Association, 1945), 17; cf. Jane Rowlandson, and Roger S. Bagnall, Women and Society in Greek and Roman
Egypt: A Sourcebook (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 245.

223 This last idea is in fact what %y2 means in the Hebrew (Propp, Exodus, 191; cf. Bruce K. Waltke, and Michael
Patrick O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax [Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2010] 9.5.3b).

224 Cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 121-122; Hans Julius Wolff, Written and Unwritten Marriages in
Hellenistic and Post-Classical Roman Law (Haverford: American Philological Association, 1939), 34.

225 Each of these clauses (barring 21.2, which begins a new genre/section) are closely related to the item that precedes
them. When compared to the genre of compositional casuistic clauses in Greek law, the opposite is usually noted, i.e., éav +
subjunctive generally denote a break from the previous topic. See the examples in footnote 349.
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discussion. Verse 36, also, includes ¢ as a plus in the same phrase,??® but there the subject
matter is a continuation of what precedes. In this instance 6¢ could be adversative, but it really
does seem that Ex is simply repeating the stock £av 8¢ + subjunctive rather than focusing in on a
specific nuance of 8¢ beyond marking a progression of thought. That SamP demonstrates a
Hebrew text in line with Ex and contrary to MT at some points in this regard (e.g., v. 10,
21.37[22.1])%*" makes it difficult to find a concrete answer, as Ex may represent an unknown
Vorlage in some cases (e.g., perhaps v. 32). Still, that there are so many verses with no known
Hebrew Vorlage including 1 yet containing 8¢ in the introductory formula éév + subjunctive?®?
suggests that Ex wanted to maintain this stock formulation to keep a basic progression noted. As

has been stated, this is not the way compositional casuistic law demarcates progression.??°

10 wandio. The feminine singular pronominal suffix from 1791 is not represented here. The
general pattern found in Ex is to remove redundant personal pronouns because “non-repetition
was normal Greek practice.”?3? Because there is only one pronominal suffix in this verse, it does
not fit the criteria for redundancy. The parallel list of coordinate items in the following verse
does fit that criteria (tov kOp1ov pov kol v yuvoika kai o wodic). In both contexts moudio has

no personal pronoun modifying it. 2* While it should not be pressed, it is interesting to note that

226 |t is almost certainly an addition because the Hebrew 1x is never preceded by 1 in the biblical corpus.

227 Or for other witnesses, cf. v. 30.

28 E.g.,21.37(22.1); 22.1(22.2[2X]); 22.2(22.3); 22.3(22.4); 22.5(22.6); 22.12(22.13); 22.14(22.15); 22.22(22.23);
22.24(22.25); 22.25(22.26); 23.4, 5.

229 gee footnote 225.

230 R, Sollamo, “The Koin& Background for the Repetition and Non-Repetition of the Possessive Pronoun in Co-
Ordinate Items” in Studien zur Septuaginta und zum hellenistischen Judentum, ed. Robert Hanhart, and Reinhard Gregor Kratz
(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 52-63, here 52. Cf. Rajak, Translation and Survival, 160.

231 Ex is not necessarily consistent in this regard, however (compare wv. 26-27).
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in Ptolemaic Egypt the status of slave was passed from mother to child.?®? The children in these
verses would not be “hers” since they belonged to the master as property.?3

Additionally, Stanton suggests as based on the Zenon Papyri that téxvov would have
been a term used more frequently with respect to free children, whereas nadiov/moic were used

with respect to slave children.?** While tékvov is not used in slave contexts in Ex, the translator

does use moudiov in non-slave contexts (as v. 22).

T® Kupie avtod. MT reads 7°17%7, with the difference being the feminine Hebrew pronominal
suffix as compared to the masculine Greek pronoun avtod. As to this variant, Propp explores
both MT and LXX readings and notes that each represent examples of a lectio difficilior.2*® The
difficulty lies in the proximity of the varied feminine and masculine pronominal suffixes
preceding this word. The difference is moot, however, since the master owns both manservant
and maidservant. As for Ex, it is uncertain whether the change is based in his Vorlage or due to a
desire to smooth out the law, especially since the subject of the law is the relation of the male
slave to his master and not the wife.?*® The parallel reading in SamP suggests that Ex simply had
a text with this reading, especially since, as Wevers documents, a change in the gender of the
Hebrew pronoun in translation is not frequent.?3” Perhaps, too, had Ex translated t¢ kvpim odtiic
(disregarding the Vorlage question), the guardianship issue would again present itself, as this

phrase could be primarily associated with that concept in Ptolemaic law.?%

232 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 69, 72-73.

233 |bid., 76. Cf. Sarah B Pomeroy, Goddesses, Whores, Wives and Slaves: Women in Classical Antiquity (New York:
Schocken Books, 1995), 140-141.

234 G.R. Stanton, “TEKNON, ITAIZ and Related Words in Koine Greek,” in Proceedings of the XVIII International
Congress of Papyrology 2, (ed. B.G. Mandilaras; Athens: Greek Patrological Society, 1988), 463-480, here 468.

235 Exodus, 188.

236 Cf. Wevers, Text History, 193.

237 4 times; ibid., 193-194.

238 |t is also possible that Ex simply wanted to maintain the same masculine third pronoun as in the rest of the verse.
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avToC. .. udvoc. See notes on 3.3.3.

3.3.5. V. 5: On Slave Status
gav 0¢ amoxkpBeic €inn 6 maig Hydnnio TOV KOPLOV POV Koi THV Yuvoiko Kol T mwodio, ok
amoTpEym EAe00gPOC:
WO RXR K7 *127NRI PNWRTNR *ITR™NX NIIR TV IR IMRON
amoxpideic €imn. In the Greek language the use of the same verb in participial form before a
cognate verb would be considered “odd” Greek.?® It is more “odd” than other renderings of the
Hebrew infinite absolute + cognate verb. Gen, Ex, and Lev are the only translators who employ
two synonymous verbs when rendering this construction.?*? This use of synonyms is a freer
rendering and would be considered “passable” compositional Greek.?**

Tjen claims that speech verbs are normally associated with the imperfective aspect in the
Greek language.?*? To Tjen, the aorist sinm demonstrates that hard and fast rules are not usually
found for verbal aspect in the Septuagint Pentateuch.?*® The parallel passage in Deuteronomy
15.16 uses the present tense for this speech verb?** which suggests that choosing between the
present or aorist tense for this context and lexeme is a subjective choice on the part of the
translators. Still, given that all the other aorist protases in the casuistic laws of Ex represent
punctiliar events, it is difficult to imagine that this verb was not meant to be taken that way, too.

Add to this that Ex uses the present tense in casuistic laws to refer, if an isolated present, to an

iterative action (cf. v. 15). The verb €inn here in v. 5 could represent a singular occasion of

239 Rajak, Translation and Survival, 160; cf. Evans, Verbal Syntax, 260.

240 Raija Sollamo, “The LXX Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute Used with a Paronymous Finite Verb in the
Penteteuch” in La Septuaginta en la Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso d la IOSCS), ed. N. Fernandez Marcos. (Madris:
Instituto “Arias Montano”, 1985), 103. In the Covenant Code note Ex. 22.22(22.23) and 23.4.

241 |bid., 105.

242 Tjen, On Conditionals, 122. Cf. Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemé&erzeit, vol 2
(Berlin & Leipzig: De Gruyter, 1906-1934), 135.

243 Tjen, On Conditionals, 122.

244 2av 88 Aéyn mpog oé Ovk EEedevoopat 6md cod.

45



affirmation towards lifelong slavery. This fits the context, also, since once the slave affirms his

desire to remain, the punctiliar event of ear-piercing was to mark this status forever.

‘Hyannka. Evans has documented that the perfect tense is employed frequently in direct
discourse within the Greek language, which is a trait that is also demonstrated in the Septuagint

Pentateuch.2*® This probably explains the perfect tense used here.

TOV KOPLOV LoV Kad TV yuvaika koi to woudio. The Hebrew text here has first person pronominal
suffixes on each coordinate item. In the Greek text, the non-repetition of the possessive pronoun
pov after yovaiko and moudio is noted by Sollamo.?*® In compositional Greek there would be no
advantage or distinct meaning if the pronoun were placed on any other of the nouns.?*” Wevers
notes that in coordinate noun phrases the genitive pronoun shows “no consistent pattern” as to
how many occur or where they are placed.?*® This thesis suggests, in this verse at least, it might
have to do with an intentional muting by the translator, which prevented the rightful owner of the
yovy and moadia from being obscured.?*® At the same time, the text can be read with the genitive
pronoun governing yvvaika and waudia, SO this point should not be pushed too far. It is only a
possibility that the original readers would have implicitly understood that pov would not be used
to refer to those two items. A parallel passage in 4.20 shows that no pronoun needed to be
translated in a context where the relationships were obvious:

1 PIATNARIINWRTAR WA 1PN
avarafov 6& Moot TV yovaika kol T modic

245 Verbal Syntax, 158-166.

246 Sollamo, Repetition of the Possesive, 43-44.

247 Sollamo, “The Koing,” 62-63.

248 Text History, 187-188. 25.28(27) and 25.30(29) are the other texts resembling the number and positioning here.
249 See the notes on 3.3.4. and o audia
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Additionally, vv. 15, 17(16), and 20 have the repetition of the possessive pronoun after two
coordinate items which is considered a Hebraism and unidiomatic in compositional Greek.?*
This shows that Ex is not always constrained by Greek norms. The problem remains, however, as
to whether the context involving legal slavery in chapter 21 would change the way the readers

and translator perceived these relationships in v. 5.

amotpéym ehevbepoc. The verb amotpéyw is used elsewhere in 3.21 and 10.4, both in contexts
referring to the release of Israel and their goods in order to go and serve their God. It translates
x> only here and v. 7. Why does Ex change the verb used to render the nearly identical phrase
from v. 2 (there x> >won®, here *won Xx¥x)? In the notes on v. 2 it was indicated that anépyopon
and amotpéym are synonymous, with the latter taking over the former’s domain in the present and
imperfect tenses in the Koine period.?®! Since the present tense is used here, dmotpéyo is
employed as it also is in v. 7. Ex has utilized an idiomatic phrase for manumission again
(élevBepog in combination with an element of predication) as was shown in the commentary on
v. 2. Ex is most concerned with these specific verbs and phrases being used rather than matching
his source text with stereotypical renderings.?®? In these contexts where technically referring to

manumission mattered most Ex ensures that the text says just that.

250 Spllamo, Repetition of the Possessive, 30; who notes that this occurs 20 out of 50 times in Ex. It is uncertain
whether the repetition of pronouns in these lists of coordinate items would give prominence to the relationships under
consideration.

251 Cf. Lee, A Lexical Study, 127.

252 This is not to say that Ex violated the semantic confines of the Hebrew terms. This is not the case.
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3.3.6. V. 6: On Slave Status (Continued)

TPocdEetl adTOV O KOPLOG aOTOD TPOG TO KprTHpLov Tod BgoD, Kol T0TE TPoca&el avTOV TPOG THV
Bvpav €mi TOV 6TaBUOV, Kol TPLTAGEL ADTOD O KOPLOG TO 0VG TG OTNTIW, Kol SovAEHGEL AT €ig
TOV Qi®dVO.

Q%Y 1727 VXN ITRTAR PITR TXO TUNATOR IR NDTATOR WM 2TORATIN IR 1WA

3.3.6.1. Commentary

1 (1° = not translated). Hebrew usually marks an apodosis with a 3, whether it is apodotic or
resumptive.?> Apodotic kai is notably not translated twenty-five out of twenty-nine times in
Ex.2> This trend represents the translator being in line with Greek standards.?>® Ex and Gen both
exhibit an inhibition towards apodotic kai.2%® Ex, in particular, shows “near to perfectly correct
usage.”?>’ The non-translation here is representative of idiomatic Greek since compositional
Greek apodoses, especially in the Ptolemaic papyri and the NT, do not often include markers of
the apodosis.?>® In this way the non-translation here is also reflective of compositional casuistic

law.

mpocdéet. The verb mpoodyw is used to translate Hiphil 21p most often in Greek Exodus.?*® In
the Hiphil w21 occurs twice in this verse, and once in 32.6 where the sacrificial context leads the
translator to use rpocpépw. Other terms variously translate Qal forms of wai. It is only important
to ask why pocdyw was used here, since this is the only other context with Hiphil w1, Of

course, the Greek verb is suitable to indicate the causative act of “bringing” something

253 Wilhelm Gesenius, Thomas Jefferson Conant, and Emil Roediger, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar (New York:
Appleton, 1955), point 112ff. Cf. Tjen, On Conditionals, 18.

254 Tjen, On Conditionals, 215; cf. 221.

25 1bid., 218; Aejmelaeus, “The Significance,” 368-369, 371.

256 Tjen, On Conditionals, 221.

257 Aejmelaeus, “The Significance,” 371.

258 Tjen, On Conditionals, 37.

25914.10; 28.1; 29.4, 8; 29.10; 40.12, 14. It is mpocpépw in 29.3. Two other verbs translate this word each once: x12in
the Hiphil (19.4); 1o (3.4).
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somewhere, which is reflective of the Hiphil stem. Secondarily, mpocdyw is a verb used in
literary legal contexts for bringing a person to court as a defendant or witness.?®° This is also
shown in the papyri,?%! with C. Ord. Ptol. 22. 7-11 (260 BCE) using it in reference to the
bringing of a slave to be registered. By itself tpocdyw would probably not be associated with
this meaning of the term. However, the plus of to kprrfiplov (“the tribunal”)?®? just following
confirms this precise intended sphere of meaning. Much needs to be said about this plus, as it is
may be one of the strongest indicators of Ptolemaic legal interference in this translation.
3.3.6.2. Excursus on 1o kpirijprov Tov 0god

3.3.6.2.1. Introduction

10 kprrnprov Tod Oeod. The original place to which o987 referred is not altogether clear.
Scholars generally posit four options for where this ritual might take place according to the
Hebrew: the owner’s house, the city gate, the temple, or a sacred place.?®® Ex does not seem to
choose any of these options.?%

As a basic conclusion, this study will argue that the plus of 10 kptmpuov is related to Ex’s
desire to formulate a law that did not trespass upon Ptolemaic Egyptian legal norms. Specifically,
Ptolemaic Egypt had strict regulations when it came to the acquisition and maintenance of
slaves. Ex has accommodated that standard by directing the readers to officialise their slave
transactions at the local Ptolemaic-authorized office, which was probably labelled kpitripiov.

There are a few questions that need to be answered to demonstrate this claim: a) How

does Ex translate the Hebrew phrase o°7%x7-7% elsewhere and why? b) Does Ex add pluses like

260 LS, mpoctyw, 1. 8.

%1E g, P. Hal. 8.5 (231-230 BCE).

262 See the next section for the translation of this word.

263 Propp, Exodus, 193-194; Paul, Studies in the Book, 50-51; cf. Durham, Exodus, 321.

264 That this is not referring to a synagogue is argued below. Cf. also Swete, Introduction, 446, who labels this verse as
an exegetical/hermeneutical addition of the translator. He does not explain why it was necessary, however.
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this in other contexts? c) What did kpttijpiov mean in third century Ptolemaic Egypt? d) Is there
an ostensible reason why Ex would include kpitiprov here based on that definition?

3.3.6.2.2. a) Translations of o oR-9x

DOORTTOR

= P0G TOV BedV
% in contexts in which words are being spoken to God.?®

= évomov oD 00D
¢+ in contexts where someone is physically going before God, however that

might have been tangibly conceived.26®
= gic 10 dpoc Tod Heod?®’
= 10 KprTprov Tod Beod?

68

It has been previously argued elsewhere that Ex demonstrates a desire to avoid
representing God or his presence physically.?®® From such a conclusion it could be argued that
21.6 is another example of this kind circumvention of the physical when it comes to talking
about God. However, Ex makes no such interventions in 3.6 and 22.8(7) where this same phrase
is translated with évmiov tod 0e0d.2’% Verse 22.8(7) is a similar legal context in which the lord
of a house is to go o°717x7-9% and swear an oath of innocence. Ex makes no addition or
intervention in that text. A similar case could be made for 22.9(8), which also has a legal
decision going évamiov Tod Oeod (22121 7v). These suggest that something about the context and

content of 21.6 compelled Ex to add 16 xpitiprov, and not the genre of the text. It is always

possible that a variant Vorlage caused Ex to translate this word here, but no such reading is

2652 23;3.11, 13; 18.19

266 3 6; 22.7(8); 34.20, 23.

267 19.3 and 24.13. 19.3 seems to include 10 8pog either based on a Vorlage like the text in 24.13 or because, as is the
translator’s custom, Ex circumvents any direct description of a physical appearance of God. This does not affect the argument for
21.6 if 10 6pog is based on a variant Vorlage. Otherwise it is another example of a description of God’s physicality being
avoided.

268 Only in 21.6.

269 Jan Joosten, “To See God: Conflicting Exegetical Tendencies in the Septuagint” in Die Septuaginta — Texte,
Kontexte, Lebenswelten, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 219 (ed. M. Karrer, W. Kraus; Tilbingen,
Mohr, 2008), 287-299, specifically, 290-293; L. Perkins, “The Greek Translator of Exodus, Interpres (translator) and Expositor
(interpretor): His Treatment of Theophanies,” Journal For The Study Of Judaism 44, no. 1 (2013): 16-56.

270 That 3.6 is a context with a theophany may influence the translation there, however.
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presently documented, nor does any other Pentateuchal translation use any term that would point
to this ostensible Hebrew reading.?’* Before analysing the function of kpirfiptov within Ex’s
milieu, it is appropriate to ask whether an addition like this is a rarity in this translation. If it is,
this further emphasizes the constraining power of whatever outside force persuaded Ex to change
the text.

3.3.6.2.3. b) Pluses in Ex

For a full list of the pluses in Exodus 1-24 as compiled by this author, see Appendix I. As
per Tov’s analysis, that list could suggest that a large portion of pluses in Greek Exodus as
compared to MT are due to harmonizing that has occurred at the Hebrew level, and without any
added intention of Ex.2> Wevers, on the other hand, offers the perspective that many of the
pluses are on account of the translator’s own volition and not an expansionary Vorlage.?’ It is
not the intention of this thesis to arbitrate between these competing views.

Some pluses, like the verse in question, do not seem to be based out of a harmonising
tendency. Many pluses seem to indicate that Ex only added to the text when something was
deemed unacceptable theologically or was in danger of being misunderstood in a pivotal part of
the text, rather than adding minor details.?”* This latter category is of course a subjective

evaluation on the part of this author.

271 Daniel 7.10 translates kpitiprov for Aramaic x27 (“judges; court.” See Brown, et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-
Briggs, 1088). The issue with using Daniel for evidence is due to the changing specific definition of kpumpuov after the third
century.

272 Emmanuel Tov, “Textual Harmonization in Exodus 1-24,” A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 22 (2017): 1-16,
particularly 15, highlights the harmonizing tendency of Ex’s Hebrew text in chapters 1-24. While this author does not agree with
every specific claim made in this article, its evidence is worth considering. It is a coincidence that Tov and | examined the same
chapters in our work on pluses, and he added some very helpful insights into my own discoveries regarding the harmonisations
present. See also See Emanuel Tov, “The Shared Tradition of the Septuagint and the Samaritan Pentateuch,” in Die Septuaginta:
Orte und Intentionen (ed. Siegfried Kreuzer et al.; WUNT 361; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 277-93.

273 Cf. Wevers, Text History, 147ff.

274 Some examples seem to be theologically motivated (circumventing a physical description of the divine presence in
4.12; 16.3; 18.5); some clarify small points in the narrative (12.39), or make certain the event being described could not be
misinterpreted (14.25; 21.15[14]; 21.36; 22.16[17]; possibly 18.18). For those of more spurious origins see Appendix .
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The strange thing about 21.6 is that évdmov tod 0g0d (the expected translation as per 3.6
and 22.8[7]) is elsewhere regarded by the translator as understandable and in no further need of
clarification. If it were problematic, one would expect Ex to consistently make changes to this
phrase or add pluses, much like is done when circumventing a physical description of the divine
presence.?’® Instead, something else has triggered the plus and the only data that can give insight
from here is an evaluation of kputfpiov and its function in the third century world with respect to
slavery.
3.3.6.2.4. ¢) Definitions of Kpitipiov

As a basic and generic definition Greg Horsley defines the word with the primary sense
of “means/standard of judging,” stating that, “the basic sense [of kpttfjpiov] had not become
obsolete after the classical period.”?’® It is possible that Ex is simply using this term in a plain
way such as this. However, the ‘on the ground’ function of kputipiov in third century Alexandria
and Egypt strongly suggests there is more to the equation.

The kpuriprov was a court and representative office of Ptolemaic legal authorities in the
third century which focused on general matters of law and societal organization.?’” Wolff claims
that its role as a court with this function has no previous attestations before the Ptolemaic period,
and it may in fact have been an invention of that period,?’® particularly from within
Alexandria.?’® He states that these courts were found in the cities and in the Chora.?®® They stood

primarily in contrast to the dwcaotplov which was a representative office for those with full

275 For pluses because of this see 4.12; 16.3; 18.5.

276 Greg H.R. Horsely, New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity, vol 4 (North Ryde: Ancient History
Documentary Research Centre, Macquarie University, 1987), 157.

277 For an overview, see Hans Julius Wolff, Das Justizwesen der Ptolemder (Miinchen: Beck, 1970), 96-112.

218 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 62.

219 \Wolff, Das Justizwesen, 97.

280 |bid., 99.
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Greek citizenship.?®* Foreigners who did not have these rights were sent to the kptriprov.2®? The
dwcaotiprov also had a greater role in punishing individuals and giving royal aid.?® In his study,
Wolff notes that the kpitiipiov and the dikactpiov were distinct entities in third century
Egypt,?®* though this distinction was lost in the second century.?®® Beyond these basic facts, there
is little other definitive information available as to the distinctive qualities of the kpitipiov, other
than that it was used for more general legal items than the Siaotiplov. 2

It cannot be stressed enough that the kpitipio were concrete, multitudinous,?” and
authorized courts dispersed all over Ptolemaic Egypt. Alexandrian Jews would be accustomed to,
and frequently attend, such courts. Take, for example, in the papyri P. Hal. 1, 2. 40, 43, 76 (3™
BCE), which all direct the readers of these laws to go to either the dikactipilov or the kpiriprov
for their legal needs. P. Hib. 2, 1. 11-12 (and 25. 49-50 [3™ BCE]) refer to various kpttipto
designated to different locations using a specific phrase: éni tod dnodederypévov kprrnpiov (“at

the appointed tribunal”).28 The kpitriprov was where a host of official legal matters occurred in

Ptolemaic Egypt.

281 |hid. The courts (Swaotiptov) held a unique authority in later Athenian law (after the 4™ BCE [Hansen, Mogens
Herman Hansen, Eisangelia: The Sovereignty of the People's Court in Athens in the Fourth Century B.C. and the Impeachment of
Generals and Politicians (Odense: University Press, 1975), 14]). The dwcaotiplov acted as a standing court in Egypt from as
early as 270 BCE (Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic, 288).

282 \\olff, Das Justizwesen, 99, 108.

283 |bid., 99.

284 |bid., 96-97, 100.

285 |bid., 110; cf. Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 67-77.

286 |dem., Das Justizwesen, 99. There was another court of appeal established at the outset of the third century, the
kowodikiov. It functioned as an intermediary for cases between Egyptians and Greeks (Kasher, The Jews, 50; Taubenschlag, Law
of Greco-Roman, 483). This court was open to other nationalities as well (ibid., 484). However, since it dealt with specifics
regarding international relations, it would have been an unsuitable term in Ex which focuses on inter-Jewish relations. There was
also the Aaokpitar, but that court was specifically for native Egyptians.

287 They are referenced in the papyri in the plural and in various locations.

288 Cf. also P. Hibeh 2 198, 11. 237 (242 BCE): év td1 dmodedetypévor kprrnpimt.
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3.3.6.2.5. d) Reason for the Addition of Kpizipiov

A few questions need to be asked having given this definition:?® First, is Ex intending
kpuipiov to be taken as a general term, as in, “standard of judgement” with no reference to the
laws or systems that be? If so, it could indicate the slave master was to go to a synagogue or the
like for this process. Second, is there evidence that would suggest that Ex used the term with its
more specific and ‘concrete’ realization as an actual Ptolemaic court Jews went t0?2°° Or did Ex
at least want to allude to those courts? These points will be taken in reverse.

What purpose would it serve for Ex to use kpttipiov in this context? Is it because it was
the foreigners’ court, i.e., the Jewish court, and thus applied in a general way to them? No, it
should not be considered likely that Ex is referring to specifically foreign courts when using
kpuriplov. The evidence suggests that there were Jews who did in fact use the diactiprov for
legal matters.

P. Petr. 3. 219 (226 BCE) is a case of assault between two Jews which is brought before a
Greek court, the Sucaotipov (line 47), using Greek laws.?°! The guardian of the woman was an

Athenian (line 38) and likely connected to the military?®?

which are very likely the reasons they
appeared in Greek court.?®® Jews not connected to the military would not have this privilege.
That the Jewish population was divided by legal privilege based on their connection to military

has recently been made certain.?®* Most scholars claim that those associated with the

289 | am leaving out the question of what the appellation to®d 6go®d might add to the word for now.

290 e Boulluec and Sandevoir, L 'Exode, 215, comment that kpttijpiov represents an interpretive move that is “adaptée
a la réalité juridique concrete,” but explain this idea no further.

291 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 152.

2% |hid., 156.

2% This is what Kasher, The Jews, 50-51, 142, argues. See also 63-74, 142-143, for Jews who worked in a lower, non-
privileged class. Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 71, while not agreeing, does not mention these non-privileged workers.

29 Sylvie Honigman, The Septuagint and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria A Study in the Narrative of the Letter of
Aristeas (London: Routledge, 2012), 99-100.
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295 wwere likely also associated with the military, and it is for these that the dikactiplov

ToAlTELUOL
was set up in the Chora.?®® Tcherikover summarizes this nicely: “Presumably, besides
maintaining national customs such as traditional holidays, religious ceremonies and the like, in
all legal matters members of the politeuma acted in accordance with the general Hellenistic law
that applied in the country and used to have recourse to the ordinary court of the government.”2%’
While this is true, it needs to be emphasized that P. Petr. 3. 219 is the only direct instance
recorded in the papyri of two Jews going to Greek court in all the papyri mentioning Jews in the
third century.?%

Therefore, based on the surviving evidence regarding moiitevpo, some Jews would
undoubtedly go to the dikaotrplov. EX would not have used kputfjpiov as a catchall reference to
the court that all foreigners went to. It would not have held that significance to the translator.

While it is possible to say that the kpitfpiov was not specifically referring to the court
that all Jews went to, there is little else that can be definitively stated about the function of that
court in the third century. There is one papyrus that connects the protocol of slave emancipation
with the kpurfplov (P. Hib. 1 29. 4-6, [265 BCE]), but there is not enough evidence to be sure
that the xprmprov was specifically the court for all matters regarding owning, trading, or the

manumission of slaves.?%°

29 This term usually denotes an ethnic group within another geographical locale other than their own and under the
authority of the Ptolemies. See Aristeas 310; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 583-584; Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 6; idem.,
Hellenistic Civilization, 297. For the Jews being given this status just north in Cyrene see CIG 5361, cf. Kasher, The Jews, 44.

2% Honigman, The Septuagint and Homeric, 99; Rajak, Translation and Survival, 80; Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic
Egypt,” 68.

297 Tcherikover, The Jews, 97.

2% And most of the second. In the research for this study all documented sourced were analysed as recorded in
Tcherikover et al., Corpus, vol. 1; P. Magd. 35 (218 BCE) is unclear as to whether everyone in the case were Jews, and should
not be thus considered; cf. ibid., 239-240.

299 |_jikewise, the Sucaotipiov is connected to slaves in P. Lille 1 29 (3@ BCE), but the fragmentation there leaves the
connection more uncertain than P. Hib. 1 29.
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It is more helpful to approach the problem of the plus in 21.6 from a different angle.
There is definitive documentation regarding Ptolemaic legislation about slave ownership and
practice. The stiffness and unbending quality of their rules on this subject give a strong
indication why Ex had to add this plus at this juncture in the text, if Ex did not want to translate a
law that would be utterly hostile to Ptolemaic rule.

In short, “The entire process of slave sales was under complete government control.”>%
This can be seen by the fact that there was a high tax on the trade of slaves and slavery in general

303

in Egypt,*°* which was regulated very closely.**? There was an import tax3°® and a basic tax on

each sale.3% There was also a tax on the manumission of slaves.% These taxes from the

306

surrounding countryside were sent to Alexandria®™ which is an indication of the centralized and

official slave management occurring there.3*” There was also considerable effort and legislation
to ensure slaves were acquired and transmitted under strict supervision and according to code.3%®
Slaves also had to be documented for tax purposes.®® In fact, “Those who fail[ed] to register

slaves suffer confiscation of the slaves.”3* In some instances, Taubenschlag comments, “Persons

who fail to register themselves and those whom they ought to, no matter what their nationality,

[were] fined a quarter of their property.”!! In other cases, like that shown in P. Ord. Ptol. 22. 7-

300 \Westermann, Upon Slavery, 9.

301 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 73; idem., Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 157-158. Cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 553;
Westermann, Upon Slavery, 61, and see 33, 36, and 38 for these taxes stretching back as far as the Ptolemaic Period existed.

302 As evidenced by P. Col. inv. 480 (198-1987 BCE); P. Lille 1 29 (3™ BCE); and P. Hib. 29r (265-264 BCE); cf.
Westermann, Upon Slavery, 47-48, 58.

303 p, Cair. Zen. 1 59093. 10-13 (257 BCE).

304 Westermann, Upon Slavery, 61.

305 |hid., 61, who concedes that this must be implied based on other evidence from Hellenistic cities of the time since
nothing survives for Ptolemaic Egypt; cf. 39-41.

306 Ibid., 9, 48.

307 Ibid., 48.

308 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 84-85; idem., Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 164-165; Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 476; P.
Harr. 61. 1-12 (180 BCE), which are paralleled in the third century according to Fraser. Cf. P. Col. 1 inv. 480 (198 BCE).

309 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 610; for legislation to this regard see, e.g., P. Grad. 1 (mid 3" BCE); P. Hib.
29 (265-264 BCE); P. Col. Inv. 480 (198-197 BCE); P. Lond. 3 642 (180-145 BCE).

310 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 476.

311 |bid.
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11 (260 BCE), there was the charge of 3000 drachmas and the loss of the slave for those who do
not register their slave. With all this data Westermann sums up the necessity of bringing every
slave to the official office: “it is apparent that prospective sales must be declared

beforehand. . .through the offices of the market supervisors.””31?

It is clear from this data that anyone who was going to gain a slave would absolutely have
to go to the Ptolemaic office and register them. If Ex had translated with évémiov tod 6god or
something like it, the suggestion would be that the slave ceremony and officialization could
occur pretty much anywhere with a doorframe. Such a law would be in direct contradiction and
even hostile to the Ptolemaic government. This angle also explains why no plus was needed in
22.7(8), because that text refers to a matter that was not regulated by the government. Verse
22.7(8) is about a neighbour being wronged by theft. In Ptolemaic law that crime would have to
be reported by the victim if any action were to take place,®*® mostly because the Ptolemaic
government did not give much regard to private matters like 22.7(8).3'* Slave matters, however,
always had to be reported.

Based on these findings the reason for this plus can probably be understood as
cautionary. Because a change in slave status required going to the official court, and that
kpuriprov could have been the title of these official courts, it does not seem possible that an
Alexandrian Jew would read to kprtiplov tod Oeod in this context and not imagine those specific
institutions. It is most probable that the translator had these in mind. The term should probably

not, then, be understood in a broad sense. Why not add a plus that is more generic like *tov

312 Upon Slavery, 12, emphasis his; cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 97; Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization,
304, argues that slave emancipation would have occurred at Jewish courts, apart from the Greek systems. He gives no reason for
this, but it does not affect the argumentation here. That Jewish court would still be authorized by the Ptolemies and would collect
data for them.

313 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 543-544, 685.

314 J. Modrzejewski, “La Reégle de Droit,” 139.
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tomov Tod Beod (this plus actually occurs in 24.7 for a*oxa-nk)* or more Jewish like *tov
ocvvayoynv Tod Bgod rather than refer to a specific and ubiquitous court of the Ptolemies that
dealt with slave administration?°'® Even if the phrase were interpreted as more generic, the
immediate association of anyone in third century Alexandria would be to the Ptolemaic court.
Maybe Ex intended for this kind of polyvalence as a safeguard against anyone reading the text in
comparison with Ptolemaic legal norms.3!’

The whole phrase 10 kpitiprov tod 6god does not occur in any documented sources so it
is hard to know exactly how tod 6god would be heard from a Greek perspective. A genitive
noun’s meaning is determined by its idiomatic pairing with its head noun. For the argumentation
provided, the exact nuance of tod 6god does not need to be determined. Likely the genitive
connotes something like divine approval or origin.3!8 Perkins has argued that Ex’s arthrous
rendering of o1 throughout the translation could suggest a monadic understanding of the
articulated edc, i.e., “the only God.”%!® However, the article is probably best understood as
simply referring to Israel’s deity.3?° This means that the kpiripiov would be positively associated
with that specific god. That the phrase is not anarthrous probably also suggests that the genitive
does not function adjectivally, in that it does not use tod 0god to infuse kpirrplov with divine

attributes. This would be possible with an anarthrous reading.®?*

315 The plus here is to circumvent a physical description of the appearance of God, however.

316 At least in part.

317 A final option for this plus would be that its position within the whole Covenant Code speaks to its function. It could
be that 10 kpuiplov being added at the outset of the laws would signify that subsequent laws were to imply that the court was to
be involved in their proceedings as well.

318 The closest phrase found in the documentary evidence near the time of the translation is Tpéctaypo Tod 0go0d (P.
Cair. Zen. 3 59426. 7 [275-226 BCE] and similarly in P. Cair. Zen. 1 59034. 18-19 [257 BCE]). The genitive in these seems to
indicate origin, but it, too, is difficult to label exactly.

319 Larry Perkins, “The Septuagint Translator(s)’s Rendering of o>%x,” unpublished paper accepted for publication in
Catholic Biblical Quarterly (publication date TBA), 7. A copy of this paper was shared privately with this author.

320 |hid., 3. Propp (Exodus, 192) claims that the LXX envisions to® 00D as referencing “ordinary magistrates” infused
with divine authority (in line with the Targums, Syriac, and Rashi). This is very unlikely given the use of the article with 8goc.

321 Cf. Perkins, “The Septuagint,” 9.
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3.3.6.3. Commentary Continued

tote. This word is a plus only here and in 33.23. The latter context states kai dpeld Vv yeipa,
Kai T0te Oy T Omicw pov (“And I will take my hand away, and then you shall see my hind
parts”). The term tote seems to function in this context as a means of making the verbal actions
sequential so that the text does not imply that Moses saw the hand of God. Ex 21.6 is a bit more
opaque. Does the translator add tote to signify that going to the kprtfipiov is a separate event
from the ceremony of ear piercing? Or, does the ear piercing occur at the kpitiprov. The latter is
what the text more naturally reads without tote, So perhaps the former is intended. If it is, then
Ex has made another nod in the direction of the separate event of slave registration. It may also
be that tote is added to reduce parataxis at the Hebrew level, though one would expect this more

often in the translation if that is the only reason.

npoOg Vv BOpav Ent tov otabuov. The use of the two prepositions tpog and xi could be an
“exegetical” choice of Ex who has decided that n>7 and anm2 do not represent alternatives, but
that the latter (ctafpoc)3?? is a further specification of which part of the 69pa would be involved
in the ceremony.®2® This change could actually be part and parcel of Ex’s understanding of 1x,
which can sometimes mean “or rather.”*?* If it does mean “or rather,” then Ex may have
rendered the text based on its sense, i.e., “toward the door, or rather, on the doorpost.” Ex only
omits & once elsewhere in a place where the meaning is not altered.®?® This suggests that Ex has

taken X into consideration here. If Ex has understood it as “or rather,” there would be no real

322 For this word’s classical use as “doorpost” or “doorframe” see John Chadwick, Lexicographica Graeca:
Contributions to the Lexicography of Ancient Greek (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2003), 257.

323 Cf. Wevers, Text History, 217. Propp, Exodus, 118, wonders if the translator could not figure out why there would
be a door without a doorpost.

324 Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 14.

325 4,11, where it is clearly stylistic in that Ex creates two pairings, dckw@ov kol koedv, PAémova kol Tverdy. This
omission does not change the meaning at all.
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“exegetical” change to the text. This would also go against Blichner’s suggestion that Ex’s
exegesis here is particularly halakhic as reflected in Rabbi Mekilta’s Commentary on Exodus.3?®

It is interesting to wonder about the impracticality that “the door or the doorpost” would
create in the actual practice of this law. If the ceremony was taking place at a public area or even
an official office, having more than one designated spot for the procedure could cause irritation
or confusion by those officials. The change is rather practical in this regard, too. In this way, it
coincides with the plus of tote which adds an orderliness to the text.

3.4. Verses 7-11: Laws Concerning a Daughter Sold as Slave

3.4.1. V. 7: On Status and Manumission
‘Edv 6¢ 11 dmoddtot tv £0vtod Buyatépa oikéTy, OUK AmELELGETAL DOTEP AMOTPEXOVGLY O
dodAat.
072V NRYD RN KD 79K7 IN27NK WX 1010770
"Eav 6¢ tig. This is a common introduction to compositional conditional sentences. In royal
decrees and official legal casuistic laws it designates “special provisions, or variations and
exceptions” in regard to the initial items discussed.3?” This fits with what is occurring here in
these slave laws. Verses 2-6 refer to either male slave laws or to the release of all slaves in
general, whereas vv. 7-11 focus on a more specific subcategory of slavery, namely, daughters
given as slaves. While the translation generally correlates well with the Hebrew text, the use of 2

in the Hebrew indicates a new section, whereas £av 8¢ tic—in compositional Greek law—

indicates a subsection of the previous main topic. This nuance of the Hebrew has been lost in this

326 Dirk Biichner “On the Relationship Between Mekilta De Rabbi Ishmael and Septuagint Exodus 12-23” in IX
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, 45 (ed. Bernard Alwyn Taylor; Cambridge,
1995), 403-420, here 413. It would be helpful for Biichner to define the parameters of “halakhic” interpretation. For example,
later commenting on v. 13 he states, “[Ex] interprets from the explicit to the general, in order to make allowance for a broader
halakhic category” (414). What is shown here in v. 6 would be Ex going from the general to the explicit. Are both halakhic? Or
can an interpretation only be considered halakhic if it is found in the rabbinic sources? See Leo Prijs and Eva Prijs, Jidische
Tradition in der Septuaginta; Die grammatikalische Terminologie des Abraham Ibn Esra (Hildesheim: Olms, 1987), 9, for a
similar interpretation to Biichner.

327 Westermann, Upon Slavery, 30, speaking of the Sidypaupa in this instance.
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instance. The translator should not be faulted. In order to indicate a new topic in Greek
compositional casuistic law, 8¢ would not be used.3?® Still, Ex had a 1 that needed to be
represented. Ex thus needed to make a choice whether to represent Greek idiom (that is, of
course, if the translator was cognisant of this aspect of Greek legal syntax) or the Hebrew source
text. Ex chose the latter here. Little is lost from the source text’s meaning since the topics are still
generally close to each other.

In contrast to this, Ex does represent Greek idiom by not translating the beginning of the
clause with «xai £av. In all the documentary sources, nearly no formal casuistic law, nor entreaty
for that matter, begins a conditional sentence with kai £év.3?° Only in the Zenon epistolary
correspondences do some conditional clauses begin with kai £v.3% This genre is not the same as
formal legal texts. In legal texts kai £av is reserved for inter-clausal additional conditions or
concessions. Had Ex translated the beginning of any of the casuistic laws in this chapter with xai

€av, he would be out of sync with Greek legal idiom.

amoddton. Verses 21.7, 17, 35 and 22.1(2) use the middle of amodidwpu for 152.33! The two other
translations of 1on are twAém (21.8) and mmpdokm (22.2[3]). All occur within the Covenant
Code. The middle voice of arodidwp suggests a measure of self-will on the part of the person

who is selling.®3? The reason it is not used in 21.8 and 22.2[3] is because in the first context, the

328 See comments on 3.4.2. and &av (no 5¢).

323 The only exceptions, among some 150 examples, might be P. Hib. 2 198, r, 5. 120 (242 BCE); P. Tebt. 3.1 703 5.
158 (210-209 BCE); possibly P. Sorb. 3 74 r. 2 (270-266 BCE). These examples may in fact not represent the beginning of a new
sentence, but instead be in continuation with the previous thought and should instead be marked with a semi-colon.

330 E.g., P. Cair. Zen. 2 59160. 11 (255 BCE); P. Cair. Zen. 2 59251. 9 (252-251 BCE).

31 4modidwpu is used in casuistic law in the active voice at 22.25(26), 30(29); 23.4, though it renders different Hebrew
verbs. These seem to be active due to the potential confusion the future middle tense formation could cause when in the second
person singular, since that form looks like the aorist active subjunctive (both -on) which is used all throughout the Code. It is also
possible that where these actives occur there is no prior act of selling intimated.

332 |LSJ, dmodidwpm, 111.
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statement is axiomatic and the act of selling refers to all sellers of any motivation or type,** and

in the second context, because the passive and not the middle voice had to be employed.

éavtod. This addition occurs with moderate frequency in Ex and sometimes in the same position
as here (article/reflexive pronoun/noun).®* A personal connection or measure of self-
involvement is indicated in each of these contexts, not just possession. It is interesting that this is
also the way in which familial relations are often described in Greek legal texts.33® Perhaps this
idiom has influenced the translator, which in turn caused a change in the translation of the
Hebrew word order (the suffix before its attached noun). Take these examples:33¢
1 P. Petr. 1 12. 10, (238 BCE)

T €LavTod yuvaiki

To his own wife
2 UPZ 1162, 5. 27 (2" half of 2" BCE)

oV Eovtod matépa’

His own father
oikétw...at dodAat. Propp suggests that behind Ex’s dodiou lies a harmonization in the Hebrew
Vorlage. The harmonization is not at the word level but at a conceptual level, and occurs in
relation to the concepts in Dt. 15.12. Here there seems to be a promotion in status given to
females in that they may apparently be emancipated. It is argued that this possibility is not
present in Hebrew Exodus. In Propp’s view, Ex’s Vorlage read nx instead of o>7ay for this

reason.23® This harmonization would erase the inherent contradiction between these Hebrew

texts, one inhibiting female manumission (Exodus) and one requiring it (Deuteronomy). As far

333 See comments below.

334 All the examples are as follows: 2.11; 12.4; 13.19; 14.6; 18.1, 23, 27; 21.7; 32.27; 33.11; 34.35; 39.14(36.21).

335 This phraseology is not limited to legal texts but it is not so frequent in the literary works to be not worth
mentioning.

336 Cf. Demosthenes 45.28, citing a law with v uavtod yovaixa.

337 Cf. lines 33-34.

338 Exodus, 118-119.
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as this author is aware, there is no translation-technical way of discerning which text Ex had. No
other readings with ninx are documented.3*® Neither does Ex ever change the gender of the
Hebrew words for “slave” when using it to refer to persons.

The differences between oixétic and naig and their respective classes have been discussed
in 3.3.2. (maic). The additional information here is that both oixétic and 0dAn, though related to
the word groups in 3.3.2., only occur here. The term oikétig is not attested frequently in the
literary sources.3*° Only one contrast like that found in 21.7 exists. In Euripides, Electra, 104
(5"-4" BCE) the author compares oik£t1¢ yovi] With SovAng yovoukdg. A translator suggests the
difference be “serving maid” and “slave girl” respectively.>** Theocritus Bucol. ldyllia, 18.38
(41-3' BCE) uses the term for “housewife” according to LSJ.3*? Ex cannot be using the term in
any way that does not refer to slavery, however, given the emancipatory verbs used here
(dmededoeton and dmotpéyovoty). Ex does not mean “housewife.” Thus, this text creates a bit of
a standstill when it comes to exact definitions. What must hold true is that oikétwv and ai dodAat
refer to different classes. If they were synonymous, the law would be tautologous (“the female
slave shall not be emancipated as the female slaves™).%*® This is another indication that there may
have been a class and benefit distinction between slaves of the oix- status and slaves of the
To/dovA- status.

The only evidence that can really provide any base to stand on is the consistent

distinction made in the papyri (noted in 3.3.2. [raic]) between the labels of oix- and dovA- when

339 If Ex did have X and minx, then this distinction created with oixétig and SodAn may be Ex’s way of sorting out
what would have been a tautologous Hebrew text (“the female slave shall not be emancipated as the female slaves™).

340 12x before here.

341 Whitney J. Oates and Eugene O'Neill, Jr, ed., Euripides: The Complete Greek Drama, vol. 2, Electra, by E. P.
Coleridge (New York: Random House, 1938), at http://www.perseus.tufts.edu.

342 additionally, Hippocrates, De Morbis Popularibus, 4.1.33.3 (5"-4™ BCE) refers to the “eighth oikétic” of a man,
which seems to refer to a wife, not just a servant, since enumerating servants like this would make little sense and is very
uncommon.

343 That, or an incredibly unfair set of rights would be given to female slaves in this one situation, which, ostensibly,
did not belong to the rest.
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delineating slaves and their tasks. Again, maic and moudiokn are general terms which often
receive an adjective to specify the type of work they were to do. The root dovA- in these contexts
refers to agricultural work or menial labor. Ex 21.7 is a context that uses both oik- and dovA-
which suggests this contrast is present. So, the distinction in this verse most likely is between a
woman slave given the status of “household-only” and the other slave women who were
relegated to agricultural or menial labor. Thomas Wiedemann notes that agricultural slaves were
treated more poorly and had less of a chance to be emancipated than their household
counterparts.®* As stated above, Wright comments that SovA- may have even been derogatory,>*®
a comment that again points to its potential low status.34®

Considering all these items, perhaps the term oikétig was typically associated with
housewife slaves. This would make sense given Ex’s context, which straightforwardly requires a
commitment to marriage.

Finally, on the matter of commitment to marriage, Fraser comments that “masters of
slave-women, and other men of the household, frequently had children by female slaves, and the
recording of their mother’s name only [in legal documentation] was an indication of their
illegitimacy.””®*" In other words, some slave women did not have the privilege of a recognized
marriage or family status. This may also be another reason for using oix- here since the lowest
valued slaves did not enjoy the privilege of being married, which is discussed in the following
section (in vv. 8-11).

Considering all these indicators, it appears EX is using oix- in order to translate a law

more in line with the standards of the day. This law would not clash with Ptolemaic slave norms.

344 Thomas Wiedemann, Greek and Roman Slavery (London: Croom Helm, 1983), 133.
345 «“AoBog and Ioig,” 270.

346 Consequently, this would be why it appears so infrequently in the Greek Pentateuch.
347 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 85; cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 629.
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It would function with greater ease within that society which suggests that it probably was
intended to do that very thing.

3.4.2. V. 8: On Contractual Obligations

€0V LT EVAPESTNON TM KLPI® oOTHG iV aOT® KaO®UOAOYHGATO, ATOAVTPOGEL ADTAV: E0vel 6

GALOTPi® 00 KOPLOG €0TIV TOAETV aOTNY, OTL NOETNGEY Vv QOTH).
72777322 79n% Bwn TRY 51 vk A7OM 7YY RDTIWR UITR P1VA AYITON

gav (no &¢). The absence of 8¢, assuming the Gattingen text, is due to the Hebrew source text not
including 1.2%8 In Greek casuistic laws, no 8¢ would usually indicate that a clean break has been
made with the previous content and a new law is being discussed.3*° Ex does not represent that

characteristic in this translation.

un evapectnon Td Kupie avtig. The use of un to negate this conditional clause is characteristic
of Classical and Ptolemaic Greek, regardless of the mood employed.>*®® Ex has reworked the
Hebrew nominal clause 7°17x °1°v2 139. In twenty-one out of thirty-seven cases, Hebrew nominal
conditional clauses without v», "%, or a pronoun are matched by pure nominal equivalents in the
Septuagint Pentateuch.®! The remainder involve examples in which an addition is made to
include a verbal element.®*? More specifically in Ex, “All the subjunctive equivalents of nominal
clauses turned into verbal clauses occur within the legal-instructional material. Most of them are
apparently attempts at more natural rendering of Hebrew expressions.”®> In Exodus these are

found in 21.3, 21.8, and 24.14. If Ex had followed the general translation protocol, based on the

348 There is considerable evidence for its inclusion in the manuscript evidence, however. See the apparatus in Wevers,
Exodus, vol. 11, 249.

349 See Bechtel et al, Dikaiomata, 64 (line 84), 107 (lines 186, 196, 203, 210), 140 (line 242). For &¢ as a subordinator
for the same kind of law see ibid., 107 (lines 188, 199, 200, 205, 207), 140 (line 256). See also the example in Lenger, Corpus,
109-110 (fragment of prostagma).

30 Tjen, On Conditionals, 48; Mayser, Grammatik, vol. 2, 275-85.

%1 Tjen, On Conditionals, 169. Note, however, that the SamP has x°11 here which may indicate its presence in Ex’s
Vorlage.

352 In Exodus this occurs in 21.8; 22.14(15); 24.14; 32.24. Cf. ibid.

353 |bid., 173, emphasis mine.

65



typical lexical choices and renderings of nominal clauses, something like *2av xoxm 1 evovtiov
Kupiov avtiic would have been translated.

Why was such a translation avoided? It probably relates to how kakr and évavtiov would
have been read. Unless Ex is circumventing a physical description of the divine presence,®* »1va
is always translated évavtiov.>®® This semi-preposition in the Ptolemaic papyri®®® always “states
in whose presence something has happened or is to happen, so that they are witnesses of it.”*%’
This locational meaning combined with something like xaxn could very easily be read as
indicating that the slave girl would do something wrong in the master’s presence,*® or would
refer to events after coming into the master’s services. That is not the intent of the Hebrew. The
term 71 likely refers to either the prospective wife’s general incompatibility with the buyer®®® or
her physical unattractiveness.>® Had Ex produced a translation along those lines, the result could
have been the depiction of a negative state (kaxm 1)) rather than the absence of a positive one (un
evapeotnon) for rejection to be permissible. Ex’s actual translation is more specific this way,
allowing for the daughter to be returned for anything the master finds undesirable. This would be
favourable both to the father and the master.

The only text before the common era in which gvapeoté® occurs in a situation that has to
do with marriage may also suggest why it is used in 21.8. It is found in H. Thesleff’s The
Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period, under the heading of Melissa, Fragmentum

epistulae ad Clearetam, lines 5-6: tdg 6 o0’ &va TOV 1610V DAPEGTOVGOG YUVOLKOG KOGLOG O

35433.12, 16, 17; 34.9.

35 3.21; 5.21(2x); 11.3(2); 12.36; 15.26; 33.13(2x).

356 And in the literary sources in general.

357 Sollamo, “Some ‘Improper’ Prepositions,” 780.

38 xaxdc has a wide range of meanings, however. See LSJ, xoxdg, I.
359 Cf. Gen. 28.8, which notably adds a moral element with movnpa.
360 Propp, Exodus, 197.
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Tpémog méLEL kai ovy ai otohai’®! (“But the adornment of a woman who wishes to please only
one man, her own husband, is her character and not her clothing”).6? In this context, sbapeotém
is used in the description of an ideal wife. The rest of the letter goes on to describe her
perfections. Perhaps this verb was used this way when speaking of spousal obligations. If so, its
employment in Ex suggests what has already been argued, namely, that the slave-wife had to be
flawless in the master’s eyes in order for him to accept her. Any flaw prevented the contract from
being drawn up.

On the return of slaves in Greek law there is nothing documented for the Ptolemaic
period. However, a Cretian®®® law from the fifth century states that a slave purchased can not be
returned even if that slave causes damages and is ill-favoured.®** Considering this, maybe Ex’s

law would be particularly generous.

fiv avtd kabmporoynoato. The pronoun avtd in Ex represents a Hebrew text reading 17 and not
x5 (MT).%%® Wevers confirms this.®® It is interesting that in the Hebrew there are no instances in
Exodus of the relative 7wx having as its antecedent the pronominal suffix on the previous
noun.®®” Neither does the translator render the relative pronoun based on the previous pronominal
suffix anywhere else. Ex is being creative here and has pulled the pronominal suffix from 77y

back into the relative pronoun. This is understandable, since the ostensible reading with the

361 H, Thesleff, The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period (Abo: Abo Akademi, 1965), 115-116.

362 This translation is from Abraham J. Malherbe, Moral Exhortation: A Greco-Roman Sourcebook (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1986), 83.

363 Crete is close to Egypt and had affiliations legally, based on their shared Athenian heritage (see 3.2.).

364 |lias Arnautoglu, Ancient Greek Laws: A Sourcebook (London: Routledge, 2010), 46.

365 For a detailed look at the text history here see Propp, 119.

366 Text History, 149-150.

367 All searching was done manually via Logos Bible Software.
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master as the referent of the relative pronoun would read *¢ avt® kadwoporoyricoro. Two dative
pronouns with the same referent back to back like this is unidiomatic Greek.3%

The verb used, kaOwuoroynoaro, translates 73°. This Hebrew verb probably means
“make a commitment,” particularly as it relates to making a maidservant an eventual wife.®° It
may in fact be a technical term for this specific kind of marriage.®’® This verb “probably [also]
includes the notion of setting a specific time limit to her menial status.”*"* It does not simply
mean “to betroth” since wax would be a verb more suitable for that intention.®”? Likewise, A
(Lev. 19.20) seems to be the verb used for a slave’s engagement.®’® Therefore, the verb 7
probably only denotes that the master is committing to make an engagement and arrangement for
marriage, not necessarily to be the one engaged to her.3’*

Ex’s translation choice of kaBoporoyéw for this Hebrew verb is vexing. Tov comments
on all the derivatives of the opoloy- word group yet has missed this word which only occurs here
in the LXX.3® There are only two middle voice uses of the verb in the literary sources before the
Septuagint Pentateuch. Dieuchidas, Fragmenta, 12.11 (4™ BCE) uses the parallel phrase, &

),378 which suggests that Ex’s language (a0téd

Kkobopordynto (“which to himself he vowed”
kobwporoynoato) would not be misunderstood. Only one papyrus from the Ptolemaic period

uses this verb, but in an unremarkable manner.®’” If the verb only means “betroth” in Greek, then

368 TLG lists no parallels before the common era.

369 Cf. Calum Morgan Carmichael, The Origins of Biblical Law: The Decalogues and the Book of the Covenant (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1992), 90.

370 paul, Studies in the Book, 54.

371 Propp, Exodus, 197.

372 | bid.

373 paul, Studies in the Book, 54.

374 T, Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint: Chiefly of the Pentateuch and the Twelve Prophets
(Louvain: Peeters, 2002), 351, gives an alternative interpretation that the subject of kaBwporoynoaro is the father. This is not
consequential to any of the argumentation provided here. In this reading, ostensibly, droivtpdcer would have the father as its
subject as well.

375 Tov, “Greek Words,” 115-121.

376 Andriscus, Fragmenta, 1.29 (4'"-3" BCE) uses the term for betrothal, too.

877 P, Cair. Zen. 4 59665. 19 (275-225 BCE), promising to finish a mosaic.
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the nuance of the Hebrew verb referring to a specific kind of slavery that leads to marriage has

been lost.

&0vel alhotpio. This phrase translates >7121 ay and has three typical definitions for the Hebrew.*’
It can mean:

1) apeople group that is non-lsraelite.3"®
2) aperson outside of the family of the girl sold**° or of the purchasing family.®®
3) taken from the perspective of the master, anyone but himself.

Ex has obviously read the text as the first option. This is demonstrated by the use of £€Bvoc which
does not refer to individuals or specific families. Ex could have used Aaog if a narrower group
were in view.*®? Indeed, at first glance one might assume that oy is translated £9vog because Ex
is referring to a different people group than Israel, who are instead called Aadg some 158 times in
the book. However, the Egyptians can be called a Aaog (8.9), so this distinction does not hold up.
Moreover, £0vog translates av a few times when referring to Israel (19.6; 23.11). Ex does not use
strict rules in labelling different people groups. The context of each use needs to be the
determining factor for either Ladg or €6vog being used. Tessa Rajak comments that Aadg is used
as far back as Homer to refer to a specific ethnic or cultural group, whereas £€8voc has “less
formal implications” than Aaog when describing a people.®® Perhaps this is why in Heliodorus,
Aeth., 5.19 (187-175 BCE), the entirety of Egypt (which was not comprised of only ethnic

Egyptians!) can be described as an €0vog. This information will come into play below.

378 These are taken from Propp, Exodus, 198-199 and Durham, Exodus, 312, 321-322.

379 So Carmichael, The Origins, 90.

380 For the use of oy as family: Gen. 31.15; Ps. 69.9; Prov. 5.10; Job 19.15; Eccl. 6.2.

381 For this option see Paul, Studies in the Book, 54.

32 See Rajak’s comments below.

383 Tessa Rajak, “Synagogue and Community in the Graeco-Roman Diaspora,” in Jews in the Hellenistic and Roman
Cities (ed. John R. Bartlett; London: Routledge, 2012), 55-87, here 32.
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Further distinctions need to be made than these. In the next section on o0 k0p1Og oty
nolelv avtry it will be argued that Ex may have altered the text to fit Ptolemaic law. Which
segment of law Ex was trying to accommodate depends on how £6vet dAlotpie would be
perceived by a Jew in Ptolemaic Egypt. It has already been established that both Gentiles and
Jews can be referred to as £€Bvoc. What needs to be established is whether aAAotpie connoted
(again, to the Ptolemaic reader) a “foreign” people, as in a people culturally distinct from Israel
though still within proximity or even living amongst them, or instead a people proximally far
away. The term aAlotpiom translates only »121 in Septuagint Exodus (2.22; 18.3; 21.8). Ex is not a
translator who is bound by stereotypical translation equivalents, as has been seen. Therefore, it
should not be argued that Ex ‘had no other choice’ but to use this translation every time. The
other two uses of aAlotpic in Ex use the word to refer to proximal distance.®* Is this how the
adjective is used in literary sources, particularly when coupled with £6vog? Three references
describe an £0vog that is dALotplog, and all of them use the term to describe a proximally distant

people group or land.>®

0V KVPLO¢ £oTv TAETV avtiv. EX 21.8 is odd in that Ex has apparently not translated the Hebrew
imperfect verb Swn»> with a verbal equivalent. Instead, Ex has x0p1og éotiv. While Swn only
occurs here in Ex, it is not a rare verb (cf. Gen. 1.18; 3.16; 4.7; 37.8; Dt. 15.16) and all the other
Greek Pentateuchal translators understand its basic meaning to be “to exercise authority.”3
Additionally, an investigation into the translator’s typical translation technique shows that Ex is

not prone to translate Hebrew finite verbs with a non-finite form.*®” When it comes to a finite

384 18.3 is repeated content from 3.22.

385 Lysias 2.6 (5t-4t BCE), Isoc. 10.50 (51-4t" BCE); Hdt. 8.73 (51" BCE).

386 For this definition see Propp, Exodus, 199; cf. Paul, Studies in the Book, 54.
387 See Appendix IV.
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verb and an infinitive complement as here (71517 Ywn»°), Ex nowhere completely removes either
the verb or the infinitive in the translation.® The trend is towards a fuller rather than a truncated
text. This is one line of reasoning suggesting Ex did not just omit the verb. Another piece of
evidence is that kbpioc is anarthrous, but when referring to the earthly slave-master in these laws
KVp1og is always articulated. Finally, as noted in 3.4.1. (a&roddtau), this is the only place
amodidmpt is not used for 121,38 This at least suggests that there is something different about this
verse’s “selling” than in the rest in the Covenant Code.

What accounts for these oddities? There are two answers. One is purely text-critical, and
for that reason should be preferred. The second is based in the possible influence of two different
Ptolemaic legal standards.

For the text-critical argument, it is suggested that the problem is explained by Ex’s
Vorlage. The translator had or perceived a text that read 5wn, without the inflective prefix °. The
participle >y is found in Genesis (24.2; 45.8, 26) with the plain meaning of “master” or “ruler.”
It is not rare. The likelihood that Ex’s Hebrew Vorlage was read as 7w is probably the reason Ex
included kvpog here rather than a verb. And while Gen translates this term with Gpyov/Gpyw, Ex
needed to translate with kbprog because v. 8 is a law about masters in the strict legal sense. The
term Gpywv is not typically used to refer to masters of slaves in Greek law. The different Hebrew
root wn also signaled that Ex should interpret the text to refer, not to the specific master

mentioned immediately before (which would have been signified by the article), but rather to all

388 The data shows: both verbs represented (2.3, 15, 18; 3.4; 3.6, 8, 12; 4.14, 23, 24, 27; 5.7, 7.18, 21, 27; 8.24, 25,
9.28, 34; 10.26, 27; 12.23, 39, 48; 13.15; 14.11, 13; 15.23; 18.13, 18, 23; 19.12, 24; 21.14; 22.15; 24.12; 29.44; 32.1, 6; 32.12,
14; 33.20; 34.30; 35.1, 29; 36.5; 39.3[36.10]; 40.15[40.13]; 40.35[40.29]); the infinitive or finite not translated directly but still
both represented (2.21; 7.15; 10.29; 16.3; 18.7; 16.28; 23.5; 30.36; 32.8; 34.33; 35.4); translated as two infinitives (10.28);
translated as two finites (16.35; 40.37[40.31]). Only 14.27 changes the very idiomatic 1nxp% to vmd 10 Béwp. 19.13 is textually
corrupt and is not included in this assessment either.

389 See 3.4.1 for exceptions.
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masters by means of an axiomatic statement, i.e., “a master is not to sell her[/anyone] to a
foreign people.” 3%

The alternative argument for Ptolemaic influence is predicated upon either Ex’s willful
removal of the verb w»°, or the ignoring of the initial > to create the text found in Ex.% If the
text has become axiomatic, as argued above, then it may be that Ex is drawing on one of two
strict legal norms in Ptolemaic Egypt. First, £€0vel dAlotpie would probably be heard, as
previously stated, as referring to a far-off land and not an ethnically distinct group living nearby
or even amongst the Israelites. It is widely acknowledged that Egypt did not permit the export of
slaves.3®? So, when Ex writes, “a lord is not to sell her to a distant nation,” anyone reading that
law in Ptolemaic Egypt would already assume as much.

The other option for Ptolemaic influence takes &6vel aAlotpio to refer to other people
groups living amongst the Israelites. Hellenistic legal scholars generally agree that intermarriage
between two different people groups (e.g., Greeks, Egyptians, Jews) was frowned upon in third
century Alexandria.®® The axiomatic statement would then be a nod towards this general attitude

of all Ptolemaic residents of Egypt, namely, that different ethnicities should not be married to

one another.

3% When referring to the master of a slave, the root 17x is used elsewhere.

391 The other possibility would be that the text did not have the > and that Ex’s text just coincidentally lined up with
Ptolemaic law.

392 Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization, 68, 433; idem., Mizraim, 19; Westermann, Upon Slavery, 58; P. Lille 29, 1. 13
(the procedures in this text may not be the same as Alexandria; cf. Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic, 236. For a less convinced
opinion on this subject, see Rostovtzeft, “Ptolemaic Egypt,” 135.

3% Gideon Bohak, “Ethnic Continuity in the Jewish Diaspora in Antiquity,” in Jews in the Hellenistic and Roman Cities
(ed. John R. Bartlett; London: Routledge, 2012), 175-192, here 185; Margaret H Williams, The Jews Among the Greeks and
Romans: A Diasporan Sourcebook (London: Duckworth, 2001), 131. Wolff takes a middle of the road approach and suggests
there was significant pushback from intermarriage though it did happen (“Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 68-69). Which groups were
more intolerant to this has yet to be discovered (ibid., 69); cf. also Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 104.
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6t This is the only occasion in Greek Exodus of inseparable 2 translated as the causal or

394

declarative3® connector éti.3%® In fact, inseparable prepositions (besides %) are almost never

translated as causal or declarative connectors, barring only §16.3% Ex’s rendering is not wrong,
however, since 2 with an infinitive “forms a periphrasis for the gerund” and denotes causality.3%’
Ex was not comfortable with the law stating anything but a strict connection between the

breaking of the contract with the slave girl and the consequent inability to sell her to anyone but

her father (v. 8).3%

noémoev &v avti]. The combination of afetém with €v is considered a Semitism in its rendering
of 2 732.3% It is the first use of these Greek items documented together. If &v avtij is taken as a
dative of reference, (e.g., 21.16[17]) there is little reason to think it would have been
incomprehensible.*® LSJ defines afstéwm as a contractual word.*®? It is only used once elsewhere
in the Septuagint Pentateuch (Dt. 21.14) and the context is similar: a wife taken in from captivity
is not to be “dealt treacherously with” or “broken faith with” (ovk dfetoeig adtv). In other
words, this wife is to maintain her privileges and not be treated unfairly or unfittingly of her
status in a divorce. Septuagint Jeremiah 3.20 likewise uses abstéw to refer to a broken marriage

covenant.*%? This word thus falls within the marital legal sphere (cf. also Is. 24.16[Gk.]).

394 Smyth, Grammar, 631, § 2770 (cf. 503, § 2240 and 582, § 2578).

39 5 = untranslated (77x); eig (42x); ént (40x); xotd (17X); éx (11X); dmo (10X); petd (10X); évavtiov (9x); Stav (9X);
St (7x); oOv (7x); mapd (4x); ag (4x); ava (3x); péocov (2x); avti (2x). d1d is used as an accusative causal connector in e.g., 16.8.

3% Cf. e.g., 16.8.

397 Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 90.

3% Additionally, the aorist finite verb with its temporality most clearly solidified the connection between v. 8a and 8b.
This connection could be obscured if Ex had used either petd or 16 and an infinitive astéw (see Smyth, Grammar, 380-381, §
1691, and 374-375, 8 1685, respectively).

399 Lust, Greek-English, 12.

400 See Smyth, Grammar, 344, § 1496.

401 g0etém, 1/1.3.

402 Though see 12.6 where it is used to refer to familial faithlessness.
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3.4.3. V. 9: On Contractual Obligations (Continued)

gav ¢ T® ViY Kabopoloynontatl ATV, KOTA TO dikaimua TV Buyatépmy momoest avTi).
727w NN VOWND 1TV 112770K)

70 dwkaiopa. Tov suggests that dwkaimpa in 21.9 is a “symbol” for vawn, having no real
connection to the Greek word’s normal semantic domain.*%® He argues this based on wvswn in v. 9
having a different meaning than v. 1 in the Hebrew. In verse 9 it allegedly means “custom”
rather than “legal precedent.”*%* This interpretation presupposes that Ex both understood the
original nuance of vawn as “custom” and also that the translator was more concerned with having
“symbolic” or “stand-in” Greek translation words that redirect the reader towards the underlying
Hebrew. Neither of these presuppositions are plainly at work in the translation. It is just as
possible, if not more likely, that Ex took the difficult word in the same way as 21.1, i.e., as a
“legally binding statement.” If Ex had any issues with what the verse meant, dwkaicopo would be
the obvious contextual rendering based on v. 1 and v. 32.4%°> Moreover, Ex uses kpioig for vawn
elsewhere,*% so it is not as though Sucaimpa is a strict stereotypical equivalent. For these reasons
Ex is more than likely maintaining a standard Ptolemaic definition of dwaimpo, whether
“decree” or “legally binding statement,” just like in 21.1.%%” The word dwaiopa should not be

considered a “symbol” here as Tov claims.*%

403 “Greek Words,” 113.

404 Cf. Propp, Exodus, 200; Paul, Studies in the Book, 55.

405 For a similar critique of Tov on this verse see Takamitsu Muraoka, “Towards a Septuagint Lexicon,” in VI Congress
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (ed. Claude E. Cox; Jerusalem: Scholars Press, 1987), 255-
276, here 259-260.

406 15.25; xpipa in 23.6.

407 See the commentary on that verse.

408 |t is uncertain whether 10 Sikaiopo tév Ovyatépov would be understood as referring to the guiding principles in vv.
7-8 or would be heard more within the Ptolemaic context as “the legally binding treatment due to daughters,” which treatment is
not specifiec in this text.
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3.4.4. V. 10: On Contractual Obligations (Continued)

gav 0& aAAMV AAPn adT®, Ta 6E0VTO KOl TOV IHATIGHOV Kol TNV OpAay oTi¢ 00K Am0GTEPTOEL.
YA KD NI MDD AR 271 NANRTOR

aainv. The Hebrew does not refer explicitly to polygamy. The term nanx refers to “just another
female in the household, whether slave, concubine, or wife.”% Ex seems to understand that the
source text refers only to another wife. This is seen most clearly by the adoption of Greek
marriage contract language (see below). While it is a minor point, &AAn seems to be the term in
marriage contracts for speaking of a secondary wife.*'% Ex could have chosen either &tepog or

dArog here (cf. 22.4[5]).41

10 d¢ovta Kol Tov ipotiopov. The primary difference between the Hebrew and Greek here is the
rendering of 777Xw as t& Séovta. In this context ~xw likely means “food” (cf. Ps. 78.20, 27).41?
Perhaps it means “full participation in the family meals.”*'® Propp suggests that it could mean the
woman’s own flesh (given the fact that the word often means living flesh) and the necessity to
keep her healthy.*'* It could also refer to the maintenance of sexual intercourse for the right and
purpose of procreation.**> The most common understanding is that it refers to the necessity to
give an equal share of food to the woman as compared to the rest of the household. It is
surprising that Ex did not translate with tpoen which is used in the legal papyri to refer to this

same kind of obligatory food.**® In contrast, within Greek legal language t& d¢ovta is a way of

409 Propp, Exodus, 201.

40 p_Eleph. 1. 8 (310-309 BCE); P. Tebt. 1 104. 19 (92-91 BCE).

411 33,5 is the only other place Ex might translate ~nx with 6ALdg (it seems like Ex read 1nx rather than 7nx there).

412 Propp, Exodus, 201, notes that the Semitic cognates in Punic and Akkadian mean this, too

413 Cf. Ibid., 201.

414 1bid.

415 Tbid. The term could suggest access to “kin”; cf. Lev. 18.6; 21.2; Num. 27.11.

416 See LSJ, tpogn, 1.2, and e.g., P. Tebt. 3.1 776 (200-176 BCE), in a petition about a dowry being held back (notably
using dmootepém).
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saying “all necessaries,”*! i.e., “everything the woman needs.”**® This is an expansionary
translation that creates a greater degree of inclusivity.

The idea of providing everything a wife needs lest she be permitted to initiate divorce
proceedings is found explicitly in Greek marriage contracts in Egypt: “No rules for the rights and
obligations of the spouses are to be found in the national Egyptian marriage settlements. On the
other hand, Greek marriage contracts outline with more or less detail the husband’s obligation to
maintain the wife adequately, to treat her properly, and to be faithful to her.””*!® In contrast,
native Egyptian marriage contracts from the Ptolemaic period are mostly written about property
rights and ownership.*?° In practice, native Egyptians still allowed for marriage dissolution even
if it was not a common part of a contract. Kugler notes that from the fifth century onward,
Judeans in Egypt took on the Egyptian practice of allowing for a woman who had sufficient
grounds to initiate proceedings for the dissolution of a betrothal or a marriage.*?* Wolff notes
that later in the Ptolemaic period Greek marital legislation essentially took over in the Chora,
though there may have been a bit more diversity in Alexandria.*??> Both Egyptian and Greek legal
traditions allowed for the wife to initiate divorce proceedings if there was sufficient justification
for doing so. Given the influence of Greek marital law on Ptolemaic Egypt, the translation ta

déovrta should be compared further to Greek law. This comparison will be performed below.

47 See, e.g., the translation in Arthur S. Hunt, and C. C. Edgar, Select Papyri (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1959), 7.

418 Ex uses o déovto, also in 16.22 for an®, but that does not indicate that t& Séovra means “food requirements” since
EX uses the term to refer to the required (i.e., “necessary””) amount of bread the Israelites were supposed to take in from v. 16.

419 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 120. This ideal extends back into Greek thought, even to concubines. Isaeus
10.10 (4" BCE Athens): “Even men who give their female relatives as concubines make agreements about what will be given to
them as concubines” (Mary R. Lefkowitz, and Maureen B. Fant, Women s Life in Greece and Rome: A Source Book in
Translation (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2016), 38.

420 Written in Demotic. See Jan Rowlandson, Woman and Society in Greek and Roman Egypt (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), 156-162. This is not to say women never had provisions lists: see Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman,
24.

421 Kugler, “Uncovering,” 149.

422 «“The Law,” 71.
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Before this juxtaposition occurs, it should be noted that it is still possible for Ex to have

read the threefold list (7nayy 1Mo 79xw) in the way Paul describes it: “In sum the basic

necessities of life were epitomized in Mesopotamian legal texts by a formulaic triad of

commodities.”*?® The term ta S¢ovta would then be a non-specific rendering based on the larger

intent and context of the text. However, when the papyri are consulted, it becomes very difficult

to claim that Greek law has not affected Ex’s language. This is because 10 déovto and ipatiopog

are usually the first items both in marriage contracts and in the portion specifically for a

woman’s provisions.*** The language is as stock as any. The following examples are from Greek

marriage agreements or contracts unless otherwise stated:

1

PS1 6 601. 12 (Middle of 3" BCE), letter about a married slave
The letter asks that the married mondicin...&mt o Sovta*?®

P. Cair. Zen. 3 59378. 7-8 (257 BCE), letter about married slave
nepl 0¢ ToD patiopod...0c0ov del 00T v

P. Giess. 2. 16-17 (173 BCE)

(mopexéto) o 8¢ déovral...kad TOV ipatiopovi?®

P. Gen. 21. 1, 9-10 (2" BCE)
(mopeyéto) [t]a [6& Séovta mavta kol TOV ipatiouov...J*7
€av O TL TOVTOV EMOeOTL TOLDV 1 TA d€oVTaL 1] TOV IHOTIGUOV... U1} TOPEYML

P. Tebt. 3.2 974. 3 (200-176 BCE)
0L déovTaL... TOV ipoTiopov?®

M. Chr. 284. 2 (2" BCE)

0L 8¢ Séovta mavTa kol TOV ipatiopdy kol T [[#]]AAa dca mpooket yovarkit??

423 paul, Studies in the Book, 59.
424 ipomiopog is an established term in contracts regarding a money allowance for clothing (Westermann, Upon Slavery,

56). Swete labels this word as particularly Egyptian/Alexandrian as seen in the papyri (Introduction, 292). Note that nepiBoAiaiov
translates mo> in 22.27, so it should not be argued that Ex “had to” translate with ipatiopdg here.

425 Cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 86.

426 Reconstruction by Wolff, Written and Unwritten, 9.
427 Reconstruction from ibid., 9, for first line.

428 Reconstructed based on line 8 and P. Tebt. 1.104.
429 For this reading see Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 238.
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7 P. Tebt. 1.104. 16 (92 BCE)
0 8¢ [§]éovta m[é]vTa kol Tov [ip]atiopov?

8 BGU 4.1051. 15-16 (30-14 BCE)
YOPNYEV o TOV T AvKaivy Td d€0vVTa TAVTO Kol TOV ILOTIGUOV MG YOVOIKi

9 BGU 4.1052. 13-14 (13BCE)
T S€0VTO TAVTO Kol TOV IHOTIGUOV OOG YUVaLKi

It is possible that Ex’s translation is a coincidence, but the fact that ta 6éovta and
ipatiopdg are frequently found first in the provisions lists and are a trait of Greek contracts for
hundreds of years suggests that Ex has harmonized the law in Exodus with the surrounding
Greek laws. It is a small change that would have the effect of both mimicking Greek legal
parlance while also equalizing the requirements for female divorce among Jews and Greeks. P.
Giess. 2, P. Gen. 21 and P. Tebt. 1. 104, according to Wolff, “show provisions which would
belong to a free marriage.”**! Ex may in fact be pointing towards a greater level of care here than
would be normal for a servant wife. This may also indicate another reason for the employment of
the oik- root previously discussed. If slaves of the oik- status were treated with greater rights and
dignities than others of lower classes, then this law in 21.10 represents some of these rights by its
inclusion of provisions associated with a free marriage. Finally, it is probably in imitation of
Greek legal language and in conformity to good Greek style in general that Ex chose to include
the possessive pronoun with only the final noun in the list (tiv 6pukiav otiic).**? This imitation
is seen by the fact that ta 6¢ovta and ipotiopog do not usually have personal pronouns following

them.

430 Cf, line 24.

431 Written and Unwritten, 30.

432 Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive, 43-44, gives no reason for the personal pronoun occurring on the last
coordinate item.
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amootepnoct. This verb is employed only here in Ex. The verbs dpaipém (5.8, 11) and dmoleinw
(5.19) translate v before this. Either of those verbs would make sense in 21.10. Once again, the
papyri show that Ex probably chose drootepém to match the legal language of the day. The word
appears frequently in the petition papyri of the third century (e.g., P. Enteux.), and notably is
used when a ipatiov (compare to ipatiouds in Ex) was wrongly held back in P. Sorb. 3 111. 7,
10 (224-218 BCE). Even more interesting is the use of this term in P. Tebt. 3.1 776. 16, 29 (200-
176 BCE) which has a woman complaining about her husband “defrauding” (dnootepém) her of
what he agreed to give her in marriage. In a non-marital context, the verb is used in UPZ 1 42,
35-36 (162-161 BCE) with t& déovta as the designation for the items held back.*3
3.5. Verses 12-17: Laws Concerning the Death Penalty and its Reinterpretation

3.5.1. Introduction: the Shift to Apodictic Law

In the Hebrew text the most severe cases regarding the death penalty are produced first
(vv. 12-17) and are followed by laws with lesser punishments (vv. 18-36).4** This distinction is
lost in Ex because the translator makes changes to some of the laws prescribing capital
punishment (see below). The Hebrew text demonstrates a shift in syntax at v. 12. Propp
comments on this, stating, “The participle...replaces the ‘if” clause only for ten capital offenses:
adultery (Gen. 26.11), sacrilege (Ex. 19.12), murder (21.12; cf. Lev. 24.17-21), kidnapping
(21.16), filial impiety (21.15, 17), sorcery (22.17), bestiality (22.18), apostasy (22.19), Sabbath
violation (31.14-15) and blasphemy (Lev. 24.16).”*® This shift may “create...a most shocking
effect after the preceding legalese” and demonstrate “’the pathos of outrage.”**® If this

emotional appeal is present in the Hebrew, Ex’s continuance of the casuistic style has

433 Cf. line 13.

434 Durham, Exodus, 322.

435 Propp, Exodus, 204.

436 |bid., citing another; Durham, Exodus, 322, marks the same effect.
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disregarded it in v. 12. The change in syntax to come will instead serve the opposite effect in that
Ex seeks to lower the intensity of certain offenses.
3.5.2. V. 12: On Homicide

‘Eav 6¢ matdén tig tTva, kol dmobdvn, Oavateo Bovatodvebom-
iatah ki ahtaliatal 7kt Gy iwlal

‘Eav 6¢ matdén. As noted above in 3.4.2., the use of ¢ here is outside typical compositional
Greek casuistic standards. The postpositive 6¢ is generally not used to introduce new topics in
these contexts in compositional Greek casuistry.

Appendix Il provides a list of all the translations of the Hebrew participle in Septuagint
Exodus. Additionally, it notes the use of aspect in each of these translations. There are only a
couple instances of the participle translated as aorist, most of them in laws like chapter 21, with
one or two outside of legal materials. The far-and-away norm is to translate with an element of
imperfective aspect. In a desire to replicate typical compositional casuistic syntax and continue
the pattern established so far, Ex disregards the Hebrew syntax. By not changing the syntax to
formally represent the Hebrew, Ex seems to be intentionally separating v. 12 from what follows.

See the commentary on v. 15 below for further discussion on this matter.

Tic Tiva.. The position of these indefinite pronouns in compositional casuistic law depends on
various factors. Their placement is based on the finer points of the Greek language, in that the
verbs used, the modifiers surrounding the indefinite pronouns, and the combination of these
elements together determine how the indefinite pronouns are arranged. Where they are placed
does not seem to affect the meaning of the law. The following examples show different

arrangements of these pronouns:
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1 Rechtshilfevertrag zwischen Stymphalos und Demetrias (303-300 BCE)**’
el] 8¢ tig Tva Gy [t]®[v] wevdopaptupovvt[wv (line 2) compared to
€1 0¢ ¢ eain tva Exewv (lines 10-11)

2 P. Hal. 208 (3" BCE)*®
€av 0¢ Tig Tva TV dpyovi[wv mlatdél thocovt|a

2 P. Petr. 3.26. 11-12 (240 BCE)
€V O¢ TIC TOVT®V TL TOMOML

Only 21.12 and 21.16(17) use the nominative and accusative indefinite pronouns in the same

law. This is caused, it seems, by the Hebrew participial structure. Typically, w°x functions as the
subject in these casuistic laws. In 21.12 and 16(17) w°x is the object, which results in the double
translation. The indefinite pronoun tic is either preverbal or postverbal elsewhere, depending on

the particular syntactical and semantic nuances of each respective verse.**°

Bavarte OavatovcOm. N nin is the underlying Hebrew for this translation. In the Hebrew nin
represents the emphatic use of the infinitive absolute.**° Sollamo claims it could also be used to
give a “fullness of sound.”**! In Ex’s translation there are two primary connections to Ptolemaic
law and diction: 1) the prefacing 6avdaro and 2) the switch to the jussive from the typical future
tense for the apodosis.

The employment of the cognate dative Bavdtg was not the only option for Ex. An
alternative rendering of the Hebrew infinitive absolute + cognate finite verb construction attested
in the Septuagint (including Ex) is a Greek participle + cognate finite verb. Sollamo suggests that

a reason that the participial form of Oavatow is not used is due to the fact that the participle

437 Found in Gerhard Thiir, and Hans Taeuber, Prozessrechtliche Inschriften der griechischen Poleis: Arkadien (IPArk)
(Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1994), 163.

438 Found in Bechtel et al., Dikaiomata, 107.

439 preverbal: 21.7, 14, 20, 26, 33, 37(22.1); 22.6(22.7), 22.9(22.10); postverbal: 21.12, 17, 18, 35; 22.4(22.5),
22.13(22.14), 22.15(22.16).

440 Gesenius, Hebrew, § 113n-r; Propp, Exodus, 204.

441 Sollamo, “The LXX Renderings,” 102, who also notes the possible emphatic use.
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“would change the forceful sentence to death, implied in the Hebrew, to the modern principle of
mercy killing or [it] might suggest excessive cruelty or slow killing and torture.”#4?
Alternatively, the dative Bavéto could suggest “to die after having been sentenced to death.”*43
Sollamo also notes that fdvarog “was a terminus technicus for...[the] death penalty.”*** This
latter reason is certainly the guiding principle for the translation choice Bavétg. The papyri give
conclusive evidence that Bavarto + verb was a primary, if not the primary, phrase in legal

parlence to signify the death penalty:

1 P. Hib. 2, 1. 24 (269-268 BCE)
Bavéarot (nudoletar/ovrar*®

2 Aeschines 1.21 (4" BCE)
Bovdro {npuovcHo

3 P. Gen. 3136, fr. A, v, i. 7 (2" BCE)
Bava]totr {nuwbnocetal

4 P. Tebt. 3699. 21 (135-134 BCE)
Bavatmt {npiodchot

5 P. Teb. 700. 28 (124-123 BCE)
Bav]atwot Evexov givar.

6 BGU 7 1730. 8 (50 BCE)
Bavdartmt Evoyog €otan

Bavazo is completely idiomatic. The difference between the stock phrase and Ex is the
accompanying verb. The papyri show that Bavatm was either paired with &voyog + copula or a

form of {inudw. Ex’s use of Bavatdéwm should therefore be explained by interference from the

442 |bid., 108. Sollamo does not elaborate as to why the participial translation could connote this. Emmanuel Tov,
“Rendering of Combinations of the Infinitive Absolute and Finite Verbs in the LXX—Their Nature and Distribution,” in Studien
Zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart Zu Ehren (ed. Fraenkel Detlef, Udo Quast, and John William Wevers; Gottingen:
Vandenboeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 64-73, here 71, comments that the noun form of the infinitive absolute is commonly used with
passive verbs, since it was less syntactically complex.

443 Sollamo, “The LXX Renderings,” 107.

444 1bid., 108.

445 Cf. Lenger, Corpus, 23.
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source text’s lexeme.*® Ex is straddling the line between reflecting official Ptolemaic language
and a faithful representation of the source text.

The significance of the rendering 6avatovs6wm is more challenging to interpret. Like EX,
Lev and Num only use the jussive in the apodoses of casuistic laws involving the death
penalty.**” Otherwise, the future tense is used. Dt does not show the same patterns. Sollamo
comments that Lev may have been influenced by Ex, and was in fact translated later.**® Dt has
long been considered to be a translation that was independent of the other four Pentateuchal
books, so it will not be considered in the present argumentation.**® Wevers claims that the
jussive translation results from the Hebrew cognate free infinitive in these legal texts.**° If no
infinitive absolute is paired with a verb in the Hebrew, a Greek future tense is used for the
translation.*! This is an understandable theory from a linguistic point of view, but it does not
provide any explanation as to why a jussive would be better suited than a future in the apodosis.
Moreover, Wevers neglects to cite 21.22, which does have the cognate free infinitive, yet
translates with the future passive. On this same topic Tjen comments, “This interesting situation
[of the use of the jussive in this context which predominantly features future tense apodoses]
deserves a detailed study on its own, to examine usage in different genres.”*? It is precisely

genre which explains this idiosyncrasy.

446 Tjen, On Conditionals, 195, concludes the same.

447 Barring only Lev. 27.14 and Num. 35.31, which both refer to the inability to ransom a life sentenced to death. Ex
uses the future, too, in contexts with the death sentence and ransom (21.29-30). See the commentary on those verses. More verbs
than Bavatdo are also used to signify the death penalty.

448 Repetition of the Possessive, 88.

449 Cf. Blank, “The LXX Renderings,” 267. Given that Dt does not replicate the jussive pattern, it could be that this is
an indication that the Deuteronomy translator was not as concerned with Ptolemaic legal interference. Discerning the intentions
of that translator falls outside the scope of this study.

450 Text History, 229.

451 He cites v. 21 as an example.

452 On Conditionals, 193, emphasis mine.
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In 2.2. an argument was made that Ptolemaic Egypt was governed by three main levels of
authority, namely, royal decree, civic law, and native law. The first of these had the most sway
and authority. In 2.4.1. it was documented that, in conditional clauses of royal decrees, the verb
of the apodosis is always in the same form in each individual document,*>® whether it is the
future tense or the jussive.*** In contrast to this, civic law does not employ the future tense in the
apodoses of casuistic laws, but instead uses the jussive.**® If Ex’s laws were read as though they
were royal decrees, it is very likely that the sudden switch in apodotic tense forms would have

been jarring, and, it is suggested, would have served to direct the reader to the legal sphere in

which these laws were to be read —namely, civic law whose legal authority was subordinate to

that of royal decrees.**
Therefore, it seems that Ex has intentionally categorized these instances of the death
penalty in a different sphere of authority, namely, that of civic law. This, in effect, refers the

ruling presented in these texts to a higher authority, namely, the official Ptolemaic government

453 “Individual document” refers to a set of laws or royal correspondence in its original form. Some of the documentary

sources include multiple royal decrees under one title. This is because royal decrees were sometimes joined together with other
decrees of similar topic, or for ease of reference, at a later date.

44 The fluctuating element in apodoses is the infinitive, which is employed with either the future or the jussive.
Westermann notes the importance of this rare distinction (Upon Slavery, 30). There are, in my findings, three exceptions to the
future-jussive rule: P. Paris 62, 5.12, 15 (204-202 BCE), which is too fragmented to know what exactly is being discussed; P.
Rev. 49. 16-21 (259 BCE), which is cited by Tjen (On Conditionals, 192-193), but he does not recognize that the future here is a
stock phrase that always occurs in the future when referring to the king’s verdict (it is always 6 Baciiedg dwuyvdoetar: P. Amh. 2
29. 3, 18-19 [250-249 BCE]; P. Petr. 3 42, F fr. C, 15 [mid 3" BCE]; P. Petr. 3 43, fr. 2, r 1. 27 [245-240 BCE]; P. Rev. 49.17,
21;93.6; 97.2). The other futures in P. Rev. (3.2; 46.9-10; 53.17-25; 54.20; 56.14-15) are all used to speak to officials about a
one-time event that needs to happen, whether it be setting up a role or sending an official somewhere. These futures are not part
of the laws. The only exception | can find in P. Rev. is 13.12; 14.13; 15.1, 9, which all refer to the same people in the same
section. According to Bagnall and Derow (The Hellenistic Period, 182), the people spoken of here are all high officials. It may be
that the future is functioning like the former examples as a one-time event. The text is quite fragmentary, so it is hard to know.
Lastly, C. Ord. Ptol. 8, 7.5 compared to 7.7-8 (245BCE), has the future used of an official who has stolen from the treasury and
will be exacted (e[ion]p[a]y[6]qoetar) fivefold. The jussive that follows is not directed towards that thief, but to anyone who was
involved in the past, and exhorts them to receive their due. The difference here is that the jussive sets up an abiding standard from
then on, whereas the future is referring to a specific incident with a leader. These are the only mixes of the future-jussive found in
all the Ptolemaic decrees. It can be said quite confidently that “regular” Alexandrians would be acquainted with the norms of how
laws and decrees were written, not with these rare forms found in orders given to higher commanders.

455 The jussive in civic law is still a full-on command, not a recommendation. The jussive can be traced back into 4™
century law, too: Aeschines, 1.21, says he is citing directly from a law book and writes: éav 8¢ tig mapa tadta wotf...

Bavateo {nuodcbo.

4%6 See 3.2.
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and its declarative statements. In so doing, Ex has removed the text from an unmitigated or
unalterable call to capital punishment, since the decision on the matter could be referred to a
higher Ptolemaic court. It is a brilliant way of ‘softening’ the force of the Hebrew source text
with respect to what it unequivocally demands by directing the reader to a higher authority on the
matter. This makes sense for a few reasons. First, the death penalty as a punishment for homicide
was not at all common in earlier periods of the ancient Near East.*>” After 350 BCE Athenians
were required to gain approval from the court (dicaotiprov) before cases involving capital
punishment were brought to completion.**® This also seems to be the case in Ptolemaic Egypt.*>°
While “the papyri do not give positive information about the kind of punishment meted out in
homicide cases,”*®° it can be deduced that the death penalty was not the only punishment (if even
one at all) for this crime. In cases of premeditated murder there was a “public penalty” which
acted as a principal or additional punishment.*®* P. Tebt. 14 (114-113 BCE), by indicating an
inventory of the murderer’s goods, likely suggests that the Attic law regarding confiscation of a
guilty party’s property was still in effect.6? Athenian law used exile as punishment for
homicide.*®3 This is also shown in Demosthenes.*®* In the Ptolemaic period P. Koeln. 6 272. 16-
17 (250-201 BCE) speaks of a victim’s mother dying after being struck. The petitioner, in
retribution, only states that the accused &voyog yévnrot mepi Tod @ov[o]v (“might be guilty

concerning the murder”) but does not lay claim to the death penalty for the guilty party. That is

457 Paul, Studies in the Book, 61-62; Propp, Exodus, 205.

458 Hansen, The Sovereignty, 15, 20.

459 Cf. P. Hib. 2, 1. 24 (269-268 BCE); Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 481-482.
460 |bid., 432.

481 |bid.

462 |bid.

463 Arnaoutoglou, Ancient Greek Laws, 54.

464 23 53 (4 BCE).
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left to the officials. All of this information regarding homicide, therefore, suggests that capital
punishment was not normally a punishment for that crime in Ptolemaic Egypt.

This claim is further substantiated by looking at which crimes were liable to capital
punishment. For what is known about crimes that were capitally punished, homicide or violence
is not on that list. The following are the known items listed as punishable by death: changing
one’s name and native town,*®® violation of asylum,*® disobedience regarding gymnasiarch
responsibilities,*®’ delicts against monopoly,*% and breaking grain distribution rules.*®® This last
example was probably case-specific.*’® This shows that the death penalty was flexible in its
application and the high Ptolemaic courts chose who deserved it. Finally, “In criminal
cases...where members of various nationalities were involved, it was the Greek law that
exclusively applied.”*"* This is yet another reason for Ex to tone down the unabashed call for
death, since Greek law would take priority over and against Jewish law in cases of homicide.*"2
All this data indicates that a law about homicide requiring the death penalty would have been
quite foreign and presumptuous in the Ptolemaic legal context.

A few caveats need to be issued about this jussive explanation. The jussive is not used in

texts referring to capital punishment where options other than the death of the culprit are

465 BGU 1250. 11 (2" BCE); Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 476, 554; however, see the provision in BGU 1213
(2" BCE).

466 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 554, citing W. Chr. 70. 17-19.

467 p_ Tebt. 700. 49 (124-123 BCE); ibid.

468 p, Cair. Zen. 2 59202. 7ff. (254-253 BCE); ibid., 554. But see E.G. Turner, “The ‘Hanging’ of a Brewer: P. Cairo
Zenon 11 59202,” in American Studies in Papyrology, Vol. 1, Essays in Honor of C. Bradford Wells (New Haven: The American
Society of Papyrologists, 1966), 79-86, for an alternate reading of this law.

469 p, Tebt. 703. 80 (210-209 BCE); ibid., 631.

470 As per M. I. Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World, vol. 2, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1941), 909.

471 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 20; see Wolff, (“Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 75-76), who argues instead that a
judge could decide which law to use.

472 1f Jewish law was in fact used in litigation at the time.
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presented, such as a ransom (vv. 29-30; 22.2[3]).*"® Outside of the Covenant Code, Ex uses the
future passive Bavotmdioeton in 31.14-15 where the law of sabbath observance is articulated.*’
The future tense in the apodosis does not have the same significance in terms of referring the
reader to royal legislative authority as is claimed above for the laws with a jussive verb in the
apodosis found in the Covenant Code. There are two possible reasons for this. One is that the
genre of 31.14-15 has switched from law back into narrative. It could be that such a text was
viewed through a historical lens. Ex does in fact seem to distinguish between laws that were
intended to be practiced and laws that were regarded to contain only a historical record.* It is
more likely, however, that the Sabbath law, which is cultic in nature, could not be applied to
anyone outside of Israel. It could not be used in litigation. If the function of the Covenant Code
was to be actual dwarmdporo Jews could claim in court (as suggested above), then Ex may have
formulated these laws with more precision because non-Jewish—indeed Ptolemaic and official—

eyes would be upon them.

473 In 22.2(3) the alternative penalty for the thief is mpafftm. The jussive here is also due to Ptolemaic legal
interference, since exactly who could be sold into slavery as a punishment was strictly enforced and judged. This can be seen in
part by the fact that an Alexandrian was not permitted to enslave another Alexandrian (Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 598-
599 and Westermann, Upon Slavery, 50). 22.17(18) and 19(20) do not read as the death penalty in the Greek text due to the verbs
employed. Likewise, Ex changes the formulaic favéate Bavatovsbe in 22.18(19) to Bavdartw dmokteveite avtovg. While it could
be argued this is done to prescribe death to both the bestiality participant and the animal, the change is conspicuous. The gender
of the object is masculine, with the subject being neuter. The neuter gender is not the norm for mdg at the beginning of laws,
which is usually masculine when referring to humans (12.19, 43, 48; 19.12; 29.37; 31.14-15). Smyth (Grammar, 271, § 1013),
shows that gender is flexible according to the sense of the passage, but also shows that the neuter substantive zéav would refer to
“things in general” (273, § 1023). There is clearly something going on here beyond the simple Hebrew. These changes leave
open at least that the law be ambiguous. Further work needs to be done on this verse in later research.

474 tedevtéro is used in the same context of Sabbath-breaking in 35.2. Perkins’ translation, “Let everyone who does
work in it die!” in A New English Translation of the Septuagint: And the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included Under
That Title, ed. Albert Pietersma, and Benjamin G. Wright, Exodus (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 77, rightly
conveys the imprecatory curse language intended in that passage. For cursing in the apodosis, see the next section below.

475 See 3.7.2 and the comments on didpayua as compared to the transliterated cikAot.
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3.5.3. V. 13: On Unintentional Manslaughter
0 8¢ oVy £kmV, GAAL O O£0g Topédmkey i TAC XEIpag avToD, SOGM GOl TOTOV, 0V PevEETAL EKET O

(QPOVELGOLG.
AR 011 AWK D3P '[77 AW 1777 IR DR X KD WK

éxov. The perfect verb 72 (“lie in wait”)*’® becomes an adjective with this translation.*”” A
perfect verb translated with an adjective only occurs in instructional materials in the Greek text,
and all but one of these adjectival translations are inside the Covenant Code.*’® Perhaps this is a
sign of greater compositional fluidity in these chapters. The verb 7% finds parallels in 1 Sam.
24.12 and potentially Lam. 4.18. Num. 35.20, and 22 also use the cognate noun. Num employs a
more direct translation with &vedpov (“ambush’) which shows that the rare verb 177% was not
misunderstood at that time.

Ptolemaic and native Egyptian law both distinguish between premeditated and
unpremeditated murder.*’® The word kv is often a legal term referring to the willful or the
premeditated nature of a crime. For example:

1 P. Enteux. 81 (220 BCE)

[€]mbr[age . .. ... .. O] ot Exav

He struck...with a club intentionally
2 SB 89899, h. 5 (125-100 BCE)

@V ov[[o1]]¢ éxovsioc™®. . .cuveyopsvmv

Of those engaged in intentional murders
3 P. Cair. Goodsp. 6. 2 (129-128 BCE)

Oporoyia v EK®V...cUVY®PNOAG
A contractual oath which (he) willingly granted

476 For this definition see Brown et al, Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 841; Propp, Exodus, 26.

477 This contrasts with 21.8, which has an adjective become a verb.

478 21.13, 19; 22.9(10); 28.35(31). The exceptions have misreading issues which caused the adjective to appear (2.14;
23.29; 33.4), or are part of relative clauses which creates an adverbial phrase (22.15(16); 32.20).

47 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 431. For Egyptian law, e.g., &i 8¢ tig ékovcing dmoxtetver (Diodorus 1.77.6
[1t BCE]).

480 This is another form of &xov.
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4 Demosthenes 23.48 (4" BCE)

€4V TG AmoKTeivY, GK®V 1| EKOV

If someone might kill, unintentionally or intentionally
The choice of this word might be inspired by Greek law.*8! The adjective éxov in 21.13 has the
effect of generalizing the law so that it could refer to any premeditated attack. This is a practical
translation that would help those using the law in litigation.

Buchner argues that Ex here “interprets from the explicit to the general, in order to make
allowance for a broader halakhic category as found also in Mekilta’s Commentary.”*®2 The
implication is that the translation is exegetically motivated by halakhic hermeneutics. It is just as
likely, however, that Ex is dependent on Greek legal language and concepts, and is attempting to
create a text that is more in line with as well as is more practicable within that system of thought.
Up to this point this has been a consistent underlying theme of the translation. Therefore, at least
with respect to chapter 21, | do not agree with Biichner’s statement that “it is...obvious from
what | have shown that [the translator] knew his Jewish sources and Jewish theology too, and
incorporated them into his translation.”*® If Ex is as influenced by Ptolemaic standards as this
thesis claims, the use of éxdv should be understood as coming from those resources, as an
exchange of Hebrew idiom*®* for Greek idiom.*3 Of course, it is possible that the halakhic and
Ptolemaic legal traditions coincided on certain matters, or that early Rabbinic hermeneutics were
informed by Hellenistic influence. However, more data needs to be presented to demonstrate the

origins and dissemination of halakhic interpretative methods before they can be claimed to have

influenced Ex. As it stands, such interpretations seem anachronistic.

481 gyvonuoto OF Guapthiuate are the more common terms for unintentional or intentional harm (Taubenschlag, Law of
Greco-Roman, 430; cf. P. Tebt. 124. 24 [118-117 BCE]; BGU 4 1185, 1. 7 [61-60 BCE]).

482 Biichner, “On the Relationship,” 414.

483 |bid., 420.

484 Cf. Propp, Exodus, 26, commenting on 7i7% as essentially meaning “premeditation/willful action.”

485 As is common in ch. 21 (cf. 3.6.1. [60dog Eotad]).
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tomov. A Ptolemaic inscription*®® demonstrates that Lagidic kings “granted to some synagogues
the same right of asylum as was commonly granted to Egyptian temples.”*8” At what point this
right was initially given is difficult to ascertain since “under the early Ptolemies a few
sanctuaries of high reputation possessed the right of asylia...but this right of asylia, though
recognized by the government, was gradually restricted by several royal edicts.”*® Rostovtzeff
only cites evidence from the second century onward for this restriction of rights, so some
synagogues potentially held this status in the third century. Rajak notes that a few references
exist from a Roman decree in the Augustan era which might use the term tomog for a
synagogue.*® However, if that designation existed in the time of the translator, it is hard to prove
that it was on Ex’s mind here, since témog is the main translation equivalent for 21p».4% It must
remain only a slight possibility that at the time of the translation tomog was understood to be a

synagogal asylum rather than a city or the like.

0 povevoag. Tov claims that this is not a plus but a translation of n¥7 which was harmonized
from Num. 35.6 in Ex’s Vorlage.** Appendix | shows that Ex frequently adds the subject to
clauses in which the subject is implied and obscure. This is seen nearby in chapter 21 at v. 19
with 6 &vBpomrog (which Tov does not comment on).*%2 Tov’s assumption is therefore

unneccesary. EX is instead creating concise and clear laws.

485 OGIS 129 (1% BCE).

487 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 8, 125. Cf. Kasher, The Jews, 110.

488 Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic, 899.

489 «“Synagogue and Community,” 29. Cf. Josephus, Ant. 14.235 and 260.

490 Except 23.20.

491 «“Textual Harmonization,” 11.

492 Another example is 22.16 where évovedw is added for greater clarity (cf. Zipora Talshir, “Double Translations in
the Septuagint” in VI Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 23 (ed. Claude E. Cox;
Jerusalem, 1986), 21-63, here 33).
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3.5.4. V. 14: On Premeditated Homicide and Refuge

‘Eav 6¢ T1g émBijton Td mAnciov dmokteival adtov S0Am, Kol KatoevyT, 0o tod Buslactpiov
LoV APy o0TOV Bavatdoot.
mn> gl mivalalalyaliyl 1372 VIV WOR TN

gmridnu. Translating 71, “to be presumptuous” or “to be arrogant,”*®® Ex has represented the
verb based on a contextual rendering rather than choosing a semantic equivalent to 71.4** Ex uses
7nva 1> to inform what choice of verb would be suitable, namely, one that speaks about an
attack (x777)#%° with guile or craftiness (77).4% The verb émtin is used in the papyri for a
similar kind of premeditated attack, with no connotation of to anything like arrogance:*’

1 BGU 6 1215 (3" BCE)
[Tov]c O a[K]ac Embepévov TV Atyv[n]tiov kal Evedp[e]uchviav £l TO ppovpiov
The Egyptians made an attempt on the guards and set an ambush at the garrison

2 P. Petr. 328 R (e), verso a. 1 (224-218 BCE)
Bepevikn énf[10éc]emg Anotdv
Berenice, concerning an attempt of robbers
+ Note that the stock phrase introducing the petitioned item is émbéoemg, which
suggests this is a categorical term for this kind of attack.

3 SB 8 9792 (162-161 BCE)
Anotnpiov Nuiv émbepévou kdbodov miyesbot
A band of robbers made an attempt upon us as we descended

4 P. Heid. 9 428 (158 BCE)
Embepévoug Tva[c...&ml 10 mpowvou]acuévov mh[olov
Certain individuals made an attempt upon the aforementioned ship
% This example is in a context where the thieves were waiting to rob the ship, i.e., it
was a premeditated crime.

The Greek translation shows a concern for clarity instead of an exact representation of the

Hebrew. The meaning of the Hebrew is maintained but the way Ex gets there is different. With

4% David J. A. Clines, The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, vol. 6 (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2007), 101; cf.
Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 267

494 Unless 71 is a synonym to 7178 as Propp claims (Exodus, 206).

4% Though this term more precisely refers to murder.

49 myva could also indicate premeditation (ibid., 208).

497 Cf. LSJ, émurifnpu.
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this rendering Ex draws on a common term for premeditated attack so that the readers can

categorize the law more efficiently within the classifications of the day.

Kol Kortapvyn. The root katagvuy- is used frequently in petitions to royal authorities to indicate
one’s “fleeing for refuge or mercy” for justice.*®® It is a technical term that spans centuries,
usually with a preceding £mt + a second person personal pronoun to indicate who is being asked
to give refuge.*%® Ptolemaic Egypt was known for the prevalence®® and abuse® of the refuge
system.%2 There is one instance recorded in Ptolemaic Egypt of a syngagogue being awarded the
legal status of “refuge.”® The translation does not say anything more than the Hebrew about
where the fleeing would occur. All that the plus kai kataedyn shows is that the translator is
aware of the technical term and practice. But is this all that the translation reveals? No. The next

items may say more.

Muyn...0avatdcat. In Ptolemaic law the death penalty was assigned to those who violated the
right of asylum.®® In fact, “the offender could not forcibly be removed; the State had, therefore,
to wait until he had left the asylum.”® Ex’s source text flatly contradicts this in that it says to

take the person from the altar of refuge and kill them. This would run contrary to Greek law.

4% p, Enteux. 2. 11 (218 BCE); P. Enteux. 12. 7 (244 BCE); P. Enteux. 13. 8 (222 BCE); P. Enteux. 14. 10 (222 BCE);
P. Enteux. 15. 10 (218 BCE); P. Enteux. 24. 6 (221 BCE); P. Enteux. 26. 15 (221 BCE); P. Heid. 6. 376. 17 (220-219 BCE); P.
Hib. 2.238. 10 (246-221 BCE), etc.

4% This specific idiom is not used here because this is not a formal petition. The cognate noun xotoguyn is used in
17.15.

500 See P. Fuad Univ. 3-4 (246-222 BCE) in Bagnall, The Hellenistic Period, 145-146.

501 See Francoise Dunand, “Droit D’asile et Refuge Dans Les Temples en Egypte Lagide,” in Hommages & la Mémoire
de Serge Sauneron (Bibliothéque D étude 2) (Paris: Institut Frangais D'archéologie Orientale du Caire Cairo, 1979), 77-97.

502 | e Boulluec and Sandevoir, L’Exode, 217-218 make these connections as well.

503 C1J 11 no. 1449, IV.3 in Williams, The Jews, 87. It is uncertain if this dedication dates to Ptolemy 111 euergetes |
(246-222 BCE) or Ptolemy V11 euergetes |1 Physkon (145-116 BCE) (cf. ibid., 190). Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L ’Exode, 218,
note this reference, too. Another question that this translation evokes is “Where would the Ptolemaic reader situate ano Tod
Bvcuaotpiov pov?” It really depends on whether Yahweh’s “altar” was conceived of more broadly than just within a temple at
the time. There were temples in the Ptolemaic period in Leontopolis and Hierapolis, but it is uncertain whether the translator had
something like these in mind.

504 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 477, citing W. Chr. 70. 17-19.

505 Ibid., 552.
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When Ex’s infinitive is compared to standard language for the death penalty in the papyri, a

marked contrast can be seen:

5 Fragment from Cyprian Ptolemaic edict in Lenger®%

Bavd]totr nuodcOan

6 P. Tebt. 3699. 21 (135-134 BCE)
Bavatwt {nuiodcbat

7 P. Tebt. 15, 4. 92 (118 BCE)
Bav[dtmt {Inuiovcbar

8 Fragment from prostagma (118 BCE) in Lenger®®’
Bavatmt] nuodo[Oot

Note that in every instance the infinitive signalling the death penalty is in the present tense.>® It
is idiomatically and ubiquitously written like this in the papyri. However, the literary texts show
that the aorist infinitive can also be used:

9 Avristotle, Adnvaiov tolteia 29.5.1 (4" BCE)
Bavaty {nudoot

% This is the apodosis of a casuistic conditional clause, though not a formal law code.

10  Dinarchus, In Demosthenem 6.10 (4'"-3'9 BCE)
Bavaty nudoot

There are many other examples of the aorist used in this phrase, though not in cauistic legal
contexts.>® Because these literary examples either come before the Ptolemaic period or are not
formal legal texts themselves creates a problem: it is difficult to discern whether the present
infinitive is the only way the death penalty is spoken of in formal, Ptolemaic casuistic law. The

present tense infinitive may function that way in that context. It is lamentable that more casuistic

506 Corpus, 98, line 14.

507 Corpus, 168. Also found in Arangio-Ruiz, Pubblicazioni della Societa Italiana per la Ricerca dei Papyri Greci e
Latini in Egitto, X1V, ed. Vittorio Bartolleti (Florence: Le Monier, 1957), num. 1401, line 20.

508 |In a narrative context Govatdcat is used in Aristotle, Oeconomica 1347b.33 (4" BCE). Temporally, this is the
closest text to Ex.

509 E.g., Xenophon, Hellenica 1.7.10.2 (5-4™" BCE); Demosthenes, In Midiam 182.3 (4™ BCE); Aeschines, In
Ctesiphontem 224.3 (4™ BCE), etc.
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laws representing this context from the earlier periods do not survive. Therefore, even though all
examples of the death penalty in the formal Ptolemaic legal texts use the present tense infinitive,
it is hard to state with confidence that this is not merely due to a historical accident and because

we lack more documentation.

If, for the sake of argument, it is assumed the present tense infinitive is the only way that
the death penalty is formulated in Ptolemaic legal documents, how would this reflect on Ex’s text
and argument? First, if Ex had used the present infinitive, unlike the present jussive, there would
be no way to indicate whether Ex was subordinating or downgrading this instance of the death
penalty like the rest. The infinitive functions and looks the same way in both royal decrees and
civic law, and is used interchangeably with either the future or the jussive. There is no way to
make a contrast as it is made with the jussive. Moreover, the tense of a complementary infinitive
is drawn from the verb it supports.®° In this instance A9y, as a future,>* would imbue
Oavatodv with its aspect.>1? This is doubly problematic since it makes Oavatodv essentially
futural in aspect. This would violate Ex’s death penalty principle, namely, that capital
punishment is prescribed with a jussive. The best solution, besides changing the syntax of the
source text, would be for Ex to use the aorist infinitive. The aorist is unidiomatic when compared
to the apodotic infinitive in legal prescriptions for the death penalty, which leads the reader to
look for the intent behind Bavatdoon from the broader context. Its intent can easily be found in

the previous and following laws’ use of the less-authoritative jussive. The law can in this way

510 K. L. McKay, “Aspect in Imperatival Constructions in New Testament Greek,” Novum Testamentum 27, no. 3
(1985): 201-26, here 222. In compositional law the infinitive functions to command without a helping verb (Smyth, Grammar,
448). Ex is bound to a source text, so this norm is broken.

511 1t should be noted that the second person imperative is generally unidiomatic in legislation, so it was not a good
option.

512 1t is inconsequential for this argument whether the future represents an incomplete or complete aspect. This is
debated among Greek scholars.
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maintain the same interpretation set up everywhere else for the death penalty, as well as be
faithful to the syntactic structure of the source language.

If, instead, the aorist infinitive is a normal means of speaking of the death penalty in
Ptolemaic legal diction, then the aorist should probably indicate a perfective or punctiliar aspect,
in that the only thing being stated by the aspect is that the action is to occur and be completed. In
this way, the reader is bound to the surrounding context to understand that Ex does not want to
make absolutely authoritative statements about the death penalty (as signaled with the jussive).
3.5.5. V. 15: On Striking Parents

"Og tomtel matépo avtod 1 unTépa avtod, Bavdte Bavatovcho.
DY NI ARY PAR 39

“O¢ tomtel. Verse 12 is syntactically almost the same as v. 15 in Hebrew. Why does Ex change
the translation syntax here from the typical £av 8¢ + aorist subjunctive + pre or post-verbal tic?
Ex does not care to match the Hebrew participial structure in v. 12, so it is unlikely that the new
structure here is solely caused by the constraints of Hebrew syntax. Given v. 12, the expected
translation is *¢av 6¢ natd&n matépa avtod i untépa avtod. Ex could also add tig as he does in
the casuistic law of 12.48. In fact, the translator has, in effect, maintained tig since &g in the
protasis of a conditional clause is equal to i Tic.>*® The phrase &i 1ic marks a general condition
that “expresses a customary.. .or repeated act...or a general truth.”4

In contrast, 21.12 has £av 6¢ mata&n which marks a punctiliar or completed action in a
future more vivid construction.>!® If Ex’s present tense tomtet in 21.15°1° were changed to a

future more vivid conditional clause (e.g., *éav 6¢ tomn), the imperfective aspect of the present

513 Smyth, Grammar, 576, § 2560.

514 1bid., 527, § 2336.

515 |bid., 524, § 2325.

516 In Attic and the LXX, matéoom supplies the future and aorist forms for tontm. See LSJ, tonto, 1.1.
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tense in that construction could signal either a habitual action or an action in progress (as the
present tense striking verbs do in vv. 18, 22). The change in syntax here broadens the aspectual
scope of tontet into the realm of maxim or habitual action with less likelihood that the verb will
be read as an action in progress (like vv. 18, 22).'" This is demonstrable by an aspectual analysis
of tomter. That tomte is habitual or iterative is shown in Campbell’s Aktionsart category
“iterative.”'® A verbal usage within this category is defined by imperfective aspect, a punctiliar
or non-stative verb, and a context that allows repetition.>'° This can be claimed of Ex because the
translator’s use of verbal aspect is within the general norms of compositional Greek. Evans
summarizes this, commenting, “The use of aspect, tense, and mood in the Greek Pentateuch
represents essentially idiomatic Greek, in accord with the usage of the early Koine
vernacular...interference is mainly manifested through the feature of frequency of
occurrence.”>? Further, in the Septuagint Pentateuch Ex is the “most free” with respect to
utilizing Greek aspectual variations.>?! This is not insignificant. It is part and parcel of Ex’s
interpretation of the verse. This focus on the habitual striking of parents rather than a singular
infraction can be accounted for by looking at Greek standards and laws regarding the harm of
parental figures.

Unfortunately, there are no Ptolemaic laws or documents on the topic of physical parental
abuse. There are laws from just a few years prior, however, that demonstrate the Greek ideas on

this subject. As noted in 3.2., Athenian law had a strong influence on Ptolemaic Egypt. For this

517 Intervening between 2.11 and 2.13 is the use of natdoow in 2.12. That context is referring to the Hebrew hitting and
killing his kin. When multiple, non-lethal blows are spoken of, tontw is used.

518 Constantine Campbell, Basics of Verbal Aspect in Biblical Greek (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2008), 65.

519 Ibid.

520 Evans, Verbal Aspect, 259; Cf. Takamitsu Muraoka, “The Infinitive in the Septuagint,” in VIII Congress of the
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Paris 1992 (ed. Leonard Greenspood and Olivier Munnich;
SBLSCS 41; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 259-271, here 266-267.

521 Anssi Voitila, “What the Translation of Tenses Tells About the Septuagint Translators,” Scandinavian Journal of
the Old Testament 10, no. 2 (1996): 183-196, here 195.
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reason it is possible to at least make suggestions about norms that may have continued into the
Ptolemaic era. These laws contain remarkable correspondences to 21.15:

1 Lysias 13.91 (4" BCE)
O0TIC. .. TTEPQ TOV AHTOD ETVUTTE KOl OVOLEV TOPETYE TOV EMTNOEIOV. .. KOTA
TOV TG KaK®GE®G VOOV d&10¢ €0t Bavatom (nuiwbijvat
Whoever...has been striking his father and providing nothing of his necessities (to
live)...is worthy to suffer the penalty of death according to the law of mistreatment.

2 Aeschines 1.28 (4" BCE)
€av T1g A&ym €V T® MU® TOV TATEPQ TOMTOV T} THV UNTEPQ, T U TPEQPMV, T| U] TaPEX®OV
olknow:’ TodToV 0VK €0 AEYELV.
‘If any one attempts to speak before the people who beats his father or mother, or fails to
support them or to provide a home for them.” Such a man, then, he forbids to speak.>??

.,

¢ Itis uncertain if further penalty would be given in this situation. Aeschines is only
referring to the removal of public rights of specific political leaders here.

3 Demosthenes 24.60, 102 (4" BCE), punishes maltreatment of parents with imprisonment
and the penalties received for treason.

Note that Lysias references a law (tov tiic kakdoemg vopov) that expected the death sentence for
habitually beating parents (§tvzte). Both Lysias and Aeschines focus on the person who
iteratively harms their parents. These items, particularly the law in Lysias, suggest that the death
sentence may have been acceptable in Ptolemaic law for those habitually guilty of this act. It

seems as though Ex has translated the law in a way that fits this principle most accurately.

Bavate Bavatovchw. See 3.5.2.
3.5.6. V. 17(16): On Cursing Parents

0 KaKoAOY®DV Tatépa aTOD 1| UNTéPQ aOTOD BavAT® TEAELTAT®.
nAY NIN MR PAR Dopm

0 xaxoroyadv. Whether 997 means merely “to speak ill of”” or more severely “to curse with

imprecation” is not consequential for interpreting the Septuagint translation here.>?® The verb

522 Translation from Adams, Aeschines, online at http://www. perseus.tufts.edu.
523 Herbert Chanan Brichto, The Problem of “Curse” in the Hebrew Bible (Philadelphia: Society of Biblical Literature,
1984), 132-135; Durham, Exodus, 323; Paul, Studies in the Book, 66; Propp, Exodus, 214.
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chosen (kaxoloyéw) is plain in its meaning. Horsley notes that kaxoAoyéw is primarily found in
contexts of litigation in both the literary and papyrological documentary sources outside of the
NT, and labels its usage as “fairly standard.”®?* For example, Lysias 8.5 titles a legal section
“Katnyopia mpog To0¢ cuvovctaotag kokoloyidv,” and within the legal dispute uses the verb in
the sense of “defaming.””*?®

The Greek participle 6 xaxoloy®dv represents the Hebrew participle 22pn. When referring
to the subject and verbal agents in these laws Ex’s default tense is the aorist for the participle (cf.
21.12, 16[17], 19; 22.6[7], 9[10]). It could be significant that the protases of both laws
concerning attacks on parents express the verbal actions in the present tense, whereas in the
surrounding context the verbs in the protases are predominantly aorist. One argument for the
intentional use of tense forms with an imperfective aspect here would be that Ex could have
removed any aspectual denotation in this verse with a translation like that found in 22.17(18).
There the Hebrew participle mowon is translated by the Greek noun eappdxovg which has no
aspectual denotation. One could equally imagine 21.17(16) translated as *kaxotoyntic®?® (tod
noTpdc...). Translating with a noun like this would remove any additional information
contributed from verbal aspect. On the other hand, it could be argued that 21.17(16) needed to be
translated with a participle because of the two objects in the Hebrew (i.e., “father or mother™).
The Greek participle allows for the direct objects to remain and a greater semblance to the
Hebrew parent text to stay intact.>?” Moreover, poppoxoc represents an occupation, whereas

Kakohoyém an action. Therefore, the translation with a participle may have been necessary.

524 Greg H. R. Horsley, New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity, vol. 2, (North Ryde: Ancient History
Documentary Research Centre, 2007), 88.

525 | rely here on Lamb, Lysias. Cf. Demosthenes 1.94.8 (4™ BCE).

526 This word is not attested in the lexicons and is manufactured for the purpose of the argument. Ex has no problem
creating neologisms like this as is done in 21.29 with kepatiotmc.

527 This way there is also more direct parallelism with v. 15.
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Recent scholarship on verbal aspect suggests that substantive present participles (e.g.,
kaxoloy®dv) do in fact have an aspectual sense.?® There are two aspectual categories that
Campbell describes which could fit the participle here in 21.17(16): 1) contemporaneous
timeframe with respect to the context as a whole; 2) a description or state.>?° The first option
does not fit since the casuistic context requires that televtdtm be viewed as a consequence and
an event subsequent to the action of the one who insults (6 kakoloydv). It makes the most sense
for the aspect of this participle to be understood as belonging to category 2. The present
participle represents a description or characteristic of the offender (i.e., a state), rather than
focusing on a particular set of iterative actions. In contrast to present imperfective aspect,
according to Campbell, an aorist participle is frequently used to denote an action that has
occurred in the past, i.e., “the one who cursed father and mother” (cf. v. 13 with 6 povevcag,
“the one who murdered”).>%° This is not an interpretive option for kaxoloydv. Why does it
matter that 6 xakoloy®dv describes a state? The answer is to be found in the choice of verbal

lexeme in the apodosis.

Bavarte televtatm. There are three reasons why it appears that this expression does not mean the
same thing as fovére Bavatovsdwm in vv. 12 and 15:%3

1) the change in voice

2) the change in lexeme

3) the absurdity of the Hebrew law considering Ptolemaic standards. Ex has instead
created a law with an imprecatory curse in the apodosis (“let him come to an end!”)
which is in line with Greek legal standards.

528 Campbell, Basics, 122.

529 |bid., 122-123.

530 Cf. Campbell, Basics, 123-124. Though see Smyth, Grammar, §1851 and §1872, who argues that the participal is,
by itself, timeless.

531 a1 i stands behind both. Wevers, (Notes, 330) claims synonymy, but this assessment does not stand up to
scrutiny.
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The first change, namely, the switch from the medio-passive Bavatovcbw in 21.12 to the
active tedevtdro is not insignificant. The medio-passive favatobcbw indicates that someone
else is performing the killing (the implied passive agent) whereas televtdtm indicates some sort
of active involvement on the part of perpetrator, who has now become the subject and agent of
the verb. This is not normal. As was demonstrated, the death penalty is normally written with the
passive. The active tedevtdtm would not be understood that way.

The difference between BavatovcOm and televtdro grows wider when the lexemes are
examined. The verb favotow was discussed above with respect to its legal meaning “to put to
death.” However, tekevtdm does not have this meaning in Ex. Everywhere it means “to come to
an end,” usually conveying the notion “to come to the end of life,” i.e., “to die.” Only a few
verses away in 21.35 it also has that meaning. Likewise, in the literary and papyrological
sources, TeAevtéo means simply “to die.”®32 This is still the case with the preceding fovéro:

1 Dinarchus, In Demosthenem, 6.8 (41"-3" BCE)

Braim Bavato tetelevtnkoct Bondijoat, ToVG O€ TaPAVOUOV TL TGOV £V TH) TOAEL

dramenpaypévoug ExParelv 1 Bavato (nudoot

To take up the cause of those who have met a violent end and banish or execute any in
the city who have broken the law®*

% Oavato tetehevtnioot is immediately followed by the death penalty (Bavatm
nudoor), showing that the former combination of lexemes does not generally refer

to capital punishment.

Note the following example that contains similar phraseology to Ex while using a near synonym
(dmobvrokm).

2 Demosthenes 23.83 (4" BCE)
€av T1g Praim Oavaty amoddvn
If someone might die a violent death

532 Cf. LSJ, tehevtdo, 1.2-3b. 1.3b comments that a supplied vr6 is required if the agency of another is involved. For
the papyri see e.g., UPZ 1 162, 7. 11-13 (2" BCE); BGU 4 1185, 2. 16 (60 BCE; see the translation in Lenger [Corpus, 200]); for
anominal form see UPZ 1 162, 9. 17-18 (2" BCE).

533 Translation by J. O. Burtt, Minor Attic Orators: In Two Volumes (vol. 2; London: William Heinemann, 1962),
online at http://www. perseus.tufts.edu.
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Therefore, if televtdtm simply means “let him come to an end (of life),” why did Ex make this
change? There are two probable answers when the Ptolemaic context is consulted.

The primary solution to this problem is to recognize that while maltreatment of parents
was a worse offence than maltreatment of anyone else in the Hellenistic world, still “Greek
society did not carry such respect to the point of serious irrationality.”*** The “irrationality” here
is, of course, from a Hellenistic perspective. Dover lists the Greek texts that speak about
disrespect of parents and none of them come close to prescribing the death penalty for speaking
ill of them.>3 The papyri infer this as well. P. Eleph. 2, plate 7 (284 BCE) speaks of a contract
which issues the penalty of a thousand drachmas and the process of requisition for a son who
abandons his parents in their debt, support, and burial. This is much worse than ill-speech, but no
death is required. Likewise, P. Enteux. 26 (221 BCE) speaks of a father complaining that his
grown daughter is not providing for him in his old age as she ought, and pleads that she pay him
what she owes. Her disrespect deserves payment not death.>*® These items suggest that Ex is
once again altering the text to fit with Ptolemaic standards. What is more, this rendering is not
obscure. It fits into a category of Greek casuistic law of its own.

Arnautoglu notes a kind of Greek law whereby “no penalty is provided either for the
offenders or officials; only curses are pronounced.”>®’ He cites SEG 33.679 (3'9-2" BCE): “If
anyone has abused or erased or tampered with any of the entries in the existing archive...let him

perish.”%® This is not an isolated incident:

534 Kenneth James Dover, Greek Popular Morality in the Time of Plato and Aristotle (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2008),
275; cf. 273.

535 |hid., 275.

536 Cf. Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic, 245.

537 Ancient Greek, 115.

538 The Greek text of this law was only available at a high monetary cost, and for this reason has not been reproduced.
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3 IPArk 24. 14 (273 BCE)>*

€l 0¢ T16...7Toin...kATOpPOg E6TM

If someone...might do (this)...let him be accursed
This apodotic cursing tradition is attested before the Ptolemies as well:
4 Aeschines 3.122 (4" BCE)

‘frig 6 av un mapf) TOAS. . .Eoton Kol Th dpd Evoyog

Whichever city might not come out...will be guilty with respect to the curse
This data suggests that Ex is not prescribing the death penalty but is instead pronouncing a curse.
Ex has maintained fidelity to the source text’s root (1 and teAevtdm both conveying the basic
idea of “death”) while simultaneously creating a new meaning for the text—a meaning in line
with Ptolemaic standards in that it does not suggest the death penalty but does implicate those
who disrespect their parents.>*® There are no Ptolemaic texts that equate ill-speaking with cursing
so it must be assumed that defaming language was less punishable than not providing for one’s
parents, or else this punishment would be insufficient in the Ptolemaic context. Lastly, the use of
the jussive implies a less severe pronouncement than would the future tense so that the reader
does not in any way assume that the text refers to the death penalty (even though teievtdm is not
commonly used this way). The jussive also serves to direct the reader to the Ptolemaic authorities
for final arbitration, if penalties are sought by the offended party.

Finally, the separation between the grammar of 21.15 and 21.17(16) implies that Ex did
not want these laws to be read in parallel. By not using *&¢ kakoldyet the laws are less likely to
be mutually interpreted by each other. This makes great sense if the first law does in fact require

the death penalty but the second does not. Perhaps this could also explain the change in verse

ordering as compared to MT. In MT, v. 16 is a law about kidnapping (v. 17 in Ex) which is

539 Taken from Gerhard Thiir, and Hans Taeuber, “Rechtshilfevertrag zwischen Stymphalos und Demetrias (273 BCE)”
in Prozessrechtliche Inschriften der griechischen Poleis: Arkadien (IPArk) (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 1994), 163.

540 See Lev. 24.16 for another example of a death penalty apodosis being changed to a curse.
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followed by this law about the cursing of parents. If EX is the one who has placed these laws side
by side, the translator may be highlighting the intended contrast between them, which may act as
another safeguard against reading v. 17(16) as having the same punitive force as v. 15. Of
course, this argumentation is predicated upon the assumption that bringing two laws like these
together would have been done to heighten contrast rather than similarity. If they were brought
together for similarity’s sake and the apodoses were considered merely synonyms, then why
would Ex not variegate the apodosis’ verb in other laws of similar content like v. 12 and 14?
3.5.7. V. 16(17): On Kidnapping Israelites

"Og av KAy Tig Tva TV LidV Toponl, Kol Katadvuvastenoag avTov Amroddtal, Kai evpedi &v

avT®, Oavdte TEAEVTATO.
DN NN 1772 RXA 1M WOR 21N

"Og év. This phrase is used in six other places.>*! Each of these instances have different Hebrew
syntax.>*? It has been argued that Ex aspectually and syntactically marks out vv. 15-17 from the
rest of the text. Ex makes a break from the rhythmic and stock phraseology in the rest of the
casuistic laws (éav 8¢ tig + aorist verb). This syntactic change has the effect of making the reader
pay closer attention to the distinctives in these verses and is probably the reason v. 16(17) begins

with b¢ &v.5*3 While maintaining this syntactic distinction, 6¢ &v is a formulaic way of creating

the future more vivid construction—featuring a subjunctive verb in the protasis and the future

indicative in the apodosis—a construction that is comparable to the one with £av tic in the

protasis and that predominates elsewhere in this chapter.>** It also makes the case more generic

in its application, i.e., “whoever.” This generic subject may be included to coincide with the

54112.15, 19; 21.17(16); 30.33(2x), 38.

542 Note that 1 is not represented in this phrase.

543 21.37(22.1) has almost the exact same Hebrew syntax but translates with the stock éav 8¢ Tic. Alternatively, Ex’s
rendering could be random.

544 Smyth, Grammar, 576, § 2561. For this construction in the legal papyri see e.g., P. Hib. 2, 1. 9 (269-298 BCE) or
for legal literary sources see e.g., Demosthenes 23.62 (41" BCE).
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generic punishment (see below). Since 6¢ av acts to inform the subject of the verb, likely the
redundant tic is included to be consistent with the previous rendering in v. 12 that has similar

syntax to this verse.

T®V VIOV TopanA, Kai Kotadvvacstevcag owtov. There are two options for this plus: Ex had a
Vorlage with 12 anynm Sxws *1an similar to Dt. 24.7 here, and translated a pre-harmonized text;
or Ex harmonized the Greek text with the Greek version of Deuteronomy (or vice-versa).>* This
latter view explains the exact same wording of the two. The answer, as Aejmelaeus has rightly
deduced, is probably the influence of the Exodus translation on the Deuteronomy translation. >4
The reason for this deduction is based on the two rare words found in both Ex and Dt, namely,
abetéw (in the parallel laws of Ex. 21.8 and Dt. 21.14) and katadvvatedw (in the parallel laws of
Ex. 21.16[17] and Dt. 24.7). Both abstém and katadvvatevo rightly translate their different
Hebrew counterparts in Ex (assuming, of course, Ex had a Hebrew Vorlage with =»yni7).%* In
contrast to this is Dt, where within contexts that are representative of almost the same laws as
Ex, the difficult®®® ~nyns is rendered by both a8stém and xotadvvaredo in the contexts where Ex
employs these terms. The strong suggestion is that Dt looked to Ex for help with “anyni—without
any recourse to the Hebrew of Exodus—and borrowed the two Greek words according to each
separate context.>*® Had the Deuteronomy translator been looking at the Hebrew of Exodus, Dt

would have noticed that different Hebrew terms from that of Deuteronomy were being translated

545 1t is also possible that Ex is aware of a tradition that expands the interpretation for this verse and decides to reflect
this in his translation to remove ambiguity.

546 Cf. Aejemeleaus, “What Can We Know,” 108-110.

547 132 = d0etéw in 21.8 and (the suggested) Tmynm = koi katadvvactevsag in 21.16(17).

548 The difficulty in translating this word would be due to its rarity.

549 | am indebted to Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know,” for this argument; Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L Exode, 218,
reach the same conclusion. Cf. Paul, Studies in the Book, 65; Propp, Exodus, 120.
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in the parallel passages here. Therefore, Ex should probably be considered the original rendering.
Ex translates from a Vorlage that had been harmonized with Hebrew Deuteronomy.

Why is this conclusion important? The primary reason, for the purposes of this study, is
because of the intertextual connection with the verb katadvvactedm and its relation to the curse
apodosis. The only other place in Ex where this rare verb is found in 1.13.%%° It describes the kind
of subjugation that ancient and unrighteous Egypt imposed on the Israelites. Anyone who would
read this law with the whole context of Greek Exodus in mind would immediately make a
connection between the enslavement of the Israelites in Egypt in centuries past and the potential
repetition of that enslavement when Jews would subsequently be subjugated. This is a point that
needs to be stressed, though the argumentation that follows stands alone (without the intertextual
connection) with respect to its validity for interpreting this verse.

Ptolemaic Egypt in the early third century (or potentially even from 320 BCE onward)
experienced a significant population increase as a result of the influx of captured
Syrian/Palestinian®®* peoples.>5? This is probably the reason that this law ends with a curse rather
than the death penalty. There were many Jews who had been captured and sold into slavery as
prisoners of war in the preceding years (maybe at the very time of the translation!) and to create
legislation calling those captors to account would be tantamount to inciting rebellion.>* This is
because the sale of prisoners of war was by official order of the king.>>* Again, it was not a small

number of Jews who had been taken by force to Egypt. At the turn of the third century there was

550 Rare in Ex and the literary sources (only Xenophon, Symposium, 5.9.1 [5"-4t BCE]). It is a common term for
unwilling detainment in the papyri: P. Lond. 7 2039. 11 (275-226 BCE); P. Koeln.13.516. 3 (225-176 BCE); P. Tarich. 1. 10, 26
(188-187 BCE); P. Tebt.3.2.953. 7 (181-180 BCE).

551 “Syrian” was a designation for Jewish people at that time in Egypt, as a distinction was rarely made between the
Jews and Syrians. See Tcherikover, The Jews, 4-5.

%52 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 74; Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 2, 4; idem., Hellenistic Civilization, 273; cf. Kasher, The
Jews, 39-40; Westermann, Upon Slavery, 57; Aristeas, 12-14.

553 | presuppose here a mid to early third century date for the Greek Pentateuch.

554 Cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 71.
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a massive displacement that all, both Jews and Greeks, would have been keenly aware of. If the
Covenant Code was meant to be translated as a law for the Jews to refer to in their new Egyptian
context, this law in its original Hebrew meaning would have caused problems when a Greek
official saw it. It would also include an implicit call for the death of the king himself. Had Ex’s
source text not had Sxw» »12n, it is very likely that 6avatodvcdm would have been employed and
not tedevtdtm.>®® Greek law did, for that matter, universally condemn stealing free persons and
prescribed the death penalty for it.>%

Now it could be argued that teAevtdrm does still, though with less directness, contain ill
will towards those who captured Israelites or even possibly the king. This is true, but the
difference between what is stated with 6avatovcBw, namely, that the God of Israel tells his
people to kill those who have captured them, as compared to what is stated by teAevtdrom, that is,
that Israelites may hold a negative disposition towards those who have captured them, is a stark
change in outcome. One could imagine that a Ptolemaic official would care little if an Israelite
was indignant towards their actions against Israel provided that such indignation was not going
to be acted upon. Additionally, the use of the jussive here also implies that this apodotic curse is
not the last word on the matter. The authority of the law has been relegated to civic law and as
such another royal decree could override its contents. This is another way of circumventing an

absolute statement against the Ptolemaic authorities.

555 This contextual switching between tekevtdro and Oavotovcsdwm seems to be present in Lev. 24.16 as well. When the
law condemns foreigners for blaspheming God’s name, the text switches from Bavarovcom to tekevtdro. In this way the text
does not call for the death of foreigners for speaking God’s name.

556 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 72; Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization, 69; cf. P. Tebt. 3 765. 12 (153 BCE);
Aeschines 1.91 (41 BCE); and Aristotle, Athenian Constitution, 52.1 (4™ BCE), which all prescribe the death sentence.
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Koi e0pedi] &v ovtd. The Hebrew 17°2 xxn is notoriously ambiguous.®’” Ex seems to have
intentionally not translated £v tfj yeipt avtod given that just a few verses earlier a similar phrase
was rendered &ic tag yeipoc avtod (V. 13; cf. v. 20). Ex variously translates 7> phrases, sometimes

58 or by including a form of yeip. Only here is év ot used.>® The entire

with prepositions
phrase gvpedf év avt@d is completely ambiguous with respect to the subject of the verb and the
referent of avt®. Ex usually disambiguates a law in his translation. This translation likely has to
do with the curse apodosis. There is no here-and-now consequence of the apodosis so Ex has
translated in a way that allows for the following interpretive options: the captor is found with the
captive; the captive is found with the captor; the theft is found out with respect to>® the captive
(e.g., the captive is somehow recovered); theft is found out with respect to the captor (e.g., the

captor is somehow implicated), etc. The interpretations are numerous and all conclude with a

Curse.

Bavdrte televtdtm. See notes on 3.5.6. (Bavdty televtdtm).

557 Cf. Propp, Exodus, 212-213, for options. For a potential ancient reading see S. Iwry, “xxn171 — a Striking Variant
Reading in 1QIs?,” Textus 5 (1966): 34-43, here 37.

558 As only a few examples: 2.5, 19; 9.35; 10.25; 16.3.

559 Other completely reworked phrases: 23.1 and a group of texts all translating a similar Hebrew expression (4.13;
22.7(8); 24.11).

560 «With respect to” being the translation of v avtd as a dative of respect.
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3.6. Verses 18-27: Laws Concerning Striking
3.6.1. VV. 18-19: Of Free Persons without Fatality
‘Eav 8¢ Lodopdvtat 600 dvopeg, Kol Tatdén tig Tov mAnciov MO 1 woyuti, Kol un amobdvn,
KaTaKAO7 08 €l v Koitny, éav E€avaotag O dvOpwmoc mepumatnion £ €mi papfdov, ABMOC
g€otan 0 TatdEag: TNV THG apylag avtod arnoteicel Kol T ioTpeio.

20wnY 511 N1’ KDY AR N JAR2 MYITNR WK™ DOWIR 12070700
KDY XD IN° MN2W 27 7907 AP MIWWRTIY YIN2 7200 20K

LMowopdvrot. The verb 201 means “to quarrel verbally.”*®? In the Hebrew context a physical fight
is in view. Propp surmises that, “Either 2>1 euphemistically connotes a physical fight, or else we
are to imagine a verbal quarrel that breaks into violence. By the latter reading, the text is
elliptical, merely implying a brawl.”®%? The term AowSopém is used in the legal papyri in nearly
the same way. The nominal form Lowdopiag is the term used to describe “verbal abuse” before a
fight tév mAnydv (“of blows”).*%® Moreover, the verb is also found in the same context.>®* This
lexeme is ubiquitously used this way.

The present tense in casuistic law is the “marked” tense with the aorist as the default.>®®
The use of the present subjunctive “views an act as continuing (not completed), whereas the
aorist subjunctive views it as simply occurring (completed).”%® For this reason Lowdopdvrou is
the action in progress when the strike occurs. This fits Campbell’s Aktionsart category of
“progressive” which is formed by imperfective aspect, a non-punctiliar or non-stative verb, and a

context that allows progression.®®’

561 paul, Studies in the Book, 67; Carmichael, The Origins, 115.

562 Exodus, 214; cf. Brown et al, Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 936, which designate only this verse for physical
fighting.

563 E.g., P. Enteux. 74. 5 (221 BCE); P. Petr. 2 18. 8-10 (220 BCE); P. Enteux. 72. 3 (218 BCE).

564 P, Tebt. 3 765. 4, 10 (153 BCE); BGU 6 1247 (137-136 BCE).

%65 Tjen, On Conditionals, 121-122.

566 Smyth, 524, § 2325.

567 Campbell, Basics, 63; cf. 68-69.
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All the present tense subjunctive verbs in chapters 21-23 (not including copula) are in the
middle voice (21.18, 22, 23, 29, 36; 22.16[17]). Is the middle employed in Ex to invoke an
element of self-involvement, whether reflexive or reciprocal?°®® Appendix 111 lists all the middle
voice verbs in Ex and shows that only on one occasion does Ex use the middle voice without a
documented middle definition (19.23). That is the only context where an interpretive element of

self-involvement could potentially be discerned.

0 GvBpwmog. This is a plus to clarify the subject. See Appendix I.

a0doc €otar. The Niphal perfect 3ms verb 731 is represented by Ex with a predicate adjective
and copula. Ex does not translate finite verbs as ‘item (noun or the like) + copula’ as a general
rule. This pattern only occurs in laws (12.4; 21.8; 21.19; 21.36).5%° The reason the common
apodotic future verb is not used (ostensibly *&0wmbncetar here)®? is because guilt or innocence
in a legal claim is idiomatically spoken of using a noun or substantive adjective + a mode of
predication (usually involving a copula):

1 P. Koeln. 6 272. 16-17 (250-201 BCE)
gvoyoc yévntau tepi 1o eov[o]v

2 P. Hib. 2, 1. 26 (269-268 BCE)
abdot EotooV

3 SB 8008, 1. 4-6, 26-27 (260 BCE)
gav [8]¢ tve[c un moud]ow...ote[pndncovron kai Evoyot] Ecovat...
€0V O TveG N OGSV TL...&voyot &[c]ovTot

571

568 For functions of the middle see Smyth, Grammar, 390.

%69 The only exception is when Ex circumvents a physical description of the divine presence (33.16; 34.9).
570 Though another more idiomatic verb could have been used. This root does not often become a verb.

571 Cf. Lenger, Corpus, 39-40, for reconstruction.
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Ex’s use of &voydc oty for 12 oon7 in 22.2(3) again shows a desire to match legal language
rather than to keep formal translation equivalencies. This, too, points to potential ‘on the ground’

use of these laws.

apyiag. A few examples of this term in the Ptolmaic papyri with a similar meaning and context to
this verse are found.>"? It refers to time lost from a worker’s wage or production. According to
Wevers, the use of the genitive indicates reimbursement for this time lost and is probably also

reflective of contemporary idiom.>”

amoteioetl. EX lexically flattens 11 (21.19) and Spw (22.16[17]) into érortivo, the typical
rendering of a>w.>"* This is explainable by the fact that arotive appears everywhere in legal
casuistic law.>" It is the most common verb in the apodosis for restitution and a “forensic term

which means to pay a penalty.”>’® The object of the verb expresses the penalty.

ta iatpeia. This is the only place where Ex translates an infinitive absolute + finite verb without
a verbal element.>”” The reason seems to be based in keeping dmotive as the main verb. Had
X957 &9 been maintained as verbal, perhaps another apodotic future would obscure the
outcome—*«ai iatpedoet (or something like it) could imply that the striker had to do the

healing, and an additional pronoun would probably be needed (avtov). A passive like

572 See SB 22.15762. 41 (210-209 BCE) and PSI 4.371 (250-249 BCE) for the same use of this word as 21.19 (PSI
4.371 is a more general use). See P. Enteux. 72. 8 (218-217 BCE); SB 20 15001. 17-20 (217-216 BCE); P. Hels. 1.2. 21-25 (195-
192 BCE) for cases involving the subject.

573 Wevers, Notes, 332.

574 E.g., 21.34, 36, 37; 22.3(4), 4(5), 5(6), 6(7), 8(9), 10(11), 11(12), 12(13), 13(14), 14(15).

575 E.g., as a very small sample, P. Cair. Zen. 3 59343 (246 BCE); P. Enteux. 12 (244-243 BCE); UPZ 1 127 (135-134
BCE).

576 E. J. Bickerman, “Two Legal Interpretations of the Septuagint,” in Studies in Jewish and Christian History (Bosten:
Brill Leiden, 2007), 195-217, here 212.

577 Cf. Tjen, On Conditionals, 201-202, enumerates the other occurrences in the Pentateuch: Gen. 13.9(2x); 18.30, 32;
30.31; Ex. 21.19; Lev. 27.10. Tov, “Renderings,” 72, connects Greek Exodus and Isaiah as the only books showing concerted
effort to translate the infinitive absolute + finite as a single word. This is a sign of their translational freedom.
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*atpevOnoetar would also not make clear that the striker must pay for the healing process. As
has been seen, Ex is almost always prone to make a law more specific than ambiguous. The
intent is a “pragmatic functional agreement” rather than a “mechanical translation equivalent.”®’®
The use of the accusative furthers this end as its use with arotive indicates direct costs.>”®
Another reason for the more specific ta iatpeia is probably due to Ex’s desire to reflect
Ptolemaic Greek norms.*® There are Greek laws on this subject.>® Legal medical issues were
directed towards the courts (the dikaotfpiov in P. Enteux. 69. 9 [218BCE]). There was a medical
tax (P. Tebt. 3.1 746. 23 [243-242 BCE]) and the private medical fees as represented here in Ex
would have been the responsibility of the patient.® The lexeme iotpsiov (“surgery”)*® would be
practiced at authorized clinics.*® The use of iotpsiov suggests that Ex is positioning the law
within a Greek medical framework.%® This is because predominantly Egyptian cities and their
physicians did not charge for medical services.*® In a chiefly Greek city like Alexandria private
physicians worked for private fees, much as is the case in the modern world.%®" This suggests that
the translation was made in a thoroughly Greek city. The translation ta iatpgio would not have
made sense in the Chora or smaller-scale, largely Egyptian cities. In those cities, a more formally

representative translation would have been suitable, such as “and they will be healed,” because

there would be no medical fee to be paid.

578 Rajak, Translation and Survival, 130.

579 So Wevers, Notes, 332.

580 This is not to say, “doctor’s fee” is not the meaning of the Hebrew. See Harry A. Hoffher, Piotr Michalowski, and
Martha T. Roth, Law Collections from Mesopotamia and Asia Minor (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2009), 66 and Eshnunna 47-47a;
122 and Hammurapi 206-208; 219-219, 234 and Hittite Laws 10, 174; Paul, Studies in the Book, 69; Propp, Exodus, 217.

%81 Cf. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 439; See P. Hal. 1. 203ff. (3@ BCE); P. Enteux. 72 (218 BCE); P. Enteux
81; P. Tebt. 3 798 (2™ BCE); P. Tebt. 800 (mid 2" BCE); P. Tebt. 44 (114 BCE); P. Ryl. 2 68 (1st BCE). The compensation and
justice given for battery seems to have been given through the court (P. Enteux. 81. 24 [221-220 BCE]). P. Enteux. 74 (221 BCE)
and. P. Enteux. 79 (218 BCE) show that the amount to be repaid was decided by Ptolemaic officials.

%82 |hid., 633; P. Tebt. 112 (112 BCE).

583 This is the translation of Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 357.

584 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 2, 526; cf. Aeschines 1.40 (4" BCE).

%85 |_e Boulluec and Sandevoir, L Exode, 219, conclude similarly.

586 Fraser, Ptolemaic, vol. 1, 373. No documentation on Jewish physicians exists, to this author’s knowledge.

587 |pid., 374.
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3.6.2. VV. 20-21: Of Slaves with Fatality

‘Eav 6¢ T1¢ motaén tov moido adtod 1 TV mondioknv avtod &v pafdm, kal damwobdvr Vo Tog
YEIPOC a0 ToD, dikm EkdkNONT®. €av 68 duPidon Nuépav piav fj 600, ovk Ekdikndnoetal: T yop
apyvPLoV aTOD £0TLV.

QP QP17 DN DAY VAW INARTIR IR ITAVTIR WX 172370

N7 1902 "2 QP> X7 73 2°21 WX 2P OX N

noido/moudickny. See 3.3.2. (naic) and 3.4.1. (oikétic) for further discussion on these terms. They

are generic terms for slavery. See also vv. 26-27 for specific slave class distinctions.

dikm éxdknOntm. The Hebrew ap1» op1 only appears here in biblical law. Most interpreters
regard this phrase to be equivalent to na1 n.58 According to Propp, the use of ap1 instead of
n may be a means of signaling that the slave had no kinsman redeemer/blood redeemer, or else
he would have been already ransomed from slavery by his kinsman.®® In this interpretation,
vengeance is now the duty of the community or God (instead of the kinsman).>*® Another option
is that opa> op1 refers to criminal prosecution and it would be up to the judge to decide if the
death penalty or another punishment were needed.** Ex understands the text in the latter way (or
willfully alters what he thinks the Hebrew actually means for his own purposes). This needs to
be further discussed.

The term &ixm is used technically in Greek law to refer to a “suit”*% or “case.”®® It is
defined as a “claim to proceed against a person or to seize a thing, [that] might arise out of a
situation.”®® The use of &ikn therefore suggests a formal legal suit (e.g. P. Rev. 33.16 [259-258

BCE]). It is in a dikn (“a legal case”) that one would bring dwoudpata as evidence for

588 Propp, Exodus, 219. SamP, in fact, reads n»1 ni» here.

589 |pid.

590 paul, Studies in the Book, 70; Propp, Exodus, 219.

591 Houtman and Woudstra, Exodus, 157-159; cf. Propp, Exodus, 219.

592 For this translation see Bangall and Derow, The Hellenistic, 187, 236, etc.

593 For this translation see Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 152-155.

594 Wolff, “Law in Ptolemaic Egypt,” 73; for more examples see e.g., P. Gurob. 2. 26, 31, 40, 49 (226-225 BCE); P.
Gurob. 10. 12 (300-201 BCE).
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vindication.® Why does Ex choose this rendering instead of éx&ixnotc, the cognate for
gkdknOntm? The noun ékdiknoig is used in 7.4 and 12.12 as “vengeance,” particularly for the
mistreated ‘slave’ Israel. It is attested elsewhere as well.>*® It would not be misunderstood in this
context. Equally, or possibly more suitable, would be katadikn (“punishment/fine”) as seen in P.
Hal. 1. 52 (3" BCE) and P. Hib. 1 32. 7-8 (245-244 BCE). The problem with either £kdiknotg or
katadikn is that the phrases *ékdiknoet Exdiknonoeton (“with vengeance he will suffer
vengeance”) Or *katoadiknt ékdiknOnoetar (“with a punishment he will suffer vengeance™), given
the laws that punished homicide with death just prior (e.g., v. 12), would likely be read as
parallels to the death penalty. It has already been argued that this translator tries to avoid
unmitigated calls for capital punishment. Considering these options, it would seem that &ixkn is a
particularly intentional choice. Ex uses the term to direct anyone in the situation described by the
law to the nearest tribunal for further judicial process.

This is further suggested by the jussive ékéwnbntm (“let him (the murderer) suffer
vengeance”).” Both in the Hebrew and in Ex’s version éxdumnfntm suggests the death
penalty.>® This is due to v. 12, which prescribes capital punishment to anyone who strikes

another human and kills them. It is for this reason that it also is in the jussive.5®® Like

595 Cf. 16 Sucond[ palra ti[[c]] dikng (P. Hal. 2. 38 [3™ BCE]), “the proof-texts of a case” (Bagnall and Derow, The
Hellenistic, 207); té 3¢ Sucond[palta tiig dikng &9’ fig v Tig papropiog smAdpn[ta]t (P. Hal. 1. 38 [39 BCE]), “the justifications
of the legal trial on the basis of which someone might receive legal recourse.”

5% Aesopus, Fabulae 3.2.20 and 246.11 (both in the dative); 3y.7 (61" BCE); Quintus Fabius Pictor, Fragmenta 18.35
(3 BCE); Polybius, Historiae, 3.8.10.6 (3-2" BCE). In the papyri: P. Strasb. 1 79. 7 (16-15 BCE).

597 That the murderer is the subject in Hebrew is documented in Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 668.
Given the parallelism to the death penalty laws in Ex (vv. 12, 15), this jussive/passive would be read with the murderer as the
subject.

5% The verb is only found in the papyri in P.Tor. Choach. 12 6. 8 (117-116 BCE) as &[[k]]Sikicavteg (thv kpiotv),
translated as “defend (the case)” by Bagnall and Derow, The Hellenistic, 222. In Ex, it should probably be read as “Let him be
defended with a trial,” with the implication of a trial that leads to punishment via the death penalty. The text would be understood
as referring to the death penalty based on the context and not strictly through the lexical definitions of éxduéw.

59 The aorist, when written in legal style and the apodosis, represents a command that is only referring to a specific
situation and not to a universal prescription/customary imperative as the present entails (see Westermann, Upon Slavery, 37 and
Mayser, Grammatik, vol. 2, 150 § b1.)
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favarovcbo, the authority of the statement is deferred to another source.®® This also implies
why &ikn was used. By telling the reader to go to the nearest tribunal for trial the verdict of the
death sentence would already lie in the hands of the Ptolemaic authorities. Ex’s translation
maintains fidelity to the source text’s root word, while at the same time finds a way to redirect
the reader to the Ptolemaic judicial system. It can be concluded, then, that both &ikn and the
jussive function to direct persons in this situation to find a solution outside of the text, as it does

not prescribe a concrete punishment.

gxoknOnoetar. The jussive is not used here because there is no action to be taken in this
apodosis. If the slave lives for awhile following a blow, then no action is required.®®® The jussive
IS not used because there is no prescription for the death penalty.

3.6.3. VV. 22-23: Of a Pregnant Woman

‘Edav 6¢ pdyovtot dvo dvopeg kol TatdEmoty yovaika v yaotpi Exovcav, Kai EEA0N 10 modiov
avThg un| €€ewovicpévoy, emlnpov npiwbnoetot: kaBott dv EmPAAn 0 avnp Thg yuvaukog,
Smoet petdt dEubpoTog- dav 8¢ EEgtkovicuévoy 1), SOGEL yoynv vl Yoy,

0°9992 1NN AWK HYA POV MW WK WY WY NOR TP RDY T27 IR 77T AWK 193 DOWIR X7
WHI AN W1 NN 7770 PIORTDR)

uayovtot. See 3.6.1. (Aowopdvron) for the present tense.

nataEmotv. Eveline van Staalduine-Sulman argues that 71 in this legal context (as compared to
the typical 7123) is a term used to specify an unintended strike.®%2 Ex resorts to semantic leveling
with his choice of totdoow to render the two Hebrew lexemes. The intentionality of a crime

would be determined by the government official in Ptolemaic times. However, this should not be

600 See 3.5.2.

601 Remember that the victim or their representative would have to bring a case to the Ptolemaic court. The Ptolemies
would not actively seek the case out.

602 Cf. Eveline Van Staalduine-Sulman, “Between Legislative and Linguistic Parallels: Exodus 21:22-25 in its
Context,” in The Interpretation of Exodus: Studies in Honour of Cornelis Houtman, ed. Riemer Roukema (Leuven: Peters, 2006),
207-224, here 217; contra Carmichael, Origins, 121-122.
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pressed as Ex’s intent in the flattened translation. Ex’s rendering creates a more generally

applicable law and changing the pervasive striking verb could confuse the reader at this point.

un é€stcoviopévov. This phrase translates 1ox 7m0 891.%%% Ex’s translation “not fully-formed™%%
either stems from a misunderstanding or ignorance with respect to the Hebrew term 1ox, or it is
an interpretive gloss. The noun 1ox likely means something more than simply “death” since no
form of m is used here. If the purpose of vv. 22-25 is to present paradigmatic cases of “harm”

caused to third parties, then this term needs to be broadened to include death and damage to an

eye, tooth, arm, leg, burn, a wound, or a stripe.®® The Arabic cognate ‘asiya means “be

distressed” which also fits the idea of various causes of “harm.”®% If Ex understood this term as
“harm,” then the interpretation seems to be that a non-formed fetus being aborted is not a case of
“harm” because it is not a full-fledged life.%%

With respect to the entire phrase 170K o7 891, had it been rendered stiltedly as in kai dvk
g€otwv [10R], the subject of £otv could be either the mother or the child which is a major
interpretive ambiguity of the Hebrew in the first place. The use of the participium coniunctum

(un é€ewcovicpévov) instead of *kai ovk Eotv [1OKX] is a “very Greek™ way of composing the

603 See Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 61-62; Propp, Exodus, 222; Staalduine, “Between Legislative,”
220, for options on nox. Each conclude with the general translation “harm” (in line with the Arabic cognate *asiya). See
Josephus, Ant. 4.8.278, Mek. de-R. Ishmael, Nezigin 8, and Aharon Shemesh, “4Q251: Midrash Mishpatim” Dead Sea
Discoveries 12, no. 3 (2005): 280-302, here 286, for “fatality.” Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, L ’Exode, 219 connect Ex’s rendering
to the rabbinic Niddah 24b. Less plausible is her homophonic connection of 110x to ao®pa- (220). While Ex makes some
interesting exegetical decisions based off a word’s root, there are no indications that those interpretations leave behind semantics
completely.

604 The reference is either purely physical or else it entertains the theological idea of “fully-formed (in the image of
God)” (cf. Lust, Greek-English, 212). Perhaps the perfect tense is used to connote stativity.

605 Cf. Propp, Exodus, 222; Staalduine, “Between Legislative,” 220.

606 Propp, Exodus, 222; cf. Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 61-62, with “sorrow.” Josephus, Ant. 4.8.278
takes this word as “fatality” with respect to the woman. This is also the opinion of the rabbis (Mek. de-R. Ishmael. Nezigin 8; see
Shemesh, “4Q251,” 286).

607 The same logic applies if Ex understood 11ox to mean “fatality.” See the previous footnote.
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sentence, and this construction better reveals the exegetical decisions of the translator.®%® There
are no Ptolemaic documents informing the exegetical decision here. Perhaps Ex’s specificity
implies that the translator was more concerned with a law that could be narrowly exacted and
practiced than one that could be polyvalent (as the translation kai 6vk £otwv [170X] would be), as

functionality and practice seem to be at the forefront of the translation.

eminuiov inuwbnoetar. The Hebrew root wiv refers not only to monetary compensation but to
punishment in general.®%® There are nine other occasions in the Septuagint Pentateuch in which
an infinitive absolute with a finite verb has the infinitive absolute rendered as an accusative.®°
The consistent rendering of the wiy word group is the {nut- selection.’* Why did Ex not simply
use {nuia here (so Prov. 27.12)?

The reason that émnuov is used instead of {nuia is because the latter, while often
referring to a monetary penalty in Ptolemaic legislation (e.g. P. Hal. 1. 195 [3"¥ BCE]; P. Lille 1
29, 2. 10, 20 [3" BCE]), has a much larger semantic range in legal materials. The noun {npio can
even be used to refer to the death penalty®!? and is often used synonymously with tiumpio
(“vengeance” or “penalty”).®*® Ex does not want to connote the death penalty or vengeance in
general. Further, Ex uses the neuter émliov when the masculine was also available. Why? It is

probably because the neuter is specifically a “fine” whereas the masculine can also mean the

608 Cf. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Participium coniunctum as a criterion of translation technique,” Vetus Testamentum 32, no.
4 (October 1982): 385-393, particularly 388 and 393; Tjen, On Conditionals, 131. It is also the only time Ex ignores a non-
idiomatic 77 in the book. Cf. Evans, Verbal Syntax, 243, who comments on the periphrastic construction in the following verse
which he claims is “not specifically motivated by the underlying text.”

609 Brown et al., Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs, 778; Propp, Exodus, 223.

610 Gen. 50.15; Ex. 21.22; 22.25; Lev. 5.19; Num. 27.7; Dt. 14.22(21); 15.8, 10, 14; see Sollamo, “The LXX
Renderings,” 105.

611 Dt. 22.19; 2 Kgs. 23.33; Prov. 17.26; 21.11; 22.3.

612 Cf. LSJ, 11.2.

613 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 438; cf. P. Enteux. 79. 13 (218 BCE) compared to P. Enteux. 77. 6 (221-220
BCE).
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more generic “loss” like {nuia.%* The necessity of the neuter case ending is also why the dative

was not employed. The focus on monetary compensation makes sense given that was the primary

615 616

means of justice assigned by Ptolemaic officials,”* and more ancient talionic punishments
show little sign of being practiced. Finally, the {nut- root is used in the legal papyri to refer to
civic penalties so Ex’s “fine” here should be further defined as “governmental fine.”®*” The
Greek text therefore only prescribes a monetary penalty, commissioned and assessed by the
government, for the loss of the pregnancy. This punitive measure (i.e., monetary compensation)
is directly in line with the Ptolemaic legal process. Furthermore, in legal papyri dealing with

three cases of a pregnant woman being injured, the compensation for the injury is put into the

hands of the government official who would customarily assign a monetary fee.58

peta aibpotoc. The meaning of the expression a*»%oa is frequently debated among scholars.®°
The two main interpretations are 1) “with estimation or reckoning,” whether that be monetary

reckoning or alternatively an estimation of the fetus’s age;®?° 2) “with intercession or

614 See the difference noted in LSJ I.1 compared to 2. The specific monetary aspect of this word is noted in Shemesh’s
commentary on it (“4Q251,” 286); for casuistic uses see the neuter in IG V,2 6. 36 (4" BCE Tegea), t® émopion, and line 43, té
émlaua drvteiéto in Friedrich Hiller von Gaertringen, ed., in Inscriptiones Graecae, Inscriptiones Arcadiae, vol. 2, (Berlin,
1913); and IG V,1 1498. 10-11 (2™ BCE Messenia), to émiapov, Walter Kolbe, ed., in Inscriptiones Graecae, Inscriptiones
Laconiae et Messeniae, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1913).

615 See next note.

616 E.g., Middle Assyrian Laws A 50a or the Greek Locri colony (71" BCE) as found in Propp, Exodus, 227-228; cf.
Paul, Studies in the Book, 75-77.

617 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 557.

618 See P. Tebt. 3.1 800 (150 BCE), lines 35-39, and particularly line 33; P. Ryl. 2.68 (89 BCE), lines 22-26, which
mention specific fines set up by the government for this legal situation. Note that the women involved in P. Tebt. were Jewish
(Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 246). PSI 3.167 (118 BCE) is seemingly damaged in the portion referring to compensation, though
the text does refer to the case being directed towards government officials (lines 2-3).

619 See Durham, Exodus, 312 and Propp, Exodus, 223 for options.

620 See Paul, Studies in the Book, 72; E. A. Speiser, “Stem pll in Hebrew,” Journal Of Biblical Literature 82, no. 3
(September 1963): 301-306, here 303. Staalduine comments, “The preposition 2 after 1n1 is most probably a 2 praetii that refers
to the level of the fine” (“Between Legislative,” 221). This suggests against “judges.”
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arbitration,”®?! which comes by understanding the plural to be abstract in meaning or to refer to
judges.5?2
Ex certainly translates in light of the latter option. The noun a&wopa in the legal papyri
“means that the court will evaluate the damages and exact compensation from the assailant
accordingly.”®?® The epigraphical data also shows the meaning of a “petition” or “request
preferred before a higher tribunal.”®?* The reason that the term should be taken in its legal and
papyrological sense is due, in part, to émlnov being defined as “governmental fine”—with
emphasis being on the requirement to go to Ptolemaic officials for the fine’s imposition—and in
part to the formal position and role a&idpa has in the papyri. Note the following examples:
1 P. Enteux. 17. 9-10 (217-218 BCE), in the closing line of the petition

TOVTOVL Yap YeEVOuEVoV, TevEopat, Baciied, Tod a&if dpa]tog

For when this happens, | beg, O king, for a judicial assessment
2 P. Sorb. 3 128. 15 (219-218 BCE), in the closing line of the petition

TOVTOVL Yap YEVOUEVOD, 010 G€, Bactred...tevéouan ToD AEIOUATOG

For when this happens, on account of you, O king...I beg for a judicial assessment
Since these examples are found in the stock and formulaic endings of these petitions to the king,
they signify that Ex is drawing on very common language used when addressing Ptolemaic royal
authorities. While it would not be wise to draw too great of an inference, the fact that Ex chose a
word so closely associated with Ptolemaic legal process and appeal suggests an implicit approval

of that very system. If Ex did not want the readers to make an immediate connection to that legal

system and court, a word less formulaic and recognizable could have been used. This argument

621 Cf. Durham, Exodus, 323; Propp, Exodus, 223.

622 Gesenius, Hebrew, 124g.

623 Shemesh, “4Q251,” 284.

624 Deissmann, Bible Studies, 93, emphasis mine. Le Boulluec and Sandevoir suggest (in this line of interpretation) the
translation, “avec le concours d’un dignitaire” (“with the support of a dignitary/official”; L’Exode, 220).
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is even more persuasive when it is recognized that there was likely no legally authoritative

council of Jewish elders at this time in Ptolemaic Egypt.5?® Where else were Jews to go? 526

ddoet (v. 23). The verb dnotive is not employed due to the non-colloquial object yoymv.8?” This
verb does not take objects like this.%?® The change from the second person singular in Hebrew to
the third person in Greek suggests Ex was more concerned with a straightforward reading than
matching the Hebrew precisely.®?° The switch also brings the final clause into parallel with the

preceding clause in v. 22.

yoynv avti yoyds. Perhaps the focus on governmental intermediation inherent in émlnuiov and
a&uopa is also meant to inform the talionic principles that follow in the case of a “formed” infant
dying. As was noted above in the case of the death penalty, Ptolemaic authorities would need to
be consulted for that punishment to take effect. Here, too, these talionic punishments would have
to go through the authorities with the potential of the proposed punishment being disallowed.
The papyri, however, show beatings being prescribed for those who have unlawfully struck

another,®3 but this study found no instances of a limb or the like being lost in talionic fashion.

625 Tcherikover et al., Corpus, 9; idem., Hellenistic Civilization, 302.

626 A final mention should be made about P. Enteux. 71. 6 (222BCE), which connects injured intrauterine life with the
price called “da&ia (Spayudv).”

627 Cf. Lev. 24.18 which does not follow this practice. Ex uses 8ozt in v. 23 to keep maintain comprehensibility.

628 See the comments on v. 19.

629 For other changes of 2" person Hebrew verbs see: 1.16; 5.5, 7; 6.1; 10.11; 15.21; 16.25; 18.22; 20.25; 23.31; 24.1;
25.19(18); 26.30. It is notable that the change in person may change the subject of the Hebrew (the second person being the
community or family of the victim [Staalduine, “Between Legislative”, 213-214]).

630 See Bechtel et al., Dikaiomata, 107.
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3.6.4. VV. 26-27: Of Slaves Leading to Manumission

‘Eav 6¢ t1¢ mataén tov 000oApuov tod oikétov adtod 1j TV 0eOaiuov tii¢ Oepamaivig advtoD, Kol
EKTVOADGT, EAeVBEPOLG EE0mOGTEAET AOTOVS AVTL TOD OPOAANOD AOTAV.

‘Eav 8¢ 1ov 660vTa 1o 0ikétov 1 TOV 006vTa. ThG Ogpamaivng adtod EkkOyT, ELeLOEPOVC
g€amootelel aTOVG AvTi TOD 00OGVTOG AVTMV.

1Y DN IAPW WOMD NN AR PYTNRTIN 172V PYTNR WOR 737790

W DA IAPW Swon? 997 1NNKR JWTIR 172V WK

oikétov. ..Oepamaivnc.53 These terms are idiomatically paired together to designate male and
female houseslaves in Greek composition.532 The same argumentation applies as in 3.3.2. (naic),
as well as in 3.4.1. (oikétic). When compared to Ptolemaic norms these laws in vv. 26-27 are
overly punitive when it comes to a slave’s abuse. Greek and Roman slaves were frequently
tortured to make them speak truthfully.®®® Likewise, it was considered normal to starve, chain, or
beat them.®3* It may be the case that the law in Hebrew Exodus was seen as overly soft when it
came to slave abuse. Since, if torturing and beating them on occasion was permissible and
normal, how could a mere strike to the face with minor damage be worthy of manumission? This
would be even more the case for an agricultural slave, since, as a general rule, “agricultural
slaves were far less likely to win their freedom.”®3® Moreover, Bechtel includes a few laws from

Ptolemaic Egypt in which the compensation varies with respect to the person being struck, with

the price change depending on the status of the assailant and the victim.®% Slaves who strike free

831 ggpdmarva is elsewhere only in 11.5. The context is ambiguous as to the status of the slave there. It seems best to
associate Ogpamawva with the term for Pharaoh’s royal servants, Ogpdnov, since it is the same root and is used 2 verses prior. This
suggests a higher-class slave.

632 Agschines 99.6 (4™ BCE); Aristoteles et Corpus Aristotelicum, Fragmenta, 8.44, frag. 547, line 59; Lycurgus 29.8;
30.4, 7 (4™ BCE). Could the reason for not pairing oixétic and oixétng be that they sounded too close to each other, with only a
very slight vowel shift (1 and n were closer in sound than in the modern Erasmian pronunciation typically used in biblical
scholarship)?

633 Wiedemann, Greek, 167; Lysias 4.12-17 (4™ BCE).

634 Wiedemann, Greek, 173; Xenophon, Memorabilia, 2, 1.15-17 (4™ BCE). For beatings on slaves in the Ptolemaic
period see P. Hal. 1. 182-192 (3 BCE); for putting them in stocks see the example from William Linn Westermann, The Slave
Systems of Greek and Roman Antiquity (Philidelphia: The American Philosophical Society, 1955), 38, who cites evidence outside
of Egypt.

635 \Wiedemann, Greek, 133.

636 Djkaiomata, 107.
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people owe twice what a free person owe and are liable to beatings themselves.%3’ These cultural
mores suggest Ex uses the terms for the highest status slaves in vv. 26-27 as it would have

seemed more reasonable.

ErevBépoug €amootelel avtovg. For the idiomatic predication with éleb0epoc see 3.3.2.
(dmededoeTon ErevOePOC).

3.7. Verses 28-32: Laws Concerning Goring
3.7.1. VV. 28-30: Of Free Persons
‘Edav 6¢ kepation tadpog dvopa 1 yovaika, kol droddvn, AiBoig AbBoBoindncetar 6 Tadpog, kol
0V Bpwbncetar T kpéa avTod- O 6& KOp1og Tod Tavpov ABGOC Eotar.
gav 8¢ 6 Tadpoc kePATIOTNG | TPO THC 8X0EC Kail mPpd THC TPiNG, Kol StopapTOp®VIOL TG Kupim
avToD, Kol pun deovion avtdv, avéAn o€ dvopa fi yovaika, O Tadpog MBofoindncetal, kol O
KOPL0g aTOd Tpocamodoaveitat.
€av 0¢ Atpa EmMPANON avTd, ddoel Atpa THe Yoy avtod doa v EmMPAA®SY oOTO.
P11 KV IIWATNR PIR XYY MW D0 2190 DAY AWRTIR IR WORTIR MW AT
nnY 1PHyaTan 5?0’ MW WK IR WIR DN AW RO 1OV TV QWOW D07 RIT A MW aR)
1Y DWPTIWR 932 WD 1PTD 1N 1Y NWY 193 DX
tadpoc. This is a contextual rendering of mw. It is only used in goring contexts.®* In the laws
that do not require a cow to be paid in compensation the most generic term Bovg is used (20.17;
23.4; 23.12). When a cow is part of the payment to be made in the casuistic laws pocyog is
rendered.®®® The reason for pdoyoc being employed in those texts is outside of the limits of this

study. Perhaps it has to do with the greater value of a young calf over an older calf.64

a0dog &otat. For the uncommon addition of the copula in pure nominal clauses see the rationale

in 3.6.1. (60doc Eotan).

837 Cf. ibid., 196-209.

638 21.28(3x), 29(2x), 32(2x), 35(3x), 36(3x).

639 22.29 and 34.19 use it, too, but these contexts are speaking of young animals.

640 | s0, Ex could be applying an ancient version of the Qal wa Homer; the most expensive animal is used to imply all
animals fit within the scope of the law. Or, maybe Ptolemaic Egyptians only gave péoyog in transactions like these. Preliminary
research suggests the latter is not the case.
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dwapaptopovror. While Ex has rendered the singular hof al perfect term 73117 as a plural medio-

passive verb,®*! “the parallel Mesopotamian law entrusts this task to the municipal authorities,
and similarly in Exodus, [7311] may imply a formal procedure with the calling of witnesses...or
a public remonstrance before witnesses.””%4? Ptolemaic law also called for a plurality of
witnesses.%4® This connection should not be pressed too far since Ex has a habit of making
explicit the unstated passive agents in verbs that are represented by the idiomatic singular passive
in Hebrew (here 717).6% The verb dapoptopovtot could be a present or aorist subjunctive
morphologically speaking.®*® Perhaps in realizing this after the fact Ex uses periphrasis in 21.36
to demonstrate that 21.29 was in fact a present tense since these verses refer to a nearly identical

event,546

npocamofaveirar. Tov comments that this is a neologism. 4" The verb is probably created based
on the assimilation of the Hebrew a3 into the verbal concept (which becomes mpoo-).6* See

3.5.2. (avarodcBom) for the relation of this verse to the death penalty.54

EmPAnOi... émPdimowv. In EX the switch between the singular passive and the plural active

(both singular passive nwy) may indicate a measure of intertextuality with v. 22, in which the

641 This thesis does not subscribe to the grammatical category of “deponency,” so Stapoptopwvar should be
understood as including an element of self-involvement on the part of the subject.

642 Propp, Exodus, 234.

643 P, Lille 1 29. 31-32 (3" BCE), which shows that this was true even if they were slaves.

644 10.24, 26; 19.26; 21.29, 30, 31; 22.5(6), 18(19); 25.29(28), 31; 31.15; 35.2. Special cases may be 19.12 and 21.16.

645 \Wevers, Notes, 339; Evans, Verbal Syntax, 243.

646 This assumes that the translator did not intend to return and revise previous work. It could be that such revisions
were part of the project.

647 «“Compound Words in the Septuagint Representing Two or More Hebrew Words,” in The Greek and Hebrew Bible:
Collected Essays on the Septuagint (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 131-152, here 151.

648 This assimilation may also occur at 7.11 with cuvexédiesay (for ox xp=); Cf. 12.38 (cuvavéPn for ox + 19v), though
the Hebrew syntax here makes this more difficult to be certain of.

649 rpocamoOaveitar is not in the jussive because another penalty is made available in the next verse.

122



husband (sg.) chooses a price (kabdtt av émpdéAin) which is then adjudicated by the court (ueta
a&uoparoc, which probably implies a hearing involving multiple adjudicators). The plaintiff
choosing a price with subsequent official ratification was in fact the practice at the time.%*° Ex’s
choice of émPario is suitable to this context as the term is used in both the literary and

papyrological sources with the meaning “to impose (a fine/penalty).””%!

AOTpa i Woytic avtod. SB 20 14183. 10-14 (198-197 BCE) has a tadpog goring (kepoatilet) an
unidentified object or person (avtov) which dies (dnébavev). The price for this death is
oxtakioyLiov (8000) of an unidentified currency. If it is drachmas, ostensibly, that price would
be in line with the death of a person.®? If this is the case, then it is evidence that a severe penalty
was in place for the death of a human via goring in the Ptolemaic context, but the death penalty
was probably not. In this way, the ransom option presented in v. 30 is in line with Ptolemaic
standards. This would be the punishment allowed by Ptolemaic judicial authorities.

The term Abvtpov is stereotypically a plural noun (Abtpa) which is why it does not match
both singular nouns 195 and 11775.%%® LSJ documents that Abtpov is a typical term for ransom-
money in the literary sources including redemptive blood-money as in Ex.%®* Therefore, it is
probably not found in third century papyri due to lacking sources and not due to disuse.®> The
semantic levelling of 192 and 11°7 is probably based out of Ex’s desire to have an easily

understood text. Using two different words to represent these Hebrew items could cause the

650 Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman, 438.

651 SJ, émpBério, 1.2.

652 6000 drachmas is the price enumerated for a death in Dover, Greek Popular, 290.

653 See LSJ, Mtpov, 1.1

654 Cf. ibid, including 1.2.

855 In the 2™ century it is found in SB 28 16855. 16, 21 (167 BCE) P.Koeln 13 524. 5 (2" BCE); P.Lugd. Bat. 19 7 B.
4.4 (109 BCE); BGU 6 1260. 12 (101 BCE). All examples are in the plural.
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reader to fail to identify the ransom imposed as the same item as the “ransom of his soul.” A
similar levelling was noted for v. 22 with tatdEwov.

3.7.2. V. 32:%%6 Of Slaves

gav 0¢ Toida Kepation O Tadpo¢ 1 Taudicknv, apyvpiov Tpidkovta didpayio dMeeL TM Kupim

avTdV, Kol 6 Tadpog MbofoAndnocetat.
SP0 MW PITRY N0 DHPW DUWHW N0 IR I MW M TavTOR

noida. .. moudioknyv. These are general terms for “slave.” See 3.3.2. and 3.6.2.

apyvpiov tpraxovra didpaypa. According to Westermann,the price of an adult slave in the third
century was about three hundred drachmas.®® Tcherikover, on the other hand, places the price
for a full-grown slave in Egypt at upwards of 1000 drachmas,®*® though this price may have been
less earlier in the third century.®®® This study found that in Egypt two female slaves cost two
hundred drachmas each in one case (P. Cair. Zen. 3 59355 [257BCE]), and three hundred for one
in another (P. Cair. Zen. 4 59606 [256-239 BCE]).

The Hebrew text likely refers to a gored slave who dies and is consequently priced
according to the average value of a slave (thirty o>%pw).6%° While it must remain possible that Ex
has simply represented the Hebrew text here and did not aim to interpret the text beyond its
formal representation, it would seem best to understand that Ex either missed the implied death
of the slave in the Hebrew text (nm1 [or the like] is implied), or, due to being constrained by the

lexemes before him, opted for a different interpretation of the verse. Ex’s price for the gored

656 \Verse 31 has no information pertinent to this study. Sikaiopo. in that context has the same meaning as discussed in
3.1

657 Westermann, “Enslaved Persons,” 4. He states that these numbers are apparent from the Zenon documents, but does
not give citations. Moreover, the price he gives may be an average between Palestinian and Egyptian prices.

658 Mizraim, 75.

859 Ibid., 75.

660 Propp, Exodus, 19-40, 236, gives ancient Near Eastern parallels that would need to be slightly adjusted (upwardly)
according to inflation: Eshnunna 55 (“If it gores a slave and thus causes his death, he shall weigh and deliver 15 shekels of
silver”’) and Hammurapi 252 (“If it is a man’s slave (who is fatally gored), he shall give 20 shekels of silver”). These translations
are from Hoffner et al., Law Collections, 67 and 128 respectively. Cf. Paul, Studies in the Book, 83, who cites a Nuzi text pricing
the slave also at 30 shekels.
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slave is too low to be the actual cost of a slave in Ptolemaic Egypt. The text, instead, reads either
as a penalty price for injury or perhaps implies that this ox had not been accustomed to gore in
the past and thus represents a merciful ‘cut cost.” If Ex wanted the text to speak of the slave’s
death, the translator shows no qualms about adding in a helping verb elsewhere (kai kataedyn in
21.14; un Bovinton in 22.16[17]).

Ex translates pw with didporypov in places where the text makes an expectation of the
reader, i.e., places where there are laws for the reader or community to adhere to (21.32;
30.13(4x), 15). Within historical narrative when recounting numerical figures that are not
prescriptive for the reader, Ex transliterates with oixhoc (30.23-24%1; 38.24[39.1], 38.25-
26[39.2], 38.26[39.3], 38.28[39.6]).6% This, too, points to the intended use of this law in the
translator’s community.

CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION
4.1. Overview

This thesis began by setting out a methodology that focuses on a translation-technical
analysis of Greek Exodus 21.1-32. This analysis was to be coupled with a comparative
examination of Greco-Egyptian Ptolemaic legal standards as they relate to the subject matter
found in this section of Septuagint Exodus. A chapter was devoted to highlighting the legal
authorities and structures in Ptolemaic Egypt which then focused in on the current evidence
relating to Jewish interaction with those influences in the Ptolemaic period, specifically the third
century BCE. The strong suggestion was that Jews were heavily influenced by Ptolemaic norms,

potentially over and against Jewish legal norms. A parallel was also drawn between the

661 This law about anointing oil recounts numerical figures that Moses was to gather for that specific instance; it is only
the recipe that was binding for the generations to come (cf. v. 31).

662 Tt is possible that this translation difference is due to a different translator’s hand. However, that hand would have
changed between 30.15 and 30.23, which seems unlikely given that the general translation technique does not change in Ex until
the tabernacle account.
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npootdyuo genre of royal decree and the contents and syntactic form of the juridicial legal
materials in Septuagint Exodus.

From here, this study demonstrated a host of translation peculiarities in chapter 4. Some
of these were a product of Ex’s desire to maintain fidelity to the Hebrew text, while others
represented a divergence from a strict representation of the Hebrew in favour of Greek idiom. In
other cases it seems as though Ex intentionally altered the meaning of the Hebrew text to
accommodate the legal norms from the broader Ptolemaic context. Some of these alterations
were further divergences from the Hebrew text than others. Moreover, some of the potential
changes did not have enough evidence available, or the data was insufficiently clear, so that a
definite conclusion as to the translator’s intent in translation or exact understanding of the
Hebrew text was not possible.

4.2. Results
4.2.1. Comments on Categorization

The following list delineates the conclusions of this thesis mostly with respect to
differences from the Hebrew text’s meaning and syntactical structures, and categorizes the
results based on the type of translation provided.®%® The results are further classified depending
on the strength of the evidence as based on both the argumentation in the thesis and the author’s
point of view. A very few inconsequential and tertiary results of the thesis are not included. The
general definition of each categorization is as follows:

+» Significant Departure from Hebrew Meaning
e (Occasions when the translator changes the meaning of the Hebrew text, often
intentionally, or adds an element that is distinctly not present in the original.
+«»+ Similar Hebrew Meaning

e Deals with different shades or nuances of translational differences rather than
introducing something altogether foreign.

663 There is often some overlap with respect to a translation choice being, for example, both “narrowing” and
“idiomatic,” but this list will categorize items based on the more substantial change between competing categories.
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The following categories are subsumed into the previous two.

X/
°e

Narrowing Translation
e Choices that disambiguate the Hebrew text or situate the translation more exactly
within the Ptolemaic legal context. Portions of a Hebrew word or phrase’s
meaning may be drawn on.
Expansionary Translations
e Choices that broaden the original scope of the Hebrew text’s meaning or intent.
Greek Idiom Employed
e Choices that do not necessarily change the meaning of the Hebrew text but are
reflective of either incongruent modes of expression between the languages or
represent the employment of terms or phrases within the Ptolemaic legal and
lexical register that hardly diverge from the Hebrew meaning.
Strong Interference from Hebrew
e Confined only to areas where significant unidiomatic Greek is present when
compared to Ptolemaic legal diction, or Hebrew interference is the best
explanation for a translation choice.®*

/7
A X4

X/
°e

°

The following category is reserved for text-critical conclusions.

®,

% Changes Likely Based on Variant Vorlage

e Choices explained most credibly by a variant Hebrew source text than that which

is represented in MT.

4.2.2. Strongly Evidenced Results
4.2.2.1. Significant Departure from Hebrew Meaning
3.3.2. & 3.6.2. & 3.6.4.5%° noic/oikeric/oixetic/Ospanaivnc. While moic represents the Hebrew
text well in that it reflects the generic term for “slave” in the Ptolemaic context, it is not
synonymous with oiketig(-tfc)/0epamaivne, which probably reflect a higher class of slave. This

class distinction is not present in the Hebrew and has been artificially created by the translator to

create more harmony between Ptolemaic legal slave treatment and the translation.

664 Given the nature of Greek Exodus being a translation there are many dependencies on the Hebrew text which, while
interfering, remain comprehensible and passable within Greek diction. These interferences are not included. Not including some
of these elements are in part the subjective choice of this author.

665 These enumerations represent the sections of chapter 3 in which the issues are discussed.
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3.3.6.2. plus of 10 xpiriprov. This plus is probably added because slavery was highly regulated
in Ptolemaic law and o kputrprov would direct the reader to the nearest local Ptolemaic office
for registration. Other contexts in Greek Exodus including laws that were not regulated like
slavery do not receive this plus. These items all suggest that Ex’s laws were translated in view of
maintaining cordiality with Ptolemaic legal norms, and that these precepts were potentially going
to be used in juridicial matters. In other words, had Ex not included this plus here, the translated

law would be in direct opposition to Ptolemaic law.

3.4.1. oikétwv...ai dodAat. Ptolemaic law often delineates these two roots as distinctly different
classes of slaves. The oik- class seems to be given a higher status and rights. This distinction
seems to be represented in Ex and is not present in the Hebrew. Ex has changed the Hebrew so
that the rights granted in the law fit more readily with the rights given to the respective slave

class.

3.5.2./3.5.5. Bavdrto Oovatovcbw. Ex’s switch in apodotic syntax reflects an intentional desire to
situate laws with the jussive within a different sphere of authority. Jussive apodoses reflect civic
laws rather than royal decrees which have future apodoses. The former were subject to the latter
in Ptolemaic Egypt. Whether or not the death penalty was prescribed was a matter reserved for
Ptolemaic authorities to decide. Ex directs the reader to those authorities by downgrading the
authority of the death sentence statement. Moreover, homicide (v. 12) did not always warrant
capital punishment in Ptolemaic Egypt, so the punishment in the Hebrew text would have been
on the fringe of Ptolemaic practice. Likewise, the parental striking in v. 15 was also only
sometimes punishable by death. Because of this, Ex keeps the verb 6avatoém (but does not in v.

16[17]/17[16]).
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3.5.6. & 3.5.7. Bavatw tedevtatm. Ex changes the verbal lexeme and grammatical voice of the
apodosis though the Hebrew text’s apodosis is identical to the other texts on capital punishment.
The law’s punishment instead becomes an imprecatory curse which is a trait found in other
Greek laws. This change in v. 17(16) is due to the crime (cursing of parents) not being punished
by the death penalty in Ptolemaic law. In v. 16(17), Ex could not translate a law that implicated
with death those who kidnapped Jewish people. This is because producing such a law would be
tantamount to raising a fist at the Ptolemaic government, who had in fact recently taken many

Jewish people from Palestine and migrated them to Egypt for slavery.

3.6.2. dikn £xdwknOftew. While the Hebrew text’s op1» op1 is probably equivalent to nny nw, EX
departs from this meaning by instead directing the case of a killed slave to Ptolemaic court. This
is signalled using dixm (“with a trial”’), as well as by the jussive, which is a means of directing

the, here implied, death sentence to Ptolemaic officials for ratification or dismissal.

3.6.4. oixkérov...0epamaivng. The same argumentation from 3.3.2. & 3.6.2. woic/oiketic, as well
as 3.4.1. oikétwv...ai dovron applies here. Ex uses these terms for a higher class of slave in vv.
26-27 because these laws on manumission would be excessively lenient to be applied to all
slaves in the Ptolemaic period. Beating slaves was considered a norm and the emancipation of
agricultural slaves was less common. Ex therefore relegates manumission in these instances to
household slaves.

4.2.2.2. Similar Hebrew Meaning
4.2.2.2.1. Narrowing Translations
3.2. (& 3.4.3.) dwaumpara. This term represents a close association with the courtroom and

legally binding decrees. It is less malleable than vawn as found in chapter 21.
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3.2. mapabnoets. In combination with dwaimpa this lexical choice creates a connection to the

courtroom.

3.3.3. Non-use of *6 kbp1oc 10D yvvaikog. This phrase referred primarily to a woman’s guardian
in Ptolemaic legal language. Ex probably avoids the phrase due to this. This suggests a desire to

situate this law within a Ptolemaic legal framework rather than a strictly Jewish one.

3.3.6.1. mpocdéet. In combination with the plus to kpitiprov and the slavery context, this word is
chosen to match Ptolemaic legal diction. It is used there for bringing a slave to be registered

which matches Ex’s context.

3.4.2. 6t This is the only translation of inseparable 2 like this in the translation. Ex avoids an

infinitive phrase because the temporality of the following clause would be ambiguous.

3.5.4. émutiOnu. Ex employs a term specifically used for premeditated attack in Ptolemaic law.

3.5.4. xai kataevyn. This plus demonstrates Ex is acquainted with the technical legal language

of “fleeing for (legal) refuge.” It also clarifies the implied action in the Hebrew text.

3.5.3. 0 povevoag. This plus clarifies the Hebrew’s obscure subject. Ex will sometimes add a

subject to the text when it is unclear who the subject is.

3.5.5. "O¢ tomtet. The use of the imperfective aspect makes only repeated or habitual infractions
regarding parental violence punishable by death. The use of the aorist subjunctive would have
indicated a singular infraction. Ex differentiates the syntax and aspect here from v. 12, which

speaks only of a singular strike. The Hebrew for both verses is, however, the same.
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3.5.6. 6 kaxoroy®dv. Ex employs a common legal term for “defaming.” The choice of the present
participle stands out, potentially in contrast to the previous verse’s iterative action (8¢ tomtet).
The participle seems to highlight instead a characteristic or state of the offender rather than a set
of repeated actions. This is important considering the apodosis which only prescribes a curse as

punishment rather than the death penalty, as in v. 15.

3.6.1. 0 Gvbpowmoc. This is a plus to clarify the subject that shows Ex is not afraid to add to the

text for the sake of clarity.

3.6.1. anoteicel. Ex uses a particularly forensic term which is the most common verb for penalty
payment in Ptolemaic law. Ex flattens Hebrew lexemes together (e.g., 21.19; 22.16[17]) to create

this parallel. This creates a greater connection to Ptolemaic legal formulations.

3.6.1. ta iatpeia. Ex breaks typical translation protocol for an infinitive absolute + finite verb of
the same root. This translation avoids the various pitfalls a formal and verbal representation of
this Hebrew construction would cause here, while at the same time indicates the Greek context of

the translation due to private surgical costs only being a factor in Greek cities.

3.6.3. un| é€ewcoviopévov. This translation of 1ox 70 X9 removes many of the ambiguities that a
more formal representation of the phrase like *kai évk €otiv [170R] would create.

Comprehensibility and practicability seem to be at the forefront of the translator’s mind.

3.6.3. émlnov {npuwbnoetar. The reason Ex does not employ the more common Cnuia here is
due to its associations with the death penalty and with broader categories of punishment beyond

monetary fines. The neuter ém{nuov refers specifically to a governmental monetary fine. Ex
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avoids the dative case in order to fully represent the neuter noun and this specific interpretation.

Once again, the implication is that Ptolemaic officials are to be called upon for assessment.

3.6.3. peta a&idpartog. The term a&uopo is used in the legal papyri in formulaic petitionary
phrases to the king. Ex could have chosen many other terms not associated with this process.
Combined with the use of ém{nquov (“governmental fine”) this lexeme should be taken in its
well-attested sense of “request preferred before a higher tribunal.” The translator thus directs the
reader to be assessed by Ptolemaic officials for their case. This kind of crime would in fact be

adjudicated by Ptolemaic authorities in Egypt.

3.6.3. dwoet. The change from the Hebrew second person singular verb to the Greek third person
singular represents Ex’s desire for a clear text above an exact representation of the Hebrew. The
referent of the Hebrew second person is not clear. Additionally, the second person is intrusive to

the consistent third person subject in the apodoses of these laws.

3.7.1. tadpog. Ex contextually renders = w. Three lexemes (tadpog, fodc, pooyoc) are used
depending on the context. The noun pooyog is only used in places where a law requires the
payment of a mw. Preliminary research suggests this choice has to do with Ptolemaic

compensatory standards when paying with animals.

3.7.1. Mtpa Tiig woyis avtod. The lexical flattening of 79> and 175 (both Abdtpa in this verse) is
probably based in Ex’s desire to have an easily understood text as two different “ransoms” in this

context could obscure the required payment.
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3.7.2. didpaypov. Ex translates 2pw with didporypov in places where the text makes an
expectation of the reader but transliterates when recounting historical figures. This probably
points to the intended use of this law, and others, in the translator’s community.

4.2.2.2.2. Expansionary Translations

3.3.2. £av. Though caused by linguistic incompatibilities between Greek and Hebrew conditional
clauses, the topical subordination signaled by °> and ox/ is lost. Such topical subordination is

achieved by 8¢ in Greek compositional law.

3.4.4. ta déovta kol TOv ipatiopov. The Hebrew naxw (“food”) is expanded into ta déovra
(“necessities”). This, combined with ipaticpov, seems to intentionally mimic Greek marriage
contracts in the sections involving the requirements that a husband must meet for the marriage to

be upheld. Ex harmonizes the requirements for a Jewish woman with the Greek requirements.

3.5.7. xai e0peh &v adtd. EX intentionally translates with ambiguity, leaving open a few ways
of reading this condition in the kidnapping law. The reason for this is likely because of the curse
apodosis which only generally condemns those kidnapping Israelites. There is no physical or
substantial punishment in the law, so various interpretive possibilities of this phrase were
acceptable.

4.2.2.2.3. Greek Idiom Employed

3.3.2. amelevoetan ErevOepog & 3.6.4. Ehevbépovg E€amoaterel avtovg. EX employs the typical
predicative éAevOepog to match a Greek emancipation idiom. This suggests that Ex desired these
laws to parallel the Greek legal texts. This could be for literary (i.e., readability) or practical (i.e.,

use of the law in society) purposes.
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3.3.3. Apodotic kai. Ex follows Greek standards by not translating the Hebrew apodotic 1 most of

the time. This kind of translation is a more respectable representation of typical Greek law.

3.3.6.1. 1 (1° not translated). Compositional Greek apodoses, especially in the Ptolemaic papyri
and the NT, do not often include markers of the apodosis. Ex dismisses the Hebrew 1 to match

Greek idiom.

3.4.2. un evapeotion @ Kupie avtic. Ex avoids the miscommunication that a more stilted
translation of the Hebrew would create. A more natural Greek expression is used, along with a
verb that may have specific hyperbolic connotations in marital contexts. The verb choice could

also help the reader contextualize the intent of the law.

3.4.2. v avt® kabwporoymoaro. Ex creatively translates to avoid the unidiomatic *® odtd

kabmporoynoato. The two pronouns would have had the same referent.

3.4.4. anootepnoetl. Ex chooses a term from Ptolemaic legal language used in similar contexts

rather than matching previous translations of y-.

3.5.2. Bavdrte Bavatovcbw. The dative noun Bavatem idiomatically precedes the verb indicating

the death sentence in Greek compositional law. Ex mimics that feature.

3.6.1. aB@®og Eotar. Ex only translates finite verbs as item + copula in legal sections (12.4; 21.8;
21.19; 21.36). Ex does not use the typical apodotic future verb (e.g., a0pwbnoetar here) because
guilt or innocence in a legal claim is idiomatically labelled in a predicative manner in Greek law.
In 3.7.1. The phrase a0@og &otoun is used idiomatically again, with the copula being an

uncommon addition when translating pure nominal clauses in Hebrew.
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4.2.2.2.4. Strong Hebrew Interference

3.3.4. 6¢. Given that Ex seems to be familiar with Greek legal compositional norms, the use of 6¢
to represent 1 distorts the typical function of 8¢ within casuistic laws, namely, to indicate the
subordination of the following idea to the overarching topic begun by £av + subjunctive.
However, Ex does not translate with kai éav because that construction arguably never begins any
sentence in documented compositional Greek casuistic law. Ex’s choice to not translate kol £év

does represent Greek idiom in this respect.

3.4.2. n0étoev év avtij. The combination of &v + pronoun does not occur with afetéw in
compositional Greek. This is therefore a Semitism (representing 2 732) though not
incomprehensible.

4.2.3. Weakly Evidenced Results

4.2.3.1. Significant Departure from Hebrew Meaning

3.4.2. €Bver ddhotpio. Ex may have intended this to be read as referring to “a proximally distant
land,” which coincides with the axiomatic statement o0 kOp10¢ £ottv TAEV avtiv. The overall
reading of the text would then match up with the strict Ptolemaic law that slaves were not to be

sold outside of Egypt.

3.5.4. Mpyn...0avatdcar. This death penalty prescription could be understood like the
surrounding jussives and would thus defer the decision for capital punishment to the Ptolemaic
authorities. This would be in line with Ptolemaic law, since those who disregarded the law of
refuge would themselves be subject to death. That Ptolemaic norm is in direct contradiction to

this Hebrew text.
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3.7.2. apyvpiov tpraxovra didpayua. This price for a slave’s life is greatly out of line with
Ptolemaic standards. Ex’s translation is probably to be understood as representing the cost of an
injured slave rather than a dead slave (the latter is the meaning of the Hebrew). Ex could have
added a helping verb to clarify the death of the slave if that were the intended meaning (as, e.g.,
Kai kKorrapoyn in 21.14, and, pun BodvAntoa in 22.16[17]).

4.2.3.2. Similar Hebrew Meaning
4.2.3.2.1. Narrowing Translations
3.2. évomov. This term potentially draws on juridicial terminology highlighting the personal

requirement of the law, or a courtroom setting.

3.3.3. avtoc povog. This Greek idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew idiom 1933, if the Hebrew
suggests slavery without possessions, removes that aspect of the Hebrew meaning. The Greek
idiom specifically refers to whether a person is alone or with others. Ex may have used this

calque because Ptolemaic slaves often owned many possessions.

3.3.6.3. 1ote. This plus may go hand in hand with the plus of 0 kpriplov. It may separate the
event of ear-piercing from the registration of the slave, so that the ancient ceremony did not have

to occur at to kpurfprov.

3.3.6.3. mpog v BOpav mi 1oV otabuov. The odd use of £xi for \& may coincide with the pluses
of 10 kprprov and tote in that an orderliness and greater degree of precision are intended by the

translator so that the law is more readily practicable.
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3.4.4. 6Anv. This word seems to be the way to indicate a secondary wife in Greek marriage
contracts. Ex could have chosen &tepog or aAroc. The Hebrew is less specific in identifying this

woman.

3.5.1. 'Eav o¢ matdaén (apodictic Hebrew syntax not followed). The syntax of the Hebrew
changes to apodictic law, but Ex does not follow suite in this verse. If the Hebrew’s switch in
syntax suggested a more severe and emotive tone, this nuance is not present. Ex also departs
from the typical translation of the Hebrew participle with this rendering, probably to disassociate

this verse from the following content.

3.5.7."O¢ av. This differing syntactical introduction to the law in v.16(17) is probably due to
Ex’s desire to distinguish this law from the rest, and to give pause to the reader, since the

translator is distinguishing the punishment in this verse from some of the others.

3.5.7. katadvvaotevoag. Ex seems to have created an intertextual connection between the
subjugation of Israel under Egypt in the past and the subjugation of Israelites described in this

law.

3.6.1. Aowopdvrar. This root is used in the legal papyri to refer to the reviling before a physical
altercation. This small difference in meaning from 2°1 is that the Hebrew term does not always
imply an ensuing physical fight. The root Aowdop- is, in contrast, consistently used this way in the
legal papyri. Additionally, the present tense emphasizes the progressive nature of the action,
whereas the Hebrew does not grammatically encode this distinction. The middle voice is not

significant.
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3.6.3. uayovrat. The present tense of this verb grammatically encodes the progressive nature of

the action which is only implied in the Hebrew.

3.7.1. dwpaptopwvtat. EX translates the singular passive 7317 as plural and medio-passive. This
makes the law binding only with a plurality of witnesses available. This is Ptolemaic custom.
However, Ex often makes unstated passive agents in verbs explicit so this connection should not

be pressed.

3.7.2. émPAn07)... émPdrwowv. In EX, the switch between the singular passive and the plural
active (both singular passive nwy) may indicate a measure of intertextuality with v. 22, in which
the husband (sg.) chooses a price (kaB6tt1 dv €émPain) which is then adjudicated by the court
(nera a&uopartog, which implies a plurality of adjudicators). Ptolemaic process may again be
intimated.

4.2.3.2.2. Expansionary Translations

3.3.4. ta. moudia. The non-inclusion of the Hebrew feminine pronominal suffix from 7°75" in the
translation could be due to an intentional muting on the part of the translator. In Ptolemaic law
slavery status is passed from mother to child. The children in this verse would not be “her

children.”

3.3.5. 1oV kVp1dv pov kal v yuvaiko kol to wodic. The pronoun pov is not repeated after the

second and third coordinate nouns. This is in contrast to similar coordinate nouns with repeated
person pronouns like those in vv. 15.17(16), and 20. It is possible that Ex muted these pronouns
because, like the previous example, the wife and child would belong to the master in Ptolemaic

law.
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3.4.2. kaboporoynoato. The Hebrew verb 73> probably refers to a specific kind of betrothal (i.e.,
a condition of slavery leading to marriage) whereas Ex uses a more generic term that removes

that nuance.

3.5.3. éxmv. The verb 172 (“to lie in wait”) is translated based on its sense with “willing.” A
perfect verb translated into an adjective only occurs in instructional materials and all but once
outside the Covenant Code. Perhaps this is a sign of greater compositional fluidity in these

chapters.

3.6.3. matdEworv. EX lexically flattens a1 and 1701 together here. If the former connotes an
unintentional strike, Ex may have removed that aspect of the text because the intentionality of a
crime was decided by Ptolemaic officials. This is a tenuous point, since it is more likely that Ex
simply desired to have the same striking verb in these laws in order to mitigate
incomprehensibility.

4.2.3.2.3. Greek Idiom Employed

3.3.3. Verbless Nominal Clauses. The phrase £av 8¢ yovn cuvelcéhOn pet’ avtod inv. 3
represents one of three examples of a verbless nominal clause being rephrased. These changed
clauses only occur in legal texts (21.3, 8; 24.14). Whether this shows a greater concern for clarity

in legal texts is difficult to ascertain with so few examples.

3.3.5. amoxpifeic €inn. The aorist subjunctive, if it is true that speech verbs are generally
associated with the imperfective aspect, may represent interference from the legal casuistic genre

which defaults to £av + aorist subjunctive.
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3.4.1. éavtod. Against the Hebrew word order, this emphatic personal pronoun is used. Its use
here is the way familial relationships are often stated in Ptolemaic legal texts.

4.2.3.2.4. Strong Hebrew Interference

3.4.2. £av (no 6¢). Ex has maintained fidelity to the Hebrew text (which has no 1) and translated
without 6¢. In Greek compositional casuistic law £av + subjunctive indicates a new topic.
4.2.4. Changes Likely Based on Variant Vorlage

3.3.4. 1® xvpie avtod. EX probably had a reading in line with SamP.

3.4.2. o0 k0Op1o¢ oty moAgiv avtrv. Ex’s Vorlage likely had Swn»> with either an obscured or

omitted °.

3.5.7. tov vidwv Topan, kai katadvvactevoag avtov. Ex’s Vorlage likely had 12 Sxaw» 212
Tnynm (as based on Dt. 24.7).
4.3. Comments on Results

4.3.1. Translation Technique

The consistent pattern represented in Septuagint Exodus 21.1-32 is a desire to draw on
Ptolemaic legal language, their judiciary systems, and even differing content represented in
Ptolemaic legal norms rather than the norms presented in the Hebrew text. As can be seen by the
number of “narrowing translations” Ex is prone to disambiguate the Hebrew text both for the
sake of clarity and practicability. Polyvalence is not something the translator valued—at least in
this section of the text.%® A more formal analysis at the level of a verse or section’s entire
meaning in these legal segments as compared to the narrative portions of Exodus would need to

be undertaken to see if this trait is based in genre or in the overall translation values of Ex.

666 Unless polyvalence is intentional. It was argued to be, for example, in the commentary on v. 16(17) with g0pebfj év
avTd.
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Formal Hebrew interference is also not something that is particularly prominent in this
section. Following Hebrew word order is the only constant in this regard, and even that is not
without exceptions. In order of prominence, the next aspect of Hebrew interference would be the
general fidelity involving quantitative representation of each Hebrew lexeme. This is much less
operative than following the Hebrew word order, however, and happens enough so that it can be
said that it was not of chief concern for Ex. Even less concern is shown for a one-to-one formal
representation of Hebrew lexemes with consistent Greek equivalents. Ex is far more prone to
contextual renderings. Finally, there are basic translation equivalencies when it comes to Ex’s
understanding of Hebrew syntax, though the translator is not particularly concerned with
abberations from some of his generally established translation norms. What these factors say
about certain methodological outlooks such as the Interlinear Paradigm has already been said by
its proponents: this approach needs to be tempered and contextualized for each individual
translator.%®’ Perhaps all that is needed, in light of this thesis, is to categorize Septuagint Exodus
as a bit closer to the fringes of the formal translation constraints proposed in that model.

4.3.2. Purposes Behind Ptolemaic Legal Interference

The strong interference from Ptolemaic law, especially as seen in the syntax employed
and the meaning changed regarding the Hebrew death penalty texts, suggests that this translation
was made with the intent to fit it within the Ptolemaic legal context more easily than a
straightforward representation of the Hebrew text would allow. Moreover, Ex has altered the
meaning of the Hebrew text on various occasions when there is no warrant or inclination that the
Hebrew would be read otherwise. This is most notable in the death penalty apodoses (which all

have the identical n»1 nm» behind them) and in the changing of slavery terminology to represent

867 Scholars such as Boyd-Taylor, The Interlinear, and, Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism,” have already well-noted that
translators can differ substantially in their degree of formal representation of the Hebrew.
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different classes based on the content of the various laws. Other examples such as the probable
harmonization of requirements for female divorce and the consistent redirection towards
Ptolemaic officials for intermediation also point to Ex’s fixation with Ptolemaic norms.

These changes almost require that Ex translated under the assumption that those reading
these laws were not going to make recourse to the Hebrew text. There is no doubt that to the
Hebrew purist some of Ex’s translation choices would be borderline audacious. Perhaps some of
these changes could be explained in other ways. Still, it is hard to imagine another argument
based in anything other than an unseen linguistic constraint for the use of the jussive in the death
penalty texts. That there is such a strong correspondence to Ptolemaic legal genres suggests
either that this thesis missed a linguistic explanation, or that Ex had indeed drawn on the genres
of royal decree and civic law. So why, then, does Ex go to these lengths to interact with
Ptolemaic law in this legal translation?

The consistent use of contemporary legal language and formulations could be due to Ex’s
desire to create an ‘authentic’ sounding text. Or, perhaps it points to Ex’s desire for the text to be
perceived on a parallel level to other legal texts and traditions circulating Egypt. Given that Ex
has translated these casuistic laws so similarly to how Greek compositional casuistic laws were
written, these precepts would have no trouble fitting into the Ptolemaic context all on their own.
They truly could function in that society as individual dioudpata for use in the courtroom. The
function of these laws within the translator’s society is a question that stems from the broader

inquiry into the original purpose for the translation of the Greek Pentateuch.®%®

668 See Honigman, The Septuagint, 105-118, or Modrzejewski and Cornman, The Jews of, 100-102, for good overviews
on this topic.
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Recent scholars like Rajak do not believe the original intent of the translation was to be a
“civic law of the Jews.”%®° Others like Honigman claim this could have been “at least a
derivative sphere of use.”®’® This thesis provides some data to potentially move this conversation
forward. It seems very possible, given the kinds of changes and influences that have been noted,
that these laws were intended for ‘on the ground’ usage. Given that dikaumdpota were often taken
from this or that legal source, drawn together by a lawyer, and subsequently used in court, it
seems very possible that these laws could have served that same purpose. Such usage may even
explain why Ex takes such liberties, since the laws would be further excised from their context in
this process of becoming part of the material in the dossiers of legal experts. It would be harder
to trace them back to their initial source. At this point, this thesis can only hope that a further
evaluation of the rest of Ex’s legal materials will shed further light on this question.

What can be said with a measure of confidence is that Ex is acquainted with Ptolemaic
jurisprudence, both with respect to the kinds of texts produced within that system as well as to its
actual laws, juridicial processes, and customs. This suggests that Ex has spent significant time
reflecting on and learning from the Greco-Egyptian legal system. Certainly, that legal sphere
held a great deal of sway in the mind of the translator. Whether or not this kind of knowledge
was commonplace is another matter for investigation. Would the typical civilian know these
terms, texts, and functions? Or does the translator’s knowledge of such things betray a close
association with, or perhaps participation in, higher Ptolemaic legal discourses and processes?
Has the translator spent time with Ptolemaic officials in the making of this translation? Were a
plethora of legal texts strewn about the translator’s workplace during the translation’s creation?

Whatever the case, the recourse to that system evidenced suggests a deep and thoroughgoing

669 Translation and Survival, 84-85.
670 The Septuagint, 108, emphasis hers.
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knowledge of its practices—however that information was gathered. Whoever the translator was,
he undoubtedly had a great respect, and allegiance towards, the Ptolemaic legal system. This
deference is, in part, passed on through the changes that occur in this translation. Whether the
readers knew it or not, Ex’s goal was—to a degree—to Hellenize the Hebrew(s).
4.3.3. Comments on Halakhic Influence

This influence in Ptolemaic law, language, and custom, also calls certain other
approaches to the translation technique of Ex into question. One approach that has been briefly
interacted with in this thesis is that which sees halakhic influence in Ex’s translation choices.
Scholars like Buchner, Frankel, and Prijs, to varying degrees, have suggested that Ex has been
influenced by halakhic interpretations and hermeneutics.®”* What constitutes a “halakhic
interpretation” is a matter of debate. Generally, “halakhic interpretation” refers to the practice of
expanding upon laws from the biblical text.®”?> The problem with drawing conclusions from the
Rabbinic sources like these scholars do is that the source materials stem from the common era,
and there are no definitive means of tracing them back before that time."3

It is outside of the scope of this thesis to investigate all the Rabbinic sources. It would be
worthwhile to see if one could find similar Rabbinic exegesis that takes a stock phrase like m»
nny and willfully changes the meaning like Ex does. Such a find would be more substantial than
the small and contestable nuances that were briefly commented on in this study.®”* However, it is
much harder to contest some of the other translation choices explained in this thesis. The use of

the civic legal genre, for instance, is a strong indication that Ex cared more about Ptolemaic legal

671 Biichner, “On the Relationship,” Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss, and, Prijs. Jiidische Tradition, respectively.

672 James D. Newsome, Greeks, Romans, Jews: Currents of Culture and Belief in the New Testament World
(Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992), 106-107. This practice can be seen in a seminal form in Nehemiah 8 and 10
which harmonize various legal traditions (See Lawrence Harvey Schiffman, Texts and Traditions: A Source Reader for the Study
of Second Temple and Rabbinic Judaism [Hoboken: KTAV Publishing House, 1998], 103-105).

673 Cf. Newsome, Greeks, Romans, 106-107; Schiffman, Texts and Traditions, 48-49.

674 See 3.3.6.3. and mpog v Bvpav &mi 1OV oTAduSV.
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influence than Jewish legal traditions or interpretations. The harmonization with Greek law on
female marriage requirements is also another strong push against the halakhic approach. Perhaps,
at this point, the best one could say is that there may be small intimations of halakhic influence.
However, the predominant impetus for the translator is to build a bridge between the translation
and Ptolemaic law, as best Ex could and within the confines of a translation attempting a degree
of fidelity to the source text. At the very least, this thesis calls into question the validity and
certainty of the halakhic approach.
4.4. Conclusion

This study has attempted to break into a heretofore unexplored aspect of Greek Exodus,
namely, its potential relationship or influence involving Ptolemaic legal norms. While some of
the conclusions have been noted as tentative and uncertain, others have provided solid new data
to help in the interpretation and understanding of this ancient translator. If the hypothesis
presented here is correct, in that the Exodus translator is frequently influenced by Ptolemaic
Graeco-Egyptian legal norms, then a new facet of Second Temple Alexandrian Jewry and
hermeneutics may in fact be on the cusp of discovery. Probing further into hermeneutics,
especially as to whether other interpretive traditions ‘bend’ Hebrew lexical roots (e.g., nin1 nin)
like Ex is one of the next steps in this investigation. Further research needs to be done in the rest
of the Covenant Code, and in the legal materials more broadly, for a clearer picture to emerge.
This project represents the first ‘brush marks,” so to speak, of that potentially breathtaking and
illuminating portrait—a picture of the merging and melding Hellenistic and Jewish worlds at the

outset of a new, Greek, epoch.
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APPENDIX [: PLUSES IN EXODUS 1-23

The following list does not include pronouns, divine name expansions, articles, or other
minutiae like these.®” This is an imperfect list based on a manual evaluation of this author
through the comparison of BHS and the Goéttingen Edition. Where a significant variant exists in
the BHS apparatus, it is noted with “(variant).” Where no variant is listed in BHS but a nearby
context could be a source of harmonization, it is noted. While most of the harmonized texts were
found without aid, Tov released an article near the end of the research period for this thesis
which supplements the information gathered.®’® Where Tov agrees or includes the same
information, it is noted according to the page number in his article. There is no significant
attempt here to differentiate between which pluses are based on a variant Vorlage and which are
from Ex. The list is compiled to gain a general view of the differences in Ex compared to MT.
Still, a few speculations on the Hebrew Vorlage are included. This appendix mainly supplements
the argument in 3.3.6.2.3. b) by showing that a non-harmonizing plus like t6 kpttpiov is not
normal in Ex.
Pluses:
1.11 xoi Qv, 1 éotv Hhodmohg
1.12 oi Aiyvmtio
1.12 cpodpa

Based on 1.20 (Tov, 7)
1.22 101 'Efpaiorg

Based on 2.6 (Tov, 11)
2.3 1 ptnp awtod (variant)

Based onv. 2 (Tov, 12)
2.6 1 Buydnp @apaw (variant)

Based onv. 5 (Tov, 13)
2.11 tovg viovg Topani
2.11 taig moAhaig

Based onv. 23 (Tov, 7)
2.15 éM0av d¢ eig yiv Maduav (variant)

675 Except in ch. 21-23, where there was a vested interest to have a list of every plus.
676 «“Textual Harmonization in Exodus 1-24,” A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 22 (2017): 1-16.
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2.16 mowaivovsot T TpoOPota Tod TATPOG AVTOV
0 TpdPata Tod matpog avtdv IS taken from the context immediately following. The
author clarifies why the daughters “went out and drew water” beforehand by inserting
mowaivovsat. Tov points to 4QExod® as witnessing to a Hebrew text with this phrase
included (6). Only the first verb nmw~ survives, but it is enough to indicate that this was in
fact a Hebrew reading. This should absolutely be accepted.
2.21 yovaika (variant)
2.22 év yaotpi 6¢ AaPodoa 1 yovn (variant)
Based on 2.2 (Tov, 11)
2.22 Mwovoig
Based onv. 13 (Tov, 11)
3.7 mpdc Mwvoijv
3:8 kai I'epyecainv (cf. v. 17; 23:23)
Based on Deut 7:1. These two peoples do not appear together in the Torah before this
verse in Deuteronomy. Same in 13:5 below (Tov, 12).
3.10 Baciréa Aiyomtov
Based on 2.23 (Tov, 11)
3.12 6 6e0¢c Mwvoi) Aéymv
Based on 3.14?
3.16 t@v vidv (variant)
3.16 kai 0e0¢ Ioaak kai Beog lakwp (Tov, 7)
4.1 6 6g0g, Ti Epd TPOG AOTOVG
This is not new content. ti £§p® Tpog avtovg Is taken from 3.13, where Moses asks what
to respond to the Israelites disbelief.
4.6 £x T0d kOAmoL avTod (Variant)
4.7 gig Vv ypoav
4.12 Movotic
4.17 v otpageicav &ig dQv
Based on 7.15
4.18 peta 8¢ Tog NUEPAG TAG TOAANAG EKEIVOG ETEAEVTNGEY O PacGIAEDC AlyVTTTOV
Based on 2.23, and is a reminder of the timeframe and context of Moses’ return.
4.23 10v A0OV Hov
Based on 5:1; 7:16 (Tov, 10)
4.24 Gyyehog
Added to circumvent a physical description of God.
4.31 6 hadg
Based on 3l1a (Tov, 11)
5.2 t0o0¢ viovg
Based on the frequent expression (Tov, 7)
5.13 &didoto vuiv (variant)
5.14 10d yévoug
Possibly from 1.9
5.17 kai ovtot
Based on 6.14
6.20 Bvuyatépa 10D AdeApoD ToD TATPOG A TOD
Text changed so that Amram takes a cousin instead of an aunt as his wife.
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6.20 Mopiap v adekenyv avtdv (variant)
Based on Num 26.59? (Tov, 6, 12)
7.5 navteg (variant)
7.7 6 40EAPOC 0 TOD
Based onv. 1 (Tov, 7)
7.9 1® 4d3eA@d cov
7.9 émi v yijv
Based on 4.3 (Tov, 10)
7:9 onueiov 1y
Based on v. 3 and Deut 13:2. Similarly 11:9, 10 (Tov, 7)
7:9 xai Evavtiov @V OgpamdvTmv o ToD
Based on v. 10. Similarly, 9:8. (Tov, 8)
7.10 évavtiov ®apom
Based on v.9 (Tov, 11)
7:10a xoi t@v Bepomdviwv adTod).
Based on v. 10b. Similarly, 14:8 (Tov, 8)
7.11 Aiybmtov
based on 11b (cf. Tov, 8)
7:15 avtog €xmopedeTan
Based on 4:14. Similarly 8:16 (Tov, 12)
7.19 1® adeAp®d cov
8.1 t® 4deAP® Gov
8.3 1®v Alyvntiov
Based on 7.11 (Tov, 11)
8.4 mepi €uod
Based on v. 24. Similarly, 9:28. (Tov, 8)
8.5 xai amod tod Aaod cov Kai
Based on 8.7(11) or 5 (Tov, 12, claims the latter)
8.7 xoi éx T®V £maviewv
Based on 8.9(13)
8:12 11} xept
Based on v. 13 (Tov, 12)
8:12 &v 1¢ 101G AvBpdTOIS KOl £V TOIC TETPATOGY
Based onv. 13 (Tov, 8)
8:14 xoi = 0x
Based on 7:11 (Tov 10)
8.16 év 1) épnuw
Based on 7.16
8.18 0 xvplog
8.19 &ni i\ yfig
Based on 9.5 (Tov, 8)
8.24 pog kHplov
Based on v.25 (Tov, 8)
8:28 kai ovk NOEANCEV £amooTEI L
Based on 10:27 (different Greek: kai o0k £€BovAnOn é€amooteilatl avTovg) or 9:2 (&1 pev
obv R Povdel Eamooteirar) (Tov, 10)
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9.2 10v AoV pov
9.4 év t® xop® €xelve (variant)
Based on v. 14 (cf. Tov, 8)
9:7 idav 8¢
Based on v. 34 (Tov, 8)
9:7 61t
Based on v. 34. (Tov, 8)
9:7 1®V viddv
Based on v. 6. Similarly, 12:6 (Tov, 12)
9.9 &v 1¢ 101C AvOpOTOLS KOl &V TOIC TETPATOGLY
Taken from 8.13/9.10
9:11v1)
Based on v. 9. Similarly in 3:10, 11; 10:6; 14:11. Same in 12:40; 13:3 (Tov, 8)
9:25b 1 yaAala.
Based on v. 25a (Tov 8)
9.28 kai wop
Probably taken from 9.23/24
9.29 kai 0 HeToC
Probably taken from 9.33/34
10.4 TV Vv dpav
Probably taken from 9.18
10:4 moAAv
Based on 10:14 (Tov, 8)
10.5 Mwvot|g
10:5b g yfic
Based on v. 5a (Tov, 8)
10.6 maoan
10.8 kai wévta tov Kopmov Tdv Evdwv (variant)
10:12 Botévnyv Thic Yig
Based on v. 15 (Tov, 12)
10.13 &ig tOv 00pavoV
Confusion with 10.21, possible (variant)
10.18 Movotic
10:19 v
Based on v. 15 (Tov, 8)
10.22 verla
From Dt. 4.11; 5.22?
10:24 1® Be® VudV
Based onv. 8 (Tov, 8)
10:24 xoi Aapov
Based on 9:29 (Tov, 12)
11.2 kai ipatiopdv (variant)
Based on 12.35 (Tov 12)
11:3a évavtiov
Based on v. 3b.
11:3a kol évavtiov Popowm
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Based on v. 3b (Tov, 8)
11.3 &ypnoav avtoic (variant)
Based on 12.36 (Tov, 12)
11.8 Mwvotig
11.9-10 xoi ta tépota
Based on 7.3
11.10 év vy Atyomto
Based on 11.9 (cf. Tov, 8)
12:3 &xaotog
Based on the context (Tov, 8)
12:3 vidv
Based on frequent expression (Tov, 10)
12.6 vidyv (variant)
12.10 d610dV 00 GUVIplyETE AT’ AWOTOD
Based on 12.46 (Tov, 3, suggests this is a true example of harmonization at the level of
the Greek translator, not the Vorlage)
12.16 hatpevtov
The rewriting involves the change of the verb from 12:16 MT SP 7wy to mowmjoete in the
LXX, equaling wyn in Lev 23:7 (Tov, 10)
12:18 10d mpmtov
Based on Lev 23:5. This verse speaks about the same festival of matzot (Tov 5)
12.19 €awroig
12:21 16v vidv
Based on 4:29. Same in 3:16 (Tov, 8)
12:30 év méion 1)
Based on 11:6 (Tov, 10)
12.39 avtovg (variant)
12.39 &ig v 056V
12.40 «oi év v} Xovaav Variant
Based on 13.3? (Tov, 12)
12.50 mpdg avtotc
13.5 kai 'epyecaionv kol Oepelaiov (variant)
Based on Deut 7:1. Same in 3:8, 17 above. (Tov 12)
13.12 ta dpoevikd
Repeated from end of verse
13:12b pnrpav
Based on v.12a (Tov, 9)
13.12 ayidoeig (variant)
Based on v.2 (Tov, 9)
13.13 pntpav (variant)
13:14 611
Based on v. 9 (same phrase) (Tov, 9)
13.19 Twono (variant)
13.20 oi viol Topani
13.22 movtog
14.2 tig énavremg (variant)
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14.3 1® Aad avtod
Clarification in line with Hebrew from v.5 (cf. Tov, 9)
14.4 wévteg
14.5 tovg viovg (variant)
14.6 ®apowm
14.6 navta
14.12 tav1
based on v. 32 (Tov, 9)
14.13 v mopd tod Beod
Circumventing a physical description of the divine presence
14.13 ypovov
14.17 ®apow koi...woviov
Taken from 7.3; 9.12; 10.20
14.18 mévteg (variant)
14.19 1@V vidv
14:20 xoi €otn
Based onv. 19 (Tov, 9)
14.20 51ABev
Corruption?
14.23 teiyog
Repeated from two words before
14.25 kol émkoioydtm
The translator adds a full clause for the first time since 1.11. If Ex had only said “the
waters returned upon,” or “were re-established upon” the Egyptians, as the Hebrew
states, the Egyptians’ fate would not be absolutely clear. This pivotal moment in the
redemption of Israel and their enemies’ concomitant defeat needed to be definitively
Clear.
15.18 én’ aidva
15.21 Aéyovca
15.22 to0¢ viovg
15.22 &ote miev
Based on 15.23 (Tov, 9)
15.23 10D 16moV €kEivov
Based on 17.7? (Tov, 5)
15.25 Movotig
15.27 foav
From implied copula
16.1 éotv
From implied copula
16.3 mAnyévteg
Added to circumvent a physical description of the divine presence
16.6 cuvayoynv
Based on 16.1 or 9 (latter is Tov, 9)
16.7 éopev
From implied copula
16.8 éopev
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From implied copula
16.15 avto
16.15 oty
From implied copula
16.21 nvika
16.23 Mwvoiig
16.23 10 pijua oty
Based on 16.32?
16.25 oty
From implied copula
16.27 tiveg
16.29 tovg oikovg
Implied in Hebrew
16.32 10o¥ pav (variant)
16.33 ypvcodv
Derived from the other gold elements in the tabernacle (28.30[26], 32[28];
39.30[36.38])?
17.5 tovtov
Based onv. 4 (Tov, 9)
17.7 ékeivov
17.9 &vopag dvvatoig
Based on 18.21, 25
17.9 xai 160V
Based on multiple previous occurrences (7.17; 8.21; 9.18; 10.4)?
17:10 xoi £€eABV
Based onv. 9 (Tov, 9)
17.12 Movoti
18.6 Aéyovteg
18.6 avtov (variant)
18.8 gk yepog Papom Kal €k xepOC TAV Alyvrtiov
Based on 18.4, 9
18.9 kai éx yepog Papom
Based on 18.4
18:10 é&eihato TOV LodV aTOD
Based onv. 1 (Tov, 9)
18.11 tovtov
18.15 kpicwv mapa
Added to circumvent a physical description of the divine presence
18.15 avtovg
18.17(18) todto
18.18 dvumopovite
Explication of the Hebrew verb.
18.19 avtdv (variant)
18.20 10D Beod (variant)
18.20 avtod
Cf. 20.20

166



18.20 &v oig (variant)
18.21 ceavt® (variant)
19.1 eig v
19.2 gig v
19.3 10 6pog
Added to circumvent a physical description of the divine presence or based on 3.1 (Tov,
10)
19.4 woel
Clarification of analogy
19.5 Aaog
Based on Dt. 7.6; 14.2 (Tov, 10)
19.8 kai dkovcdueda
Based on 24.7
19.10 SwopdapTopon
Based on 19.21 (Tov, 7)
19.13 étav ol povai Kol ol cdATyyes Kai 1] vE@EAN améAOn dmd 10D dpoug
All derived from 19.16 (Tov, 7)
19:16 Xwa
Based on vv. 11, 18, and 20 (Tov, 9)
19:18 6 Aaog
Based onv. 16 (Tov, 9)
19.21 Aéyov
20.10 6 Bodg cov Kai 10 VolVYLOV Gov. .. AV
Based on 20.17 or Dt. 5.14 (Tov, 10)
20:10 kai 6 TPOoSNAVTOG O TOPOIKADY &V GOl
Based on Lev 16:29 (xai 6 mpoonivtog 6 mpookeipevog év vuiv). The borrowing did not
take place on the Greek level since the two texts use different terms and they also differ
in their singular/plural presentation of the pronoun. The plural suffix of 233102 has also
been reconstructed in accordance with the prevalent usage. (Tov 10)
20:10 év avtiy
Based on Deut 5:14 (Tov, 12)
20:11 quépa T €PdOUN
Based onv. 10 (Tov, 9)
20.12 tva b cot yévnton
based on Dt. 5.16 (see P. Nash.)
20.12 tig dryabig
Based on 3.8?
20.17 obte OV dypov avtod (Variant)
Based on Dt. 5.21 (Tov, 12)
20.17 ktvoug avtod ovte (Variant)
Based on 20.10 or 22.9 (latter Tov, 10)
20.17 éotiv
From implied copula
20.22 1@ oik® Taxop kol dvayyeleic
Based on 19.3
20.24 éxel
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Based on Dt. 12.5 (Tov, 12)
21.2 &ter
Based on just prior context
21.2 doviebdoetl oot
Based on Dt. 15:22 (Tov, 12)
21.6 t01¢
21.12 'Eav
21.13 6 povebdoog
Based on Num 35:6 (so Tov, 11)?
Ex frequently adds the subject to a verse to clarify. Doesn’t need to be a Hebrew addition.
21:14(15) kol xatagvyn
Based on Num 35:25 (Tov, 11)
No 1 in Numbers, and not in the context of the altar but cities of refugee.
21.16(17) tdv vidv Topani. .. Kol KOTOSVVUGTEDGOG
Based on Dt. 24.7 (Tov, 11)
21.19 6 dvBpwmoc
21.19 éotv
From implied copula
21.35 1ov tadpov
21.36 xai Stopepaptopnpévol OGLY Td Kupim oTod
Based on v. 29. Potentially periphrastic to show the tense of v. 29 (morphologically
ambiguous)
22.1 éoTv
From implied copula
22.2 éotv
From implied copula
22.3(4) avta
22.4(5) éav 6¢ mavto TOV Aypov katafooknon, to féATioTa ToD dypod avtod T Ta BEATIOTA TOD
aumeldvog avtod dmoteiocet (variant)
22.7(8) xoi opeiton
Implied in the Hebrew
22.7(8) 6Ang
22.9(10) yévntan
No implied copula
22:13 1j aiypdrotov yévnton
Based onv. 9 (Tov, 9)
22.16(17) kai un povintot
Clarifies the previous verb. avavevw (“to throw one’s head back™) is not immediately
clear.
22.16(17) yuvaika
Frequent expression (so Tov, 9)?
22.16(17) t® matpi
22.16(17) éortiv
From implied copula
22.18(19) awtovg
22.27(28) avtod

168



22.29(30) kai 10 vmolHy1dv cov (variant)

23.2 kpiow
Implied in Hebrew or based on v. 6 (latter Tov, 9)

23.4 mavtog

23.7 &vekev dP®V
Based on 23.8

23:8 d¢p0aA o0
Based on Deut 16:19 (Tov, 12)

23:12 avamovoig
Based on 35:2 (xotanavoig) (So Tov, 11)

23.15 noteiv
Based on 31.16 (Tov, 11)

23.16 momoelg
Instead of implied copula

23.16 (see Tov, 11, for a confluence with 34.22)

23.17 étav yop EKPorm £6vn Amd TPOGHOTOL GOV Kol EUTAATUVE T OPLd GOV
Based on 34:24. Identical, except for TAativem.

23.18 étav yop EkParm €6vn Amd TPOGHOTOL GOV, Kol EUTAATUV® TO OPLd GOV
Based on 34.24

23.19 &ig

23.23 xai I'epyecaiov (variant)

23.25 xai toV 0ivév Gov

23.28 kai Tovg Apoppaiovg
Based on 23.23 or Dt. 7.1 (Tov, 11)

23.31 tod peydiov motapod Evepdrov
Based on Gen. 15:18 and Dt. 1:7. LXX Exodus is not identical to the Hebrew text of
either of these verses. It is closest to the LXX of Deuteronomy with an inverted sequence
(tod motapod tod peydlov Evgpdrtov).
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APPENDIX II: THE HEBREW PARTICIPLE TRANSLATED

Greek Forms Employed in Translation

Participle

1.1; 2.6, 11, 13; 3.1, 8, 17; 4.19; 20; 6.7, 27; 9.9, 10, 24; 10.5, 8; 12.10, 29, 30, 49* ; 13.5; 14.9,
19, 28, 30; 15.11(2x 1 pres.), 14, 15, 26; 16.23, 35; 18.21; 19.12*, 19, 22; 20.5(2x), 6(3x); 21.16,
19, 34, 35, 36; 22.5, 18, 19, 24; 23.4, 5, 22, 31; 24.13, 17; 25.20(19[2x]), 32, 33, 35; 26.12(2x),
13; 28.7; 29.22, 37; 30.14, 29; 31.13, 14; 33.3, 7, 10, 11; 34.7(3x), 12, 15; 35.2, 24; 36.4, 8, 11;
38.8(38.26), 15(37.13), 26(39.2-3); 39.3(36.10)

Verb

2.5,14;3.2,5,9,13; 4.14, 23; 5.8(3x), 10, 11, 13; 5.16(2x), 17(2x); 6.5, 29; 7.15, 17, 27(2x);
8.16, 17, 18, 25; 9.2(2x), 3, 14, 17, 18; 10.4(2x), 5, 11; 11.4, 5; 12.15, 19, 33; 13.4, 15, 21; 14.3,
8, 10, 17, 25, 27; 15.6; 16.4, 8, 29; 17.6, 9; 18.5, 14(4x), 17; 19.9; 20.12, 18; 21.12; 21.15, 17,
22.9(10); 23.20; 25.9(8); 26.3; 30.13; 31.14, 15; 32.18; 33.12, 15; 34.10(2x), 11(2x), 12; 36.4

Noun

1.10, 15, 17, 18, 19(2x), 20, 21; 2.14, 17, 19; 3.7, 20, 22; 5.6, 10, 13, 14, 17; 7.11; 15.1, 7, 11,
21:16.17-18; 19.11, 15; 22.17; 23.5, 26; 26.5, 36; 27.16; 28.10, 32, 39; 29.34: 30.25, 35; 32.25;
34.2; 36.5; 38.25(39.2)

Preposition
1.5; 26.3; 29.13

Infinitive
8.17; 35.35(2x)

Adjective
8.22; 14.8; 34.10(2x); 36.37(37.5); 39.9(36.16)

Untranslated
26.15; 35.35; 37.1; 38.8(38.26)

Imperative
26.28

Greek Tenses Used

Translated as Participle

Present tense: 2.6, 11, 13; 3.1, 8, 17; 4.19; 20; 6.7, 27; 9.9, 10, 24; 10.5, 8; 12.10, 29 ; 13.5;
14.19; 15.11, 14, 15, 26; 16.23, 35; 18.21 ; 19.19, 22; 20.5(2x), 6(3x); 21.16 ; 22.18, 19, 24;
23.4, 22, 31; 24.17; 25.20(19[2x]), 32, 33, 35; 26.12, 13; 28.7; 29.22, 37; 30.14, 29; 31.13, 14;
33.3,7,11; 34.7(3x), 12, 15; 35.2, 24; 36.4, 8, 11(?); 37.18(38.18); 38.8(38.26); 39.3(36.10)

Aorist tense: 12.49 (law); 19.12 (law); 21.19 (law); 22.5 (law); 38.8(38.26)
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Perfect tense: 1.1; 12.30; 14.9, 28, 30; 15.11; 21.34, 35, 36; 23.5; 24.13

Translated as a Finite Verb

Present tense: 2.14; 3.2, 9; 5.8 (2x), 10, 11, 16(2x), 17(2x); 6.5, 29; 7.15, 17, 27(2x); 8.16, 17,
18; 9.2(2x), 3, 14, 17, 18; 10.4(2x), 11; 11.4, 5, 33; 13.4, 15; 14.3, 17, 25; 16.4, 8; 18.14(2x), 17;
19.9; 20.12; 21.15; 23.20; 25.9(8); 26.3; 30.13; 32.18; 33.12, 15; 34.10, 11(2x), 12

Aorist tense: 10.5; 12.15(law), 19(law); 14.10; 16.29(law); 18.5; 21.12(law), 17(law);
22.9(10[law])

Aorist explanations:

Most aorist employments occur in legal texts, showing possible interference of that genre. In
Greek compositional casuistic laws, the default tense is aorist (predominantly in the protasis
verb). Those not influenced by legal language follow:

10.5: The aorist is picked up from the same word in a passive, aorist, participle just prior.

14.10: This verb is idiomatically aorist (in LXX).

18.5: Potentially the translator did not translate Moses’ “encamping” at the mount of God as
imperfective because he did not think that Moses’ time there was habitual, but rather a one-time
event. The sacred mountain was no place to live, but to encounter God. Or, perhaps like 14.10,
“encamping,” is a punctiliar action?

9 CC

Translated as Infinitive
Present: 35.35
Aorist: 8.17%77: 35.35

Translated as Imperative
Present: 26.28

Comments
Ex seems to want to maintain the verbal element of the participle, as can be seen by the
ratio of finite verbs and participles that represent the Hebrew participles. It looks as though the
primary tense produced in translation of Hebrew participles is the present tense, with a few
aorists, and a few more perfects. The predominance of present tenses indicates how the translator
viewed Hebrew participles, namely, as closely associable with the Greek present tense. When Ex
veers from either the present or the perfect, due note should be taken. There appears to be about

150 more participles in the Greek text than the Hebrew (477 versus 316 respectively).

677 Gains verbal aspect from previous finite present verb.
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APPENDIX III: ATTESTED AND UNATTESTED MIDDLE VOICE VERBS
The following lists shows all the middle voice employments in Ex organized according to
whether they have a medio-passive definition in LSJ. Only one verb has no attested medio-
passive definition according to LSJ.

No Middle Attested
19.23 dyiacon®’®

Middle Attested

2.5 hovcacHat

2.5 dveiraro (cf. 2.10)

2.12 neprPreyduevog

2.21 é€¢d0ot0

3.5 Aot

3.18 gicakovoovrai (cf. 6.12, 30; 7.4)

3.19 mpoinu

4.10 fipéw

4.13 mpoyeiproan

6.6 Awtpdoopan (cf. 13.13, 15; 15.13; 34.20)

7.15 omon

8.9, 12 T4

9.16 évoeiEopan

9.28 mpoonoecbe (cf. 34; 14.13)

10.12 Vmehinero (cf. 24, 26)

% 10.24 is analogous to BavatotoBw in 21.12. It is the only other present and middle
imperative found before the laws. However, Rahlfs deems this text to read

vrolineoBe. The pronunciation of 1 and €1 would have been the same at that time, so
this difference can easily be accounted for. More importantly, within the narrative
sections of Exodus, Ex always uses the aorist tense for middle commands (3.5; 4.13;
8.9; 17.9; 28.1; 32.23). It makes little sense why this instance would merit a present
middle imperative when all other narrative contexts do not employ the present
middle. The problem remains, however, since this evidence also suggests that the
present middle is the more difficult reading.

11.7 katapnocovrol

12.17, 24, 25; 13.9; 31.13, 14 pvuAGEecbe

14.4 katadidEeTon

15.25 £0¢gto (cf. 32.27)

16.34 amnébeto

17.9, 10 mapdragon

17.13 érpéyaro

18.4, 8, 9, 10 é&eilatod

18.11 énébevro (cf. 21.14)

678 Apopioor immediately precedes this, likely informing how the middle voice should be taken.
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19.8 axovcoueda

19.12 ayapuevog

19.13 Gyeton

19.23 Agoproan

21.7, 17(16), 35 anoddtan

21.7 kaboporoynooto

21.12 Bovatovobo (first present, middle-passive in the book)

% It is wise to assume that this verb is not reflecting any sort of typical medial self-

involvement. Ex does not use the middle this way. BavatovcOwm should be taken as
a passive, since there is no strict middle definition for the lexeme. This conclusion
strengthens the argument that this verb is intended to be read as a real sentencing to
immediate death, in line with its typical use in Ptolemaic law.

22.31 anoppiyate

21.18 Lowdopdvtan

23.1, 23 ocvykatotiOnm

23.7 dmooton

23.21 vmooteilntal

28.39(35) éna&ovtan

30.38 amoAeitan

32.2, 3, 24 nepiédecbe (cf. 33.6)

32.30 avapnoopon (cf. 34.2)

33.5 dpélecbe
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APPENDIX IV: HEBREW FINITE VERBS TRANSLATED NON-VERBALLY
This appendix is included only to supplement section 3.4.2. in the argumentation
regarding o¥ kVp1og Eotv TmAElv avtrv. The following is a list of occasions where Ex does not
translate a finite verb with another verbal form:

10.22 ymAaontog
The verbal element is implied from the previous yevnontm
16.3 dpehov.
The Hebrew here is an idiomatic phrase, 10> so no verbal element was needed.
16.14 5v7 naow Sy
Not accounted for by translator.
20.19 nynwn
Not accounted for by translator.
21.8 Hwn> (see comments)
21.13 éxav
Relative clause creates adjectival phrase.
21.19 ta fatpeia
See comments on verse.
22.15(16) mwIR=R? WK = QUVACTELTOV
Relative clause creates adjectival phrase.
25.15(14) éxivnrot
1 110> XY is rendered economically.8”
28.39(35) nxawn = oi kéovppot
Understood as a noun.®®
32.20 p77WR = AemTOV
Relative clause creates adjectival phrase.
34.19 7510 = 1d dpoevikd
Textual corruption
36.2 7299 127 WW1 WR 93 = whvtag ToL¢ £Kovcimg fovAopévoug TpocTopeveshal
Relative clause creates adjectival phrase.
39.23(36.31) y7p° ®? = dadudlvtov
Not rendered freely at first in 28.32(28) (iva un payiy). Part of tabernacle account.

Patterns
1) there are no instances of a finite verb becoming anything non-verbal within Greek

Exodus outside of the legal sections except 25.15 and 39.23(36.31).%8 The latter was rendered as

679 \Wevers, Notes, 398
680 |hid., 642.
81 The relative clause examples are not included because the syntax of the Hebrew sentence made the items adjectival.
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a verb the first time the instruction was made, so its Tabernacle Account equivalent should be
regarded as related to the freedom demonstrated in the translation technique of that section.

2) If there were a “rule” that Ex generally follows, keeping a finite verb verbal is one of
them. Breaking this pattern demonstrates that Ex changed this norm out of necessity. This “rule”

suggests that 21.8 did not have a Hebrew verb in Ex’s Vorlage.
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