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ABSTRACT

The Septuagint was a landmark literary achievement that was pivotal for the development of
Hellenistic Judaism and Christianity, yet this Greek version of the Jewish Scriptures often
exhibits a peculiarly literalistic translation approach that replicates the syntax of its Semitic
source texts. To gain fresh perspectives on the strategies employed during the Septuagint’s
production, researchers have turned to the discipline of Translation Studies. Among
influential translation theorists is Antoine Berman, whose seminal essay entitled “Translation
and the Trials of the Foreign” outlines twelve deforming tendencies that a text may undergo
during its translation. The present thesis undertakes to test the efficacy of Berman’s negative
analytic for use in Septuagint research, in conjunction with a detailed philological
commentary on Old Greek Genesis 49.1-15. This study demonstrates that, besides
elucidating the features and nature of this translated text, Berman’s categories constructively
facilitate the description of the translator’s proclivity for foreignization/domestication and
translation/commentary.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Constitutive Character of Septuagint Genesis

“The Septuagint,” a heterogeneous collection of mainly translated texts as well as original
Greek compositions dating from roughly the third to the first century BCE, has been the focus of a
wealth of scholarly research in recent decades. Very little is known about the actual Sitze im Leben or
historical circumstances which set the translation initiative(s) in motion, yet the translation of the
Jewish Scriptures into Greek was one of the most ambitious translation projects that we are aware of in
the ancient world. According to one of the few surviving ancient sources, the so-called Letter of
Aristeas (ca. second century BCE), the High Priest Eleazer sent 72 Jewish elders (six from each of the
twelve tribes of Israel) from Jerusalem to Alexandria in response to an invitation from the Egyptian
king Ptolemy 11 Philadelphus (285-247 BCE), who had commissioned the translation of the Hebrew
Law into Greek for deposit in the royal library. After being isolated on the small island of Pharos, just
opposite Alexandria, for a mere 72 days, the sages emerged triumphantly with their completed
translation of the entire Pentateuch. The king gave his royal seal of approval on their work, treating the
translators to congratulatory festivities, honours, and gifts. Such a scenario seems quite implausible to
most modern scholars.? They dismiss the Letter of Aristeas as a work of fiction, an apologia for the
authority of the Greek translations. However, scholars generally do accept the Alexandrian provenance
and temporal precedence of the Septuagint Pentateuch.? It is thus the translation texts themselves that
are the primary source of data with which one may, as one Septuagint specialist puts it, trace the trail of
the Septuagint translators.* By carefully analyzing each translation segment, one uncovers clues that
offer a glimpse of the cultural milieu as well as the linguistic and literary concerns (and even, perhaps,
philosophical, theological, or political ideals) that shaped the ultimate translation product.

A textual-linguistic feature that the Septuagint (hereafter often abbreviated as LXX) translations
have in common is the distinctive syntax and word order of LXX Greek, a Greek that has been

variously described as “translationese,” as having “a strong Semitic influence,” and as being “hardly

" Hence the term “Septuagint” from the Latin term septuaginta which means “seventy.”

2 For a stimulating and sophisticated reappraisal of Septuagint origins that interprets the Letter of Aristeas as “historical
myth” which possibly preserves collected memories from the early Ptolemies, cf. Tessa Rajak, Translation and Survival:
The Greek Bible of the Ancient Jewish Diaspora (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 1-68.

8 Jannes Smith, Translated Hallelujahs: A Linguistic and Exegetical Commentary on Select Septuagint Psalms (Leuven:
Peeters, 2011), 1, fn. 2.

4 Anneli Aejmelaeus, On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (Leuven: Peeters, 2007).

5 Henry St. J. Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909), 29.
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Greek at all, but rather Hebrew in disguise.”® This linguistic characteristic can be explained, in part, by
what Gideon Toury describes as “the law of interference,” namely, the fact that in virtually all
translations, ancient or modern, “phenomena pertaining to the make-up of the source text tend to be
transferred to the target text.”’ Nonetheless, the degree of Semitic influence in the LXX (ranging from
a slight Semitic overtone to the extreme of “unintelligibility”) suggests that further explanation beyond
“the law of interference” may be necessary. The problem of fully accounting for the nature of LXX
Greek is compounded by the fact that the translation methods employed, ranging from free to
isomorphic renditions of the source text, vary from translator to translator and even within the same
biblical book.

The LXX of Genesis (hereafter, OG-Gen®) is among the oldest translations in the LXX and has
been dated to approximately the third century BCE.® Its vocabulary and overall morpho-grammatical
system are consistent with the popular Greek found in extra-biblical texts, such as papyri and
inscriptions, from the first half of the third century BCE in Alexandria.'® OG-Gen, like the rest of the
Greek Pentateuch, was produced during the very period when Classical Greek was phasing out and
Koine (Hellenistic) Greek was emerging as the lingua franca of the ancient world. After comparing
the language of the LXX with the Greek found in papyri, ostraca, and inscriptions of the Hellenistic
period, Gustav Adolf Deissmann concluded that the Greek of the LXX is that of the “Egypto-
Alexandrian dialect” dating back to the Ptolemaic period.!!

The exact source text(s) or Vorlage(n) for LXX translation texts cannot always be

reconstructed, yet a comparison of OG-Gen with the Masoretic Text (MT) reveals that in most cases,

5 Frederick C. Conybeare and St. George Stock, A Grammar of Septuagint Greek (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1905, repr.
1995), 21.

7 Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1995), 275.

8 OG-Gen is the abbreviated form of Old Greek Genesis.

° Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1900), 17-
18. The third century BCE dating of the Greek Pentateuch is supported by evidence that Demetrius, a Jewish-Hellenistic
historian from the latter part of the third century BCE, was already familiar with Greek Genesis. Henry Swete’s comparative
analysis of extracts from Demetrius with OG-Gen provides compelling evidence that Demetrius drew his quotations from
the Septuagint. Fragments of Deuteronomy 23-28 (Pap Rylands 458) and Deuteronomy 31:36-32:7 (Pap Fouad 266) have
been dated to the second century BCE and the first century BCE, respectively. Natalio Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in
Context: Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible, trans. Wilfred G.E. Watson (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2000), 40. By 132 BCE, the prologue of the book of Sirach makes references to an Alexandrian Bible composed of the
Torah, the Prophecies, and the Writings.

0 Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context, 40; John A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the
Pentateuch, SCS 14 (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1983), 148. General statements regarding the peculiar Greek syntax and
vocabulary found in OG-Gen can also be applied to the Greek Pentateuch and other translation texts of the LXX.

" Gustav Adolf Deissmann, Bible Studies: Contributions chiefly from papyri and inscriptions, to the history of language,
the literature and the religion of Hellenistic Judaism and primitive Christianity, trans. Alexander Grieve (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1901), 66-71.
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the content, word order, and syntactical structure of the Greek are quite often similar if not identical to
that of the MT. The MT thus serves as a provisional (albeit hypothetical) Vorlage for the purposes of
analysis of translation technique for the majority of LXX scholars studying OG-Gen.'> OG-Gen has
been stylistically characterized as “good xown Greek,”*2 yet certain syntactical features from its
Hebrew Vorlage(n) have been transferred during the process of translation. For example, Hebrew
prepositions are often isomorphically represented with a Greek preposition, which sometimes results in
some awkwardness in the Greek syntax. Thus, the reason for the proportionately “large number of
prepositional phrases in place of an accusative after a transitive verb”!* is sometimes attributable to the
influence of the underlying Hebrew language system rather than that of the Greek.*® Another
noteworthy example of linguistic interference from the Semitic source text is the frequent rendering of
the Hebrew syntactical structure consisting of an infinitive absolute (free infinitive) plus a cognate
finite verb'® with a Greek dative noun plus a cognate finite verb combination:*’

Gen 3.4

7NN NN RS You will not die'®

o0 Bavéte dmobaveicOe You will not die by death'®
Gen 17.13

Fal-Xivaioh [the one bought with money] must be circumcised

neprroput] meprtunOfoetor  [the one bought with money] shall be circumcised with circumcision

2 This is not to say, of course, that the translator(s) of OG-Gen had an exact copy of what we know as the MT as his/their
Vorlage but rather that there are enough similarities between the MT and OG-Gen to warrant using the MT as a starting
point for comparative analysis, bearing in mind that the choice of MT as a provisional Vorlage certainly does not preclude
the possibility that more than one Vorlage may have been consulted by the translator(s) of OG-Gen.

8 Thackeray, A Grammar, 13.

4 Thackeray, A Grammar, 46.

'S This observation must be balanced with Takamitsu Muraoka’s assertion that “the most important point about the syntax of
prepositions is that in the Hellenistic period, in comparison with earlier periods, they assumed greater significance in
fulfilling diverse function which used to be performed by the oblique cases.” Takamitsu Muraoka, A Syntax of Septuagint
Greek (Leuven: Peeters, 2016), 215, §26.

'8 The Hebrew infinitive absolute plus cognate finite verb emphasizes the verbal idea. Bruce K. Waltke and Michael P.
O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, ID: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 584.

7 This structure is attested only in isolated instances of Classical Greek literature.

8 English translation of MT throughout this thesis is according to the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV) unless
otherwise specified.

9 English translation of OG-Gen throughout this thesis, unless otherwise specified, is the translation in NETS: Robert J.V.
Hiebert, “Genesis,” in A New English Translation of the Septuagint, eds. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).
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Besides the Semitic syntax, there are examples, at a semantic level, of the translator’s employment of
phenomena such as isolates and transcriptions.?

Given these linguistic features, questions arise in relation to what extent the language in OG-
Gen parallels conventional Greek style, syntax, and vocabulary found in non-translation sources and
documents of the Hellenistic period. Scholars such as Henry Gehman,?! Nigel Turner,?? and Matthew
Black? believed that the language of the Septuagint was a peculiar Jewish-Greek dialect, a dialect that
was in use by the large community of Alexandrian Jews and that made sense to them. However,
Deissmann insisted that “a more exact investigation of Alexandrian Greek will...yield the result that far
more of the alleged Hebraisms of the LXX than one usually supposes are really phenomena of
Egyptian, or of popular, Greek,”?* that is, popular koine as opposed to literary koine.? Similarly, John
A. L. Lee’s important study of the vocabulary of the Greek Pentateuch in comparison with use of the
lexis attested in documents dated to about the time of the translation of the Pentateuch convincingly
demonstrates that “the case for regarding the Greek of the LXX as a ‘Jewish-Greek’ dialect is a weak
one....The Greek of the LXX is to be regarded as essentially the Greek of the time and its peculiarities
are to be explained chiefly as a result of the translation process.”2® This translation process was shaped
by the translators’ awareness that they were working on a canonical text. John William Wevers
describes the approach of both the translators of OG-Gen and OG-Exodus to their work in this way:

Theirs was a holy task, which they did not take lightly. They were, after all, interpreting God’s
word, written in a language imperfectly understood by many Jews of the Alexandrian community,

20 Isolates are Greek words which the translator has chosen based on his conception that the Greek word has some similarity
to a Hebrew morpheme. Examples of isolates in OG-Gen are Gen 7.4 and 7.23 where the translator associates the word o>
(“living thing”) with the root 2 (“rise/stand up”), thus rendering the Hebrew with é€avdotaoi (“a rising up”) and
avaotnua (“something that rises”). Transcriptions are typically used to render proper nouns or names but they also occur in
instances in which the translator may not have known the meaning of a Hebrew word. Loan words that have a Semitic
etymology such as appafcv (= 127w) in Gen 38.17, 18, and 20 are actually attested in pre-LXX Greek and cannot be
considered mere transcriptions. These phenomena as well as other examples illustrating the distinctive lexical and morpho-
grammatical character of OG-Gen are described in more detail by Robert J.V. Hiebert in “To the Reader of Genesis,”
NETS, 1-5. See also Robert J.V. Hiebert, “Ruminations on Translating the Septuagint of Genesis in the Light of the NETS
Project,” in “Translation is Required”: The Septuagint in Retrospect and Prospect, ed. Robert J.V. Hiebert (Atlanta: Society
of Biblical Literature, 2010), 76-84.

21 “If the LXX made sense to Hellenistic Jews, we may infer that there was a Jewish Greek which was understood apart
from the Hebrew language.” Henry S. Gehman, “The Hebraic Character of the Septuagint,” Vetus Testamentum, no. 2
(April 1951): 81-90. For a similar analysis, see also Henry S. Gehman, “Hebraisms of the Old Greek Version of Genesis,”
Vetus Testamentum (April 1953): 141-148.

22 Nigel Turner, “The Unique Character of Biblical Greek,” Vetus Testamentum 5, no. 2 (April 1955): 208-213.

23 “And this language, like the Hebrew of the Old Testament which moulded it, was a language apart from the beginning;
Biblical Greek is a peculiar language, the language of a peculiar people.” Matthew Black, “The Semitic Element in the New
Testament,” The Expository Times (1965-1966): 23.

24 Deissmann, Bible Studies, 70.

2 Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context, 8.

28 Lee, A Lexical Study, 145-146.
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and they rendered it into their vernacular, the Hellenistic Greek spoken and understood in

Alexandria. This implied that their translation was not just a casual bit of work, something tossed

off in passing, but was a studied procedure. It meant that the translators considered their task

thoughtfully, did not simply put Hebrew words into equivalent Greek lexemes, but tried to put
into Greek dress what they believed God intended to say to his people.?’
On the one hand, one could argue that Wevers is overstating his case, given the presence of isolates and
some transcriptions and stereotypes. On the other hand, numerous other examples of rather sensitively
contextualized renderings of Hebrew lexemes into Greek support Wevers’s conclusion that the
translators were concerned to render their source texts faithfully.

A comparative analysis of the text of OG-Gen with the MT demonstrates that, quite often, not
only the content but also the word order and even the morphological units of the MT are mirrored in
OG-Gen. Cameron Boyd-Taylor thus describes the general constitutive norms of OG-Gen as atomism,
isomorphism, and minimalism.?® However, Robert J.V. Hiebert qualifies the observation regarding the
“translator’s proclivity to reproduce his Vorlage quantitively”?® by acknowledging the fact that “the
fairly frequent presence of what Lee and others call natural Greek in LXX-Gen and elsewhere has
resulted in renderings that are not always isomorphic.”*° Hiebert further observes that OG-Gen
“exhibits within each translation unit and throughout the corpus varying degrees of dependence”! on
its Vorlage as well as instances of both intelligibility and “unintelligibility” in OG-Gen. Scholars have
long sought an explanation for these perplexing anomalies.

1.2 Interaction between Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies

In the past few decades, LXX researchers have explored the field of Translation Studies to gain
fresh insight regarding how to analyze these ancient translation texts. One fairly recent attempt to
account for instances of unintelligibility in LXX texts is the so-called “interlinear” paradigm. Albert
Pietersma, Benjamin Wright, and Cameron Boyd-Taylor believe that the norms of translation evinced

by the textual-linguistic make-up of LXX texts, such as “a relatively high degree of isomorphic and

27 John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, Septuagint and Cognate Studies 35 (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1993), xii.

28 Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines: The Interlinear Paradigm for Septuagint Studies (Leuven: Peeters,
2011), 308.

29 Robert J.V. Hiebert, “The Hermeneutics of Translation in the Septuagint of Genesis,” in Septuagint Research: Issues and
Challenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish Scriptures, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn Wooden (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2006), 91. The term “serial fidelity” rather than isomorphism is perhaps preferable to describe the
quantitative representation of the Vorlage which is not always isomorphic, but nonetheless reflects the Hebrew syntax, the
Hebrew lexemes, or the Hebrew word order. Cf. Larry Perkins, “The Greek Exodus Translator’s [or Translators’] Rendering
of o>%x,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 82 (2020), 18.

30 Robert J.V. Hiebert, in comments to the present author, November 21, 2020.

51 Hiebert, “The Hermeneutics of Translation,” 102.
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lexical consistency between the target text and the source text...formal correspondence in word
order”®2 and instances of unintelligibility warrant a working hypothesis that goes beyond the concept of
literality. The term “interlinear” has been chosen “to signal a relationship of linguistic subservience and
dependence of the Greek translation vis-a-vis the Hebrew parent text.”*®* The concept of interlinearity
does not signify that Hebrew semantics overrides Greek meaning, neither does one have the license to
resort to Hebrew meanings in order to resolve textual or exegetical difficulties in the Greek text.3*
Instead, in places where the meaning of the Greek text is unclear, the Hebrew source text can be
consulted for linguistic information that might disambiguate the Greek translation.*®

Any theory of translation for “the LXX as produced,” Pietersma insists, “‘can only be derived
from its textual-linguistic make-up.”*® The phrase “the LXX as produced” underscores the critical
distinction between the production history of the LXX and its subsequent reception history. James Barr
describes the mental processes associated with the Septuagint’s production history as “those of the
translators themselves, whose decisions about meaning were reached from the Hebrew text” whereas
the mental processes associated with its reception history are “those of later readers, most of whom did
not know the original [Hebrew text].”*” Failure to clearly separate the Septuagint’s production from its
reception can result in a researcher imposing interpretations or ideas on the translation product that the
original translators never had.®

Many of the foundational assumptions that shaped the development of the interlinear paradigm
were drawn from Gideon Toury’s work in the field of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS).%

Adopting the favoured sociological/empiricist approach, Toury undertook to situate DTS within a

32 Albert Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,” in A Question of Methodology: Albert Pietersma
Collected Essays on the Septuagint, ed. Cameron Boyd-Taylor (Leuven: Peeters, 2013), 375.

% Albert Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of the Interlinear Model for the Study
of the Septuagint,” in A Question of Methodology, 157. Subservience and dependence do not mean that “every linguistic
item in the Greek can only be understood by reference to the parent text, nor that the translation always has an isomorphic
relationship to its source, but that the Greek text qua text has a dimension of unintelligibility.” Pietersma, 157.

34 Pietersma, “A New Paradigm, ” 159.

% Pietersma, “A New Paradigm, ” 162.

% Albert Pietersma, “Messianism and the Greek Psalter: In Search of the Messiah” in A Question of Methodology, 246.

%7 James Barr, “Common Sense and Biblical Language,” Biblica 49 (1968): 379.

% Making a distinction between the production history and the reception history of a translation, says Pietersma, is
“axiomatic for the discipline of Septuagint Studies.” Pietersma, “Messianism and the Greek Psalter,” 244.

3% Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, Benjamins Translation Library 4 (Amsterdam and Philadelphia:
Benjamins, 1995), 12-14.
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research framework that is descriptive and based on socio-semiotics*® and Itamar Even-Zohar’s
polysystem theory.*t DTS assumes that translation is the process of negotiating between the linguistic,
literary, cultural, and social conventions (i.e.“norms”) associated with the language of the source text
and those associated with the target language. The textual-linguistic make-up of the translation
“governs the strategies whereby a target text (or parts thereof) is derived from its original, and hence
the relationships which hold them together.” > The translation is judged to be “adequate” when it
reflects the form of the source text. It is considered to be “acceptable” when it aligns with the norms of
the target language. In actuality, the translation will represent a continuum between the two poles of
adequacy and acceptability.*® The task of the DTS researcher is to approach the translated document
scientifically as raw data. The overall textual-linguistic character of the translation is assessed, and
then, generalizations (i.e. “norms” or “laws”) are formulated to facilitate the description and
explanation of the various translational phenomena.

Boyd-Taylor demonstrates in detail how Toury’s DTS methodology can be employed in LXX
research in his volume entitled Reading Between the Lines: The Interlinear Paradigm for Septuagint
Studies.** Although the interlinear paradigm has received mixed reviews from some LXX scholars,*

the development of the paradigm has achieved two critical objectives. Firstly, it has offered a

40 The field of semiotics, as defined by its founder Ferdinand de Saussure, is “the science that studies the life of signs within
society....Semiology would show what constitutes signs, what laws govern them.” Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in
General Linguistics, eds. Perry Meisel and Haun Saussy, trans. Wade Baskin (New York: Columbia University Press,
2011), 16. See also Michael Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic: The Social Interpretation of Language and Meaning
(London: Edward Arnold, 1978). It was Michael Halliday who introduced the term “social semiotics” and defined meaning-
making as a social practice.

41 According to Even-Zohar, “the term ‘polysystem’ is more than just a terminological convention. Its purpose is to make
explicit the conception of a system as dynamic and heterogeneous in opposition to the synchronistic approach. It thus
emphasizes the multiplicity of intersections and hence the greater complexity of structuredness involved.” Itamar Even-
Zohar, “Polysystem Theory,” Poetics Today 11, no. 1 (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 9 and 12.

42 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 12 - 14.

43 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 49.

44 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 38-366.

45 For a summary of various perspectives voiced during a Panel on Modern Translations of the Septuagint at the Tenth
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (Oslo, 1998), see Boyd-Taylor, Reading
Between the Lines, 12-15. For a collection of articles that were generated in connection with this Panel, see Bernard A.
Taylor, ed., Tenth Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998, Society for
Biblical Literature Septuagint and Cognate Studies 51 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001). Articles in this volume
by scholars expressing reservations about the paradigm include: Marguerite Harl, “La Bible D’ Alexandrie 1. The
Translation Principles,” 1981-1997; Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “Reactions to the Panel on Modern Translations,” 233-240;
and Arie von der Kooij, “Comments on NETS and La Bible D’Alexandrie,” 229-231. Perhaps the strongest opposition to
the interlinear paradigm is articulated by Takamitsu Muraoka in “Recent Discussions on the Septuagint Lexicography with
Special Reference to the So-called Interlinear Model,” in Die Septuaginta. Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten, ed. Martin Karrer
and Wolfgang Kraus (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 2008), 221-235. For a detailed rebuttal to Muraoka’s article,
see Pietersma, “A Response to Muraoka’s Critique of Interlinearity,” in A Question of Methodology, 315-337.
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reasonably well-developed methodology that can be employed as a point of departure for LXX
research. Secondly, the paradigm has encouraged LXX scholars to engage in discussion about theories
of translation (or the lack thereof) and how presuppositions impact their methodology and research
outcomes.

With regard to OG-Gen, Hiebert’s assessment of the interlinear paradigm is that it generally
describes the dependent relationship of OG-Gen vis-a-vis its Hebrew source. For example, various
kinds of literalistic renderings in OG-Gen, such as isolates, are readily accounted for by the interlinear
model.*® Nonetheless, culturally-conditioned phenomena such as contextualization, harmonization,
and expansion that are present in OG-Gen are examples of cases in which the Hebrew cannot be the
arbiter of meaning. According to Boyd-Taylor, Hiebert “clearly has some reservations [about the
interlinear paradigm]. [Hiebert] observes that the sort of ‘deliberate, culturally conditioned changes’ he
cites exhibit an ‘independence from the Hebrew’ that might undermine the assumption” of
interlinearity.*” Boyd-Taylor believes “what is at issue is whether or not the relative independence of
Greek Genesis from its Hebrew parent should be understood against the background of a more
fundamental dependence and subservience.” ¢ Hiebert’s conclusion is that the interlinear model can
serve as a useful heuristic tool for the study of OG-Gen, yet “the term interlinear must be nuanced to
account for the fact that the LXX translator did, at times, interrupt his literalistic rendering of the
Hebrew Unterlage to clarify or contextualize something for his intended readership. Why that would
happen in certain situations but not others is not always clear.”*® Evidently, more research is necessary
in order to refine a translation theory, if one can be articulated, that can be applied to Septuagint
Studies, qualifying and explaining further the nature of the relationship between a text like OG-Gen
and its source and also the implications of such a relationship for exegesis and hermeneutics.

Theo A. W. van der Louw is another scholar who sees promise in Toury’s DTS, yet has
reservations about its efficacy for analyzing ancient translation texts such as the LXX. His main
reservation is that Toury’s model “presupposes an intricate knowledge of both source and target

culture”™ in regard to assessment of a text’s “acceptability” versus its “adequacy.” For van der Louw,

46 Robert J.V. Hiebert, “Translation Technique in the Septuagint of Genesis and Its Implications for the NETS Version.”
Bulletin of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 33 (2000): 84.

47 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 270. Here, Boyd-Taylor is interacting with Hiebert’s article “Translation
Technique” (p. 88).

8 Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, 270-271.

49 Hiebert, “Translation Technique,” 93.

50 Theo A. W. van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint Studies and
Translation Studies (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 21.
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“acceptability” refers to what is acceptable “in the light of the target culture, i.e. Greek-speaking Jewry
in the Hellenistic period.” It is true that limited knowledge of the cultural milieu of Second Temple
Judaism presents challenges for LXX researchers. However, “acceptability” refers not to target culture,
but rather to the text’s alignment with the norms of the target language; “adequacy” refers to its
reflection of the form of the source text (emphases mine). Therefore, the systematic bottom-up textual
analysis that Toury advocates is feasible, given the fact that a great deal is already known about the
languages of ancient Greek and Hebrew. Scholars also have access to a reasonably good-sized
collection of textual sources with which to compare data.

Notwithstanding, van der Louw has made an important contribution to Septuagint Studies
which indeed “offers elements which can improve methodological accuracy for both the text-critical

and ideological study of the Septuagint,”>?

employing methodology derived from “early [or linguistic]
Translation Studies.”®® He engages in an essentially bottom-up approach to analyzing a translation text
at a micro level, identifying and describing ‘shifts’ (or transformations) that occur during the process of
translating. Transformations are categorized according to labels that describe the procedure employed
by a translator for any given micro-unit of text, whether describing changes at a lexical level (e.g.
cultural counterpart) or a grammatical/syntactical level (e.g. change of word class). Alternatively,
transformations also describe processes such as the idiomatic translation of an idiom, the redistribution
of semantic features, additions, and omissions, etc.>* Essentially, van der Louw underscores the
usefulness of categorizing transformations for analyzing the problems that a translator encounters while
translating,* along with the solution(s) adopted.®® His analytical approach is a valuable tool for
granting researchers a window on the process of translation itself, given that the LXX is an ancient
collection whose translators can no longer be interviewed nor did they leave behind any notes or
commentary on their translation process.

As we have seen, cutting-edge scholars have turned to the field of Translation Studies for insight
regarding translation theory, methodology, and their application to Septuagint Studies. With its many
subfields and diverse perspectives, Translation Studies has the potential to furnish additional tools to
employ in the study of the production history of the LXX. One such tool that could be used in assessing

5 Van der Louw, Transformations, 20.

2 Van der Louw, Transformations, 367.

% Van der Louw, Transformations, 16.

% For a complete inventory of van der Louw’s transformations, see van der Louw, Transformations, 61-90.

%8 The word “problem” itself has many layers of meaning in terms of translation studies. The approach of van der Louw is
essentially a “problem-oriented study of transformations.” Van der Louw, Transformations, 373.

% Van der Louw, Transformations, 17.
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variations between a source text and its translation is Antoine Berman’s®’ so-called “negative analytic
of translation.” Berman provides a list of criteria on the basis of which one might undertake to explore
OG-Gen’s linguistic system(s), networks of signification, literary character and, above all, its
relationship to its Vorlage. The procedures adopted by the translator can thereby be analyzed in order
to evaluate how faithfully the source text has been rendered.
1.3 “Trials of the Foreign”: Antoine Berman’s Negative Analytic of Translation

In his seminal essay, “Translation and the Trials of the Foreign,”*® Antoine Berman defines
translation as the “trial of the Foreign.”*® For Berman, this is a trial in a double sense. On the one hand,
translation “establishes a relationship between the Self-Same (Propre) and the Foreign by aiming to
open up the foreign work to us in its utter foreignness.”®® On the other hand, “translation is a trial for
the Foreign as well, since the foreign work is uprooted from its own language-ground (sol-de-langue).
And this trial, often an exile,®* can also exhibit the most singular power of the translating act: to reveal
the foreign work’s most original kernel, its most deeply buried, most Self-Same, but equally the most
‘distant’ from itself.”®? Translating technical or scientific texts only involves performing a semantic
transfer that is a means to the end of transmitting technical-scientific knowledge. In contrast, translating
literature is “work on the letter” (lettre), a process of translation that is unequivocally not a method®
since the word “work” embodies the endless and skillfully discerning task of labouring to discover and
recover the lettre of the original literary work (of art), giving this lettre fresh expression in its
subsequent translation(s). The lettre of the original literary work is its being-in-language and comprises

57 Antoine Berman (1942-1991) was a French philosopher, historian, translator, and translation theorist.

%8 Antoine Berman, “Translation and the Trials of the Foreign,” in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. and trans. Lawrence
Venuti (London and New York: Routledge, 2000), 284-297. This is a publication of a work that was originally published in
French as Antoine Berman, “La traduction comme épreuve de I’étranger,” Texte 4 (1985): 67— 81. L ’Epreuve de 1’étranger
is Berman’s translation of the phrase die Erfahrung des Fremden used by Martin Heidegger in his discussion of a poem by
Friedrich Holderlin. While Erfahrung is sometimes translated in English as “experience,” the word “trial” or “ordeal”
captures the connotation of a struggle signified by Berman’s perfect choice of the French term épreuve to render this
German word.

59 In Berman’s writings and also in this thesis, “Foreign” with a capital “F” refers to the distinctive Self-Same of a source
text’s lettre whereas “foreign” with a lowercase “f” is more generically used in contexts that refer to a foreign language or
culture.

80 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 284.

1 Here, Berman is not suggesting that every act of translating a work is an act of sending the work into exile (note the word
“often”). Instead, the metaphor of an exile seems to portray the powerful image, which may be true especially when the
target language is significantly different from the source language, of forceful removal from its own language-ground and
its residency as a foreigner, an exile, in a distant language-ground.

62 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 284.

8 According to Berman, “each text poses specific ‘problems’ of translatability — which is why there can be no method in
this field.” Antoine Berman, Isabelle Berman, and Valentina Sommella, The Age of Translation: A Commentary on Walter
Benjamin’s “The Task of the Translator,” trans. Chantal Wright (Abingdon: Routledge, 2018), 68 and 42, respectively.
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more than its syntax and semantic content. This being-in-language is the essence of the work as a
totality and includes elements such as its linguistic patternings, use of language, form, discursive order,
rhythms, the quality and quantity of its signifiers, and its networks of signification.®* “In a text
composed in its mother tongue,” says Berman, “the relationship of form and content, of the signifier to
the signified is one of absolute unity”®® in which “each signifier in the text is both indissolubly tied to
all other signifiers and to its own diachronic historical aspect.”®® The act of translating (i.e. trial of the
Foreign) will ineluctably alter these signifiers and their networks. Hence, “the relationship between
form and content is looser (because the same thing can be translated in several different ways); the
relationship of the signifier to other signifiers has also become random...and the signifier’s link to its
own diachrony is undone.”®’ In the trials of the Foreign, translating “inevitably becomes a manipulation
of signifiers, where two languages enter into various forms of collision and somehow couple.”® The
antithesis of the trials of the Foreign is the acclimation or “naturalization” of translation. For Berman,
“the properly ethical aim of the translating act [is] receiving the Foreign as the Foreign.”®

A key influence in the formation of Berman’s philosophical ideas was Friedrich
Schleiermacher, who argued that there are only two methods of translation: “Either the translator leaves
the author in peace, as much as possible, and moves the reader towards him; or he leaves the reader in
peace, as much as possible, and moves the author towards him.”’* Developing the ideas of
Schleiermacher and Berman further, American translation historian and theorist Lawrence Venuti
coined the terms “domestication” (“an ethnocentric reduction of the foreign text to target-language
cultural values™) % and “foreignization” (“an ethnodeviant pressure on those values to register the
linguistic and cultural difference of the foreign text”).” It is worth quoting in full Venuti’s description
of the dynamics between the source and target cultures if foreignization is adopted in translation:

The “foreign” in foreignizing translation is not a transparent representation of an essence that
resides in the foreign text and is valuable in itself, but a strategic construction whose value is

8 Concerning these networks of signification, Berman writes that every literary work “contains a hidden dimension, an
‘underlying’ text, where certain signifiers correspond and link up, forming all sorts of networks beneath the ‘surface’ of the
text itself.” Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 292.

€ Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 70.

5 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 125.

7 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 70.

88 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 285.

8 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 286.

7°This translation would be oriented to the literary, linguistic, and cultural context of the source text.

7t Andreé Lefevere, Translating Literature: The German Tradition from Luther to Rosenzweig (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1977),
74. This translation would be oriented to the literary, linguistic, and cultural context of the target language.

72 Lawrence Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Translation (London and New York: Routledge, 1995), 20.
\enuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, 20.
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contingent on the current target-language situation. Foreignizing translation signifies the
difference of the foreign text, yet only by disrupting the cultural codes that prevail in the target
language. In its effort to do right abroad [in this sense, Venuti is referring to Schleiermacher’s
metaphor], this translation method must do wrong at home, deviating enough from native norms
to stage an alien reading experience—choosing to translate a foreign text excluded by domestic
literary canons, for instance, or using a marginal discourse to translate it [bold emphasis mine].”

On the other hand, in the process of domestication (Venuti) or acclimation/naturalization

(Berman), Berman detects an underlying “system of textual deformation,” that frustrates and disallows

translation (i.e. “trial of the Foreign”). These forces or tendencies, which give rise to the deviation of

“the trial of the Foreign” from its essential aim, are outlined in Berman’s negative analytic of

translation. This is described in terms of twelve deforming tendencies: "

1.

2.

10.

Rationalization: rearrangement of the discursive order of sentences; rationalizing
contraction; annihilation of concreteness in favour of abstraction.

Clarification: displacement of the indefinite and ambiguous with the definite, clear and
explicit.

Expansion: addition of elements that add nothing; unnecessarily augmenting, stretching,
flattening, and/or slackening a work, thus impairing its rhythmic flow.

Ennoblement and popularization: treatment of the source text as raw material and
rewriting the text in order to produce elegantly beautiful prose or poetry; “rhetorization” or
“poetization” to enhance meaning and/or the esthetic value (e.g. its sound; its orality) in the
target language.

Qualitative impoverishment: replacement of source text expressions, terms or figures (e.g.
something that evokes an image and is thus iconic) with that which lacks the original
signifying, iconic, or sonorous richness.

Quantitative impoverishment: a lexical loss; reducing the number of signifiers or chain of
signifiers with the result of obscuring the original’s portrayal of reality.

Destruction of rhythms: a strategy that might, for example, involve alteration of
punctuation in written work; more difficult to do in prose, but a tendency in poetry or
theatre.

Destruction of underlying networks of signification: disruption or elimination of
signifiers that link up with each other and define a literary work’s signifying process, a
process that creates an important hidden dimension in the original which, unfortunately, is
not transmitted to the translation.

Destruction of linguistic patternings (also known as “style”): similar to rationalization,
clarification, and expansion, but refers to the translator’s choice of sentence constructions
(e.g. the translator’s frequent recourse to a particular type of subordination introduced by
words such as “because;” the translator’s treatment of time, etc.) that are not in the essential
system of the source text.

Destruction of vernacular networks or their exoticization: replacement of verbs with
nominal constructions or nominalization, thus destroying the physicality and concreteness of
the vernacular language; compromising the orality of the vernacular; exoticizing the

74\enuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, 20.
75 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 288-296.
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vernacular by replacing a foreign vernacular with a local vernacular (e.g. “using Parisian
slang to translate the lunfardo [dialect] of Buenos Aires”’®).

11. Destruction of expressions and idioms: large scale replacement of idioms, images, figures,
proverbs, or expressions in the original text with target language equivalents, thereby
attacking the discourse of the source text and rendering an ethnocentric translation.

12. Effacement of the superimposition of languages: failure to capture the relationship
between dialects and the vernacular; destroying the diversity of languages, discursive types
or voices that are present in the source text.

According to Berman, “norms” (e.g. cultural, social, literary) partly impact the act of translating
but actually apply to all types of writing practices. In contrast, his analytic approach concentrates on
“the universals of deformation inherent in translating as such.”’” The root cause of these tendencies,
according to Berman, is the determination to achieve “an embellishing restitution of meaning, based on
the typically Platonic separation between spirit and letter, sense and word, content and form, the
sensible and the non-sensible....[The] Platonic figure of translation...sets up as an absolute only one
essential possibility of translating, which is precisely the restitution of meaning.”’® The alternative to

the Platonic figure of translation, Berman says, is literal translation:

“[L]iteral” means: attached to the letter (of works). Labor on the letter [lettre] in translation is
more originary than restitution of meaning. It is through this labor that translation, on the one
hand, restores the particular signifying process of works (which is more than their meaning) and,
on the other hand, transforms the translating language.”
Berman’s negative analytic with respect to the translation process thus exposes what he sees as the
Platonic figure of a translation’s preoccupation with elegance, explication, and clarification. The words
“destruction” and “effacement” that he uses to describe these tendencies and his term “negative
analytic” clearly portray his philosophical and ethical commitment to foreignization as opposed to
domestication as a valid translation methodology. Nevertheless, one need not adopt Berman’s ethical
and prescriptive stance as a prerequisite for employing his analytic as an investigative tool. The tension
between foreignization (i.e. bringing the reader to the source) and domestication (i.e. bring the source

to the reader) exists in every translation.

76 Berman gives this particular example in Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 294.

77 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 296.

78 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 296.

9 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 297. Berman’s description of this “labour on the lettre” is a notable contrast to van
der Louw’s assertation that “literal translation is always the fastest and easiest method.” Van der Louw, Transformations,
57. For van der Louw, transformations are necessary because “literal translation does not work,” although “literal
translation” is listed as one of van der Louw’s transformations. Van der Louw, Transformations, 57 and 64.
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1.4 Research Question

Berman’s idea of twelve deforming tendencies was developed as part of a strategy for
uncovering and evaluating the variations between virtually any source text and its translation. His
analytic has been constructively employed in several different research contexts. For example, Christy
Maya Uktolseya used Berman’s analytic to present a detailed analysis of the deforming tendencies
evident in the English translation of the Indonesian novel Bekisar Merah.®° Elif Tasdan successfully
applied Berman’s analytic to the Turkish translation of a philosophical work, Albert Camus’s
L Etranger.®* She investigated potential deviation from the source text’s ideological or literary
inferences that may have resulted from factors such as the translator’s individual preferences,
cultural/social environments, or political/ideological backgrounds. The results of her study led her to
conclude that “even the smallest interventions of translators may cause a great loss both in the content
and the intent of philosophical novels. The deformations created by translators may also alter the
perception of the philosophy intended to be conveyed to the target society.”? Peter Hodges found
Berman’s analytic to be an effective frame of reference from which to evaluate his English translation
of French author Boris Vian’s short stories.?3 Hodges concluded that, compared to several other
theoreticians who have attempted to expand the spectrum of comparative descriptive studies, Berman
has formulated criteria that provide “the most relevant linguistic overview to see where there is
divergence between the source and target texts.”%*

Although Berman’s categories have been successfully employed for research on the translation
of literary works,®® Berman’s negative analytic has never been applied to investigate a LXX translation.

It is noteworthy that Berman’s and Venuti’s analogy of bringing the reader to the source text or, in other

8 Christy Maya Uktolseya, “Destruction of Bekisar Merah: Antoine Berman’s Deforming Tendencies in The Red Bekisar,”
K@ta: A Biannual Publication on the Study of Language and Literature 19, no. 2 (December 2017): 41-47.

81 Elif Tasdan, “L Etranger Strange to its Translation: Critical Analysis of the Turkish Translation of L Etranger from
Berman’s Perspective,” International Journal of Languages’ Education and Teaching 5, no. 2 (June 2017): 314-323. 322.

82 Tasdan, “L Etranger Strange to its Translation:” 322.

83 peter Hodges, “The Application of Berman’s Theory as a Basis for Target Text Evaluation,” The AALITRA Review: A
Journal of Literary Translation 11 (May 2016): 48-59.

84 Hodges, “The Application of Berman’s Theory,” 49.

8 The following are a few additional examples of investigations that apply Berman’s analytic to literary works and also
political headlines: Afsheen Kashifa, “Deforming Tendencies in the Urdu Translation of The Old Man and the Sea” (Master’s
thesis, National University of Modern Languages, Islamabad, 2018); Zahra Jafari and Amin Karimnia, “A Survey of Poetry
Translation According to Antoine Berman’s (1985) Text Deformation System: A Case Study of English Translation of Book
Il of Mathnavi Manavi,” Journal of Applied Linguistics and Language Research 2, no. 2 (2015): 54-65; Fahimeh Vamenani
and Moslem Sadeghi. “An Examination of Berman’s Negative Deformation Tendencies on [the] Persian Translation of Tess
of the d’Urbervilles Novel,” International Journal of Applied Linguistics and English Literature 7, no. 5 (September 2018):
135-143; Shaghayagh Sadeghi and Bahram Mowlaie, “Contrastive Analysis of Political News Headlines Translation
According to Berman’s Deformative Forces,” Journal of Language and Translation 8, no. 3 (September 2018): 31-43.
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words, bringing the reader to the foreign, seems to resonate with similar language used by Pietersma®® to
describe the translation process of bringing the reader to the source rather than bringing the source to the
reader.®” Given Venuti’s assertion that foreignization is “a strategic construction,”®® the possibility that
there could be much more behind what has been characterized as “translationese” and exhibiting a
“strong Semitic influence” and “hardly Greek at all, but rather Hebrew in disguise” in LXX Greek is
intriguing. Could the translator of OG-Gen have employed a foreignizing method (consciously or
unconsciously), a method that involved “stag[ing] an alien reading experience”® in which, to some
degree at least, a tolerant reader would be necessary? On the other hand, does the textual-linguistic
make-up of OG-Gen suggest an overarching methodology of domestication? In an investigation of these
and other critical issues pertaining to translation theory and exegesis, Berman’s negative analytic can
constructively be employed to study afresh the OG-Gen translator’s strategies in dealing with matters of
syntax, semantics, and other facets of literary discourse pertaining to both the source text and the target
language.

The primary focus of the present study, therefore, is to test the efficacy of Berman’s negative
analytic as an investigative tool for Septuagint Studies. To do so, a single passage of OG-Gen has been
selected for investigation: Gen 49.1-15. This chapter is an extract from a larger segment of discourse
in which Jacob/lakob summons his sons just prior to his death and issues his parting words to them.
Genesis 49 contains a particularly high concentration of enigmatic Hebrew words, a fact that makes
translation of this section a difficult task.®® A well-known example occurs in Genesis 49.10:

v Tribute [comes] to him (NRSV)
Shiloh (KJV, NASB)
To whom it belongs (RSV, NIV)

Besides the challenges Genesis 49 presents for translators, this chapter is rich in metaphorical and

poetic imagery as well as in intertextual allusions. Exploring the ancient translator’s approach to this

8 Albert Pietersma, “A New English Translation of the Septuagint,” in X Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998, Septuagint Commentary Series 51, ed. Bernard A. Taylor (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2001), 219.

87 Pietersma borrows this language from Sebastian Brock, “The Phenomenon of the Septuagint,” Old Testament Studies 17
(1972): 11-30; idem, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 20 (1978): 69-
87.

8 Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, 20.

8 Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, 20.

% Raymond de Hoop cites no fewer than 22 Hebrew words or phrases that are enigmatic and difficult for translators.
Raymond de Hoop, Genesis 49 in Its Literary and Historical Context (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1999; repr.
2007), 7-8.
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chapter, his treatment of the literary imagery, and his handling of the difficulties in the text is a
fascinating prospect.

The principal research question is: What is the efficacy of Berman’s negative analytic for
assessing the nature of the translation strategies in OG-Gen 49.1-15? Careful analysis of the textual-
linguistic make-up, style, and literary character of OG-Gen as well as of the interplay between
foreignization and domestication is required in order for that question to be answered. In other words,
at every turn the Greek counterparts of the source text need to be studied with a view to identifying the
translation strategies that they exhibit, classifying them according to Berman’s categories of deforming
tendencies, and assessing the impact of these tendencies on the translation product. In particular,
Berman’s analytic shows promise with regard to elucidating the underlying processes of signification
in a source text and providing a synopsis as to what degree these were transferred to its target text.
Moreover, the analytic may show to what extent the translator of Gen 49:1-15 made a conscious
decision to preserve specific elements of the Foreign while, at the same time, exhibiting an effort to
adapt his Semitic source text to the norms of the target language (i.e. domestication). In addition to
shedding light on the translator’s interpretative approach and methodology, this investigation may
possibly contribute to the refinement of a translation theory for Septuagint Studies, with OG-Gen as a
point of focus.

Following a discussion in chapter 2 of methodological principles employed in the present study,
this thesis involves a two-part investigation. First, it is necessary to gather data in conjunction with
textual-linguistic analysis of OG-Gen 49.1-15. This entails writing a detailed philological commentary
on the passage, with a focus on word, phrase, and sentence units of discourse in relation both to the
underlying source text and to the natural, compositional Greek of the period of the translation. Once the
translation choices in OG-Gen 49.1-15 have been analyzed, any of Berman’s deforming tendencies that
are apparent in OG-Gen 49.1-15 are identified and their impact on the textual-linguistic make-up and
literary character of OG-Gen is discussed, especially as they relate to the dynamics of foreignization
and domestication. Finally, conclusions are drawn regarding Berman’s analytic and its efficacy for

assessing the translation strategies employed in OG-Gen 49.1-15.
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CHAPTER 2. METHODOLOGY AND “TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN”
2.1 Further definition of Berman’s “Trials”

Before proceeding with a commentary on OG-Gen 49.1-15, a few words must be said regarding
the application of Berman’s negative analytic to an ancient text as well as several presuppositions that
undergird his “trials” as a whole. From the outset, Berman secks to analyze a “system of textual
deformation”® which refers not to an organized method but rather to an interconnecting network that
constitutes a complex whole.? He also considers the possibility that there may be still additional types
of deforming tendencies. Moreover, the various deformations may derive from or combine with
others.® In his volume entitled Toward a Translation Criticism: John Donne,* Berman provides the
most systematic explanation of how he critically analyzes translated texts. He describes three
successive stages. In the first stage, the reader suspends any hasty judgment and embarks on “the long,
patient activity of reading and rereading the translation(s), while completely setting aside the original
text.”% For Berman, this gesture averts an unprincipled comparison of the translation with its Vorlage
that involves an almost febrile search for defectivity in the translation—the “tendency to want to judge
a translation, and to want to do only this.”®® The main point in this and subsequent stages of Berman’s
negative analytic (and thus a goal of analysis in this thesis) is emphatically not to “nitpick” the
translator’s work nor to generally view his/her work as a destruction of the original. It is instead to
‘dignify’ a translator and his/her work, since analyzing and assessing the translation is placing value on
it, just as one might engage in critique of authors and their respective original literary works.%’

In the second stage, the reader should endeavour to establish “whether the translated text
‘stands’...as a real text,” and to ascertain its “degree of immanent consistency outside of any relation to
the original.”% In so discovering whether or not the translation is well-written in a broad sense, the
sensitive reader should be attentive to textual zones in which the translation exhibits some weakness or

defectiveness (places where the text seems to lose its rhythm, flows too easily or fluently or becomes

9 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 286. Emphasis mine.

2 One of the definitions of “system” in the Oxford English Dictionary is “a collection of natural objects, features, or
phenomena considered as or forming a connected or complex whole” (accessed July 11, 2023 at 14:44,
https://www.oed.com/dictionary/system_n, item 3d).

9 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 288.

94 Antoine Berman, Toward a Translation Criticism: John Donne, trans. and ed. Francoise Massardier-Kenney (Kent, OH:
Kent State University Press, 2009). This work was based on his lecture notes and was published posthumously, as indeed
were many of his works.

% Berman, Toward a Translation, 29. Emphasis in italics is Berman’s.

% Berman, Toward a Translation, 29. Emphasis is Berman’s.

7 Berman, Toward a Translation, 30.

% Berman, Toward a Translation, 50. Emphasis his.
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permeated by fashionable words, etc.). Conversely, the rereading also may reveal textual zones that are,
in Berman’s words, “miraculous,” “writing that is writing of translation, writing that no French writer®
could have written, a foreigner’s writing harmoniously moved into French without any friction (or if
there is friction, a beneficial one).”'% Diverging from the norms of the target language, “the translator
has foreign-written in French and thus has produced a new French.”!%! After this preliminary reading of
the target text, a similar reading and rereading of the original text ensues to uncover its internal logic,
stylistic traits, “signifying zones,” and other aspects that distinguish the work in question.%?

Peter Connor rightly discerns that Berman’s preliminary reading requires “readers of
considerable literary sensitivity, capable of discerning linguistic deviance in a translated text without
consultation of the original.”%® Exhibiting such sensitivity towards an ancient Greek translation poses a
significant challenge which is complicated by the fact that a twenty-first century researcher can never
experience immersion in the linguistic and cultural milieu of the Second Temple period to the degree
that nuances and subtleties might be intuitively apprehended as would be the case for a speaker of
Hellenistic/Koine Greek.1% This thesis thus focuses on the final stage of Berman’s analytic of
translation. In this stage, there is a ‘confrontation’ between the translated text and the corresponding
passages in its Vorlage. Berman specifies that his negative analytic should be applied with deductive
analysis of the translation text in the Cartesian sense. The present deductive study can therefore be
conceived of as a work of textual archaeology that is an exclusively translator-oriented investigation%
since it explores the production history of the translated text. It seeks to discern the strategies and
techniques employed by the translator(s) during the process of translation that eventually gave shape to
the end product, which in this case is the translation of OG-Gen. Through a process of systematic
textual analysis, the researcher seeks to gain insight into the various “weaknesses” and/or “miracles”

that may be present in this ancient Greek translation.

% Or in the case of this thesis, no Greek writer.

100 Berman, Toward a Translation, 50. Emphasis in italics is Berman’s.

0" Berman, Toward a Translation, 50-51.

92 Berman, Toward a Translation, 54-55.

103 Peter Connor, “Reading Literature in Translation,” in A Companion to Translation Studies, eds. Sandra Bermann and
Catherine Porter (Chichester, West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons, 2014), 430.

94 For that matter, this also applies to an ancient Hebrew speaker, with respect to consideration of the source text.

95 “The principle of original meaning,” which is the second principle in the preamble to “A Prospectus for a Commentary
on the Septuagint,” is further qualified as follows: “[Although] commentators may make use of reception history in an effort
to ascertain what the Greek text meant at its point of inception and may from time to time digress to comment on secondary
interpretations, the focus shall be on what is perceived to be the original meaning of the text.” “A Prospectus for a
Commentary on the Septuagint,” Preamble §2: http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/ioscs/commentary/prospectus.html.
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The text of OG-Gen that is the focus of the present study is the eclectic critical edition of John
William Wevers in the Gottingen Septuaginta series.!% This investigation is predicated on the
assumption that, as is the case with any literary translated text, OG-Gen was derived from the lettre
(i.e. being-in-language) of its (Semitic) source text. As stated above, the lettre consists of more than its
meaning (if meaning is narrowly defined as its lexical meaning or, in instances where a phrase or
sentence is taken as a meaningful unit, the transmission of a coherent message or statement)” but also
encompasses other elements and dimensions such as its form and discursive order. It therefore does not
necessarily follow that G’s primary goal was to transmit a coherent message from the source to target
text. At any given point, a translator’s concern during his work on the lettre may focus on other
objectives such as, for instance, retaining the syntax of the source text or simply representing a Hebrew
word by means of Greek characters (i.e. transliteration). Nonetheless, literal translation (“work on the
lettre”) in OG-Gen often does involve the task of decoding and recoding meaning of the source text,
especially if one takes into account the many different facets of meaning (e.g. linguistic or grammatical
meaning).1®® Whenever G has attempted to encode meaning, he has done so in the target language
(Greek).1%

In order to determine how meaning (or other elements of the lettre) was discerned and then
translated at any given point, OG-Gen is mapped onto a plausible, yet hypothetical, Vorlage for which
the Hebrew MT is the point of departure for research, as exemplified in the following mapping of Gen
1.1

198 John William Wevers, Genesis. Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum
Gottingensis editum (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974). The choice of the Gottingen critical edition is in line
with “the principle of original text,” which is outlined in the preamble to “A Prospectus for a Commentary on the
Septuagint.” Cf. “A Prospectus,” Preamble §1.

197 Eugene Nida’s writings, for example, deal extensively with the complex and multi-faceted concept of meaning. He
discerns types of meaning that include linguistic/grammatical meaning (that is, “meaningful relationships which exist within
language”), referential/lexical meaning (that is, how a verb is denoted, described, or defined and how it relates to a referent
in a given context), and emotive/conative/rhetorical meaning (this type of meaning relates “to the responses of the
participants in the communicative act”). Eugene Nida, Toward a Science of Translating (Leiden: Brill, 1964), 57 and 70.
198 See fn. 105 and fn. 107.

%9 In this sense, the Greek text is “perceived to be compositionally dependent on its source, though not semantically
dependent.” “Guidelines for Contributors to the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint,” Preamble
81.1.1: https://www.twu.ca/sites/default/files/sblcsseriesguidelinesrev2.pdf.



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 20

Gen 1.1
MT nwRD 2 X2 aREPh nx oY 1 nR e
prep + verb noun DO def. art. conj def.
noun (perf. 3rd marker'® | + noun +DO art. +
sg active) marker | noun
in the created God the and the
beginning heavens earth
NRSV | In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.
0OG-Gen &v apyh gmoinoev | 0 0edg TOV 0VPOUVOV Ko mv
v
prep + verb def. art. | def. art. + noun conj.
noun (aorist 3rd | + noun def.
sg act) art. +
noun
in the made the God the sky and the
beginning earth
NETS | In the beginning God made the sky and the earth

By comparing the morpho-grammatical make-up of the Hebrew parent text to its Greek
offspring, one can see that the syntax of the MT is virtually mirrored in OG-Gen, apart from the
Hebrew DO marker and the absence of a definite article in o>7%&. With this dimension in view, it is
now possible to note the various adjustments the translator made in his efforts to duplicate the syntax of
his Semitic Vorlage.

One must also consider the relationship of the translation to the target language with respect to
the target linguistic and literary system. Analysis of this dimension involves comparing the Greek of
OG-Gen with non-translation Classical and Koine Greek to determine the degree to which the
translator accommodated his translation to the grammatical, syntactical, semantic, and stylistic
conventions of the target language. It is critical to analyze as much relevant data as possible from non-
translation Greek documents (including papyri and inscriptions) which are preferably textual witnesses
contemporaneous with OG-Gen.

2.2 Additional Methodological Principles for Commentary Preparation
The commentary on OG-Gen 49.1-15 is prepared in conformity with the “Guidelines for

Contributors to the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint,” a set of protocols

1% The Hebrew language system often attests the use of the particle nx to mark the following direct object (DO).
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that was shaped on the basis of several foundational principles inspired, in part, by Toury’s work in the
area of DTS. In the Preamble to these Guidelines, it is stated that the verbal make-up of the Septuagint
is “understood in terms of conventional linguistic usage (i.e., the grammar and lexicon of the target
language) rather than in terms of what may be encountered in translation Greek.”*'! Accordingly, one
of the foundational principles of this undertaking is that of “linguistic parsimony, which is understood
to mean that, as a general rule, no words or constructions of translation-Greek shall be considered
normal Greek, unless attested in in non-translation writings.”**? Berman speaks of the kinship of
languages and the fact that languages couple and collide during the process of translation. Hence,
translators may creatively use and transform the target language. Even so, a researcher should be
aware (as presumably the translator was also aware) of the respective conventional linguistic usages of
both the source and target languages to properly access the relationship between a Vorlage and its
translation. Moreover, ancient Greek translations subsequent to OG-Gen, such as “the Three,”**® are
consulted where they exist, as Berman insists on the usefulness of such comparative analysis.*!*
Another principle is that of the source text as “arbiter of meaning, which is understood to mean
that, although as much as possible the translated text is read like an original composition in Greek, the
commentator will need to have recourse to the parent text for linguistic information essential to the
proper understanding of the Greek.”!® It must be kept in mind, however, that “all that the source text
can legitimately be made to do is to arbitrate between established meanings in the target language....It
can therefore not be used to create new senses and, in point of fact, it precludes that the source text
override the target text.”!'® According to Berman, reading and doing a commentary on a translated text
(without recourse to its source) can only be a movement through meaning*!’ since such a commentary
does not take into account the true nature of the translation—its derivation from the lettre of its
Vorlage. In other words, commentary on a translated text (apart from its source) permits interpretation,
but not exegesis, if one understands exegesis as the critical explanation for the constitutive character of

the translation text. Therefore, to analyze a translated text such as OG-Gen and discern how meaning

" “Guidelines,” Preamble §1.2. See also Dirk Biichner, ed., The SBL Commentary on the Septuagint: An Introduction,
Septuagint and Cognate Studies 67 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 257.

112 “A Prospectus,” Preamble §5.

"3 “The Three” are Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, respectively.

"4 Connor, “Reading Literature,” 431.

115 «A Prospectus,” Preamble §3.

¢ Albert Pietersma, “A Response to Muraoka’s Critique,” 321.The use of the word “meaning” in this quotation specifically
pertains to lexical/semantic meaning. Pietersma, “A Response to Muraoka’s Critique,” 321.

7 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 28. Meaning here seems to refer to interpretation of a
meaningful transmission or message.
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may have been derived from its source, recourse to its Vorlage is part of the analytical process.
Moreover, “[t]he meaning of the text is best understood as encompassing both what the translator did
and why.”''8 As for the matter of searching out the translator’s intentions, these can only “be inferred
from the transformation of the source text and the verbal make-up of the target text itself.”*°

Interestingly, the “Guidelines” encourage commentators “to distinguish between strategies [i.e.
a translator’s modi operandi] and norms [i.e. Toury’s definition of norms], where this is
appropriate.”?° It bears mentioning that Toury’s key concept of norms and Berman’s notion of horizon
are similar. ! Berman’s horizon is “a social constraint acting on translators, and so are Toury’s
translational norms.”*??> Toury’s norms tend to refer to those that were current at the time when a work
was translated whereas Berman’s horizon includes the consideration of tradition, a lineage of past
translations and literary works, and a historical dimension. However, Toury and Berman concur that a
translator can opt not to employ the norms that may be favoured at a particular time.'?® Berman’s
horizon, in fact, is quite relevant in the context of investigating a biblical translation such as OG-Gen.
The horizon of the translator of OG-Gen undoubtedly included his consideration of other portions of
the Hebrew Scriptures (e.g. intertextuality within the Pentateuch) as well as traditions—religious,
cultural, and also scribal—which may have influenced his translation choices.'?* It is these facets of a
translator’s horizon that make study of a LXX text such as OG-Gen so intriguing.

Another distinction between the approaches of Toury and Berman is that Toury is focused on
the task of simply describing translations (hence, the designation Descriptive Translation Studies)
without making any evaluative judgments as to whether one translation is better than another.
Berman’s writings, as we have seen, concentrate more on the ethics of translation and explore the
question of what constitutes an ideal translation. Toury emphasizes the social dimension of translation
whereas Berman is more inclined than Toury to discuss the individual’s role in translation. Despite the

contrast between Toury’s relativism and descriptiveness, on the one hand, and Berman’s idealism and

"8 “Guidelines,” Preamble §1.4.1. On the other hand, “[i]t should not be presupposed in any given instance that translator’s

primary intention was to produce an intelligible text.” “Guidelines,” Preamble §1.4.3.

19 “Guidelines,” Preamble §1.4.2.

120 Toury’s concept of norms is described in “Guidelines” as “general principles underlying a translator’s handling of the
source text.” “Guidelines,” Volume Introduction §3.2.2 (i); §3.2.2.2.1(i); §3.2.2.2.1(ii).

21 Siobhan Brownlie, “Berman and Toury: The Translating and Translatability of Research Frameworks,” Traduction,
Terminologie et Redaction 16, no. 1 (2003): 116.

22 Brownlie, “Berman and Toury, 104,

22 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 64. Antoine Berman, Pour une critique des traductions: John Donne (Paris:
Gallimard, 1995), 59.

24 Berman’s concept of horizon and its application to Septuagint Studies is another interesting line of inquiry that could be
followed in future research projects.
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prescriptiveness, on the other, there have been, nonetheless, perspectival changes over time, a
development that “brings the discourses closer together, Toury granting individuals a greater role, and
Berman proposing a relativistic notion of ethics.”*? It seems clear, then, that the two research
frameworks are sufficiently compatible for the type of analysis conducted in the present investigation.
When one undertakes to test the efficacy of Berman’s negative analytic of translation as an
investigative tool in Septuagint Studies, it is critical to highlight the fact that at the heart of Berman’s
analytic is a list of translation phenomena (i.e. twelve deforming tendencies) and not a theory of
translation as such. Therefore, in conducting such an assessment, one is not required to commit to the
philosophical elements (e.g. Berman’s prescriptive and ethical stance) embedded in his theoretical
writings, aspects of which might be at variance with Toury’s research framework that informs the
conceptual basis and thus the methodology of the present thesis.

At the end of each section of commentary, the textual data gathered are assessed in the light of
Berman’s negative analytic of translation. The task at this point is to examine each translation choice
in that section of OG-Gen 49 and then assess its impact on the target text with reference to Berman’s
deforming tendencies. This is not to suggest that any given translation strategy is inevitably in accord
with one of Berman’s categories nor that a given translation strategy is consistently assigned to the
same category. For instance, linguistic compression—a type of translation technique that involves
synthesizing linguistic elements in the target text—does not always produce rationalizing contraction
since, as Berman acknowledges, rationalization could result from rationalizing contraction,
rearrangement of the discursive order of sentences, or the annihilation of concreteness in favour of
abstraction.*?® Each instance of linguistic compression must be evaluated as to whether it impacts the
text in a “rationalizing” manner or whether, for example, it results in destruction of rhythms,
quantitative impoverishment, and/or destruction of linguistic patternings. Thus, one cannot preclude the
possibility that a single translation choice may be associated with more than one of Berman’s
categories since they characterize the impact of various types of strategies employed throughout a
translation.

One misses the point, distorting analysis and its conclusions, if every “deformation” is assigned
the same level of significance. Instead, it is those deformations that create tension with some integral
aspect of the original and/or interfere with the very warp and weft of the original textual tapestry that
should be assigned importance. Besides the intensity of the impact of a deforming tendency, the

125 Brownlie, “Berman and Toury,” 116.
126 Berman, “Translation and then Trials,” 288-289.



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 24

frequency of a deformation must also be taken into consideration. It must be acknowledged that the
process of classifying “deformations” seems somewhat subjective (or hermeneutical). Nevertheless, the
present study endeavours to duly explain the significance of each deformation and, as stated above, to
balance the more hermeneutical aspects of Berman’s approach by applying other more empirical
principles of analysis such those prescribed in Toury’s DTS.

Regarding the twelve deformations that Berman has outlined, quantitative impoverishment can
result from various types of linguistic phenomena that, according to Peter Hodges, may sometimes
include semantic levelling. An example of semantic levelling occurs in Gen 3.19 where the NRSV
retains the semantic specificity of the two Hebrew terms 7% and 1oy (“By the sweat of your face you
shall eat bread until you return to the ground [n7X], for out of it you were taken; you are dust [1o¥],
and to dust [15¥] you shall return”). Despite the semantic overlap between 7»7x and 9y with the
meaning of “ground,” only 15y conveys the notion of “dust.” NETS appropriately reflects the lexical
loss that results from G’s decision to render ;7% and 15y with the single Greek term yij (“By the sweat
of your face you will eat your bread until you return to the earth [yf] from which you were taken, for
you are earth [yfj] and to earth [y#j] you will depart”). Instead of analyzing such lexical loss as
quantitative impoverishment (as does Hodges), this thesis will employ the category destruction of
networks of signification for instances when a single Greek term (e.g. yfj) has at least two Hebrew
signifiers (e.g. yO&,79y, and n17R) and at least one of these presumably has a distinctive connotation
(e.g. "ov). The category destruction of networks of signification sufficiently conveys the notion that the
Vorlage has more signifiers or signifying chains than does the translated text. Assessing destruction of
networks of signification frequently involves taking into account the translation of a word or phrase at a
macro level (i.e. its various rendering[s] as they occur throughout the entire translated text) as opposed
to at a micro level (i.e. an immediate context). There is no lexical loss, however, if semantic levelling
occurs because a single target text item renders two source text items that share its same meaning (e.g.
“coat” as a translation of both “manteau” and “poil”).127 As for the deformation of ennoblement, one
must be attentive as to whether G aims to improve the style by failing to be faithful to the stylistic
features of the Vorlage or by failing to replicate the occurrence of any errors. For example, Hodges
cites an example of semantic differentiation in which English verbs such as “agree,” “insist,”
“concede,” “answer,” or “acknowledge” are the counterparts to the French verb dire. Since the repeated

use of the verb dire may be considered a stylistic feature of the French Vorlage, any “rewording or

27 This example was drawn from Hodges, “The Application of Berman’s Theory,” 56.
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improvement of the text,”*?® says Hodges, is ennoblement. When considering the LXX translators’
often commendable attempt to render their respective Vorlagen with astute sensitivity to context,
classifications such as ennoblement are by no means pejorative affronts to their “work on the lettre. ”
Instead, Berman’s analytic is rather an invitation—an investigative tool—for translators/researchers to
engage in thoughtful reflection regarding the degree of a translation’s faithfulness to its source text. His
categories are thus designed not to decry or scorn deformations, but rather to heighten awareness of
possible deforming tendencies with respect to a translation’s Vorlage.

In Septuagint Studies, it would be a formidable challenge to attempt to discern the categories of
destruction of vernacular networks and effacement of the superimposition of languages within a
context of ancient languages since doing so requires considerable sensitivity to connotative register and
subtle linguistic and cultural nuances. Analysis of such categories of “deformation” evidently need to
be quite restricted to avoid the pitfall of venturing into speculative conjecture.

Finally, in OG-Gen, there are several instances in which a Greek lexical item in Gen 49.1-15
has a completely different meaning than its Hebrew counterpart. Such discrepancies between the target
and source texts may be categorized as both qualitative impoverishment and quantitative
impoverishment (i.e. the original meaning is lost) and even expansion, since the apparent lexical loss is
replaced with new meaning that is not present in the Vorlage. None of these terms seems adequate to
describe the replacement (in a given context) of a single Hebrew item with one in Greek that means
something completely different. Given that the deformation of destruction of underlying networks of
signification should be reserved for analysis of relationships between various signifiers in the Vorlage,
it seems reasonable to add a new category to Berman’s twelve deforming tendencies, namely that of
rescripting. The “trial” of rescripting describes the total lexical loss of a signifier that is coincident
with its semantic replacement with the result that the original text’s portrayal of reality is rescripted.

An essential aspect of analyzing OG-Gen’s lettre is surveying and citing vast numbers of
passages where various phenomena occur. References to a single chapter and verse tend to be cited in-
text while more extensive lists of biblical references appear in footnotes. In so doing, it is not my
intention to assign more prominence to single citations nor to relegate longer citations and their
respective phenomena to a peripheral status. Footnoted biblical citations are purely a practical way of

keeping the main text clear and as readable as possible. In a similar vein, English glosses are most often

28 Hodges, “The Application of Berman’s Theory,” 57.
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employed in-text, while occasionally English glosses may appear in footnotes as an accommaodation to

readers who may not be familiar with Greek and/or Hebrew.
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CHAPTER 3. GENESIS 49.1-4: PREAMBLE AND ADDRESS TO ROUBEN

3.1 Contextual Outline of Genesis 49.1-33

As in the Hebrew Vorlage, the Septuagint of Genesis 49 follows a segment of narrative in
which lakob blesses loseph’s sons, Ephraim and Manasse (chapter 48), and then promises to give
loseph one portion more than his brothers (48.22). In the Preamble of the following chapter (49.1-2),
the dying patriarch calls his sons with a view to proclaiming what they can expect én’ éoydtov OV
nuepdv (“at the last of the days”). lakob’s poetic oracles begin in v. 2 and end in v. 27, organized
according to the following broad outline: Sons of Leia (vv. 3-15), Sons of Balla and Zelpha (vv. 16-
21), and Sons of Rachel (vv. 22-27). lakob first reproaches his three eldest sons Rouben, Symeon, and
Leui (vv. 3-7) and then effectively endows loudas with a privileged status in a proportionately longer
utterance (vv. 8-12). This is followed by brief words for Zaboulon, Issachar, Dan, Gad, Aser, and
Nephthali in turn (vv. 13-21). loseph is given prominence in another comparatively longer
pronouncement in which Takob bestows several distinctive blessings upon Rachel’s firstborn (vv. 22-
26). After briefly addressing his youngest son, Beniamin (v. 27), lakob concludes his final words to his
children with instructions concerning his burial (vv. 28-32). He then breathes his last and is added to
his people (v. 33).
3.2 Preamble (v. 1)

0°72°0 NPANR2 D2NR XP° AWK DX 027 773K IDOKRT AR 1712 R PV RPN
Then Jacob called his sons, and said: “Gather around, that I may tell you what will happen to you
in days to come.”
"Exdlecev 8¢ Taxap 1ovg viove adtod koi simev Tuvaydnte, tva dvayysilo Dpiv, ti draviiost
VUV € EoYATOV TOV NUEPDV.
Then lakob summoned his sons and said: “Gather together in order that [ may tell you what will
happen to you at the last of the days.

G usually replicates the predominantly Hebrew paratactic clause constructions that would have
appeared in his Vorlage by adopting the default rendering of «ai for the Hebrew conjunction 1 (vav).
The function and status of Hebrew vav is notoriously difficult to classify since the implied relationship
between Hebrew clauses is not readily discerned from the meaning of the conjunction itself.}?® Richard

Steiner’s linguistic research suggests that vav is sometimes lexically empty, simply serving to join two

129 Paul Joiion and Takamitsu Muraoka assign vav the function of every possible type of subordinate clause. Paul Jotion and
Takamitsu Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, rev. ed. (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2006), 584-604.
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clauses syntactically.*® In other instances, vav may be glossed as “and,” “or,” or “then.”**! When «xai
appears extensively as a clausal connector, the relationships between the clauses are made as
ambiguous as they are in the Hebrew. G’s choice of postpositive conjunction 6¢ for the Hebrew vav in
v. 1 indicates that, instead of the more covert clausal cohesion of Hebrew parataxis, G opts for the
logically systemizing properties of hypotaxis'®? which are prevalent in Greek clause constructions. G
explicitly marks the transition which is inferred by the events of the narrative. This is in line with
Herbert Smyth’s category of the copulative 6¢ as “the ordinary particle used in connecting successive
clauses or sentences which add something new or different, but not opposed, to what precedes.”*3
Since G disambiguates the function of vav by marking this transition, the “trial of the Foreign”
(hereafter, “trial[s]”") with respect to its negative analytic is clarification of the Vorlage. Accordingly,
the “trial” of destruction of linguistic patternings ensues since the prevalent parataxis in the Vorlage
now appears as hypotaxis in OG-Gen. The LXX translators never transgress the rule that the
postpositive 8¢ cannot take the first position of the clause,*** and so G has adjusted the word order of
his Vorlage with the verb kaiéw appearing first in the clause. Evidently, G’s concern here is to produce
a translation in natural Greek and this is a strong indication that OG-Gen is not conceived as a
“translation-as-calque (or translation-as-copy).”*® Such translations (which would presumably
resemble an interlinear) Berman has described as “the naive production of (or attempt at reproducing) a
tangible resemblance.”*3 The aorist of kaléw is a fitting equivalent for the vav-consecutive preterite of

x7p root 1.137 The accusative without a preposition frequently follows xoAéw in classical Greek as it

130 Richard C. Steiner, “Does the Biblical Hebrew Conjunction -1 Have Many Meanings, One Meaning, or No Meaning at
AllI?,” Journal of Biblical Literature 119, no. 2 (2000): 266-267.

181 Steiner, “Biblical Hebrew Conjunction,” 266.

132 Hypotaxis (when a syntactic-semantic relationship is indicated by an overt function word that joins two clauses or
phrases) is the counterpart of parataxis (the absence of lexical or morphological markers that indicate the relationship
between two juxtaposed grammatical elements). Robert Holmstedt, “Hypotaxis,” in Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and
Linguistics, ed. Geoffrey Khan (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 2:220.

33 Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: MA: Harvard University Press, 1956), §2836; Steven Runge,
Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2010), §2.3.

34 John A. Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch: Grinfield Lectures on the Septuagint 2011-2012 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2018), 33.

'35 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 117.

3¢ Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 117.

187 Of the 85 times that xaléw appears in OG-Gen, it renders &1 root 1 in all but two instances (Gen 26.33 - no counterpart
in the MT; Gen 32.29 - the counterpart is nx). A number of other Greek equivalents for x1p root 1 indicate a good measure
of semantic differentiation on the part of G for this particular Hebrew verb. These Greek counterparts include: érovoudlm
(Gen 4.17, 25, 26; 5.2, 3, 29; 21.31; 25.25; 26.18, 21, 22; 30.11), émkarém (Gen 4.26; 12.8; 13.4; 21.33; 26.25; 33.20;
48.16), éxkoréw (Gen 19.5), ovoudalm (Gen 26.18), mpookarén (Gen 28.1), eipi (Gen 35.10, 4AL’ Toponh Eotan 10 Gvopd
oov), Bodw (Gen 39.14, 15, 18), knpvocwm (Gen 41.43), and Aéyw (Gen 45.1).
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does here. Tov¢ viovg constitutes the direct object in Greek while the phrase 1712 x functions as the
indirect object in Hebrew. Given the fact that G’s omission of the preposition 7 is a concession to the
grammatical-syntactical requirements of Greek, the slight quantitative impoverishment can be
discounted.

A word must be said about G’s treatment of proper nouns. Indeed, the importance of naming
and the meaning of names is an intrinsically distinctive feature in the Hebrew lettre—an integral,
Foreign element—of Genesis. Networks of signification may, for example, distinguish a particular
event or idea'® associated with the namesake’s birth and/or underline further aspects of the namesake’s
character. Such signifying networks are often exploited in Hebrew narrative and poetry to evoke an
image, idea, or create wordplay*® and/or irony.1*° Berman perceives that certain words in literature
contain a “signifying or ‘iconic’ richness [which]... creates an image,” enabling a perception of
resemblance.”**! At least some of the Hebrew names in Genesis fit that description. The first name that
appears in Gen 49 is a case in point. 2py> was derived from wordplay on the root 2py (cf. Gen 25.26
[2p MW RP™ WY 2pYa NIR 1T 1PAR RY 1 nRY; “Afterward his brother came out, with his hand
gripping Esau’s heel; so he was named Jacob.”]; 27.36 [“Esau said, ‘Is he not rightly named Jacob? For
he has supplanted me these two times. He took away my birthright; and look, now he has taken away
my blessing.’”’]). On account of this play on words,'*? the essence of the Hebrew name 2py» itself
contains signifying/iconic richness.'*® Whenever G translates the meaning of names (e.g. rendering
Adam’s wife mm as Zon [= Life], Gen 3.20),1** this element of richness is evinced in OG-Gen.
However, G most often transcribes proper nouns (in Gen 4.1, mn is transcribed as Evav [accusative]).

Transcription of proper nouns generally represents the phonetic value of the Hebrew characters in

%8 E.g. Adam’s naming of Eve (Gen 3.20); Eve’s naming of Cain (4.1); the LORD’s naming of Ishamel (16.11) and Israel
(32.28; 35.10); Abraham’s naming of Isaac (21.3-7); the naming of Jacob’s sons (29.31-22; 35.17-18).

39 As it will be seen, there are various instances of Hebrew wordplay in the Gen 49 poem (e.g. 49.8 regarding Judah’s
name).

14 One example of irony is associated with Isaac’s name (pn¥°, which means “he will laugh” [Gen 21.3]). Sarah had laughed
in disbelief when she overheard the prophecy of Isaac’s birth (18.12) and then she denied that she had laughed (18.13-15).
When Isaac, the son of promise, is born Sarah says, “God has brought laughter for me (2’778 °2 7wy pry); everyone who
hears will laugh with me” (21.6-7).

141 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 291.

42 The play on words regarding 2py exhibits a (hidden) network of signification regarding the root 2py, which also applies
to other instances where this root occurs in Gen (e.g. Gen 3.15). The appearance of 2py> in Jer 9.3b with nix %5 %3 2py> 21py
(“for all your kin are supplanters” [9.4b, NRSV]) suggests that 2py> does contain a signifying/iconic richness.

143 NRSV includes the footnoted gloss “He takes by the heel or He supplants™ to ensure that its readership is aware of the
meaning of 2py> (Jacob).

144 Other examples include Gen 16.13-14; 28.10.
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Greek ones as G understood them,#°

although the transcription of 2py° as Tax®p may not have
originated with G.1® The foreignness of the sound of a Semitic name is somewhat retained when it is
transcribed into Greek, yet the dimension of the name’s signifying richness is not replicated. While
acknowledging that OG-Gen evinces some measure of qualitative impoverishment regarding its
transcription of the Hebrew names in Gen 49.1-15, it is hard to determine its degree. Questions such as
how transparent the meanings of names were to ancient Hebrew-speaking audiences**’ make
accessing qualitative impoverishment difficult, despite its probable occurrence in some cases such as in
the transcription of 2py°. The possibility of qualitative impoverishment is duly noted with respect to the
various Hebrew names that occur in Gen 49.1-15, but not affirmed in the final analysis of this thesis.

G replicates nx"1, another vav-consecutive preterite, with the conjunction xai followed by the
aorist third singular form of Aéyw, the most frequent counterpart to “nx in the 607 instances in which it
occurs in the MT of Genesis.**® On occasion, G employs other Greek equivalents for “»x,
demonstrating G’s desire to differentiate semantically between the various senses of the Hebrew verb
“»x during the course of his translation.® On the other hand, cuvéyo is the counterpart to a range of
Hebrew lexemes.® Gen 49.1 contains one of seven occurrences of cuvéym where nox appears in the
MT of Genesis.’® To be sure, G’s choice of cuvéyw for fox in Gen 49.1 is suitable. Yet given the fact
that the equivalents of nox in its eight other appearances in OG-Gen are, respectively, tpootiOnpu,t®2
apotpén,t>® tionu,*and €aipm, ™ it is evident that a slight degree of clarifying expansion occurs
when all of these occurrences of nox are taken into account. One can see that, by its very nature, the

4% Emanuel Tov, “Loan-words, Homophony, and Transliterations in the Septuagint,” Biblica 60 (1979): 230. When a name,
such as Taxdp, ends in a consonant, it is not hellenized nor is it declinable. Thackeray, A Grammar, 160 (§11.1).

46 Hebrew a (/V/) is transcribed as Greek B (/b/) since there is no counterpart to /v/ in Greek.

47 For an introduction to the many issues pertaining to the interpretation of Hebrew names (onomastic hermeneutics), see
Jeffrey L. Cooley, “Judean Onomastic Hermeneutics in Context,” Harvard Theological Review 112, no. 2 (2019): 184-208,
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816019000051; and Kathleen Abraham, “Hebrew Names,” in Personal Names in Cuneiform
Texts from Babylonia (c. 750-100 BCE): An Introduction, Caroline Waerzeggers and Melanie M. GroB, eds. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2024), 139-165.

148 Six times in OG-Gen, 7»x has no counterpart in the MT (Gen 3.17; 19.9b; 23.13; 27.6b; 38.21a; 42.2).

149 These Greek verbs include enpui (Gen 24.47), pdoko (Gen 26.20), kolém (Gen 32.29b), Aarém (Gen 42.22b), dvtiréyw
(Gen 44.16b), and amayyéiim (Gen 48.1). As discussed in chapter 2 (page 29), some of these examples would be
considered a clarifying expansion of the source text.

50 These include: the niphal stem of mp root 2 (Gen 1.9), the gal stems of a1p (Gen 37.35), yap (Gen 41.35, 48), and 72z
(Gen 41.35, 49), and the piel stem of vp> (Gen 47.14). Thus, the Greek text manifests some degree of semantic levelling.
There is no Hebrew counterpart for the second instance of cuvayw in Gen 1.9.

51 Gen 6.21; 29.3, 7, 8, 22; 34.30; 49.1.

52 Gen 25.8; 25.17; 35.29; 49.29, 33b.

53 Gen 30.23.

54 Gen 42.17.

55 Gen 49.33a.
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phenomenon of semantic differentiation can illuminate the approach of the translator and his work on
the lettre.

G appropriately selects the aorist imperative passive form cuvayOnte, which has a reflexive
force with the meaning “bring yourselves together,”**® for the niphal stem 19087, Zuvéydnrte is
followed by the co-ordinating conjunction iva plus the subjunctive of dvayyéAlw. Their Hebrew
counterparts 77X 10ox: consist of a volitional form (i.e. imperative) + simple vav + cohortative (1%
person) verb form.2>” This is a syntactical sequence that expresses a result or purpose.’>® A dative
object typically follows the verb avayyélim, which is the equivalent of 731 hiphil,**° in direct speech.
Thus, G’s employment of the dative pronoun vpiv is an acceptable rendering of 037 since the semantic
content of the preposition > is aptly conveyed without any awkwardness that might have resulted from
translating the Hebrew preposition with a Greek preposition. Destruction of linguistic patternings is
therefore negligible. Through his use of a iva clause for 77221, G makes it explicit that Iakob’s purpose
for summoning his sons is to tell them something that he wants them to know before his imminent
death. The “trials” resulting from G’s translation choice can therefore be categorized as the destruction
of linguistic patternings (i.e. Hebrew parataxis) brought about by rationalizing clarification.

A Greek relative pronoun is the default equivalent for awx in most of its occurrences in OG-
Gen. However, in OG-Gen 49.1, the neuter interrogative pronoun ti renders the independent relative
particle awx which is preceded by the particle nx that marks the relative clause as a direct object. There
is no Greek counterpart to the Hebrew direct object marker n& nor is one syntactically necessary in the
highly inflected language of Greek. Typically after verbs of saying, knowing, making known and so
forth, one would expect a simple relative pronoun.®® Even so, tic / ti is sometimes used for dotic / 6 Tt
in indirect questions.’®! The employment of an interrogative pronoun instead of a relative clause in Gen
49.1 is consistent with natural Greek usage and it thus performs the same semantic function as its

Hebrew counterpart. As such, any “trial” of destruction of linguistic patternings is insignificant.

156 Cf. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1733.

57 Wevers’ description of the structure as “a long form of the imperfect 77°3R1” is somewhat misleading. Cf. Wevers, Greek
Text, 822.

158 Waltke and O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew, §39.2.2.

%9 Gen 3.11; 9.22; 22.20; 24.23; 29.12; 31.20, 22, 27; 32.6(5), 30(29); 37.16; 43.6; 45.26. In Gen 37.14, dvayyéAim renders
127 2vn. G sometimes employs the cognate droayyélm for 731 (Gen 12.18; 14.13; 21.26; 24.28, 49; 26.32; 27.42; 29.12, 15;
37.5; 38.13; 38.24; 41.24; 42.29; 43.7; 44.24; 45.13; 46.31; 47.1; 48.2). In Gen 41.25, £3e1&ev is the rendering for a7, while
in Gen 21.7 dvayyélio is the counterpart to 951, root 1.

160 “After verbs of saying...the simple relatives are found where the indefinite relatives (or the interrogatives) might stand in
an indirect question.” Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2668.

61 Aeschylus, Choephori 91. LSJ, s.v. “tig, 1, B.11.



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 32

Elsewhere in OG-Gen, dmavtdwm renders ¥ 162 and wn.1% Only in this verse in OG-Gen is
amovtéo used to translate the Hebrew verb x2p root 21%4 and it is a suitable counterpart.t®® The verb
amovtéo should take the dativel®® as it does here in Gen 49.1 with vpiv as the counterpart to aonx .
The future indicative dravmoet fittingly replicates the imperfect verb form xap> since the expression
o i n>nRa places the action in the future.

The phrase én’ éoydtov t@v fuepdv renders o i nN*InR3, a fixed, idiomatic expression in
Hebrew. The phrase may be presumed (often mistakenly) to have eschatological associations or
connotations if one fails to consider the basic meaning of a*»>17 n*anxa as well as its use in context.’
¥, from which nanx and its cognates®®® derive, has the basic meaning of “coming after” or
“behind.”*®® George Buchanan has surveyed the use of the expression 0’11 n>nxa in the
Hebrew/Aramaic Bible, demonstrating that it can be employed in various contexts.’® In general, it
refers to a period of time that comes after a point of reference inferred from each context. This
reference point might be “now” from the point of view of the speaker (thus, “in the coming days” [after
now] = in a future period after now),'’* but not necessarily so. Alternatively, the Hebrew expression
may describe a period that comes after a point of reference that is in the future.’> Moreover, any

theological associations that this temporal idiom may suggest are contingent upon the context in which

62 Gen 28.11.

183 Gen 33.8.

164 “To meet, encounter.” BDB, s.v. “X7p,” root 2.

165 G’s default rendering for the verb X1 root 2 is gi¢ cuvavinow plus an object in the dative case (Gen 14.17; 15.10; 18.2;
19.1; 24.17; 24.65; 29.13; 30.16; 32.7(6); 33.4; 46.29). In two instances, cvppaive renders x1p (Gen 42.4, 38).

86 Smyth, Greek Grammar, 81463. In this context, the dative could be considered a dative of advantage. Cf. §1481.

87 An example of such an interpretation of o»>7 n>anx2 in Gen 49.1 is that of Hermann Gunkel: “o23 n»x32 ist ein
Terminus der prophetischen Eschatologie: ‘die letzte Zukunft, die der Prophet iiberhaupt schaut’ ([August] Dillmann), die
Zeit, von der die grof3e eschatologische Prophetie redet [Isa 2.2; Mic 4.1; Jer 23.20; 30.24; Ezek 38.16; Dan 10.14]....Fur
Jaqobs Standpunkt ist Davids zeit das ‘Ende der Tage’; derselbe Ausdruck ebenso in Nachahmungen prophetischen Stils
[Num 24.14; Deut 4.30; 31.29].” Hermann Gunkel, Genesis Ubersetzt und erklart, Handkommentar zum Alten Testament,
vol. 1.1, 3" ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), 478. De Hoop rightly notes that “Gunkel’s quotation of
Dillmann is somewhat misleading because, according to Dillmann, this interpretation would not be at its right place (‘die
letzte Zukunft hat hier...keine Stelle’).” De Hoop, Genesis 49, 86, fn. 24. Cf. August Dillmann, Die Genesis, 4" ed.,
Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testament (Leipzig: Hirzel, 1882), 437. See also, BDB, s.v. “n™x.”
188 E.g., 0¥, 0K, IR, M08, 108, 3R, 1108, and 131008,

9 BDB, s.v. “nx” — “noR.”

170 Cf. George Wesley Buchanan, “Eschatology and the End of Days,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 20, no. 3
(1961):189.

71 Cf. Gen 49.1; Num 24.14; Isa 2.2; Mic 4.1; Jer 23.20; 30.24; Dan 10.14.

72 Deut 4.30; 31.29; Ezek 38.16; Hos 3.5.
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it appears.t” Thus, 07 n>Xa DaNX Xp° 2w in Gen 49.1 can simply be glossed as “what will
happen to you in the future.”*’*

In the present passage, instead of rendering the meaning of the Hebrew phrase with an
equivalent Greek expression, G translates each separate component with a corresponding formal
equivalent (i.e. serial fidelity). The preposition £xi renders the preposition 2. "Ecyatoc, when referring
to time, means “last, end.”” The choice of &oyatog for nanx is thus a case of semantic modification

2

since both terms share the general meaning of “later time.” n> X denotes “coming after, later,
following” whereas &oyatog expresses a temporal extremity. This begs the question as to whether or
not G intended én’ éoydrwv tdv uepdv to refer to a particular temporal extremity, that of an
eschatological “end time.” The translators of the Targum texts, for example, render the phrase n>anxa
o' as ®om 7102 178 (“at the end of the days™) or X»1> 2Py 7102 177 “at the end of the heel of the days”
or, in other words “at the ultimate end of the days.” In contrast to the temporal modifier nnx (“coming
after,” “afterwards”), the word Aqio (Synonymous with yp) is punctiliar in connotation, thus denoting a
specific end point.1”® The origins of the Targum texts are virtually impossible to date, and so it is
uncertain whether the ideas expressed in the Targum played any role in the formation of the LXX texts.

Annette Steudel, in her comprehensive synopsis of the use of o°»°1 n»nKk in Qumran texts,
concludes that o°1 n>nxa

does not mean the time of salvation, it also does not mean ‘a punctual end,’ of history, nor does
it mean ‘future.” Rather, what is meant by the term o°»°7 n°anx is a limited period of time, that is
the last of series of divinely pre-planned periods into which history is divided. This last period
of time directly before the time of salvation covers aspects of the past, as well as aspects of the
present time, and of the future. The best translation for a»n n»nX in the Qumran texts is
therefore ‘the end of the days,” or even better but more freely ‘the final period of history.”1"

Steudel’s findings indicate that, as early as the Qumran texts, the basic understanding of 2°»°71 n>3nX2 as
referring to a period of time is retained. Evidently, the Qumran community’s focus on eschatological

themes shaped their expression and use of the Hebrew phrase. Whether the specific hermeneutical

traditions of the Qumran community were also part of G’s horizon cannot, at this point, be ascertained.

73 Buchanan, “Eschatology,” 190.

174 Both the Ugaritic uiryt (“future”) and Akkadian ana akrat umi (“in the future”) are comparable to this sense of > in
the Hebrew. Buchanan, “Eschatology,”188; de Hoop, Genesis 49, 87.

78 LSJ, s.v. “Eoyatog.”

176 Cf. Targum Onkelos on Gen 49.1 and Num 24.14.

77 Cf. Targum Neophyti on Deut 4.30.

178 BDB, s.v. “nin.”

7° Annette Steudel, “a°»°77 n>anX in the Texts from Qumran,” Revue de Qumran 16. 2 (62) (1993): 231.
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Hence, insight into any possible eschatological connotations of the phrase én’ éoydtmv TV uepdV can
best be gained by examining the syntax, semantics, and narrative framework of OG-Gen itself.

Gen 49.1 is the only instance in the Pentateuch where én’ éoydrov tdv Nuepdv renders the
phrase o°»°n n>anR3, although the similar phrase én’ éoydtov t@v Huepdv cov is the counterpart to
Tnenxa in Deut 8.16.%8 In the LXX, there are two main ways of translating the thirteen occurrences of

181 and én’ éoydrov TdV Huepdv. 82 G’s choice of the plural

D7 NNRA: €M €0 ATOV TOV UEPDV
goyarwv is noteworthy, although the singular form £oydtov is another popular option for rendering the
singular term n> nx in the phrase a°»°i nanka.*8 Buchanan considers the possibility that G has
confused the yod in n»anxa with vav, translating the phrase literally.3* While it is true that yodh and
waw are sometimes confused in ancient Semitic texts, no textual witnesses attest that this is the case in
0OG-Gen 49.1.

Other explanations have been offered to account for the syntax of én” éoydtov td@v nuepdv. For
instance, G’s change of ‘accidence’ regarding the difference in number between nanx and éoydtmv
(given the strong likelihood that this phrase in the MT was identical to G’s Vorlage) seems to highlight
a syntactical relationship between the plural genitives éoydtov and tdv nuepdv. If éoydtov is
construed as a feminine attributive adjective, despite the fact that it is anarthrous,'® the phrase én’
goydrov TV Nuepdv could be rendered as “at [the time of]*® the last days.” Alternatively, in view of
the choice of the presumed neuter dative singular form of £€oyatov in €én’ éoydte TV Nuepdv (Deut
4.30) and of the neuter genitive singular form in éx’ éoydrov nuepdv (Num 24.14), and on the basis of
a comparison with the phrase ta &oyata Mg Oaddoong (‘the far ends of the ocean)’ (Ps 138.9),
Takamitsu Muraoka postulates “the neuter gender for the standing expression €n’ éoydtwv T®V
Auep®dv” in Gen 49.1.187 His rendering “at the end time”8 seems to favour an eschatological

interpretation of the phrase. Muraoka’s reckoning of the syntax of this passage is possible, yet in that

'8 |n one instance each, o 1 nnR2 is rendered as €n” éoydte tdv fipepdv (Deut 4.30), Eoyatog tdv fuepdv (Deut 31.29)
and év taic éoydroug fuéparg (Isa 2.2).

81 Gen 49.1; Jer 37(30).24; Ezek 38.16; Dan 2.28; Hos 3.5, and Mic 4.1.

82 Num 24.14; Jer.23.20; 49.39(25.19); and Dan 10.14.

83 Wevers, Greek Text, 820.

184 “Inasmuch as mnR occurs in the Talmud and Mishnah and since yodh and waw are often indistinguishable in such
documents as the Dead Sea Scrolls, we must suspect that the same was the case for the documents used by the LXX
translators.” Buchanan, “Eschatology,” 190.

'8 To clearly function as an attributive adjective, an article should be present before éoydtwv. Smyth, Greek Grammar,
81154. However, “the article is very often omitted in phrases containing a preposition.” Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1128, cf.
£v apyfj Tod Adyov, Demosthenes, In Midiam 23.2; In Timocratem 108.1.

'8 A temporal understanding of éni + genitive. Cf. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1689b.

87 Muraoka, A Syntax of Septuagint Greek, 103.

88 Muraoka, A Syntax of Septuagint Greek, 103.
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case the neuter genitive singular form £oydrov rather than the plural £éoydtmv would seem to be the
most obvious choice for rendering n>nx here. The fact that G opts for the plural form éoydrwv, which
produces agreement with the feminine plural fyuepdv,*®® makes its analysis as an adjectival modifier
(and not a substantive) so compelling, with the phrase being understood to mean “the last [i.e. inferring
a temporal extremity] of the days.” It is conceivable that the choice of the plural form éoydtmv was
motivated by the desire to avoid substantivizing n>anx, perhaps as an attempt to minimize the notion
that the phrase should be interpretated with eschatological nuances. If that were the case, however, one
might well ask why the translator did not choose another type of terminology (e.g. Hotepog; dmicw;
Lowrdc). Any of these Greek terms could have unambiguously expressed the notion of the future in a
general sense, yet there is no occurrence of dnicw in the Pentateuch,'® $otepoc does not appear in the
LXX,! and Aowwdc occurs only once in Gen 45.6 (icod &1t Aowwd mévte £t = 021w wan Tv1) to make
reference to a well-defined temporal period. Unsurprisingly, &éoyatog is the term frequently chosen by
LXX translators to render various derivatives of the root 2rx.*%2 Hence, the most plausible explanation
for G’s choice of the plural of £oyatog as a counterpart of n>anx seems to be, again, his concern that his
Greek translation replicate both the overall semantic and syntactic form of his Vorlage as far as
possible.

All things considered, the general meaning of “at the last days” does not seem any different than
“at the last of the days” (NETS),!® regardless of whether one analyzes the syntax of éoydtmv in the
phrase én’ éoydtov @V fuep®dv as a substantivized adjective or an attributive adjective. On the
surface, the Greek phrase need not refer to an eschatological “end time.” For Wevers, “it is unlikely
that the term [én’ éoydtov TV uepdv] means anything more than ‘in the future,’”*% perhaps the
immediate future (e.g. the days immediately after lakob’s death or the period of mourning following
his death) or a more distant future period. This seems reasonable at first blush, but Wevers does not

include any discussion regarding how v. 1 might correlate with the content of Gen 49, particularly with

8% Buchanan, “Eschatology,” 190.

19 However, onicw is employed fairly frequently in the books of Judges, Tobit, and Daniel. Even so, this Greek term never
collocates with “days” in extant Greek literature.

91 In Dan 5.27, the translator has chosen the verb votepém as a counterpart of 2vorm.

92 The following is a list of such occurrences in the Greek Pentateuch: Exod. 4.8; Lev 27.18; Num 2.31; 24.14: 31.2; Deut
4.30; 8.16; 13.10; 17.7, 24.3 (2x); 31.27, 29 (2x); 32.20; 34.2.

193 Steudel considers £’ oGtV TV fuepdv and £n’ doydTov TAV NueP®V to be equivalent in meaning and adds, “Put
another way, for the [LXX] translators ‘in the last days’ meant the same as ‘at the end of the days.”” The two different
expressions rather seem “to reflect the particular stylistic preferences of the various translations concerned.” Steudel,
“omn nnR,” 232,

94 Wevers, Greek Text, 820.
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reference to loudas (vv. 8-12). As such, the issue of possible eschatological nuances of én’ éoydtwv
v nuepdv Will be more thoroughly assessed in chapter 5 of this thesis, where the question as to
whether G has shaped his rendering of Gen 49.8-12 to portray loudas as a messianic and, therefore,
eschatological figure will be considered.

At this juncture, it is clear enough that G’s translation replicates the basic form of o°» 17 N> nX2,
apart from the change of accidence. Since there is no identical expression in Greek, the result is a
collision of languages and a loss of the original meaning of the Hebrew idiomatic expression. The latter
is a consequence of deforming the meaning of n>anx by means of a Greek counterpart that connotes a
temporal extremity (€oyartog). Factoring in the consideration of Berman’s “trials,” én’ éoydtov tdv
nuepav for o7 n nanxa would constitute destruction of expressions and idioms.
3.3 Preamble (v. 2)

2PV 12 WAL ¥R
022X DRI O WAL
Assemble and hear, O sons of Jacob; listen to Israel your father.

Assemble and listen, sons of Jacob, and listen to Israel your father.1%
a0poicOnte kai dkovoarte, vioi Takdp,

axovoate TopanA tod TatpoOg VUDV.

Assemble, and hear, O sons of lakob;

hear Israel your father.

lakob’s sons (viof) are addressed in the vocative case and the poetic material begins,'®® as in the
Hebrew, with two imperatives. In the passive voice, a0poil® means “be gathered together” and it is the
counterpart to the niphal stem of yap, which has the same meaning.*®” This is the only occurrence of
the verb aBpoilw in OG-Gen. The choice of the aorist imperative axovcate for the Hebrew imperative
wnw is also an acceptable rendering. Axovw translates ynw in the majority of cases that the Hebrew

verb appears in Genesis with only a few instances in which it is translated by the Greek cognates

9% De Hoop, Genesis 49, 86. De Hoop’s translation reads “Assemble and listen, sons of Jacob, and listen to Israel your
father.” De Hoop repeats the word “listen” to produce an identical translation for the repeated verb y»w. On the other hand,
NRSV semantically differentiates its rendering of y»w with two different English verbs: “Assemble and hear (vaw), O sons
of Jacob; listen (¥»w) to Israel your father.”

9% Warrants for including v. 2 in the poetic material Gen 49 are the parallelism between the two stichs in this verse (sons of
lakab // Israel your father) as well as the sonorous repetition of the imperative “hear.” Whether or not OG-Gen 49.1-15
evinces other poetic traits and/or could be considered a Greek poem will be dealt with in more detail throughout this thesis.
97 The verb cuvdyw is used in the other two instances in OG-Gen of the gal form of yap, Gen 41.35, 48.
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198 199

vmakovo,® énaxovw,'*® or eicoxovw.?® Noteworthy is the assonance of the initial alpha in the verbal
pair abpoicOnte kol akovcoate as well as their rhythmic similarity, a poetic feature in the Greek text
that is likely coincidental. It is one of those “miracles” that Berman speaks about which emerge from a
translator’s work on the lettre.

The second stich, which parallels axovoarte, vioil Tak®dp, is asyndetic, whereas a vav introduces
it in the MT. There are no alternate readings in BHS, whereas in the Gottingen apparatus this stich is
preceded by ka1 only in ms. 125. It is therefore likely that the absence of a vav has originated with the
translator of OG-Gen, who may have been prompted by stylistic concerns such as a desire to accentuate
the rhythm and flow of the poetic parallelism. Moreover, the asyndetic akovcate highlights the poetic
assonance of this second instance of dkobcate with a0poicOnte kai dxovcate. Not replicating the
Hebrew conjunction in OG-Gen results in quantitative impoverishment as well as destruction of
linguistic patternings (i.e. Semitic parataxis) which, in this instance, has the added impact of
destruction of rhythms since the asyndetic clause necessitates a pause (or cadence point)?°* at the end of
the preceding clause. There is no counterpart to the preposition & nor is one necessary since “the
person or thing, whose words, sound, etc., are perceived by the senses, stands in the genitive.”2%? Any
quantitative impoverishment resulting from the absence of an equivalent for 5% in OG-Gen is therefore
negligible as the omitted preposition is an accommodation to the Greek language system.

Finally, while vioi Tak®p (which follows the first instance of akovcare in v. 2) is contextually
to be construed as in the vocative case, it is less likely that the uninflected TopanA is a vocative since
its appositive Tod Tatpog Vudv is in the genitive case.?® The patriarch refers to himself as Israel, the
name given to him by God?%* after a night of wrestling with a mysterious divine representative (Gen
32.28[29]). TopanA, a transcription of Yxw», occurs 42 times in OG-Gen. It does not appear in early

papyri, inscriptions, nor extant Greek literature (apart from its occurrence in a third century fragment of

98 Gen 16.2; 22.18; 26.5; 27.13; 39.10.

%% Gen 16.11; 17.20; 21.17; 30.6, 17, 22.

200 Gen 21.17; 34,17; 34.24; 42.21; 22.

201 This cadence point could be indicated by a punctuation mark (a period, for example, in an English rendering), although
the ancient Greek manuscripts do not specify any punctuation mark.

202 Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1361 and 81365.

203 If 'IopanA could be inflected, it would be in the genitive case as well since it is the object of the imperative dxovocote and
the genitival modifier of vioi.

204 Cf. Gen 32. 28 (29): O0 kAndnoetan &1 10 dvoud cov Takdp, dAAL Topon) Eotat 10 dvoud cov, &1t évicyvoog uetd
0e0D, kai petd avBponwv duvatog (Your name shall be longer be called lakob, but Israel shall be your name, because you
have prevailed with a god, and with humans you are powerful). Gen 35.10: 2°7%% Qv n°w °2 PXIW° X °2 AW TV 1R 2pY° R?
51om owar o (You shall no longer be called Jacob, but Israel, for you have striven with God and with humans, and have
prevailed). Cf. Hos 12.4: o°72R DX 77w 1R 1PIIR DR 2pY 1022 (“In the womb he tried to supplant his brother, and in his
manhood he strove with God” [12.3, NRSV]).
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Manetho)?%® before its attestation in the LXX. Nonetheless, it seems unlikely that this transliteration
originated with G. A Greek-speaking Jewish audience would have been familiar with the name Israel,
but not necessarily a Gentile audience. Whether %72 might mean “God strives”?% or “God
perseveres,”?%” God’s assigning to Jacob this new name signifies divine favour and blessing.?% In any
case, OG-Gen’s paronomastic rationale (32.29[30]) for the meaning of the name is obscured in OG-
Gen (i.e. prevailing with “a god,” as in NETS, rather than with God).?%®

3.4 Summary: Preamble (vv. 1-2)

Overall, the “trials” that can be discerned in vv. 1-2 are:?*°

preposition)

vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
1 | % () 3¢ Clarification?'!
Destruction of linguistic patternings
* 2P Tokmdp Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)
1912 OR TOVLG viovg avtod (i.e. no | Quantitative impoverishment

(negligible)

0o% 7R iva avoyysilm duiv Clarification (iva purpose clause)
Destruction of linguistic patternings

ail) VUV Destruction of linguistic patternings
(negligible)

R Ti Destruction of linguistic patternings

(negligible)

0°2°7 DPANRA

€M’ oy ATOV TOV NUEPDV

Destruction of expressions and idioms

2 RN axovoate Quantitative impoverishment (no
counterpart to vav)
Destruction of linguistic patternings

(no counterpart to vav; no parataxis)

205 Fragmenta 1477.003. Karl Mller, Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum (FHG) 2 (Paris: Didot, 1841-1870).

206 John Skinner, Genesis, International Critical Commentary (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1910), 409.

207 Samuel Driver, The Book of Genesis (London: Methuen, 1907), 295. Cf. Hos 12.3-4.

208 In Gen 32.28(29), G’s explanation of the significance of the name is &t évioyvoog petd o, Kai petd avipdTmv
duvatdg (“because you have prevailed with a god, and with humans you are powerful”).

209 Cf. Gen 32.29(30).

219 The * symbol in this and following summative charts indicates that the possibility of qualitative impoverishment should
be noted, yet these instances are not included in the final analysis at the end of the present study.

2" The parallel to Berman’s clarification is van der Louw’s use of the term explicitation. Van der Louw does not cite the
example of ¢ as a counterpart to vav in Gen 2.6 as explicitation; the transformation goes unmentioned. Van der Louw,
Transformations, 108-109 and 149. In fact, it might be considered a matter of debate whether this translation move should
be categorized as explicitation because for most Hebrew grammarians “but, then, etc.” is included with “and” within the
range of meaning of 1. Even so, clarification (or explicitation) is a reasonable designation since G has made explicit the
covert cohesion in the Hebrew text in his translation.
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Destruction of rhythms

oK - Quantitative impoverishment
(negligible)
* R Topani Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of

signifying/iconic richness)

Apart from the obscuring of the sense of o°»°i1 n*nRa with én’ éoydrov @V Huepdv, the general
meaning of vv. 1-2 in OG-Gen and MT is basically the same. One could compare G’s work on the
lettre (being-in-language) of his source text in v. 1 to that of an artist who has outlined with greater
definition the somewhat indistinct images of an impressionist painting. G has transformed the fluid,
spontaneous orality of his Vorlage into a coherently logical presentation of its content. In two of the
instances of destruction of linguistic patternings, G exhibits a concern to clarify the logical inferences
of his translation, in one instance marking a transition (6¢) and in another a purpose clause (iva). G is
expressing in Greek what is inherently implicit in his Hebrew Vorlage besides the fact that, as Berman
notes, the act of translation generally tends to move towards the more explicit.?*? Due to the
modification of the Hebrew parataxis in v. 2, the parallelism between the two stichs as well as the
poetic assonance of aBpoicOnte and the two instances of dkovcate involve modifications that are
slightly more pronounced, which may have enhanced the aesthetic value of OG-Gen for a Greek-
speaking audience. In this regard, G’s work on the lettre could arguably be leaning towards the
deforming tendency of ennoblement (an attempt to improve on the style of the source text) given that
Hebrew parataxis is an integral aspect of what is “Foreign” in the Vorlage. Up to this point, there is no
apparent staging of an alien reading experience nor is there any use of a marginal discourse (other than,
perhaps, the curious phrase £n’ éoydtwv tdv Nuepdv) which would constitute a foreignizing
translation. Moreover, G’s omission of a semantic counterpart to prepositions on two occasions is an
indication that G did not have an underlying goal of producing a merely isomorphic end product.

3.5 Rouben (v. 3)

70X °792 121R0

NN NPWR D

TV N DRY N

Reuben, you are my firstborn,

my might and the first fruits of my vigor;
excelling in rank and excelling in power.
‘Povpnv, TpotdTOKOG OV GV,

o0 Hov Kol dpyn TEKVOV Lo,

212 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 289.
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oKANPOG pEPecBt Kol oKANPOS aBAING
Rouben, you are my firstborn,

my might and beginning of my children,
hard to bear and hard, self-centered.

‘PovpPriv, the name of Iakob’s firstborn son by Leia, is a transcription of 121x7 (Gen 29.32),213
preserving the foreign sound of the Semitic name, and is undeclined. The Hebrew lettre in Gen 29.32
clarifies the significance of Reuben’s name and this explanation is suitably rendered in Greek. The
function of ‘PovPnv as a vocative is discernible given lakob’s second person references to Rouben in
vv. 3 and 4. The punctuation of the Géttingen edition signifies the construal of Tpwtdtords pov ov as a
syntactical unit with o0 functioning as the subject.?* This nominal clause construction reflects the
syntax suggested by the accentuation of the MT naR 9532 J23x1. ITpwtdtokog renders the Hebrew noun
202 (firstborn) in all of its appearances in the MT?® except for one instance (Gen 48.14) where OG has
no counterpart to 102. Given that when an adjective functions as a substantive, it more frequently
appears with the article,?'® one observes that there is no definite article before tpwtétokég pov in Gen
49.3. Once again, the Greek mirrors the Hebrew. In other instances in OG-Gen where the construction
mpwtotokog plus possessive genitive appears, G typically has employed the article.?*” With regard to

how one might render these constructions in English, Smyth distinguishes “6 £uog @iloc, 6 ¢ilog 6

213 John Skinner disputes the commonly cited etymology of the name 72187 as []3[v]2 [7]x7 claiming, “That is too
extravagant for even a Heb[rew] etymologist.” Skinner, Genesis, 386. Skinner’s suggested derivation of 22187 (=7¥2 ~1x7)
seems no less “extravagant.” The name “Reubel” does, however, appear in some manuscripts of LXX, the Syriac, and
Josephus. Herbert Ryle, The Book of Genesis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914), 302. What seems more
plausible is that it is based on the phrase 12 %7 (“See, a son!”). Ryle, The Book of Genesis, 301. cf. Ephraim A. Speiser,
Genesis, Anchor Yale Bible (YYale: Yale University Press, 1974), https://www-theologyandreligiononline-
com.twu.idm.oclc.org/encyclopedia-chapter?docid=b-9780300261851&tocid=b-9780300261851-
PT2.B&pdfid=9780300261851.0008.CH002.pdf#b-9780300261851-N29.32 (accessed September 9, 2023 at 15:30), see
commentary notes on Gen 29.32.

214 Henry Swete’s edition interprets ‘Pouvpnv, TpotoéTokds pov (152 12187) as a title in itself, perhaps as an appositive. He
places o0 in the following stich (Henry Barclay Swete, The Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, vol. 1
[Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1901], 98) despite Smyth’s assertion that “an appositive to a proper name has the
article when it designates a characteristic or something well known.” Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1160. Likewise, Frank
Moore Cross, Jr. and David Noel Freedman believe the Hebrew pronoun 7ink (ov in the Greek) “is to be connected with the
following phrase, in agreement with the LXX and Vulgate.” Frank Moore Cross, Jr. and David Noel Freedman, Studies in
Ancient Yahwistic Poetry (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1975), 77, n.2.

215 Gen 4.4; 10.15; 22.21; 5.13; 27.19, 32; 35.23; 36.15; 38.6, 7; 41.51; 43.33; 46.8; 48.14, 18; 49.3.

216 Smyth, Greek Grammar, §908.

217 For example, in Gen 27.19: ’Eyo "Hoob 6 npmtotokdg cov for 7732 1wy »o1x. The article likewise is present in Gen 27.32:
‘Eyd &l 6 vidg oov 6 mpwtdtoxog Hood /1wy 7732 712 71k, In Gen 38.6, G has again included a definite article in xai
£haPev Tovdag yuvaike "Hp 1@ mpototoke adtod as a rendering of 1132 1% nwr 7 np». It should be noted that these
preceding examples are all syntactically different from the one in Gen 49.3, although Gen 27.19 and 38.6 provide relevant
points of contrast because the structure in which a definite article appears is in apposition to the main clause. In Gen 38.7,
no definite article appears in the Greek: "Hp mpototorog Tovda / 771> 1152 .



https://www-theologyandreligiononline-com.twu.idm.oclc.org/encyclopedia-chapter?docid=b-9780300261851&tocid=b-9780300261851-PT2.B&pdfid=9780300261851.0008.CH002.pdf#b-9780300261851-N29.32
https://www-theologyandreligiononline-com.twu.idm.oclc.org/encyclopedia-chapter?docid=b-9780300261851&tocid=b-9780300261851-PT2.B&pdfid=9780300261851.0008.CH002.pdf#b-9780300261851-N29.32
https://www-theologyandreligiononline-com.twu.idm.oclc.org/encyclopedia-chapter?docid=b-9780300261851&tocid=b-9780300261851-PT2.B&pdfid=9780300261851.0008.CH002.pdf#b-9780300261851-N29.32
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uog, 6 eidoc pov my friend from eilog £ndc, eirog pov a friend of mine.”?!8 Construing the first stich
as “Rouben, you are a firstborn of mine” might have certain implications with respect to the scenario
depicted in Gen 49. lakob appears to bypass Rouben in order to bestow birthright privileges upon
loudas and loseph, leading perhaps to the idea that Rouben is not the only firstborn. In other words,
Rouben is the firstborn of Leia, whom lakob was deceived into marrying (Gen 29.15-30) and whose
womb the Lord opened when he saw “that Leia was hated” by her husband (Gen 29.31-32). However,
the firstborn of Rachel, Iakob’s desired and beloved wife, was loseph (Gen 30.22-25). There are
indications in the Genesis narrative that Jacob/Iakob loved Rachel’s firstborn more than his other sons
and assigned Joseph/loseph blessings that a firstborn should inherit (e.g. Gen 37.3-4; 48; 49.22-26).
Moreover, it was Joseph’s/loseph’s birth that prompted Jacob’s/lakob’s decision to return to his own
region and country (Gen 30.25), suggesting that this son’s birth had special significance for him.
However, the absence of the article is far more likely due to G’s frequent concern for serial fidelity to
his Vorlage. Just as probable is John Lee’s assertion that such omissions of the article, “a feature of
older poetry, notably Homer and Attic Tragedy,” in poetic passages of the Greek Pentateuch?'® were
undoubtedly “deliberate and intended as a poetic characteristic.??

Toywg appears three times in OG-Gen??! and its consistent equivalent in Hebrew, ra, expresses
the same range of meanings.??? lakob regards his firstborn to be his might. In the Greek Pentateuch,
the definite article before the construction ioyvg plus genitive personal pronoun appears in fifteen out of
sixteen cases, with Gen 49.3 being the only exception, a phenomenon which is, again, attributable to
G’s concern for serial fidelity and/or a poetic style. The fact that Rouben was Iakob’s firstborn child
continues to be emphasized in v. 3. G’s kai apyr tékvov pov, which is parallel to TpwtéToKdg pov 60
(see above), is an interpretative rendering of > n*w&". It is improbable that the Vorlage would have
read "12 instead of *11x. No witnesses in OG-Gen’s textual history attest to variant readings.
Furthermore, for a to be mistaken for & would be unusual. If the final yod in >»x is parsed as a first

person pronominal suffix, one is left with the consonants 1&. MT’s pointing of *3ix may signify

218 Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1196.

219 e.9. Gen 49.1-27; Exod 15.1-18; Deut. 32.1-43; 33.2-29.

220 | ee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 88. With regard to the LXX translators’ decision to omit rather than include a definite
article in their Greek translations, more research must be carried out (by surveying a large sample of Classical Greek poetry
and prose) in order to discern whether the lack of definite articles in places where one might normally find them in Greek
would impact a Greek audience’s perception of the Greek syntax and style.

221 Gen 4.12; 31.6; 49.3.

222 Elsewhere in the Pentateuch, ioyvg is the default rendering of n> (Exod 9.16; 15.6; 32.11; Lev 26.20; Num 14.13, 17;
Deut 4.37; 8.17, 18; 9.29). Other Hebrew equivalents for ioyvg are 13 (Exod 15.13), 723 (Exod 32.18, Deut 3.24 [2°]), 7’11
(Num 24.18), and 27x (Deut 3.24; 9.26).
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“beginning of my trouble/sorrow” if the word is taken to mean 71%.2%3 The meaning of 1)x is reflected in
G’s choice of viog 060vNg pov “son-0f-my-pain” to translate > 72 in Gen 35.18, a passage associated
with the birth of Benjamin (>1& 12 % x1pn1). Alternatively, MT’s pointing of *1ix suggests that this
word may be read as 1x root 1224 with the first person pronominal suffix, meaning “my vigor.”??® The
firstborn Reuben is thus portrayed as the product of his father’s strength and energy, a positive
description which is parallel to the final stich of verse 3 (¥ 0™ nRw ).

The only other time in the Pentateuch that 13x occurs is in a context that features the same
Hebrew expression (1% n°w&n) that appears in Gen 49.3. The translator of Deut 21.17 has similarly
rendered 1R N°WXI X170 as 811 00THC E0TIV ApyT) TEKVOY awTod.22® The term dpyr| appears sixteen
times in OG-Gen to render nwix,22” wxa,228 mwina, 229 mhwnn, 230 apwin, 2t 10 root 4,232 and 15nn.2%3 As for
tékvov, elsewhere in OG-Gen, it occurs 20 times. Its default equivalent is 12234 and it renders 72>
twice.?® There is no evidence that any of the translators of the Pentateuch?3® were familiar with the
meaning of “vigor” as 1% root 1 has been glossed by BDB, although one cannot discount the possibility
that they knew the meaning but rather chose to translate 1 interpretively. In fact, the rendering of dpyn
tékvov avtod for *1x nwra was likely induced by the presence of the word n*wxn along with its
proximity to the word 152. This perhaps led G to infer correctly that *:3x n"wxa was associated in some
way with Reuben/Rouben’s firstborn status. Since both dpyr tékvov pov and "1x nwx refer to the
idea that lakob’s first offspring was Rouben, G has employed a translation strategy known as

situational translation in which “the same situation is described from a different angle.”?3’ With apyn

223 “Trouble/sorrow.” BDB, s.v. “nx;” cf. Symmachus, apyn 6dvvng; Vulgate, principium doloris mei; cf. LXX Num 23.21
where 11% is rendered as uoybog = “trouble,” NETS.

224 “Vigour, wealth.” BDB s.v. “1%”.

25NRSV.

226 One should note the difference in spelling of nx plus pronominal suffix that appears in the MT. In Gen 49.3, the plene
orthography appears (> n*w&"1) whereas in Deut 21.17, the orthography is defective (& n'wxn). Deut 21.15-17 prohibits a
father from favouring the child of a loved wife over his firstborn of an unloved wife. Assuming that OG-Gen was the first
book of the Pentateuch to be translated into Greek, one may surmise that G’s rendering in Gen 49.3 may well have
influenced the translator of Deut 21.17.

227 Gen 1.1; 10.10; 49.3.

228 Gen 1.10; 40.13 [1°]; 40.20 [2x].

229 Gen 13.4, 40.13[2°].

230 Gen 1.16 [2x].

231 Gen 40.21.

%2 Gen 41.13.

233 Gen 41.21; 43.18; 43.20.

234 Gen 3.16; 17.16; 22.7, 8; 27.13, 18, 20, 21, 25, 26, 37, 43; 30.1; 31.16, 43; 32.11 [12]; 43.29; 48.19.

235 Gen 33.6, 7.

236 Elsewhere in the HB, the translator of Job 40.16 rendered 13 as dvvayug, which denotes “strength” and, as such, suggests
the notion of “vigor.”

%7 Van der Louw, Transformations, 79.
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tékvov pov, G circumvents any potential difficulties arising from discerning the meaning of 7k,
creating poetic parallelism with tpwtotokds pov 6. Nonetheless, the meaning of “beginning of my
vigor” is quite different than “beginning of my children.” The “trial” of rescripting results from the fact
that tékvov and X are not semantic equivalents. Moreover, since the quality of root 1 is quite rich
with its various denotations and connotations, OG-Gen also manifests destruction of underlying
networks of signification. These particular “trials” are evinced for yet another reason. When Leah
names her son Reuben (Gen 29.32), she uses the word >3y (“my affliction”)?*® to describe her plight of
being unloved by her husband. >»1v (°33, noun derived from v root 3) is a homophone of *11x (& root
1, Gen 49.3) along with *nx ( )%, Gen 35.18). The Hebrew poet may have exploited these various
homophones, which appear in their various contexts of the lettre of Genesis, to create a play on words.
In doing so, Jacob could be ironically intimating in Gen 49.3 to indicate that what was Leah’s affliction
has become his. Such subtleties of meaning that are intrinsic to the tapestry of the Hebrew lettre (e.g.
the network of signification of these Hebrew roots) are virtually impossible to reproduce in a Greek
translation.

In the last stich of v. 3, the coordinating conjunction «ai replicates Hebrew vav, connecting two
parallel phrases which both begin with oxAnpoc, which is G’s choice for . Zkinpog conveys the
basic notion of something that is “hard,” having a range of connotations meaning “difficult,” “harsh,”
“cruel,” or “stubborn.”?*° Besides its use in Gen 49.3, the counterpart of ckAnpdc in vv. 7 and 30 of
Gen 42 is nwp.2*% In Gen 49.3, it seems that G interprets the significance of “excess” associated with
the word 10> (“remainder, excellence, excess”)?* as an excess of unseemly behaviour. In contrast, the
Hebrew author likely intended the meaning of “excellence.” As the Greek meaning is completely
different than its Hebrew counterpart, the result, again, is the “trial” of rescripting. In fact, the Hebrew
poet skillfully crafts a witty play on words with 20> in v. 3 and "mn in v. 4, an aspect of the Hebrew
lettre which is lost in translation. As such, OG-Gen again exhibits the “trial” of destruction of
underlying networks of signification.

The repetition of oxAnpdc intensifies the emphasis on Rouben’s negative character. By

employing the present middle-passive infinitive pépecOar (“to bear,” “carry” [fig.] “endure, suffer”),?4?

238 As stated in fn. 213, this word is commonly employed as an etymology for Reuben’s name.

B91.8], s.v. “okAnpde.”

240 ¥kAnpdg also occurs in Gen 21.11-12 (oxAnpov 8¢ pdvn O Pripo oeddpa / T8N 1277 3. M| okAnpov E61o 1O PR
gvavtiov cov Tepl Thc moudiov / win 5y Prya v HR) and in Gen 45.5 (undg okAnpov duiv eavito /0310w A HRY).

241 BDB, s.v. “an” and “n.”

2421 8], s.v. “oépw.”
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G has evidently interpreted the consonants nxw as nx, the infinitive construct of xiv1 (“lift, carry,
take™).2*3 The Greek text thus portrays Rouben unfavorably as a difficult burden for his father to
carry.?** Conversely, the meaning of the MT is somewhat obscure. nxw, in the phrase 2n> nxw, can be
read as a bound structure of which the head noun is an2. The pointing ni, which appears in the MT,
may also be interpreted as the singular feminine noun®*® nxt, which means “exaltation, dignity”” (BDB)
or “rank” (NSRV). In any case, the disparaging connotation of “hard to bear” (cxAnpog @épecban) is
quite different from the Hebrew poem’s more positive depiction of Reuben as “excelling in rank”
(NRSV). G likely had to grapple with the meaning of nxw and in so doing he chose an interpretation
that coincided with the general shape and direction that his translation was taking, that of portraying
Rouben in a negative light. OG-Gen thus manifests destruction of linguistic patternings due to G’s
translating the Hebrew noun nxw as an infinitive and since this infinitive has a completely different
meaning than the noun, the result is the “trial” of rescripting.

G’s choice of an0adnc?*® in the next phrase (as well as in Gen 49.7) expresses the notion of self-
willed arrogance. Apart from these two instances of av06adng in OG-Gen, it appears only one other time
in the LXX in Prov 21.24 where it renders 171 (“proud”).?*” As for 1y (derived from the root 11v), DCH
identifies it as the noun 1y (“strength, power”), which MT points as 1y because of the sill(iq accent in
the phrase 1y 12,28 According to Wevers, G “seems to understand the notion of strength in the sense of
strong of will.”2*® Even so, the meaning of 1v and a08adnc is quite different, which again results in the
“trial” of rescripting. Striking is lakob’s damning characterization of Rouben in OG-Gen. Rouben is
hard, stubborn, and difficult to bear whereas the Hebrew narrative in v. 3 describes the firstborn
positively as a manifestation of his paternal virility. There is no trace of the wit and irony apparent in
the source text—i.e. initially describing Reuben in quite positive terms in v. 3 only to disdainfully
reject him v. 4. In considering the horizon of the translator, one wonders if G’s unflattering portrayal of

the forsaken firstborn (Rouben) could have been motivated, in part, as a justification for the dying

243 BDB, s.v. “xip3;” also Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, @épecOot = nxiy.

244 In a certain way, this would almost be like a restitution of the notion that Rouben has become an affliction for lakob (see
discussion of the wordplay of the various meanings of nx with »1v, which appears in the first stich of Gen 49.3).

245 HALOT parses it as a substantivized infinitive. Skinner argues that nxi is best interpreted as having the connotation of
arrogance based on the sense of the word in Hab 1.7 and translates nxw 2n° as “exceeding in pride.” Skinner, Genesis, 514,
fn. 3a.

246 «Self-willed, stubborn.” LSJ, s.v. “a00déng.”

247 BDB, s.v. “m.”

248 DCH, s.v. “1v.” BDB and HALOT identify it as the noun 19. BDB, s.v. “19.” Cf. HALOT, “13” and “1¥” where 1y is
regarded to be a by-form of the noun 1.

249 Wevers, Greek Text, 821.



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 45

patriarch’s decision to reject his firstborn (which would have been a transgression of the law in Deut
21.15-17, see above) and effectively to grant the birthright and blessings to loudas and loseph,
respectively (cf. Gen 49.8; 22-26).
3.6 Rouben (v. 4)

pisdialelfalanR ig>

T°AR 220w N9V 0

oY IR N9OM IR

Unstable as water, you shall no longer excel

because you went up onto your father’s bed;
then you defiled it—you?® went up onto my couch!

Deceptive®! like water—you shall have no superiority,
For you went up to your father’s bed,

Then you defiled the concubine’s couch.

EE0PpLoac mg HoOwp, un ékléong

avéPng yap €mi v Koitnv tod TaTpoOg Gov*

to1E duiavag TV GTPOUVIAY 00 AvEPNC.

You became wanton like water; do not boil over.

For you went up upon your father’s bed;

then you defiled the couch where you went up!

Part of the translator’s horizon would presumably include mention of Iakob’s firstborn, Rouben,
in an intertextual reference to Gen 49.3-4 in 1 Suppl/Chr 5.1-2:

And Rouben’s sons, Israel’s firstborn (vioi Povfnv tpmtotdkov Topanh /SR> 22 12187 212)—
because he was the firstborn (6 mpwtdtorog / 71527), but he gave his blessing to his son loseph
son of Israel, when he climbed into his father’s bed (v T® dvafijvar €t v Koitnv T0D TATPOG
avtov), and he was not reckoned in the genealogy as firstborn (gic rpwrtotdxkia), because loudas
was powerful in strength (duvatog ioyot) also among his brothers and one from him became a
leader (gig yodpevov €& anvtod), and the blessing was loseph’s... (NETS)

This passage alludes to Rouben’s incestuous relations with his father’s concubine Balla (Gen
35.21[22]) and Iakob’s decision to take away Rouben’s birthright and give these privileges to his two
younger brothers loudas and loseph (Gen 49.8-12, 22-26). In Gen 49.4, the verb £&vBpilm means

99 <6

“break out into insolence,” “wax wanton” or commit acts of extravagance or violence.?? Tov’s citation
of the word is accented as £€vBpicag (an aorist participle) while Wevers’s pointing is £é£6ppicag (the

second person aorist indicative form of £é€vppilw), a pointing that takes into account the second person

20 | XX, Syriac, Targums; Hebrew he.
251 Verse translation by de Hoop, Genesis 49, 86, 91.
2218, s.v. “gEvPpitw.”
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aorist verbs in the rest of v. 4 and also the renderings in the Samaritan Pentateuch, Peshitta, and
Targum as indicated in BHS.?%% As such, Tov reasonably concludes that, rather than the hapax
legomenon 1132 (a noun) which appears in the MT, G’s “rendering probably reflects the same reading as
the S[amaritan] P[entatech] (niro), also presupposed by Aquila (é0duBevoag) and Symmachus
(Omeplécac).”?>* De Hoop argues that, instead of glossing the verb 1o as “be wanton, reckless” (BDB)
or “be insolent, undisciplined” (HALOT),?® the verb likely means something approximating “to
deceive, act unfaithfully,”?® basing his conclusions on a systematic study of the Hebrew root 12 in
biblical and post-biblical contexts. Whatever the basic definition of 1o actually is, Aaron Rubin
suggests that the root pAz in Arabic and Modern South Arabian (with its use in sexual idioms)?’
implies that the Hebrew poet intended a double entendre with his choice of (n)irs in the phrase a°n>
(n)mmo,%°8 since it is Reuben’s sexual misconduct (cf. Gen 35.22) that Jacob rebukes. Indeed, William
Loader’s research suggests that G seemed to be aware of the sexual connotations implicit in the
Hebrew root 1119.2%° The translator thus arguably expresses Iakob’s moral disapproval by characterizing
his son’s behaviour as sexually unrestrained (“wanton”). In the case of a double entendre for (n)ro,
OG-Gen manifests qualitative impoverishment since the play on words in the Hebrew lettre (that is,
two underlying meanings for 119) is not evinced in the translation, despite G’s apt conveyance of the
sexual connotations of the root 1.

Rouben became wanton like water (66wp), evidently because of his action of defiling his father’s
bed (see below). ‘Q¢ Hdwp mirrors o°n> and this simile evokes the image of an unchecked passion that
overflows. G’s choice of the verb éx(éw represents a creative development of this water metaphor in
which Iakob enjoins Rouben to not repeat his past behaviour: “do not boil over.”?®® This rather

compelling imagery seems to be a fitting description of the unbridled passion associated with Rouben’s

253 This is the second person perfect form ayos, cf. BHS, Gen 49.4.

254 Emanuel Tov, “Gen 49 in the Septuagint — Trial and Error,” in A Pillar of Cloud to Guide. Text-critical, Redactional,
and Linguistic Perspectives on the Old Testament in Honour of Marc Vervenne, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum
Lovaniensium 269, ed. Hans Ausloos and Bénédicte Lemmelijn (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 256-257. He translates the Greek
as “you became wanton,” as in NETS.

25 BDB, s.v. “119;” cf. Judg 9.4; Zeph 3 .4.

256 Raymond de Hoop, “The Meaning of phz in Classical Hebrew,” Zeitschrift fiir Althebraistik 10 (1997): 20.

257 These idioms relate to sexual intercourse and are based on the root psz (Arabic and Modern South Arabian), which has a
basic meaning of “thigh.” Aaron Rubin, “Genesis 49:4 in Light of Arabic and Modern South Arabian,” Vetus Testamentum
59 (2009): 500-501.

258 Rubin, “Genesis 49:4,” 502.

259 William R.G. Loader, Sexuality and Gender (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2021), 63. Loader also cites the Aramaic Levi
Document 6.3/16 and 1 Enoch 8.2 as further evidence that o should be interpreted as having sexual connotations.

260 M7 + subjunctive form, here the aorist éx(éorc expresses prohibition. Cf. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1800.
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incestuous relations with Balla. "Ex(éong renders amn (hiphil stem?®! of 1n>, which means “excel, shew
pre-eminence”)?%? and so in the MT Jacob chastises his eldest with his assertion, “You shall no longer
excel.” The Hebrew verb has the same root as 02 (ckAnp6g) in v. 3 and is evidence of wordplay in the
Hebrew that is not reproduced in OG-Gen which, as indicated earlier, is the “trial” of rescripting. The
transformation of 2mn to éx{éonc is one of semantic modification since “boiling over” is related to the
general notion of excess. Nevertheless, the Greek text loses the implicit reference of the loss of Reuben’s
birthright as Jacob’s firstborn (“do not boil over” as opposed to “you shall not excel” in the MT).2% Thus,
OG-Gen manifests the “trial” of qualitative impoverishment.

The yép clause,?®* which alludes to events recounted in Gen 35.21(22), is logically linked to
e&uPpioag because it explains why Rouben could be wanton. In contrast, *> in the Hebrew text provides
an explanation as to why Jacob has determined that his son would no longer excel—namely, lay claim
to the rights and status of a firstborn son. Avépng is a suitable rendering of the second person singular
perfect form n>5v. Evidence of considerable semantic differentiation by G when translating 77 is

indicated by the number of the counterparts that have been chosen throughout Genesis: avafaive,?®

6 8

avaPiBalm,?®® cuvavaBaive,?®” avapépm,?® aviym,?®® davoiym,?’® and cuvavaeépm.?’t This is due to
the fact that the ancient Greek language is a lexically richer language than what is attested in biblical
Hebrew.2’? Greek words for “bed” such as koitn can be a euphemism for sexual intercourse,?”® just like
2own, which is its Hebrew equivalent in the majority of its 26 occurrences in the Pentateuch. The terms
koitn and 20w only occur here in Genesis. However, the singular form «oitn represents a change of

accidence from the plural form of 2own that appears in the MT, resulting in the “trial” of quantitative

281 Second person singular masculine jussive form ann.

262BDB, s.v. “n2.”

263 |_oader, Sexuality and Gender, 63.

264 The Hebrew word order is adjusted to typical Greek order with yap appearing after the verb.

265 Gen 2.6; 13.1; 17.22; 19.28, 30; 24.16; 26.23; 28.12; 31.10, 12; 32.27; 35.1, 3, 13; 38.12, 13; 41.2, 3, 5, 18, 19, 22, 27,
44.17, 24, 33, 34; 45.9, 25; 46.4, 29, 31; 49.4 [2x]; 50.5, 6, 7.

266 “To bring up” (Gen 37.28; 46.4).

%7 Gen 50.7, 9, 14.

28 “To bring up, offer up” (Gen 8.20; 22.2).

29 Gen 50.24.

270 “To open, unlock” (Gen 40.10). Cf. Gen 7.11; 8.6; 29.31; 30.22; 41.56; 43.21, 44.11(nno).

21 “To carry up,” (Gen 50.25).

272 There are some 8198 biblical Hebrew words (of which 2000 are hapax legomena) and 7879 Rabbinic Hebrew words.
Ghil’ad Zuckermann, Language Contact and Lexical Enrichment in Israeli Hebrew (New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2003), 64-65. This is in comparison more than 60,000 classical Greek words attested until the 4™ century BCE. Nick
Nicolas, https://hellenisteukontos.opoudjis.net/2017-01-05-how-many-words-does-the-greek-language-have/. The Brill
Dictionary of Ancient Greek contains entries of over 140,000 head words.

273 Ed Sanders, “Sexual Jealousy and Erds in Euripides’ Medea,” in Er6s in Ancient Greece, ed. Ed Sanders, Chiara
Thumiger, Christopher Carey, and Nick J. Lowe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 45.



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 48

impoverishment in OG-Gen. The reference to a single bed in OG-Gen likely is an allusion to Rouben’s
violation of Balla. 'Exni used with the accusative often refers to movement onto or upon a height,?’* but
here in Gen 49.4 it has no explicit counterpart in the Hebrew. This addition in OG-Gen, though
virtually negligible, might be considered the “trial” of expansion.

Téote is the counterpart to 1x in four out of six instances that it occurs in 0G-Gen.?” The téte
clause and the preceding yap clause could be understood to express the idea of a sequence.?’® First,
Rouben went up upon his father’s bed, and then he went a step further by defiling the bed.
Alternatively, one may interpret Rouben’s audacious action of going up as the very moment when
defilement took place. The latter option suits the context; it indicates what actually happened (illicit
sexual relations with Balla)?”” when Rouben brazenly violated his father’s bed. The growing
wantonness of Rouben’s actions seems to qualify G’s use of disparaging adjectives in v. 3. A
difference between otpopvi| (“bed spread or prepared: generally, bed, couch™),2’® which is the
counterpart to ¥1¥°, and «koitn is that xoitn especially can refer to the marriage-bed.?”® :x> also means
“couch, bed,” like its synonym 20wn, but connotes the action of spreading out (e.g. one’s bed).?® OG-
Gen exhibits quantitative impoverishment as v otpouviv does not have any possessive pronoun,
which would be a counterpart to the pronominal suffix in *»x>.

G’s choice of aive seems to be a fitting match for its Hebrew counterpart 551, a word that is
often used in cultic or legal contexts meaning “pollute, defile, profane.”?8! In the MT, the accents
indicate that the words n%>r and *»%> belong to different clauses, that n%>n has no explicit object, and
that >»1%> could be construed as the object of the following verb 15y. Against the MT’s accentuation, the
piel of 5211 should be transitive either with >31%> as the object or with an implied object (it). Another

problem with translating the last two stiches of MT v. 4 is that the last word (7%v) is a third person

274181, s.v. “éni.”

275 Gen 12.6; 13.7; 24.4; 49.4.

28 LSJ, s.v. “1018.”

277 cf. Wevers, Greek Text, 821.

278 .S, s.v. “otpouvni.” Its earliest attestation in TLG is Aeschylus, Choephoroe 671 and Euripides, Phoenissae 421 and it
subsequently appears in the works of historians (e.g. Thucydides, Historiae 8.81; Xenophon, Memorabilia 2.1) and Plato
(Protagoras 321.7). It is thus not especially marked as a poetic word. The Collection of Greek Ritual Norms documents a
Greek inscription (CGRN 96) which describes a private familial cult of the early Hellenistic period (3™ century BCE). The
inscription specifies that bed cushions were prepared for Heracles (lines 19-20) for a wedding celebration and “the prepared
couch and the statues for Heracles should remain [in place] until the marriage is celebrated” (1] 6¢ otpopv[r| kot Td]
[a]yéApota td1 Hpaxdel Eotm [katda ydplav vndpyovia).
(http://cgrn.ulg.ac.be/file/96/?lemmal=%CF%83%CF%84%CF%81%CF%89%CE%BC%CE%BD%CE%AE&condition1=
none).

29 S), s.v. “koit.” E.g. Aeschylus, Supplices 804; Sophocles, Trachiniae 17; fragment 546.

20 BDB, s.v. “v¥” and “y18.”

21 BDB, s.v. “2%m,” root 3. Elsewhere in the Pentateuch, %%n appears in Exod (3x), Lev (19x), Num (2x) and Deut (3x).
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singular verb,?? which seems at odds with the presence of second person singular verbs (n%%m; n*oy).
To solve these difficulties, G structures his text so that trv otpouvrv is unequivocally the object of the
verb éuiovag (= n9%m). Then, he creates an adverbial phrase with the addition of the adverb ob which
specifies where the “going up” took place. In doing so, G has made the difficult Hebrew syntax
smoother and has generated rationalizing expansion in his translation. Moreover, by reading 177y as a
free infinitive and rendering it with a second singular aorist verb, G could maintain grammatical
consistency in vv. 3-4.28% The result of these translation strategies described above is that OG-Gen
manifests the “trials” of destruction of linguistic patternings and rationalization, since the syntax has
been virtually recomposed. Moreover, there is an ensuing destruction of rhythm because the Vorlage
contains a poem and replicating its rhythm in a foreign language is a formidable, if not an impossible,
task.

3.7 Summary: Rouben Pericope (vv. 3-4)

The “trials” in vv. 3-4 appear as follows:

wv. | Hebrew

Greek

Negative Analytic

3* | 1m0

‘Pouvfnv

Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)

IR NPWRM

Kol apyM TEKVOV LoV,

Rescripting
Destruction of underlying networks of
signification (1X)

DRw

OKANPOG

eépecan

Rescripting (n°)
Destruction of underlying networks of
signification (An°-amn [vv. 3-4])

Rescripting (nxw)
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(substantive to infinitive)

TV M

Kol GKANPOG

av0aomg

Rescripting (2n°)
Destruction of underlying networks of
signification (An>-amn [vv. 3-4])

Rescripting (1)

282 These consonants could be construed as an infinitive absolute (7%y, e.g. Gen 46.4), a participle (759, e.g. Gen 38.13), or
the perfect gal masculine singular 77y in Gen 49.4 (MT pointing).
283 \Wevers, Greek Text, 822.



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 50

4 | (n)mpd g&uPprloag Qualitative impoverishment
(wordplay, double entendre)
amn gxléong Qualitative impoverishment

Destruction of underlying networks of
signification (An>-amn [vv. 3-4])

- émi Expansion (negligible)

20wn NV Koitnv Quantitative impoverishment (change
of accidence [plural MT and singular
0OG-Gen))

A RIAN S v oTpouviv ob &véBng | Quantitative impoverishment (missing

first person possessive suffix in *»x»)
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(addition of adverb o, so change of
syntactic function [subordinate
clause]); change of accidence (3"
person to 2" person verb)
Rationalization

Expansion (addition of o0)
Destruction of rhythms

In testing the efficacy of the negative analytic for use in Septuagint Studies up to this point, one
may conclude that Berman’s categories have offered a fruitful point of departure for analyzing to what
extent the crucible of translation has modified the Hebrew lettre. It appears as though G’s prevalent
translation method involves the employment of some kind of Greek counterpart for each Hebrew word
that appears in his Vorlage. Thus, the word order of the Hebrew text tends to be replicated in OG-Gen.
Even so, John Lee astutely observes that for the Pentateuch translators “Greek syntax, not Hebrew, is
the translators’ starting point. It is the instrument they use to deal with a text in another language with
its own, often alien syntax.”?®* This is clearly evident, for example, in the list of “trials” manifested in
G’s translation of 17%¥ *31%°. These various deformations can be attributed to G’s efforts to produce a
coherent and acceptable Greek text. Moreover, the fact that Greek is a language characterized by
“flexible word order”?®® facilitates the production either of natural Greek or a rendering in which, as

Lee puts it, “the Greek matches the Hebrew, but Greek and Hebrew syntax coincide, so the result may

284 | ee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 262, §7.2.2.

285 “In all periods of Greek, all permutations of S[ubject], VV[erb] and O[bject] are attested, within the domain of main,
declarative clauses. We can therefore call them ‘flexible word order’ languages.” Allison Kirk, “Word Order and
Information Structure in New Testament Greek” (PhD diss., Leiden University, 2012), 12,
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/20157.
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or may not be due to interference.”?®® It does not appear, therefore, as though an alien reading
experience is being staged in the translation (foreignization). There are additional reasons for this
assessment.

“The Self-Same (Propre) and the Foreign”?®’ of the Hebrew poem has not come through
unscathed in the translation process. The most pervasive “trials” in v. 3 are rescripting and the
destruction of underlying networks of signification. The Hebrew signifying network includes words
that express the notions of strength, primacy, and excellence (113, nwxn, P&, 02, NRw, 1v) with reference
to Jacob’s firstborn son, Reuben. The dying patriarch begins his address to Reuben by describing him
in positive terms, exalting his firstborn as the one who constituted the proof of his father’s strength and
virility. In OG-Gen, however, lakob demeans Rouben and sternly criticizes him as being hard to bear
and self-centered. OG-Gen thus mischaracterizes lakob as being much harsher towards his eldest son
than is the case in the source text. Noteworthy also is the distinction between the MT and OG-Gen
readings of Gen 35.22(21). In the MT, Hxw> ynw 1aR wi2°o 7792 IR 20w 12187 7721 (“Reuben went
and lay with Bilhah his father’s concubine; and Israel heard of it”). In OG-Gen, the additional phrase

Kod ToVNPOV £pévn Evavtiov adToh?e8 (<

and it seemed evil in his sight”) appears. Whether or not this
interesting addition originated with G or reflects a different Vorlage with respect to the MT is an open
question. 4QGen-Exod?, a Qumran fragment that might have shed light on this issue, is damaged at the
very point where the phrase could have appeared.?®® Whatever the case, the combination of Iakob’s
more severe criticism of Rouben in the Greek text of Gen 49.3-4 and the additional phrase in Gen

35.21(22) has the overall effect of enhancing the moral judgement of OG-Gen?®°

with regard to
Rouben’s sexual misconduct with his father’s concubine. In other words, G may have wanted to ensure
that Rouben’s actions are unequivocally condemned. As a consequence, OG-Gen lacks the irony and

surprise of the jarring reversal that takes place in the MT in the movement from v. 3 to v. 4.

288 A third category that Lee identifies is a Greek rendering that “matches the Hebrew but is not [emphasis his] natural
Greek, and interference from Hebrew is certain.” Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 262, §7.2.2.

287 Berman, “Translation and the Trials,” 284.

288 presumably, the Hebrew retroversion of the Greek phrase would be v1ya yom.

289 “The last 12-15 letter-spaces [of 4QGen-Exod?] may be reconstructed as blank, or could contain the [LXX] addition.”
James R. Davila, “4QGen-Exod?,” in Discoveries in the Judaean Desert XIl, Qumran Cave 4/V1l, Eugene Ulrich and Frank
Moore Cross, eds. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 10. Gary A. Rendsburg makes the compelling argument that the missing part
of the Qumran fragment would be white space. Generally, says Rendsburg, the fragment seems to more frequently align
with the MT and, moreover, in the event that the missing part did contain the phrase that appears in OG-Gen, that line
would be shorter compared to the other lines of the fragment. This would make it less likely that the missing line in the
fragment could have contained the addition that appears in OG-Gen. Gary A. Rendsburg, How the Bible is Written
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2019), 561.

290 oader, Sexuality and Gender, 63.
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G has had to wrestle with the untranslatability of the Hebrew lettre. That is, vv. 3-4 exhibit text-
critical difficulties which have created a perplexing Hebrew syntax that translators have long had to
grapple with. G’s compulsion to translate has allowed him to overcome the untranslatability (defined in
the Bermanian sense as “the text’s drive to particularity (uniqueness) and an assertion of its fullness [or
self-sufficiency])?®! of the interpretatively challenging phrases *1x n°wx"1 and nxw “n°. Berman
defines this compulsion as any translator’s “drive for his [or her] translation.”?®> Assuming that G’s
Vorlage read the same as the MT, one concludes that G must have known, for example, that xai dpyn
Tékvov pov was not a literal rendering of »1x nwx™. Yet G’s aim in Gen 49.3-4 would have been to
identify parallels and patterns that would afford him the means of formulating a sensible and coherent
translation. The instances of rescripting suggest that G creatively sought to circumvent any impasse
(e.g. doubt about a Hebrew meaning) so that he could complete his translation mandate. Moreover,
instead of the terse, poetic style of the Vorlage, OG-Gen in v. 4 reads more like narrative prose and this
effect is achieved, in part, by the addition of the adverb ov. Furthermore, cohesion is created by means
of the second person pronoun in v. 3 and the second person verbs in v. 4.

An important point to consider is whether the fact that the lettre is a Hebrew poem is adequately
conveyed in OG-Gen 49.1-15. Many of the Hebrew poetic devices have been lost in translation,
resulting in qualitative impoverishment. Would a Greek audience perceive Iakob’s words as merely an
extended verbal address to each of his sons instead of a poem? One must keep in mind that Greek
poetic aesthetics have distinctive elements that may not be characteristic of Hebrew poetry and vice
versa. Meter is one such element that is arguably more prominent in Greek poetry than Hebrew
poetry.?®® OG-Gen 49.1-15 is not marked by any consistent Greek meter. Nevertheless, OG-Gen
actually does contain poetic features (highlighted throughout this thesis) such as metaphors, imagery,
repetitions, and parallelism which have transferred from the Hebrew lettre. There are also a few

instances of Greek alliteration.

291 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 79-80.

292 Antoine Berman, The Experience of the Foreign: Culture and Translation in Romantic Germany, trans. Stefan Heyvaert
(New York: State University of New York Press, 1992), 178.

298 Whether or not Hebrew poetry has meter continues to be debated by scholars. Scholarly perspectives include a) the
notion that Hebrew poetry is based on syllabic weight (long and short syllables, as in classical Greek poetry), b) the idea
that syllable stress is the basis of Hebrew meter, ¢) various syllable-count theories, and d) the concept that Hebrew rhythmic
qualities are derived from parallelism. For a helpful overview and bibliography of these and other viewpoints, see Michael
Wade Martin, “Does Ancient Hebrew Poetry Have Meter?” Journal of Biblical Literature 140, no. 3 (2021): 503-529,
https://dx.doi.org/10.1353/jbl.2021.0024.
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CHAPTER 4. GENESIS 49.5-7: SYMEON AND LEUI
4.1 Symeon and Leui (v. 5)

MR 9 NYnw

aiaiainitalielaly ieble!

Simeon and Levi are brothers;
weapons of violence are their swords.
Yopedv Koi Agvi dderpot:
ovvetéhesav adtkiav €€ aipéoemg adTdV
Symeon and Leui are brothers;

they perpetrated injustice by their choice?®

294

Yvuedv and Aegvi, the names of Takob’s second and third eldest sons, are both undeclined. These
transcriptions are quite successful in preserving the foreign sound of the names nw»w and *17
respectively.?% nynw is based on the verb yaw (Gen 29.33b)?%” while "7 was derived from the niphal
form of m> meaning “join oneself, be joined to” (Gen 29.34).2%8 G also suitably translates the
explanations for these names as they appear in the Hebrew lettre of Gen 29.33-34.2% As with the name
127, any signifying richness inherent in these names’ sonorities cannot be determined. Zvpeav koi
Aevi adehpoi may be read as a nominal clause in which adeipoti is the predicate nominative of what
precedes. Wevers has judiciously chosen this reading (as did also the Masoretes) for his critical edition,
explaining that it “fits the poetic character of the passage.”% In G’s version of Gen 34.14, Symeon and
Leui are identified as the brothers of Dina who speak deceitfully to Sychem and his father Hemmor

(Gen 34.13).2%t While adehoi is anarthrous in Gen 49.5 and there is no mention of Dina, the phrase

294 According to de Hoop, the phrase om°na3% should be rendered as “knives.” De Hoop, Genesis 49, 97.

295 Or course of action.

2% Although no surviving written documents or inscriptions attest to the usage of these Greek transcriptions prior to the
third century BCE, it is quite likely that these Greek transcriptions of Hebrew names pre-date the production of OG-Gen.
For example, for such purposes as commercial activities or other engagement with non-Jews, Hebrew names would
inevitably have to be rendered in Greek.

297 Skinner, Genesis, 386; Wevers, Greek Text, 472.

28 BDB, s.v. “m?.”

29901 fixovsey KOP1og 6Tl picoduat, kKol Tpocédmkéy pot kai Todtov: Ekdrecey 6 10 dvopa avtod Xvpedv (“‘Because the
Lord has heard that I am hated, he has also in addition given me this one too;’ and she called his name Symeon”) renders
TIVAY VAW RPN T DR 0302 100 50IR XU % M vaw (““Because the LORD has heard that I am hated, he has given me this
also;” and she named him Simeon”). 'Ev 1@ viv koup® wpog £1od Eotol O Gvip Lo, TETOKA Yap avT@® TPEIC viovg 010 T0VTO
€kaleoev 10 dvopo avtod Agvi (““At the present time my husband will be on my side, for I have borne him three sons;’
therefore she called his name Leui”) renders "7 %W X3P 12 2 0°12 Aw5w 19 °n72° 23 "R W R M2 avon any (““Now this time
my husband will be joined to me, because I have born him three sons;’ therefore he was named Levi”).

300 Wevers, Greek Text, 822. Alternatively, the phrase Zvpeov xai Agvi adelpoi could be construed as the subject of the
verb cuvetélesav. In this case, adehgoi would be in apposition to Zvpeav kai Agvi.

301 This detail does not appear in the MT nor in OG-Gen of Gen 34.13. However, the phrase Zvueomv kai Agvi oi adgApoi
Aivag occurs again in Gen 34.25 with corresponding equivalents in the MT.
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Yvuemv kai Agvi adehooi (as is the case with the corresponding section of the Hebrew Vorlage)
constitutes an allusion to the events recounted in Gen 34 concerning the vengeful wrath of Symeon and
Leui against the Chorrites for the rape of their sister Dina. Besides the reference to the blood ties of
familial relationships, the word “brothers” here connotes the notion of a common interest, an idea that
is developed further in v. 6 in the sense of their common council and the alliance that was established
to perform their dastardly deed.

Symeon and Leui “perpetrated (cuvetéheoav) injustice by their choice” (v. 5). Choosing the aorist
indicative of cuvtedéw, G has produced a reading that reflects the third person plural form 12> derived
from the root 725 (“accomplish”)®%? rather than a counterpart to 25 (“weapons”)*® in the MT. Although
cvvterén is the most frequently employed equivalent for 793, G differentiates semantically in his
rendering of 725 by employing various other suitable Greek verbs, including mavw,*® ékleinw (Gen
21.15), avodiokm (Gen 41.30), mapépyopon (Gen 41.53), and katamadm (Gen 49.33). As for the
reading of 175 rather than %3, the final consonants vav and yod, respectively, may sometimes be
confused during scribal transmission.3®® Nonetheless, in light of Aquila’s choice of okevn (which
indicates that his Vorlage here read *22), it is possible that G’s Vorlage had the same reading.3’ If so, G
may thus have opted for the reading 12> as part of his effort to deal with the difficulty of making
contextual sense of the puzzling term on°n1on, which appears later in this verse. G’s decision to read
193 instead of 75 generates the “trials” of rescripting (since cuvetéhecav has a different meaning than
"53) as well as destruction of linguistic patternings because *%5 is a plural noun and cvvetéieoay is third
person plural verb. The consequence of this alteration to the syntax of the Hebrew poem is destruction
of rhythm. Moreover, the pronoun “they” implicit in the plural verb is a rationalizing expansion that
anaphorically refers to Symeon and Leui.

Adwkio occurs seven times in OG-Gen as the counterpart to onr (3x),%% pwy (Gen 26.20), 1w (Gen
44.16), and yw» (Gen 50.17[2x]). Such Hebrew terms that denote violence, sin, or wrongdoing (along
with antithetical terms such as those having to do with righteousness, peace, and justice) form an

integral aspect of the Hebrew lettre and the thematic framework of the book of Genesis. Therefore, at a

302BDB, s.v. “7123.”

303 BDB, s.v. “93.” Cf. Gen 27.3; 49.5.

%04 Gen 2.1, 2; 6.16; 17.22; 18.21; 24.15, 45; 43.2.

%05 Gen 18.33; 24.22; 27.30.

3% Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3 ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 10.

%07 In fact, *25 occurs nine times in Genesis where it is usually rendered by oxedog (Gen 24.53[1°]; 27.3; 31.37[2x]; 45.20;
Gen 49.5; cf. ayyeiov =93, Gen 42.25; 43.11).

%08 Gen 6.11, 13; 49.5.
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macro level OG-Gen exhibits destruction of networks of signification due to semantic leveling since
some of these Hebrew terms are not exact equivalents of adwia. In Gen 49.5, adwio and onn have the
notion of “wrongdoing” in common. However, aducio does not explicitly denote “violence” as does the
word onn. Consequently, the impact of G’s selection of ddikio for o in this context is the “trial” of
qualitative impoverishment. The “injustice” in this verse alludes to the vengeful slaughter of the
Chorrites by Symeon and Leui as recounted in Gen 34.25-31.

The term aipeoig denotes “taking” (a village or town),3® taking a course of action, or making a
choice.®? The meaning of the term am°n1on that appears in MT Gen 49.5 is uncertain since 77n, the
root noun, is a hapax legomenon whose meaning is unknown.®** According to Wevers’ sensible
reckoning of the Greek text, G interprets the first letter of ar°n1on as the preposition » when rendering
it as 8€.312 The remaining letters of o n7on may be based on the root N3 (“cut off, cut down”), which
could possibly give rise to a substantive meaning a “cutting off” or a “cutting down” or, perhaps,
destruction. Alternatively, or°n1on could be explained as derived from the root 775, from which might
be engendered a substantive denoting a “digging” (e.g. the digging of a pit expressed figuratively as the
notion of “plotting against others”3'3) or perhaps the pit itself,** an interpretation that seems to lie
behind Aquila’s rendering avackagoi (spelled -¢g).31° Another potential explanation for ai°nnan could
be that it is a noun going back to the root 712 31® and signifies an “attack” or “surrounding.”%!’
Similarly, the reading a7 n»3n, posited by BHS, would denote the notion of laying a net for enemies
so as to overthrow them.3!8 All of these explanations for the enigmatic arnnon are possible. In any
case, G might have chosen aipeoic because he considered it to be a fitting description of the choice

made or the course of action taken by Symeon and Leui when they plundered the Chorrites’ village.

309 Meta 8¢ tv Bapouldvoc aipecty éyéveto émi Zxvbag avtod Aapeiov Ehacig (“After the taking of Babylon, Darius
himself marched against the Scythians™). Herodotus, The Persian Wars, Volume I1: Books 3-4, LCL 118, trans. A.D. Godley
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1921), 198-199, §4.1.1.

$101.SJ, s.v. “aipeoig.” Aipeoig only appears in the Septuagint three other times, rendering 7271 in Lev 22.18 and 21. It
means “choice” in these contexts as well as in 1 Macc 8.30.

811 As Samuel Driver has noted, the rendering of ‘sword’ in English translations of the MT “rests ultimately upon the
resemblance to poydupa.” Driver, The Book of Genesis, 83.

312 \Wevers also considers the possibility that G read om°naon as o°nanan. Wevers, Greek Text, 822. In this scenario, G
would have had to “misread” several letters (e.g. kaph as bet; a missing khet between an alleged bet and resh) and so this
possibility does not seem as likely, though it is not impossible.

S13BDB, s.v. “172.”

$14BDB, s.v. “1790.”

515 Wevers, Greek Text, 822, fn. 7.

816 Cognate languages suggest the meanings of “attack anew, advance and retreat” or “surround, enclose.” BDB, s.v. “172.”
517 Wevers, Greek Text, 822.

318 pnanan, cf. 1sa 19.8; perhaps Hab 1.15. This reading is based on ana, root 3. BDB, s.v. “13,” root 3, (“overthrow, lay
prostrate),” nqnan, (“net”).
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Instead of € aipéoemg avt@®v (as in Wevers’ edition), de Hoop postulates a Greek text of
g&apéoemg ant@v in his re-examination of a noteworthy variant reading in codices Alexandrinus [A]
and Vaticanus [B]: “To be exact, both [manuscripts] read EEEPEZEQX. Codex B has the correction Al
placed at the left above the second epsilon. The interchange o1 > € occurred frequently in [manuscripts]
after the second century and here it could have been due to the change of sound of the at.”®*° If the
original reading of OG was é€apécemg, de Hoop makes a compelling argument that G would have
understood the term in his Vorlage to have been n3x, derived from n2. The denotations “killing,”2°
“taking out,” or “removal”3? for the Greek term &€aipeoic do seem to be in line with the semantic
range of root n1> with its notions of cutting down and destruction. Martin Rdsel suggests this reading
as well, although he cautiously admits that this is speculative.?? Eaipew does occur in OG-Gen®? and
it is a counterpart for 2x1.3* Given that é£apéoemg antdv aptly describes murderous pillaging by
Symeon and Leui of the Chorrites, de Hoop’s hypothesis of a reading of é&apécemg avtdv instead of
&€ oipéosmc avtdv cannot be ruled out.3% As for nao, it appears eight times in Genesis and is rendered
by amofvijokem (Gen 9.11), Swatifnui,*2® éEoredpedm (Gen 17.14), and éxtpifw (Gen 41.36). In fact,
apart from the specialized use of diatifnu to refer to making a covenant, G has chosen a different verb
for each occurrence of n1> (hence, mostly Greek verbs that express the notion of destruction or killing).
It is thus conceivable that, in the case of Gen 49.5, G chose to render n15 with yet another term, in this
case éEapéocmg to signify the notion of removing or destroying. Because 1751 is a hapax legomenon

and no Hebrew scholar is certain of its derivation and meaning,3?” any “trials” with reference to this

319 De Hoop, Genesis 49,102, n.124; cf. Peter Walters, The Text of the Septuagint: Its Corruptions and their Emendation
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 58-64.

520 E.g. Kai tdv Onocimg 80 mv &va todtov mapadiddact v tiig vog tantng éEaipeoty (“And, according to tradition, the
destruction of this sow was one of the labours of Theseus”). Strabo, Geography. Volume 1: Books1-2, LCL 49, trans.
Horace Leonard Jones (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1917), 196-197, 88.6.22.

%21 That is, the entrails of victims. See Herodotus, The Persian Wars, Volume I: Books 1-2, LCL 117, trans. A.D. Godley
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1920), 322-323, §2.40.2: 1 6¢ 6n é€aipeoic tdv ipdv kai 1 kadoig GAAN wepi
Lo 1pdv ot katéotnke (“But in regard to the disembowelling and burning of the victims, there is a different way for each
sacrifice”). Cf. LSJ, s.v. “é€aipeoic.”

322 Martin Résel, “Die Interpretation von Genesis 49 in der Septuaginta,” Biblische Notizen 79 (1995): 59.

523 Gen 32.11(12); 37.21, 22.

324 The middle-passive meaning of “deliver” or “rescue” is in line with the semantic range of Hebrew 2x1 whereas the Greek
verb’s active denotation is compatible with the meaning of n>.

%25 De Hoop, Genesis 49, 102. Nonetheless, the translators of the LXX did not employ é£aipew for the root n15 more than
twenty times, as de Hoop has stated to support his claim. In fact, there are two infinitives listed in Hatch-Redpath which
have similar spellings: é€oupeiv (é€aipew, which never has a counterpart of n13) and é€aipewv (é€aipw, which is a match for
nIoin at least 15 instances).

526 Gen 15.18; 21.27, 32; 26.28; 31.44.

327 In addition, the Greek text at this juncture cannot be ascertained as to whether it read as é€aipéoeme adtdv Or &€
aipéoemc avtdV (as in Wevers’ edition).
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Hebrew term cannot be decisively determined. Yet given the strong likelihood that £& aipécewc adtdv
(or even éEapéocemc adtdv) is an inexact rendering of whatever o°na5» might have originally meant,
OG-Gen manifests the “trial” of rescripting.

4.2 Symeon and Leui (v. 6)

W51 Xan 7K 0702

725 71N PR 0772

WOR 1307 ORI D

W 1PY D180

May I never come into their council;
may | not be joined to their company—
for in their anger they killed men,

and at their whim they hamstrung oxen.

My soul shall not enter in their company,

My glory shall not rejoice in their gathering;

For in their anger they slew a man,

In their wantonness they hamstrung a bull 32

€ig fovAnyv avT@v ur EA0ot 1 yoyn pov,

Kai £mi Tf] cvoTdoel aVTdV un Epeicon o HraTd pov,
Ot v 1@ Bupd ATV anéktevay AvOpOTOLG

Ko €v Tf) émbopig aTdV Evevpokdmnoay Tadpov.
May my soul not come into their council,

and may my inward parts not press in on their company,
because in their anger they killed men

and in their passion they hamstrung a bull.

Bovj is quite a rare word in the Pentateuch, appearing only here in OG-Gen®?° where it is a
suitable match for this singular instance of 7io in Genesis as both denote “counsel” or “a council.” The
Greek term frequently refers to a formal setting such as a council of elders or a senate,**° although there
are instances in which it denotes any council that takes decisions (e.g. Herodotus, Historiae 4.165).3%!
Because &i¢ BovAnyv avtdv is parallel to éxi 11} cvoTdoel adTdV, “council” seems the most appropriate

English equivalent in context.3%

328 Translation of verse by de Hoop, Genesis 49, 97.

329 Elsewhere in the Greek Pentateuch, BovAn occurs in Num 16.2 (c0ykAntot fovliic = 73 °&1p) and Deut 32.28 (BovAn =
).

8301.8J, s.v. “Bourn.”

331§ 8¢ elye ot 10D TOSOC T Yépea &v Kvpivn kai tdAka vepopévn kai v Bovlfi mapilovoa (“[his mother Pheretime]
held her son’s prerogative at Cyrene, where she administered all his business and sat with others in council”). Herodotus,
The Persian Wars, Volume 11, 370-371.

332 Rendering the word in English as “counsel” would place more emphasis on their plan or deliberation.
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The negative particle plus aorist optative un €100t render Xan 2x, a negated feminine jussive form
expressing “a strong desire or wish that something not happen.”33® The optative mood occurs 23 times
in OG-Gen where it usually (and quite appropriately) translates a Hebrew jussive or cohortative. Three
of these instances appear in the Gen 49 poem (v. 6 [2x] and v. 8). As for yuyn, it appears 41 times in
OG-Gen as a default equivalent of the Hebrew noun w»1, and once, in Gen 41.8, as the counterpart to
mA. In Gen 14.21, G has chosen avnp for wa1. The lexemes wa1 and yoyn share a similar range of
meanings (e.g. soul, life, self).334 In essence, lakob is expressing his desire to distance his very self
(yvuyn) from the council of Symeon and Leui, which is also Jacob’s wish in the source text.

In the second stich of this verse, the word order of the Hebrew is closely reflected in the Greek, yet
the presence of the conjunction xai, which does not have a counterpart in the MT, interrupts the
parallelism evident in the Hebrew poem by creating two coordinated urn clauses. There is no indication
in BHS of any variant reading that has included a vav conjunction (i.e. o%np23). It seems quite possible
that the translator himself opted to create two coordinated pr clauses,*® producing a longer unit of
discourse than the arguably more disjunctive syntactical sequence of two separate | clauses.®% As
such, OG-Gen manifests both expansion and destruction of rhythm with respect to the lack of a
conjunction in MT. Xvctacig, which occurs only here in OG-Gen, denotes a “friendship” or
“alliance.”®" It renders %np, which in its three other occurrences in OG-Gen is translated by
semantically equivalent cuvaymyn.3*® Thus, cvotaoic is a marked choice that indicates G’s careful
consideration of the context; the “company” of Symeon and Leui was a vengeful alliance forged to
destroy the Chorrites. With the connotation of “alliance,” OG-Gen exhibits the “trial” of clarification.

G chooses the aorist optative épeicon as the counterpart to rn. The puzzling Hebrew syntax in the
MT33 consists of a feminine form of the verb 7> — i.e. Tnn — which would indicate that its subject
725 would also be feminine (HALOT).3*° The BHS editor suggests that G read = instead of 7. This

would be in line with James Barr’s proposal that the Greek reading should be épicon (from £pio,

333 Ronald J. Williams, Williams’ Hebrew Syntax, 3™ ed., ed. John C. Beckman (Toronto: University of Toronto Press),
2007, §184.

334 BDB, s.v. “w93;” LSJ, s.v. “yuyn.”

335 The following reading indicates that another Greek translator (i.e. 6 £Bpaiog) subsequent to G was working with a
Vorlage that was similar to that of G (in that it may have included a vav conjunction) or, alternatively, that 6 £Bpaiog may
have chosen to add a Greek conjunction: v tf] BovAfj avt@v pn icéAOn 1 youy1 pHov Kai &v T Aad avtdv un ypovion.
336 |t bears mentioning that while here, the inclusion of kai connects two parallel phrases, in v. 2, the lack of a Greek
counterpart (xai) for the coordinating vav conjunction in the MT seems to accent the parallelism.

337 1LSJ, s.v. “ovotooig.”

338 Gen 28.3; 35.11; 48.4.

339 Wevers’ assessment is that the “Hebrew text cannot be read as it stands.” Wevers, Greek Text, 823.

340 BDB describes 725 as a masculine noun, while it cites its occurrence in Gen 49.6 as feminine.
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“strive”; “contend”; “vie with”34!) rather than épsicou as it appears in the Gottingen edition.®*? If such
was the case, says Barr, G would likely have read 2> (based on the root ann and connected with the
verb forms 7annn and 7nnn) rather than 7m.3*3 Barr’s interesting theory cannot be adopted mainly
because épicar does not fit the context but rather seems to express the opposite of what appears in the
Hebrew poem. In other words, “may my inward parts not vie with their company” suggests that lakob’s
unwillingness to strive against the company of Symeon and Leui is because lakob approves of their
actions, which is clearly not the case. Barr’s interpretation that Iakob wishes to “not be involved in the
kind of competition [i.e. the notion of striving or vying with] to excel which prevails in such a group

»344 seems quite strained. Hence, Wevers’ prudent decision to opt for épsicau,

[that has evil purposes]
which draws a “neat parallel” 3*° between the first and second stich of verse 6, is well-reasoned.

How G read the Vorlage for his choice is not clear®*® because the semantic compatibility between
gpeidm and 7r° (assuming this is the root of the Hebrew verb) is not immediately discernible. Instead of
employing &ig plus an accusative substantive for the preposition 2 plus substantive that appears earlier
in the verse, G opts for £xi plus an articulated dative construction. With the preposition éxi, the Greek
verb £peidm denotes “press hard” or “exert pressure,”3*’ conveying the sense of Iakob’s aversion to
“pressing in” on (i.e. willfully aligning himself with) the murderous company of his sons. The notion of
inward parts “pressing in” on an alliance seems somewhat incongruous. Perhaps this is why scholars
such as Barr have sought to account for the Greek text by positing other possible readings. The
meaning of the Greek is admittedly not as natural®*® as if the same verb (¢psidw) had been employed
with an accusative direct object (i.e. cuotacw), which would signify “[may my soul] not support their
company.” It was likely G’s concern to replicate the form of the Hebrew poem that resulted in his
inclusion of a Greek preposition (éxi) as a counterpart to 2. To be sure, it is natural Greek syntax, yet
the introduction of the preposition changed the meaning of the Greek verb, resulting in a case that
Berman would term a “weakness,” a “weakness” that could be attributed to what Toury calls “linguistic

interference.” Even so, if one understands the notion of pressing hard as “uniting together,” then one

S4ULSI, s.v. “épilw.”

342 James Barr, “EPIZQ and EPEIAQ in the Septuagint. A Note Principally on Gen. XLIX. 6,” Journal of Semitic Studies
19, no. 2 (Autumn 1974), 198-215. See also the note in BHS at Gen 49.6.

343 Barr, “EPIZQ and EPEIAQ,” 203-205.

844 Barr, “EPIZQ and EPEIAQ,” 206.

345 Wevers, Greek Text, 823.

346 Wevers, Greek Text, 823.

3471LSJ, s.v. “épeidm.”

348 Barr, “EPIZQ and EPEIAQ,” 201.
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might consider this to be a transformation of situational translation, in which case “the same situation
is described from a different angle.”3* In any case, since the meanings of 717> and épeidw are not
identical, the result is some measure of qualitative impoverishment.

Greek fap, which appears only here in OG-Gen, is formally parallel to yvyn in the first stich. Its
Hebrew counterpart is 723, vocalized in the MT as >722 (“my glory”).3*® Wherever the term “glory”
(722) appears in Genesis, it typically refers to prosperity. In Gen 31.1, for example, the assertion by
Laban’s SONS 1777 722571 25 NR 7wy 1°aR? 1wk (“he has gained all this wealth from what belonged to our
father”) is suitably rendered as kai £k T®@v 100 TOTPOG MUAV TEMOINKEY TAGAY THV 80V TadTnv “and
he has made all this glory from what was our father’s.” In that context, Jacob’s/lakob’s glory refers to
his accumulation of wealth. Joseph uses the phrase *1125 (“my glory”) to describe his position of
prosperity and power in Egypt (Gen 45.13), and this is appropriately rendered in Greek as tv 66&av
nov. In the context of Gen 49.6, the Hebrew term constitutes “a poetic expression for the spirit (as the
‘glory’ or noblest part of man).”%! The consonants 722 can be vocalized in various ways. For example,
elsewhere in OG-Gen, G renders the adjective 722 (“heavy,” “burdensome)”*®2 as an adjective (e.g.
mhovotog “rich,”%3 péyac “great,”®* ioyupoc “strong’3>®) or as the verb évioyvw (“prevail”).>*® For the
verb 725, the Greek renderings are péyog (18.20) and the superlative form of &vdo&og (34.19)
respectively. Moreover, 723 the adjective and 723 the noun (“liver”)*®" are both vocalized in the same
way. Notwithstanding, G has evidently read the text as “my liver” (>723) and has chosen to render this
as t& fyatd pov, which connotes the seat of emotions.®*® Consequently, OG-Gen exhibits some
measure of destruction of networks of signification with respect to the consonants 725. OG-Gen also
involves a change of accidence (singular to plural fmata), resulting in the “trial” of destruction of
linguistic patternings. In the Greek text, the poetic device of metonymy consequently places some
emphasis on the emotional/mental state of lakob as he conveys his strong aversion to the actions of

Symeon and Leui. The anger and passion of Symeon and Leui are the antithesis of what lakob deems to

349 VVan der Louw, Transformations, 79.

350 Cf. de Hoop, Genesis 49, 97: “my glory [shall not rejoice in their gathering].”

357 Driver, The Book of Genesis, 83. Cf. Psalm 16.9 (parallel to heart); 33.12; and 57.8.
32BDB, s.v. “7132.”

383 1.8J, s.v. “mhovoiog.” Cf. Gen 13.2.

48], s.v. “péyac.” Cf. Gen 50.11.

58], s.v. “loyvpoc.” Cf. Gen 41.31; 50.10.

%6 1.8J, s.v. “évioyvm.” Cf. Gen 12.10; 43.1; 47.4, 13.

37 BDB, s.v. “7132.”

38 .S], s.v. “frop.” Cf. BHS apparatus, note 6b.
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be honourable behaviour. Emotional connotations associated with the word yuoyn might be inferred
since yoyn is parallel to firaza.

Oupog is quite a rich term that signifies spirit or soul as “the principle of life, feeling and thought,
esp[ecially] of strong feeling and passion.”**® Gvuoc? is the counterpart to A% in Gen 27.45 and 49.7
and it is a suitable match. G’s choice of avOpmdmovg to render v indicates that G read the Hebrew as a
collective, which has necessitated a change of accidence with the singular w°x being represented by a
plural Greek counterpart. This is an example of anaphoric translation (also known as intertextual
translation) because it has evidently been “influenced by a related passage in the same book.”*®* The
reference to the killing of avOpdmovg pertains to the mass slaughter and pillage that took place as
described in Gen 34.25-31. Accordingly, OG-Gen manifests the “trial” of destruction of linguistic
patternings due to the change of accidence (avbpdmnovg for v R). Anéktewvay is an exact equivalent for
1397, The verb dmoxteivew occurs twenty times in OG-Gen and, apart from Gen 18.25, 37.18, 38.7,
42.37 where it is the counterpart to nn, it serves as the default equivalent for 3. Unlike the situation
in the Hebrew Vorlage (cf. verse 5), the reference to killing men in v. 6 is the only indication in vv. 5-7
that the two brothers” actions were murderous and violent.

The semantic range for émvpio includes “desire, yearning,” “passion,” “appetite”*®2 and it is G’s
choice to translate 1%, whose semantic range includes “goodwill, favour, acceptance, will” and
“desire.”%5 This is the only instance of 1xn in Genesis. The overlap in meaning between the Greek and
Hebrew terms is the concept of “desire.” 1% implies the notion of volition whereas émibvpia is
associated with “passion.” Given the fact that the connotative value of énbvpia differs from that of
1%, qualitative impoverishment is the result of G’s rendering.

Nevpokoméw (hamstring, hough”)®4 is a fairly rare word, attested as early as the third century BCE
(P.Cair. Zen.3.59462)%° before its five occurrences in the LXX.%% Here the Greek aorist renders the

plural verb form 1py (piel, 7py) and it is a suitable counterpart to the Hebrew. Tadpog refers

%9 1.8J, s.v. “Bopog.”

%0 Or its verbal cognate Bupoo, cf. Gen 30.2; 39.19; 44.18.

381 VVan der Louw, Transformations, 82.

3621.8J, s.v. “émbopia.”

33 BDB, s.v. “7i¥7.”

%64 1.SJ, s.v. “vevpoKomé®.”

%65 kol TV yovaikd pov g&gkaleito @[apevolg vevpokomnosy kai éue mposkaieito (And my wife appealed against the threat
to hamstring [the sow] and I challenged [it]), Papyri.info, accessed October 9, 2024,
https://papyri.info/ddbdp/p.cair.zen;3;59462?rows=3&start=160&fl=id,title&fg=collection:ddbdp&fq=(ddbdp_series:p.cair.
zen+OR+hgv_series:p.cair.zen+OR+dclp_series:p.cair.zen)&fg=(ddbdp_volume:3+OR+hgv_volume:3+OR+dclp_volume:
3)&sort=series+asc,volume+asc,item+asc&p=161&t=231. English translation mine.

3¢ Gen 49.6; Deut 21.4,6; Jos 11.6, 9.
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https://papyri.info/ddbdp/p.cair.zen;3;59462?rows=3&start=160&fl=id,title&fq=collection:ddbdp&fq=(ddbdp_series:p.cair.zen+OR+hgv_series:p.cair.zen+OR+dclp_series:p.cair.zen)&fq=(ddbdp_volume:3+OR+hgv_volume:3+OR+dclp_volume:3)&sort=series+asc,volume+asc,item+asc&p=161&t=231
https://papyri.info/ddbdp/p.cair.zen;3;59462?rows=3&start=160&fl=id,title&fq=collection:ddbdp&fq=(ddbdp_series:p.cair.zen+OR+hgv_series:p.cair.zen+OR+dclp_series:p.cair.zen)&fq=(ddbdp_volume:3+OR+hgv_volume:3+OR+dclp_volume:3)&sort=series+asc,volume+asc,item+asc&p=161&t=231
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specifically to a “bull” and is an acceptable rendering of 2i¥, which besides denoting “a head of cattle,
bullock, or 0x,” it is also a symbol of “property, spoil of war.”*®” Tov has suggested a reading of
ortevtov instead of tadpov (based on scribal revision of M to 012x),%%8 a hypothesis that Wevers duly
dismisses since it has no textual support and is thus “speculative.”*®® The notion of a hamstrung bull
might reflect another tradition concerning the actions of Simeon and Levi at Shechem.®”° Even so, G
may have construed év @ Boud avtdv anéktevay avOpdmovg in the previous stich and v 1} Embopia
avT®V Evevpokomnoav tadpov in the present stich as parallel phrases that refer to one and the same act
(i.e. the massacre of the Chorrites in Gen 34). The Chorrite tribe could symbolically be interpreted as
the bull that Symeon and Leui hamstrung. In this regard, it is noteworthy that, while NRSV has
understood M as a collective noun, G has rendered it as a singular noun. G may not have regarded
“bull” to be a symbol of the Chorrites, but was rather just concerned, as he frequently was, with a
faithful isomorphic rendering of his Vorlage.

4.3 Symeon and Leui (v. 7)

T¥ %2 DOR MR
TNwR 3 anan

2Py OPYNR

DRI DXOONY

Cursed be their anger, for it is fierce,

and their wrath, for it is cruel!

I will divide them in Jacob,

and scatter them in Israel.

EMKATAPOTOS 0 BLUOC VTV, OTL AOAINC,
Koi 1 uivig avtdv, 61t E0KAnpOvVON
dopeptd avtovg v Takmp,

Koi dtomep® avToVG v TopanA.

Cursed be their anger, because it is self-centered,
and their wrath, because it has grown hard!
I will divide them in lakob

and scatter them in Israel.

The verse is structured in four stichs. The first two stichs form a parallel syntactic and semantic

pair as do the last two stichs. ‘Enwkatdpatog 6 Bupog avtdv, dtt avdadng is a nominal clause, reflecting

%7BDB, s.v. “1i¢.” In Gen 32.15(16), tadpog translates 7o (“bull”). BDB, “19.”

388 Emanuel Tov, “The Rabbinic Tradition Concerning the ‘Alterations’ Inserted Into the Greek Pentateuch and Their
Relation to the Original Text of the LXX,” Journal for the Study of Judaism 15 (1984): 79-80.

%9 \Wevers, Greek Text, 823, fn. 10. Wevers suggests that the notion of hamstring bulls may have reflected another tradition
concerning Simon and Levi’s actions at Shechem. Wevers, Greek Text, 823.

870 Wevers, Greek Text, 823.
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the Hebrew word order and syntax. The adjective émikatdpotog appears in early Greek inscriptions IK
Strat. 111 1500 (425-400 BCE)®*"! and Sinuri 8 (350-340 BCE),*"2 but in the Greek literary corpus, it
appears for the first time in the LXX where it occurs six times in OG-Gen*”® and nineteen times in
Deuteronomy. "Emkatépatoc consistently renders the gal passive participle 117x.% As is the case in
Gen 49.6, 6vudg is the counterpart of Ax. G has employed a064dn¢ to render 1v as he has done in Gen
49.3, a choice which results in rescripting. Rouben’s action (i.e. defiling his father’s couch) was
different than that of Symeon and Leui whose anger had been murderous. Even so, for the translator,
the actions of the oldest three brothers exhibit self-centredness. G evidently seems concerned with
highlighting the weak moral character of the three elder brothers and the fact that all three chose not to
honour their father, lakob. Furthermore, as the word av0adn¢ suggests, they did not consider the impact
of their actions on their extended family. Jacob/lakob had rebuked his sons for the fact that their
reckless rampage had gravely endangered him and his entire household (cf. Gen 34.30).

Mrjvig is a synonym for 6vopdg and, as James Aitken notes, the Greek term is “so well known
from the opening line of the lliad [1.1].”3"° Elsewhere in the LXX, it appears only in Num 35.21, where
it renders 72°K, and in Sir 27.30 and 28.5. Its Hebrew counterpart in Gen 49.7 is 7172y, which means
“overflowing rage, fury” in the context of Gen 49.7.%® Hence, pnvic is a fitting match for 772y.
Nonetheless, G has chosen not to render anwp with an adjectival form like okAnpa as the translator of 1
Rgns /1 Sam 5.7 later did. This choice would have created a neat parallelism between two adjectives
(o00admc and oxinpdg), a translation strategy that would have generated the deforming tendency of

ennoblement (an attempt to enhance or improve what appears in the source text). Virtually all modern

371 ...0g v adwnogt, Emkatapatog E6te amd Tiig Afuntpog kai Bedv (Whoever wrongs, let him be cursed by Demeter and

the gods). Searchable Greek Inscriptions, The Packard Humanities Institute,
https://epigraphy.packhum.org/search?patt=%E1%BC%90%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BA%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%AC%C
F%81%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%BF%CF%82 (accessed May 5, 2024, 4:00pm). Translation mine.

372 [€av 8]¢ Tig tadta Tapafaivii 1 dxvpa wlof,] [Emka]tdpatog Eotm avTdg TE Kol T Tov[ToV] [TAv]Ta amd ToD B0
tovtov. (If he violates these or invalidates them, let him be cursed and everything that is his from this god).
Searchable Greek Inscriptions, The Packard Humanities Institute,
https://epigraphy.packhum.org/search?patt=%E1%BC%90%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BA%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%AC%C
F%81%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%BF%CF%82 (accessed May 5, 2024, 4:30pm). Translation mine.

873 Gen 3.14, 17; 4.11; 9.25; 27.29; 49.7.

574 In Gen 5.29 and 12.3, a form of the middle/passive Greek verb xatapdopai, a cognate of émkatdparoc, translates other
forms of the Hebrew verbal root 11x.

575 James Aitken, “The Literary Attainment of the Translator of Greek Sirach,” in The Texts and Versions of the Book of Ben
Sira: Transmission and Interpretation, Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism 150, ed. Jean-Sébastien Rey
and Jan Joosten (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 119. M#jvig occurs some twenty times in Homer (e.g. lliad 1.75, 422, 488; 5.34, 178;
Odyssea 2.66; 3.135), eleven times in Aeschylus (e.g. Supplices 162; Agamemnon 155, 701), five times in Euripides (e.g.
Heraclidae 762; Electra 1261), and four times in Sophocles (e.g. Ajax 656; 757; Oedipus tyrannus 698) before its eight
occurrences in the writings of historian Herodotus (e.g. Historiae. 7.134.2; 7.137.2, 8, 10, 14).

S BDB, s.v. “7723.”
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https://epigraphy.packhum.org/search?patt=%E1%BC%90%CF%80%CE%B9%CE%BA%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%AC%CF%81%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%BF%CF%82
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translations have chosen an adjectival counterpart and the ancient translator “&AAoc” (a translator
presumably subsequent to G) employed one as well in rendering 1v as dvvatég.®’ In contrast, G’s
concern to replicate, as much as possible, his Vorlage by selecting an equivalent to 7nwp in the same
word class (i.e. a verb) evidently overrode any inclination towards effecting a clear parallelism. G may
also have wished to differentiate semantically between ckAnpog = an° (Gen 49.3) and ckAnpove ~ nwp
(v. 7) in which case both oxAnpove and 7wp have a similar semantic range.®”® Since oxAnpove is a
cognate of okAnpag, the effect is the creation of wordplay in vv. 3 and 7 of OG-Gen. This translation
“miracle” is not present in the Vorlage and probably occurred by happenstance. Zxinpovw does not
appear elsewhere in OG-Gen. However, in Exodus, it is a verb employed to describe the hardening of
Pharao’s heart.3”® G opted not to select yohendc (“hard to deal with, cruel, harsh, stern),38° a word that
frequently appears in Homer’s poetry and also collocates nicely with pfjvic (e.g. lliad 13.624-625).%8!
Indeed, éoxAnpovOn, which is first attested in Gen 49.7, does not occur in conjunction with pijvig
elsewhere in Greek literature and is evidence of G’s exacting “work on the lettre” (literal translation).
In this regard, the “otherness” of his source text—the Foreign—has apparently been preserved in his
translation.

AwpepiCom is an appropriate choice to render p%r root 1 since they are equivalent in meaning
and d1adidopt is again a fitting match for the same Hebrew root in v. 27 of the Gen 49 poem.®®? lakob
vows to divide and scatter Symeon and Leui because of their self-centeredness and murderous wrath.
The alliteration and assonance involving the parallel Greek verbs and their objects — diapepi® avtovg
and dwaomep®d adtovC — Ccreate a noteworthy poetic effect and, again, this is likely a coincidence since
both Greek verbs merely replicate the meaning of their respective Hebrew counterparts. Assonance

is also present in their respective Hebrew counterparts p7nx and ox°ox. Besides Gen 49.7, diauepilo

377 “Cod. VII in marg. Manu 2%, Mox ad p#jvig Cod. X in marg. scholium habet.” Frederick Field, Origenis hexaplorum
quae supersunt, sive veterum interpretum Graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum fragmenta (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1875), 70, fn. 15.

378 Moreover, okAnpog is connected with loseph in the OG-Gen narrative (Gen 42.7, 30) when loseph speaks harshly
(oxdnpd = 7¥p) to his brothers.

579 Tmpove = piel pr: Exod 4.21; 7.22; 8.15; 9.12; 9.35; 10.20, 27; 11.10; 14.4, 8, 17. ZxAnpove = hiphil nwp: Exod 7.3;
13.15. ZxAnpove = hiphil 723: Exod 10.1.

%0 1.SJ, s.v. “yodemog.”

381 ..008¢ 1L Bopud Znvog EpiPpepéten yolemnyv £dsicate pijviv Egwviov (“and had no fear in your heart of the harsh wrath of
loud-thundering Zeus™). Homer, Iliad. Volume 11: Books 13-24, LCL 171, trans. A.T. Murray, rev. William F. Wyatt
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925), 48-49, §13.624-625.

%2 However, in Gen 14.15, the only instance of p%n root 1 in Genesis, semantic differentiation results in destruction of
networks of signification because the meanings of émurtintw and pon are quite different.

383 One indication of intentionality on the part of G would be if the Greek verbs were not semantic equivalents of the source
text.
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elsewhere renders the niphal stem of 375 (Gen 10.25). Awonsipm occurs four times in OG-Gen3#
where its Hebrew counterpart, which has the same meaning, is always 719.3% As it turns out, Iakob’s
sobering words regarding the prospects of his sons Symeon and Leui came to pass: the tribe of Symeon
was absorbed into the allotment of loudas (Josh 19.9) and the priestly tribe of Leui received no portion
of territory (Josh 13.14).%8¢

4.4 Summary: Symeon and Leui Pericope (vv. 5-7)

An overview of the “trials” in vv. 5-7 is as follows:

vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
5% | nwaw Yopedv Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)
* ) Aevi Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)
"3 Yuvetéleoov Rescripting
Destruction of linguistic patternings
Expansion (implicit “they”)
Destruction of rhythm
onn adwia Destruction of networks of
signification (macro level)
Qualitative impoverishment
apala) €€ aipécemg aTOV Rescripting
OR
EEapéoemg anTdV
6 | °wd1Ran HR 0702 €ig POVANV aOTAV pn) expansion
722 77N 9K O7np2 gAMoL 1 youyn pov, destruction of rhythm
Kai €mi Tf] cvoTdoEL
avTAV Un| Epsicon To
Amatd pov,
oonpa €nl Tf] BVLOTAGEL VTV Clarification
71N épeioat Qualitative impoverishment
72 0 TOTE LoV Destruction of networks of
signification
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(singular to plural)
VR avBpdmovg Destruction of linguistic patternings

%4 Gen 11.4,8,9; 49.7.
385 Only once in Genesis does G opt for the Greek verb diucmém to render 1o (Gen 10.18).
385 Wevers, Greek Text, 824.
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(singular to plural)
DX Kol &v T émBupig Qualitative impoverishment
7 v av0aomg Rescripting

Berman’s negative analytic again provides, at a glance, a clear synopsis of the relationship
between OG-Gen and the lettre of the Hebrew poem in terms of its adequacy, indicating the various
“trials of the Foreign” that have been the result of the translation process. Vv. 5-7 manifest noteworthy
alteration of meaning which is mostly a consequence of the transformations *%5 — cuvetélecav and onn
— ddwia, along with G’s treatment of 27°n72n. OG-Gen’s depiction of the two brothers tones down the
references to weapons and violence that are mentioned in the Vorlage, diminishing the vivid imagery of
the Hebrew poem. Rescripting has decreased the intensity of Symeon and Leui’s rage. Their anger is
not strong (rv) or fierce, but rather self-centered (a00donc). OG-Gen places emphasis on the delinquent
brothers’ actions as a criminal act or violation of moral sensibilities—an injustice (&dikio)—and this is
in keeping with G’s shaping of the general theme of the patriarch’s words to his three eldest sons up to
this point.38’

G’s choice of cuvetédecav for °25 has completely altered the rhythm of the poem. In place of
the terse parallelism typical of biblical Hebrew verse,*® G has created an almost prose-like Greek line
by employing a finite verb plus object plus prepositional phrase functioning adverbially, which has
resulted in rationalizing expansion. This deforming tendency was probably induced by G’s efforts to
produce a meaningful translation of the verse, despite the difficulties of the term oi°naon. Again, this is
evidence of the translator’s drive, in the Bermanian sense, to overcome any untranslatability in his
Vorlage.

lakob promises to give to the sons of loseph the place called Sikima (Zikwua), which he “took from
the hand of the Amorrites with [his] dagger and bow” (Gen 48.22). Xikwua is a replacement form for
0o (Shechem), which is transliterated as Xvyép (Sychem) in Gen 34 in the account of Symeon and
Leui’s slaughter of the males of that place, including the man named Sychem/Shechem who had
sexually assaulted their sister. It is therefore possible, given the fact that Gen 48.22 appears just a few

387 Nevertheless, if de Hoop’s reading of é€aipécemc avtdv is accepted, it would restore to some degree the emphasis on the
brothers’ recourse to violence.

%8 The most popular theory regarding the observable structure of Biblical Hebrew verse is that it “centers on the notion of
two contiguous terse lines of verse which exhibit parallelism in either meaning or in form.” John Scott Redd Jr.,
“Constituent Postponement in Biblical Hebrew Verse” (PhD diss., The Catholic University of America, 2012), 10,
http://hdl.handle.net/1961/10273.
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verses before the Symeon and Leui pericope, that the translator of OG-Gen, in consideration of his
translating horizon, took pains to distance lakob from the mass murder of the house of Sychem by
rendering oow in two distinct ways.*® If so, OG-Gen could manifest a further layer of destruction of
networks of signification as well as evidence that G has taken into consideration not only the immediate
context but also the wider expositional narrative of OG-Gen. Such an anaphoric (or intertextual)
translation strategy is unmistakably demonstrated by G’s rendering of w°R with avOpdmovg in v. 6,

indicating his awareness of the Gen 34 narrative.

%89 Fuyép and Zikpo. Tikyo also appears in Gen 33.18 and 35.4-5 and could possibly designate a region rather than a
particular city. For further discussion of Sychem versus Sikima, see Robert J.V. Hiebert, “Translating a Translation: The
Septuagint of Genesis and the New English Translation of the Septuagint Project,” in X Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Society of Biblical Literature Septuagint and Cognate Studies 51, ed.
Bernard Taylor (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 279-281.
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CHAPTER 5. GENESIS 49.8-12: IOUDAS
5.1 loudas (v. 8)

TOAR TV AR AT

TR AW T

T°2X °12 77 NS

Judah, your brothers shall praise you;

your hand shall be on the neck of your enemies;
your father’s sons shall bow down before you.
‘Tovda, o€ aivécaucay ol AdeApol cov

ol xelpég 6oL €Ml VAOTOL TOV EYOPAV GOv*
TPOGKLVNGOVGIV G€ 01 Liol TOD TUTPOG GOV.
loudas, may your brothers praise you;

your hands be® on the back of your enemies;
your father’s sons shall do obeisance to you.
bOr shall be

lakob now addresses his fourth eldest son and G appropriately places Tovdag in the vocative
case, indicating that he is not merely translating in a word-by-word fashion. Tovdag is an inflected
transcription of 777, a name derived from the Hebrew verb 77> root 2 (Gen 29.35),3%° which in the
hiphil denotes “give thanks, laud, praise.”*®! This transcription preserves the foreignness of the Hebrew
name to some extent, yet Leia explains the significance of naming her son loudas as vdv £t todto
g€oporoynoopon kopio (“Now yet again with respect to this | will acknowledge the Lord”) as opposed
to the Hebrew derivation of the name 77> Xk 77R avai (“This time I will praise the LORD”). The
significance of Judah’s name thus evinces a measure of qualitative impoverishment in OG-Gen. G has
not chosen £€opoloyéopar (“admit, acknowledge”)3®? to render 77> in Gen 49.8 as he did in the only
other instance in OG-Gen of this verb (29.35). Indeed, elsewhere in the LXX, é€oporoyéw is most
commonly matched with ;777°. Nor does G adopt the verb é€ayopedm (“make known, declare”)3® as
have the other translators of the Greek Pentateuch.3%* Instead, G selects aivéw, a verb which prior to
OG-Gen had appeared most frequently in epic poetry.3® While Gen 49.8 contains the sole instance of

aivéw in the Pentateuch, it appears 137 times in the LXX where it renders %71 in the vast majority of

3% Noteworthy is the footnote in NETS (Gen 29.35) indicating that Wevers’ edition reads ‘Tovdo and not Tovdac.

%1BDB, s.v. “np.”

%921.8], s.v. “é€oporoyéopar.”

393 LSJ, s.v. “éEayopevm.” Cf. Aquila: ool é&oporoynodcbocay; 6 Bpaioc: coi éEopoloyncoval.

%94 Lev 5.5; 16.21; 26.40; Num 5.7.

3% Homer, lliad 3.20, 461; Hesiod, Theogonia 662; Op. 643 (praise of a ship); Pindar, Olympionikai 4.14; 7.16 (praise not
of gods, but humans).
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cases. It is often employed in connection with the praise of the Israelite deity. The aivém = 77
equivalence is relatively infrequent in the LXX, occurring only eleven times. 777 is frequently used in
the Psalms where it is always directed towards God. It is also God who is to be praised or confessed in
Gen 29.35 whereas in Gen 49.8, it is Judah. This may be the reason why G settles on the verb aivéw
instead of é€opoloyém, rendering the hiphil imperfect of ;77> as an aorist optative (aivéoaisav). In doing
s0, G has employed Smyth’s category of an optative of wish that refers to the future.>®® Rather than
being a command or exhortation, “it is a more remote expression of will; the speaker feels that he has
less control over its fulfilment.”®” lakob is thus expressing a strong desire that loudas be recognized by

his brothers,3°8

which is a different nuance of meaning from G’s choice of a future verb (i.e.
npookvvnoovoiv) for an imperfect (i.e. nnnw») that occurs later in this verse, where he proclaims that
all of Toudas’s brothers will do obeisance before him. Noteworthy is G’s flexibility and interpretive
subtleties during his work on the lettre since optative or future indicative verbs are both a valid
construal of a Hebrew imperfect verb. Even so, OG-Gen evinces “trials” in the loss of the artful
alliteration occurring between the words 7737, 7171, and 77 (or 7°72, see below). Also, the wordplay in
the Hebrew between 7171° and the name 77> (the latter also appears in v. 9) is difficult to retain in a
translation and thus has not been replicated in OG-Gen. The consequent deformations are qualitative
impoverishment which results from destruction of networks of signification (in connection with the Gen
29.35 etymology of 11717 as noted above).

Departing from his frequent serial fidelity in terms of word order, it appears that G has chosen
to not include a Greek equivalent for 7inx, which is present in the MT and likely also was in G’s
Vorlage. Here, X is a dislocated constituent of the phrase 7°nx 7171 and specifies the referent in the
first clause (as does the name, Judah).3?° G has fronted the object pronoun in his translation, which does
give the pronoun some prominence, .changing the word order. This inversion manifests the “trial” of
destruction of linguistic patternings. The use of the second person pronoun emphasizes Jacob’s shift

from the third person pronouns which Jacob used to refer to Simon and Levi (vv. 5-7) to a more

personal direct communication for Judah (a son of blessing) with second person pronouns. Even though

3% Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1814.

397 Kenneth Leslie McKay, A New Syntax of the Verbs in New Testament Greek: An Aspectual Approach, Studies in Biblical
Greek 5 (New York: Peter Lang, 1994), 85, §10.1.

%9 Diego Pérez Gondar, “La bendicion de Juda en el testamento de Jacob: Gn 49, 8-12, su interpretacion en el contexto
intertestamentario y su recepcién neotestamentaria,” Estudios biblicos 75, no. 3 (2017): 364.

%9 This type of syntax is described as a dislocated constituent (which is resumed in the main clause) in Christo H.J. van der
Merwe, Jacobus A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar, 2" ed. (London: T&T Clark, 2017),
848.1. Itis also known as a casus pendens (nominative absolute). Williams, Williams’ Hebrew Syntax, 84.7b.
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Judah is his fourth eldest son, Jacob’s use of the pronoun 1inX accentuates his choice of Judah over and
above his brothers and is therefore not a trivial detail. The absence of a Greek counterpart to 7nx has
the effect of being less emphatic and its omission thus results in noteworthy quantitative
impoverishment. In fact, G most often includes a second person pronoun counterpart in similar
syntactical contexts in OG-Gen.*®° G’s decision to not include one in Gen 49.8 is thus a marked
translation choice, likely induced by the fact that the inclusion of the Greek pronoun b might have
seemed syntactically awkward if placed before the phrase o¢ aivésaicav, which is an inversion of 7171,
The Greek word order thus replicates the lettre of the Vorlage in having a pronoun precede the main
verb.

In the nominal clause ai xgipéc cov ént vadtov t@v ExOpdv cov, lakob declares that Ioudas’s
brothers praise him as one who triumphs over his adversaries. The plural noun in the phrase “your
hands” (ai x€ipéc oov) is an indication that G’s Vorlage, at this juncture, may have been similar to the
Samaritan Pentateuch (7°72).%°* The change of accidence with the plural yipeg for the singular 7 in the
MT would constitute destruction of linguistic patternings, which perhaps casts loudas in a slightly
more powerful stance with both of his hands subduing his enemies. Greek vatov (“back,” of people or
animals)®°? is the counterpart to 25w root 1 (“shoulder”)*®® in Gen 9.23. However, in Gen 49.8, vtog
renders 7w (“back of neck, neck™).*%* Rescripting is the consequence of G’s substituting one part of the
body for another (semantic modification). The fact that the phrase <ta> vta toig £x0poig appears in
Aeschylus’s*® writings bears witness to the fact that this collocation was found in Greek non-
translational literature prior to OG-Gen’s production. Thus, G’s choice of rendering “back” rather than
“neck” of Ioudas’s enemies is possibly an accommodation to that kind of precedent. As for &y0poc, it is
a suitable equivalent for 2°k just as it is for 2x root 2 in the only other instance of &x0pdg in OG-Gen
(Gen 14.20). The reference to the LORD giving the backs of the enemies to Dauid appears in 2 Rgns /

400 In five instances in OG-Gen, G does not include a Greek pronoun for anx, but rather an existential verb (Gen 3.11, 19;
23.13; 29.15; 32.17 [18]). There are seven examples where G includes both an existential verb and pronoun (Gen 13.14;
23.6; 27.18, 21, 24, 32; 29.14). In 32 instances, he does include a Greek pronoun counterpart (Gen 3.14, 15; 4.7, 11; 6.18,
21;7.1; 8.16; 13.15; 15.15; 16.13; 17.9 (2x); 20.7; 21.26; 22.12; 24.44; 26.29; 28.13; 30.26, 29; 31.43, 44, 52; 32.12 [13];
38.23; 41.40; 43.8; 45.10, 11, 19; 49.3).

401 Skinner, Genesis, 519.

4021.8J, s.v. “v@dtov.”

403 BDB, s.v. “0¢.”

404 BDB, s.v. “q79.” Other equivalents for 77y in the LXX include avyfv (e.g. Josh 7.8, 12) and tpayniog (e.g. Deut 10.16;
31.27).

405 Aeschylus (6-5 BCE), Fragmenta, Tetralogy 25, Play A, fragment 201, lines 2-3.
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2 Sam 22.41 (cf. Psa 17.41[18.40]). In this sense, OG-Gen 49.8 could be interpreted as an allusion to a
Davidic king who would triumph over his enemies.

The word order of the clause Tpockvviicovsiv Gg oi viol Tod matpdg cov reflects exactly that of
its Vorlage. The Hebrew counterpart of the third plural future active indicative form of tpockuvvéw is
nnnwe, a verb form that most modern scholars have interpreted as the hishtaphel imperfect of min.4%
John Emerton argues that the traditional view that mnnw: ought to be parsed as the hitpael of the root
nnw should be maintained; the forms mnnw: and nnw both have a weak third consonant and they share
in common the letters shin and khet. Furthermore, the definitions of mnnw: (“bow down, prostrate
oneself”) and nnw (“bow down”),**” which is how the latter term appears in Biblical and Mishnaic
Hebrew, are similar.*®® Convincing as this may seem, Emerton’s account fails to explain the presence
of vav in the verb mnnwn.%® Therefore, it is more likely that mnnws derives from mim, root 2. This rare
Hebrew root (which subsequently vanished) was analogous in form and meaning to the Ugaritic verb
hwy *1% which also has the form ysthwy (“he prostrates himself?).*!! mn presumably denoted the
meanings of “bowing down” and the action of coiling oneself like a snake.**? In any case, mnnws is
unsurprisingly the default equivalent in all 23 instances that the Greek verb mpockuvém appears in OG-
Gen. ITpookvvéw, which NETS renders as “do obeisance,” can express the notion of prostrating oneself
in Near Eastern fashion before a king or ruler.*® The image of all the brothers doing obeisance to one
of the brothers harkens back to various instances in Genesis in which one son is given prominence over
the other(s) as the father’s heir or as having the birthright.*** These include Isaak’s blessing of lakob
(Gen 27.29) and loseph’s peculiar dream (37.7-10). In Gen 49.8, however, it is loudas who receives
this honour.

5.2 loudas (v. 9)

AT 1R A

406 Waltke and O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 360, fn. 34.

407 BDB, s.v. “any.”

408 John A. Emerton, Studies on the Language and Literature of the Bible: Selected works by J.A. Emerton, Supplements to
Vetus Testamentum 165, ed. Graham Davies and Robert Gordon (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 89.

409 The hithpalel form of anw should be annwi. Cf. Horst Dietrich Preuss, “mi, Awh,” in Theological Dictionary of the Old
Testament, ed. Johannes Botterweck (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1980), 4:249.

410 preuss, “mi, hwh,” 249.

41 Preuss, “mi, hwh,” 249,

412 Graham Davies, “A Note on the Etymology of HISTAH*WAH,” Vetus Testamentum 29 (January 1979): 494. Davies does
cite two instances in Akkadian that suggest the possibility that the meaning “bowing down” (that is, the contracting of part
of a human body) might also be included among the range of meanings for the Hebrew root mn.

#M31.8), s.v. “npookvvém.” Greek words that express the notion of bowing or bending forward include xbmte and dvroxvnT®
(which does not appear in the LXX).

414 Cf. Gen 25.23; 27.29; 37.5-11; 42.6; 43.26-28; 50.18.
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n°hY %12 7R

X°2721 778D ¥21 vI2

hfaliriie

Judah is a lion’s whelp;

from the prey, my son, you have gone up.
He crouches down, he stretches out like a lion,
like a lioness—who dares rouse him up?
okOuvog Aéovtog Tovda

€K PAaoTOD, LIE Hov, AvEPNC

AvamecOV KON NG OC Aémv

Kol MG OKOUVOG'

Tig &yepel avTHV;

A lion’s whelp “you are®, loudas;

from a shoot, my son, you went up.
When you reclined, you slept like a lion
and like a whelp. Who will rouse him?
‘Lacking in Greek

With his rendering of the nominal clause in the first stich of v. 9, G exhibits again a concern to
replicate the word order as he has done in other verses of the poem. G chooses to employ the vocative
case (Tovda) as in v. 8. The Hebrew context does not necessarily require a vocative interpretation (thus,
NRSV*™), yet G has evidently taken into account the second person personal pronoun in the second
stich. A copular verb is not supplied in the Greek text, although most often G does insert a second
person singular copular verb in such Hebrew nominal clauses.*'® lakob addresses his son directly,
characterizing him as a lion’s whelp. Zxdpuvoc*” appears only here in OG-Gen as the semantic
equivalent of <. The second time it occurs in this verse, it renders %2 (lion[ess]).*'® This instance of
semantic leveling results in rescripting since oxvuvog is an exact equivalent of =1, but not of x2%. G
evidently renders the latter term as oxvuvog and avoids the awkward redundancy of mg Aéwv kol mg
Aéov (= 812921 7182). As a polyvalent symbol in the Hebrew Bible, the lion carries various

connotations which “seem to be dependent on the aspects of threat and power.”**° It is well known

415 Cf. de Hoop, Genesis 49, 114.

418 A second person singular copular verb is supplied in Gen 3.9, 11, 19; 4.6 (in this case, the verb is ywopat); 12.11; 23.6;
24.23, 47, 60; 27.18, 24, 32; 29.14, 15) while for the following Hebrew nominal clauses, no copular verb (in the second
person singular) is inserted: Gen 3.14; 4.11; 26.29; 49.3.

417 ¥xopvog oceurs three other times in the Pentateuch, the Hebrew counterparts being x°2% (Num 23.24; 24.9) and 11 (Deut
33.22). In Deut 33.22, the lion metaphor refers to Dan. Aquila employs cxdiag, which means “young dog, puppy” (LSJ,
s.v. “ok0Aa&”) but it also can refer to a “whelp” (cf. Homer, Odyssea 9.289; 12.86; Herodotus, Historiae. 3.32).

418 BDB, s.v. “N222,” “R°22.” DCH, Vol. 4, s.v. “8252.” “725.”

419 Brent A. Strawn, What is Stronger Than a Lion?: Leonine Image and Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible and the Ancient
Near East (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005), 26-27.
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that, in the ancient civilizations of Egypt, Assyria, and Persia, lion imagery came to represent royal
power and authority.*?° Greek poetry also employs the metaphor of a lion’s whelp to depict men with a
regal air of might.*?! If Toudas is a lion’s whelp, then Iakob has also portrayed himself as a lion since
loudas is his offspring. As such, the image of a whelp also evokes the notion of progeny and future
generations, an idea that will be further developed in v. 10. A lion cub has youthful vigor, yet a whelp
is dependent on its pride for at least the first two years of its life during which time it learns skills of
survival such as hunting.*?? Thus, Martin Rosel rightly observes that G’s replacing the figure of a
lioness (%°2%) with a lion cub (cxduvog) diminishes the threat one would face in confronting two adult
lions, yet his suggestion that G may be harmonizing this verse with Micah 5.84?% is an interesting but
speculative possibility.

The Greek text depicts Ioudas as a lion’s whelp who went up “from a shoot” (¢« fAactod).
Blaotog denotes a young branch springing up from the main branch of a tree.*?* The term occurs three
other times in the Pentateuch,*?® rendering 1ix1 (“blossom,*?® Gen 40.10) and r1o (“bud, sprout,
shoot,”*?” Num 17.23). Its counterpart in the MT of Gen 49.9 is 77y, which denotes prey. G was
clearly familiar with the root 77w as he has chosen suitable equivalents in Gen 37.33 (6npiov) and Gen
44.28 (nproPpotoc),*8 and in Gen 49.27 where it describes a wolf (i.e. Beniamin) devouring its prey.
Onpéiwroc is the counterpart to 797v, an “animal killed/torn by a wild animal*?® in Gen 31.39, Exod
22.31(30), and Lev 7.14. While bearing in mind that in the phrase @OALov élaiac kdpeog “an olive leaf,
a dry twig” in Gen 8.11—where kdapog is the counterpart to the only other occurrence of the term 7w
in OG-Gen (71w n°1 7%y “a freshly plucked olive leaf””)—one cannot help but notice that the image of

loudas as a lion’s whelp*® rising up from a shoot marks a striking departure from the Hebrew lettre.

420 Benjamin S. Arbuckle, “Animals in the Ancient World,” in A Companion to the Archaeology of the Ancient Near East,
ed. Daniel T. Potts (Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 1:217-218; Gideon R. Kotzé, “Lion Imagery in 1 Maccabees 3:4,”
Journal for Semitics 24, no. 1 (2015): 327.

421 Cf. Euripides, Andromacha 1170; Rhesus 380. This image can also be employed for women. LSJ, s.v. “ckouvoc.”

422 George B. Schaller, The Serengeti Lion: A Study of Predator-Prey Relations (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1976), 358.

423 Rgsel, Die Interpretation, 62.

424 1.SJ, s.v. “Bhootdc.”

425 1t has no equivalent in Exod 38.15 (37.18).

426 DCH, s.v. “[r3]” and “%1.”

427 BDB s.v. “n19.”

428 John Lee argues that the Greek term was created by the translator when the expression is used by lakob to refer to the
presumed death of loseph by a wild beast. Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 189.

429 |_ee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 189.

430 Since the reference to the shoot is immediately preceded by the vocative form Tovda and then immediately followed by
Vi€ pov, it is actually loudas who is the specific referent. Hiebert in comments to the author, September 29, 2024.
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Tov is probably correct in deducing that “most likely, the translator was influenced by Aramaic, where
%270 is the regular word*®! for ‘branch,””*3? and thus “represent[ed] these three letters as 770, ‘branch’
(as in Gen 8,11 and Ezek 17,9).”*3% Wevers’ suggestion that the translator’s intended meaning is “from
being a cub (i.e. a shoot), my son, you have grown up” is reasonable and perhaps Tov had a similar
meaning in mind when he presumed that G “misunderstood the context.” *** Even so, it seems
doubtful that G failed to understand his Vorlage. Throughout the HB, the lion is cast as a predator and
the images of a lion and its prey most often appear together.*3®> Moreover, Judah/loudas has just been
portrayed as a militant victor in v. 8, with his conquering hand(s) on the neck/back of his enemies,
much like a lion subduing its prey. In addition to the aforementioned citations of the various
appearances of 71 in Genesis along with its colligation with lion imagery in the HB, Aquila’s aro
aAdoemg vig pov avéPng (“[F]rom conquest, taking of prey, my son, you went up”)**® and
Symmachus’s &k Onpraldceng vié pov avéPng (From capture of wild beasts,**” my son, you went up)
indicate that these ancient translators accurately interpreted the context. It thus seems remarkable that
G could have “misunderstood” it. Suffice it to say, G’s decision to render 77071 as €k fAaotod during
his work on the lettre is not only remarkable, but it was possibly also a calculated choice. Reasons for
G’s departure from the Hebrew meaning will be further discussed in the summary of the loudas
pericope (see below).

At any rate, the Greek text evokes the softer image of a whelp going up from a shoot instead of
a menacing lion going up from its prey as in the MT of v. 9. The metaphors of a new branch and a
young lion seem to coincide, emphasizing the youth of the lion rather than its power. Consequently,
OG-Gen strikingly manifests rescripting (since “branch” represents a completely different semantic
field than “prey”) and destruction of networks of signification (the network between a lion and its prey
and the other instances of root 77w [= prey] in OG-Gen). The counterpart of dvépng is n°%y, the same
Greek verb (avapaivem) that occurs twice in v. 3 with reference to Rouben, who was brought down by

his father’s rebuke. In contrast to the Greek text’s depiction of loudas rising up from a young plant,

431 DCH and BDB gloss the adjective 77v as “fresh, freshly-plucked” and “fresh-plucked,” respectively. When used as a
noun in Ezek 17.9, 77v can be inferred in context to mean “fresh leaf.” DCH, s.v. “a70.” BDB s.v. “q7p.”

432 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 461.

433 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 461.

434 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 461.

435 Cf. Num 23.24; Deut 33.20; Judg 14.5-6; 1 Kings 13.24-26; Job 4.11; 38.39; Psa 7.2; 17.12; Isa 5.29; 31.4; Ezek 19.3, 6;
22.25; Hos 5.14; 13.8; Amos 3.4; Mic 5.8; Nah 2.12.

4% Wevers’ translation. Wevers, Greek Text, 825, fn. 16.

4371LSJ, s.v. “Onprolwoig.”
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Skinner eloquently describes the motif implied in the Hebrew poem as “the lion’s ascent, after a raid, to
his mountain fastness, where he rests in unassailable security.”%®

Avorinto, denoting “fall back,” “recline,”**® occurs only here in the Pentateuch and four other
times in the LXX.*4 Its Hebrew counterpart, ¥15, means “bow down, crouch, fall to one’s knees,
collapse,”*** while paralleling verbs expressing the notions of lying down (Gen 49.9, y27; Num 24.9,
2ow), worshipping (Esth 3.2, 5; nnw, hithpael), bending down (Isa 46.1, 2, o9p) and falling down (Judg
5.27, 5n1). Effecting good Greek syntax, G constructs a clause in which avarecdv is subordinate to
gxolunOng as opposed to the MT’s employment of the finite verb ¥73, which is the counterpart to the
Greek participle.**? The second person singular verb éxoynfne, denoting “fall asleep” in the passive
voice,** is G’s rendering of the third person singular verb ya1 (“stretch oneself out, lie down”).*** This
change of accidence from the third to second person singular likely originated with G and constitutes a
rationalizing harmonization with avépng, which is the only other second person verb in the loudas
pericope. The resulting “trial” is destruction of linguistic patternings. The actions of the lion are
described as having taken place in the past, a translation move that is in keeping with the default choice
of Greek aorists for Hebrew perfect verbs.*?® Elsewhere in OG-Gen, the equivalents of xoiudwm are 20w
446 and 1.447 As for y27, it occurs four other times in Genesis and is rendered by icuyalm (“be at
rest,”**® Gen 4.7) and avamado (“rest,”**® Gen 29.2; 49.14), while in Gen 49.25 &yovong mavta
(“containing everything” [NETS]) interprets nx2n (“that lies” [NRSV]). The horizon of the translator
would include his awareness that the first half of Num 24.9 (kataxibeic dvenavoato ¢ Aémv Kol iC
okOuvog “He lay down and rested like a lion and like a whelp” [NETS] =~ %2291 *7x5 20w v1 “ He
crouched, he lay down like a lion, and like a lioness” [NRSV]) contains an intertextual allusion to the

second half of Gen 49.9. The respective counterparts to Gen 49.9 and Num 24.9 in the MT differ only

438 Skinner, Genesis, 591. Cf. Driver, The Book of Genesis, 385.

439 1L.SJ, s.v. “avominto.”

440 |dt 12.16; Tob 2.1; Sir 25.18; 32.2.

441 DCH, s.v.,“y12.”

442 \Wevers cites Aquila (xépwag katexkifng) and Symmachus (6xidoag 7dpaodrnc) as following the same pattern as G.
Wevers, Greek Text, 825, fn. 17.

443 1LSJ, s.v. “kodm.”

444 BDB, s.v. “y21.”

445 Robert J.V. Hiebert, “In the Beginning: A Commentary on the Old Greek Text of Genesis 1.1-2.3,” in The SBL
Commentary on the Septuagint: An Introduction, ed. Dirk Biichner (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 57.

446 “Lje down.” HALOT, s.v. “22%.” Gen 19.3(4); 32.33(2x), 34, 35(2x); 26.10; 28.11(2°); 30.15, 16; 34.2, 7; 35.21(22);
39.7,12, 14, 17, 47.30.

447 “Remain (over) through the night.” HALOT, s.v. “p2.” Gen 24.54; 28.11(1°); 31.54; 32.13(14), 21(22).

48 1L.SJ, s.v. “fovydlom.”

491 SJ, s.v. “avomadwm.”
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in regard to the verb that follows ¥y12. Whereas in Gen 49.9 it is ya1, in Num 24.9 it is 2ow. Both Greek
passages liken an individual to a lion and a lion’s whelp and place the animals in a position of rest. In
fact, the behavior of a lion is such that it may rise to hunt even though it spends most of its time
reclining in rest.**® G assumes that this refers to rousing (§ysipw) the lion from sleep. G’s depiction of a
sleeping lion instead of a lion that is stretched out is a departure from the lion’s posture depicted in the
MT of Gen 49.9. Hence, G’s strategy in representing y27 ¥73 aS avomecmv Ekonong results in
qualitative impoverishment.

With the future indicative of £ysipw, G chooses a suitable equivalent for 112°> in the phrase "
1»p> that includes an imperfect verb: the hiphil of 2 means “raise up = rouse, stir up.”**! Iakob’s
rhetorical question suggests that one only dares rouse the fearsome lion at one’s own peril. In addition
to its appearance in Gen 49.9, éysipm renders yp> “awake”*? in Gen 41.4 and 41.7. "Eysipw is a marked
translation choice since G’s default equivalent of 21p is dviotnut,**® which is the same verb that the
translator of Num 24.9 has employed in the phrase tig avactfoet adtov = 1P *n. Elsewhere in OG-
Gen, G has translated a1p as fotut,*** SoriOnue (9.17), é€aviomut (18.16; 19.1), sicépyopo (19.35),
Kupow (23.20), cvuvaym (37.35), and fikm (41.30). Therefore, with respect to G’s choice of a range of
Greek verbs for Hebrew op, the outcome involves a good degree of semantic differentiation. G does
not attempt to reproduce the poetic device of alliteration in Gen 49.9 (the sound of /r/ in 7>9X 71; q0n;
7IRD 727 ¥7D) and its consequential onomatopoeia that mimics a lion’s roar. As such, OG-Gen
manifests qualitative impoverishment.

5.3 loudas (v. 10)

TR VAW MO R

19937 721 PpmA

7770 822D Y

Y NP N

The scepter shall not depart from Judah,
Nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet,
Until tribute comes to him;*®

And the obedience of the peoples is his.

450 Schaller, The Serengeti Lion, 119-128.

41 BDB, s.v.“0)p.”

42BDB, s.v. “rp.”

453 Gen 4.8; 9.9; 13.17; 19.14, 15, 33, 35; 21.18, 32; 22.3, 19; 23.3, 7; 24.10, 54, 61; 25.34; 27.19, 31, 43; 28.2; 31.3, 17, 35;
32.23;35.1, 3; 37.7: 38.8, 19; 43.8, 13, 15; 44.14; 46.5; 49.9.

454 Gen 6.18; 9.11; 17.7, 19, 21; 23.17; 26.3.

455 Cf. NRSV, Gen 49.8, fn. b, for the alternative readings: “until he comes to Shiloh,” “until he comes to whom it belongs,”
or “until Shiloh comes.”
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ovK ékhelyet Gpymv £ Tovda

Kol YOOUEVOS €K TV UNPOV aDTOD,
€mg v EAON 0 dmoxeipeva oOTd,

Kol 00 TOG TPocdokia E6vAv.

A ruler shall not be wanting from loudas
and a leader from his thighs

until the things stored up for him come,
and he is the expectation of nations.

The future indicative of éxieinm suitably renders the imperfect form of = 0. Despite the
semantic overlap of the meaning “depart” between &xieinm and 710,%° the sense of “wanting” assigned
in NETS fits the context best* given the fact that ook éxheiyet also governs the second stich (iai
NyoVUEVOG €K TV UNpdV awtod). Translating éxieinwm in the first stich as “depart” would result in the
second stich having a meaning (i.e. that a leader will not be born) that would be contrary to what the
context demands. lakob, is, in fact, predicting that a leader will be born. Besides this only instance of
ékleimo = Mo, other counterparts of éxAeinm in OG-Gen are 27 root 1 (8.13[2x]), %2 root 3 (11.6),
o root 1 (18.11), 1775 (21.15), ¥ (25.8, 17; 35.29; 49.33), aw (25.29, 30), 12 (47.13), onn (47.15,
18), and oax (47.15, 16), which is evidence of significant semantic levelling for this range of Hebrew
terms and thus, in some of these instances, of destruction of networks of signification at a macro level.
Conversely, various Greek equivalents for m1o are droxaidnto (Gen 8.13), ékkAivm (19.2, 3),
Sraympifm (30.32), dwaotédiw (30.35), aipw (35.2), neprapém (38.4, 19; 41.42), and apoapém (48.17),
which show a good degree of semantic differentiation and thus G’s attentiveness to each context.

G employs épywv for vaw in Gen 49.10 and this Greek term occurs ten other times in OG-Gen
as the counterpart to 2w,*® Hwn root 2,4° xw1 root 1,6% ax5,46! vohw,*62 and 19n.463 Destruction of
networks of signification is the result at a macro level since, in each of these instances, Gpywv conveys

the general meaning “ruler,” but lacks the signifying particularity of each of these Hebrew terms. The

456 LSJ, s.v. “éxheinw”: “fail, be wanting,” “forsake, desert,” “leave off, cease.” BDB, s.v. “0”: “turn aside,” “depart.”

457 Cf. Wevers, Greek Text, 825; cf. Il ne manquera pas de chef issu de Juda [ni de guide issue de ses cuisses jusqu’a ce que
vienne ce qui lui est réservé]. Marguerite Harl, La Genése, vol. 1, La Bible D Alexandrie (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1986),
308.

458 Gen 12.15; 47.5(6).

5% Gen 24.2; 45.8.

460 Gen 25.16; 34.2.

481 Gen 27.29.

462 Gen 42.6.

463 Gen 49.20.
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only other instances of vaw in OG-Gen appear in Gen 49: 5w *vaw = evAn &v Topan (v. 16) and
WY 2w YRS 0w = viol Tokmp dbdeka (v. 28). Parallel to dpywv = vaw is the present participle
Tfiyovpevog (“leader”) that is employed to render the poel participle pprn, “one who makes decrees”**
or “commander’s staff.”*®® Taken as “sceptre” and “commander’s staff,” respectively, the terms vaw
and pprin are examples of metonymy.*%® Instead of finding equivalents for the Hebrew figurative
language, G chooses to make it explicit that these symbols (vaw and pprin) represent a single individual,
a descendant of loudas, who will be a ruler and a leader. Consequently, this clarification also manifests
qualitative impoverishment since the poetic metonymy in the Hebrew lettre is not retained. The
compound preposition 1an, which appears only here in OG-Gen, is rendered simply as ék. There is thus
slight omission of the meaning “between” (7°2) which results in the “trial” of quantitative
impoverishment. G has employed unpog for %33, which is a transformation of semantic modification. In
this instance, OG-Gen exhibits destruction of expressions and idioms since the Hebrew word usually
refers to the feet or legs but it can also be a euphemism for male genitalia. This euphemism*®’” may not
have been understood by a Greek audience and so G’s choice of moving up from the feet to the thighs
enables the implied reader to correctly infer that the passage is referring to the birth of the future leader.
“Ewg &v*% plus subjunctive (here, £\0n) is used “of an event at an uncertain future time,”
meaning “until, till"*%® or “as long as.”*’® It is with this construction that G begins the Greek
subordinate clause that renders the enigmatic phrase 712w &2’ *> 7v. £mg Gv is an acceptable rendering
of > 7y with both expressions meaning “until” #’* and conveying the sense of a turning point in the
future. The choice of amokeion (“be laid up in store,” “be reserved for”),*’? appearing here in the form

of an arthrous neuter plural present participle, makes one wonder what sorts of things G supposes are

464 Wevers, Greek Text, 825.

485 551 literally means “cut in, inscribe, decree” (BDB, s.v. “ppn™).

466 Cf. Num 21.18, Ps 60.9 and 108.9.

467 Some scholars question whether the Hebrew wording here refers to the euphemism. For example, see Victor P.
Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 18-50, New International Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1995), 654 fn. 10 and 659 fn. 26. In the latter note, Hamilton refers to the bas relief of the Persian king Darius on
the throne with his mace between his feet (James B. Pritchard, ed., The Ancient Near East in Pictures Relating to the Old
Testament (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), illustration number 463.

488 G’s use of the Greek conditional particle &v is evidence of G’s accommodation to Greek idiom (cf. Lee, The Greek of the
Pentateuch, 137-138.

469 .SJ, s.v. “6mc.” The only other occurrences in OG-Gen are in Gen 24.14 (no Hebrew counterpart) and Gen 24.19 (= 7
oR). In both instances, the phrase £wg &v is rendered as “until” in NETS.

470 Cf, Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2410.

471 The fact that Gen 49.10 begins with a negative clause makes translating wg v as “until” (a particular future point) rather
than “as long as” (a duration or period of time) a more natural and thus preferable interpretation. Cf. fn. 470.

47218, s.v. “amdkeiuon.”



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 79

being laid up in store and why. Moreover, who is the intended recipient of these things? The third
person masculine personal pronouns that appear throughout this verse (avtod, avt®d, 00ToC)
undoubtedly refer back to dpywv and fyovpevog in the first and second stichs. The phrase ta
amokeipeva avTd constitutes G’s attempt to decipher the most puzzling part of the verse, 72°w,*’3 and
may reflect a reading of ¥.4"* According to Tov, “>y used separately or with the inclusion of a
pronominal suffix as in (¥2¢) 7Y was not yet in use at the time of Jacob’s blessing or when the book of
Genesis was composed. However, this linguistic information does not invalidate the retroversion, for at
the time of the translation >w was used in places where biblical Hebrew employed — % qwx.”*’® This
retroversion is thus indicative of G’s ancient understanding of Hebrew lexicology and syntax rather
than the modern interpretations of Biblical Hebrew philology.*’® For a Hebrew retroversion of the
Greek phrase, one that is “supported by S and T°N and by the Midrash Rabba,”*’’ Tov has
suggested 77(°)w &2° >3 7v. His compelling proposal contrasts with another possible retroversion: 4% *¥,
‘so long as tribute is brought to him.””*’8 It seems that the strategy employed by G to deal with
“untranslatability” (which in v. 10 applies to the issue of rendering the perplexing term 77°w) is to use a
generic word plus a statement of form. That is, in the phrase “the things stored up,” the generic word is
“things” and the form of these “things” is that they are “stored up.”*’”® As there is no exact semantic
Hebrew equivalent for the arthrous participle ta arokeipeva and this rendering of 59w is
“paraphrastic,”* the consequent “trial” is that of clarifying expansion.

G has chosen the pronoun avtog as the subject of a nominal clause. It usually renders xy1, but

here its parallel is 2 which is usually parsed as a preposition plus a third masculine singular

473 Scholarly conjectures concerning how to decipher the enigmatic n%>°w are legion. Included among the many proposals are
the notions that 77°w: 1) designates a ruler; 2) refers to the village Shiloh; and 3) consists of 7% *w (where *¥ would be
glossed as a tribute or gift). For extension discussion of these and other proposals, cf. de Hoop, Genesis 49, 122-139.

474 The readings of Aquila (xa80 advt®) and Symmachus (6 éotwv avtod) seem to interpret 72°w as 2w + 1. Cf. Wevers,
Greek Text, 826, fn. 20. Cf. BHS apparatus, note 10b.

475 Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 3" ed. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2015), 86.

476 Tov, The Text-Critical Use, 85-86.

477 Tov, The Text-Critical Use, 86, fn. 17. Cf. Leo Prijs, Jidische Tradition in der Septuaginta (Leiden: Brill, 1948), 67-609.
In Targum Ongelos and Targum Neofiti, the reading is km3%n &7 7777 ’own [8371] *n>>7 [11] 79, “until [the time King]
Messiah comes, to whom belongs the Kingdom/ship.” De Hoop, Genesis 49, 122.

478 “NEB, cf. NRSV and NJPS and thus the Midrash collections Yalkut Shim 'oni and Lekah Tov.” Tov, Textual Criticism of
the Hebrew Bible, 3, fn. 2.

479 <L ots of valuable things” = treasure (“things” = generic word and “lots of valuable” = form of these things) or “that
which smokes and is fragrant” = incense. Mildred L. Larson, Meaning-Based Translation: A Guide to Cross-Language
Equivalence, 2" ed. (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1998), 183.

480 de Hoop, Genesis 49, 123.
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pronominal suffix (meaning “belonging to him” or “of him.”).*®! Thus, the Greek rendering exhibits
destruction of linguistic patternings. The Greek syntax is such that Tpocdoxia €Bvav is construed as the
predicate of the nominal clause, whereas o°»y nip> in the MT is the subject. The consequence is that
avtog, which refers back to the ruler-leader, is given prominence. As for mpocdoxia, which is the term
chosen to render nimip°, it seems to be an indicator of the fact that the Hebrew counterpart was difficult
for the translator to interpret.*8? In the MT, o*»y nap> is pointed as o»y nap>. GKC cites Gen 49.10 and
Prov 30.17 (the only other instance of the word 7p° in the MT) as passages that exhibit the daghesh
forte dirimens, an orthographic/phonological marker that allows a shewa to be more audible by
strengthening or sharpening the consonant (in this case, the qoph).*® The term nsp> can be taken to
mean “obedience.”*%* According to Tov’s plausible interpretation of the Greek text, mpocdokio was
likely ““derived from the root mp, ‘to hope’, ‘to expect’, taken as a verbal form. In the translator’s
mind, the singular verbal form nnp® was governed by a plural noun ony.”*® The consequent
deformation of G’s selection of Tpocdokia as the counterpart to ni7p° is to be explained as rescripting.
The source text places emphasis on the peoples’ subjugation to the ruler (“the obedience of the peoples
is his””) whereas the Greek portrays the leader as the nations’ expectation. In the five instances that
Greek £0vog is used to render ay,*® it is a marked translation choice since Aadg is the default
counterpart to ay.*8” Elsewhere in OG-Gen, oy is variously translated as yévoc,* moiitc,*® and
Aiydrtion*®® With the choice of &9vog instead of Aaog in Gen 49.10, OG-Gen manifests the “trial” of
clarification. In fact, €6voc appears 37 times in OG-Gen, where it is the default equivalent (27x) of »1.
There may be several reasons for G’s decision to select €0vog instead of his default of Laog for ay.
Firstly, Larry Perkins notes that the Aaoc = oy equivalency is also the default in Greek Exodus.*%

Citing Orsolina Montevecchi’s observation that, in Homer’s Iliad, the word Aadc most frequently refers

8" Williams, Williams’ Hebrew Syntax, §270.

482 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 461.

483 GKC §20h; §20hN?2.

484 Skinner, Genesis, 521; BDB, s.v. “rap>;” Tov, “Trial and Error,” 461; Wevers, Greek Text, 826.

48 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 461.

486 Gen 17.16; 27.29; 28.3; 48.4; 49.10.

487 Gen 14.16; 19.4; 23.7, 12, 13; 25.8; 26.11; 32.8; 33.15; 34.22; 35.6; 41.40, 55; 42.6; 47.21; 48.19; 49.16, 29, 33; 50.20.
488 Gen 11.6; 17.14; 25.17; 26.10; 34.16; 35.29.

489 Gen 23.11.

490 Gen 47.23.

491 Larry Perkins, “Israel’s Military Characterization in Greek Exodus,” in Die Septuaginta—Orte und Intentionen: 5.
Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 24.-27. Juli 2014. Wissenschaftliche
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 361. Siegfried Kreuzer, Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund, eds. (Tlbingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 557.
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to military forces*? (in the context of referring to a leader over a group of people), Perkins suggests
that the Exodus translator seemed to be well aware that the semantic range of the word Aaog included
its “usage with a military register,”%® a usage that he apparently exploited in certain contexts. It is
possible that the translator of Genesis was also aware of the usage of Laog in a military context and
sought to avoid this nuance in Gen 49.10 by employing the word £6voc. In other words, since the
coming one is to be “the expectation of nations” (£0v®v) and not “the expectation of peoples” (Aa@v),
one need not infer that this ruler-leader is a military commander. Secondly, in other cases where G
employs £0vog for oy instead of Aadg, God promises Abraam that “kings of nations (£6vav) shall come
from [his wife]” (Gen 17.16), and Isaak blesses Iakob in saying that nations (£6voi) would be subject to
him (Gen 27.29) and that Iakob ““shall become gatherings of nations” (§0vav) (Gen 28.3). lakob later
recounts this latter blessing to loseph (Gen 48.4). In doing so, lakob seems to link this with a dream he
had had while journeying to Haran (Gen 28.10-22). In this dream, God promised lakob that his
“offspring shall be like the sand of the earth, and it shall widen out to the sea and to the southwest and
to the north and to the east, and all the tribes (pvAai; cf. MT nnown) of the earth shall be blessed in
[him] and in [his] offspring” (Gen 28.14). Ultimately, this is similar to God’s blessing of Abram (Gen
12.3b, viai; cf. MT nnown). Thus, G’s selection of the term £€0voc in Gen 49.10 could indicate G’s
awareness of God’s promise to bless the nations through Abram’s offspring, since various iterations of
this theme occur throughout the Genesis narrative. In any case, the linkage between the signifiers
within v. 10 has been notably impacted, especially by G’s replacement of the poetic figures
(metonymy) with more generic terms of rulership. OG-Gen and MT in v. 10 depict a scenario in
somewhat different ways. In OG-Gen, there will be no lack of a ruler-leader from loudas until “the
things stored up for him come,” whereas the Hebrew text predicts that the scepter and ruler’s staff will
not leave Judah until the arrival of tribute.*®* Despite some interpretive ambiguity, both texts suggest
that a Judean figure will rule over nations.*%®

5.4 loudas (v. 11)

777V 1939 MOX
UNK 212 AP

492 Perkins, “Israel’s Military Characterization,” 557; cf. Orsolina Montevecchi, “LAOS, Linee di una ricerca storico-
linguistico,” in Acts du XVeeme Congreés International de Papyrologie 1V, Jean Bingen and Georges Nachtergael, eds.
(Bruxelles: Fondation Egyptologique Reine Elisabeth, 1979), 52.

493 Perkins, “Israel’s Military Characterization,” 558.

494 As indicated in fn. 455 (above), this interpretation is by no means certain as there are alternative readings for
Hebrew :77°w that have been suggested: “until Shiloh comes,” “until he comes to Shiloh,” or “until he comes to whom it
belongs.”

495 For discussion regarding messianic images in Gen 49.8-12, see page 104 of the present thesis.
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Wwa% 12 02D

Mo 2°21Y 07

Binding his foal to the vine

And his donkey’s colt to the choice vine,

He washes his garments in wine

And his robe in the blood of grapes.
deouev®V TPOG AUTELOV TOV TOAOV OOTOD
Kol T MKl TOV TdAOV TG Gvov o Tod:
TAVVETL £V 0TV TNV GTOAV 0OTOD

Ko €V a{patt GTa@UATC TV TEPPOATV aDTOD"
Binding his foal to a vine

and his donkey’s foal to the tendril,

he shall wash his robe in wine

and his garment in the blood of a bunch of grapes;

As in the other verses in this poem, OG-Gen here replicates the word order of its Vorlage. The
participle Ssopevwmv is an appropriate semantic match for nox (“tie, bind”),*%® which is also a participle.
Aeopedo is used as an equivalent for o%x in the only other occurrence of decpedo in the Pentateuch
(Gen 37.7).°7 In 49.11, "o, a singular construct form exhibits the Aireq compaginis case ending that
has been added to 70X so as to give the word more “dignity”**®—a stylistic effect that is fitting for a
Hebrew poem. This expressive nuance in the Hebrew lettre is lost in translation and thus OG-Gen
manifests the “trial” of qualitative impoverishment. "Aumelog is the semantic equivalent of 1ox and it is
employed in all three contexts where the Hebrew word appears in OG-Gen.*%® With the prepositional
phrase mpog Guneiov, G has replicated 1932, although “vine” in Greek is anarthrous, in which case the
“trial” at this juncture is quantitative impoverishment. The zdXog = 7"y equivalence (7 is a masculine
pronominal suffix) occurs also in Gen 32.15(16). 7°v denotes a male donkey that is young and full of
vigour.5%° Donkeys appear in scriptural traditions as symbols of service, suffering, and humility.
Moreover, Gen 49.11 seems to allude to Zech 9.9 (see the discussion in the summary of the loudas
pericope below).

The participle decpedwv in the first stich also governs the following one, yet G has chosen the
simple dative case to render the preposition % preceding the noun P (i.e. tfj & ) rather than the

preposition mpog plus accusative in the parallel phrase mpog dunelov when translating 1937. The

4% BDB, s.v. “708.”

47 BDB, “bind,” s.v. “0%8.”
4% GKC, 890, I and m.

4%9 Gen 40.9, 10; 49.11.

S0 BPDB, s.v. “w.”
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preposition pog never collocates with €AL& in extant Greek literature prior to the production of OG-
Gen.>®! Thus, G’s choice not to render the second appearance of the preposition % could very well be an
accommodation to render an acceptable Greek text. The consequence of this translation move is
destruction of linguistic patternings, since the parallelism of the source text lettre is not reflected by

502 and,

identical syntactical structures to render 1937 and npw?. "EME refers to the tendril of a vine
according to LSJ, is a poetic word. It occurs only here in the LXX. Its Hebrew counterpart is the hapax
legomenon 7pw, a term whose cognates are associated with the colour red.>® BDB defines paw as
“choice vine.”®* paw (“sorrel”)®® occurs in Zech 1.8 to describe the colour of horses (= yopdc) and in
Isa 16.8 (no Greek counterpart) a Hebrew term with the same spelling denotes “vine-tendrils or
clusters.”®% pw in Isa 5.2 (= copny)®®’ and Jer 2.21 (dumehov kopmoeopov, “a fruitful vine,” NETS)
means “choice species of vine.”®® Thus, the Hebrew poet may have chosen the rare word apw, with
its connoted reddish hue, as a means of evoking vivid and colourful imagery, given that v. 11 also
makes reference to wine and the image of washing garments in the blood of grapes. In such case, OG-
Gen would evince a measure of qualitative impoverishment with respect to the lettre of the Hebrew
poem. Although G aptly recognizes “the unusual (ancient) case endings of >qox and >32,”°%° he does not
fully distinguish between 7y and 10X *12 (“his donkey’s colt”).510 In the latter case there is semantic
levelling due to the repetition of the word n@log (“foal”) as the counterpart to *12 and thus destruction
of networks of signification. The repetition of tdAog in OG-Gen results in poetic repetition and gives
rise to alliteration involving the words n@Aog and mivvel, which does not occur in the Vorlage.

Since a future tense is conceivably implicit in the context,>! G departs from his default of
rendering Hebrew perfect verbs with Greek aorist verbs. He suitably chooses the future indicative of
nAbve—a verb that also governs the following stich—as the counterpart to the piel perfect verb 02>.

025 occurs only here in Genesis. Xtoln occurs seven times in OG-Gen.*'? Only in v. 11 is it the

50" The only exception occurs in the writings of Archimedes (e.g. De lineis spiralibus 2.32.17; 2.34.16, 17, 19, 21) where the
Doric counterpart to mpog, which is worti, appears with &, This form of the preposition never occurs in the LXX corpus.
50287, s.v. “EME”

503 BDB, s.v. “paiv, I1.”

504 BDB, s.v. “npw.”

505 BDB, s.v. “pAip, 1.”

506 BDB, s.v. “pAip, I1.”

507 The Greek is a transcription of the Hebrew.

S8 BDB, s.v. “paw, I.”

509 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 457.

510 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 457.

51" Wevers, Greek Text, 826.

512Gen 27.15 (= 733, root 2); 35.2 (= nnw); 41.14 (= aonw), 42 (= 733, root 2); 45.22(2x) (= nonw); 49.11 vhab.
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counterpart to w2 (¢32%), which signifies a “garment” or “clothing.”®*® LSJ defines otoAn as a garment
or robe,** and it is not clear whether this clothing is associated with a particular status or office. Like
oo, mepiPorr also signifies “covering, garment, ™ though what might, perhaps, be distinctive of a
neptBoAn is that it is a garment wrapped around the body. Its Hebrew counterpart is n1o, yet another
hapax legomenon, which appears here with a masculine singular suffix and which is glossed by BDB
as “vesture.”®® In any case, G selects two different Greek terms to reflect the fact that there are two
distinctive items in the source text. Since the meaning of the Hebrew term mo is unknown, employment
of Berman’s negative analytic cannot be carried out.

The term ctagulr (“bunch of grapes)™!’ represents a clarification of the more generic Hebrew
term 23v. According to Gordon Wenham, “the territory of Judah is famed for its grapes, but in this era
there will be such a grape harvest that it will not matter if the tethered royal donkey eats them and
people wash their clothes in wine. Gen 49.12 either takes this picture of abundance further or is a
description of the king’s beauty.”®® Indeed, if one washes one’s clothes in grape skins, a robe of purple
is produced. This was the color of robe worn by royalty. It is well-known that “[c]olored clothing was
the preference of elite in the Ancient Near Eastern societies.”®*® Although it was the Phoenicians who
developed the technique to produce the costly “true purple dye,” which was made from murex sea
snails and used in the vestiture of royalty, plant-based dyes were also used to color and decorate
fabrics.®2° At any rate, it is possible that the Hebrew poet creatively combined the image of grapes with
the washing of fabrics so as to bring to mind a robe of royal color. This image is also retained in OG-
Gen. Evidently, Ioudas’s descendant is to usher in a regal rulership of gladness, wealth, and abundance.
5.5 loudas (v. 12)

1 QY YHon

ipistaNaii7inivd

His eyes are darker than wine,
And his teeth whiter than milk.

513 BDB, s.v. “vh1%, ¥2.”

5141.8), s.v. “otol).”

515 1.SJ, s.v. “mepiforn.”

51 BDB, s.v. “mo.”

S17LSJ, s.v. “otaguiy.”

518 Gordon J. Wenham, “Genesis,” in Eerdmans Commentary on the Bible, ed. James D.G. Dunn (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,

2003), § Last Days of Jacob and Joseph (J, E, P) (48.1-50.26), https://search-ebscohost-
com.twu.idm.oclc.org/login.aspx?direct=true&db=nlebk & AN=2159669&site=eds-live&scope=site.

519 Naama Sukenik et al., “Early evidence of royal purple dyed textile from Timna valley (Israel),” PLOS (Public Library of
Science) ONE 16, no. 1 (January 2021): § Observation on the early iron age society of Timna Valley,
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245897.

520 Sukenik et al., “Early evidence of royal purple,” § Observation on the early iron age society.



https://search-ebscohost-com.twu.idm.oclc.org/login.aspx?direct=true&db=nlebk&AN=2159669&site=eds-live&scope=site
https://search-ebscohost-com.twu.idm.oclc.org/login.aspx?direct=true&db=nlebk&AN=2159669&site=eds-live&scope=site
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245897
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xopomotol ol deBoipol avtod dnd oivov,
Kol AgvKol o1 006vTeG adToD 1| YOAa.

his eyes are gladdening from wine,

and his teeth are more white than milk.

Gladdening (yapomotoi) the eyes of this ruler-leader who is the expectation of nations, wine
continues to be a prevalent image in this stich with its connotations of wealth and prosperity. The
counterpart of yapomoidg is *2°7om, which is yet another hapax legomenon. It derives from the root 2om,
linked to terminology in cognate languages meaning “be confused” or “barbarousness” (Arabic) and
“be gloomy,” “dark,” or “darkness” (Assyrian).5?! The only other time besides Gen 49.12 that the root
occurs in the HB is Prov 23.29 (m%%on), which BDB defines as “dul[l]ness, of eyes in drunkenness.’”*?
Therefore, *>°%51 (which the Masoretes point as *2°221) may describe eyes that are dark or dull from
wine. Rahlfs’ edition contains the spelling yapomoi, the nominative plural adjective form of yapomog,
which LSJ defines as “glassy, glazed, dull” in relation to the eyes of a wine drinker.?® This gloss is
based solely on its appearance in Gen 49.12. In fact, the meaning of yapondg in Classical Greek
literature is dubious. It has been used in contexts that describe eyes as “flashing, bright” (e.g.
Theocritus, Idylls 20.25) or as the colour “bluish-grey.”®** Alternatively, it may mean “fierce” when
attributed to a lion.5?> Perhaps it was partly because of the lion metaphor and similes in Gen 49.9 that
some Greek manuscripts adopted yaponoti instead of yapomotoi. Evidently, the similarity in spelling of
the two words led to the copyists’ variant due to haplography. Although both readings are textually
plausible, Wevers cites “all the oldest witnesses (A B F M)” in support of yoponotoi as well as the
principle that the most difficult reading is the most likely reading, given how easily a copyist might
simplify yopomoioi to yopomoi.>?® Xapomordc, prior to its appearance in Genesis 49.12, is attested only

in Pythagoras.>?’

It does not occur in papyri or Greek inscriptions, but does appear in writings that
postdate OG-Gen.>? Based on the evidence cited above, it is unlikely that yapomotoi is the semantic

equivalent of *°2om. As such, OG-Gen again exhibits rescripting but also qualitative impoverishment

521 BDB, s.v. “70n.”

522 BDB, s.v. “m>°220.” 2y m>2on 2 (“Who has redness of eyes” [NRSV]) in Prov 23.29 is rendered as tivog mélot oi
opBoipoi (Ra) (“Who has bloodshot eyes” [NETS]).

523 1LSJ, s.v. “yapomog.”

524 Aristotle, Historia animalium 492a3; Lucian, Dialogi mortuorum 1.3. LSJ, s.v. “yapomdg.”

525 E.g. Homer, Odyssea. 11.611; Hesiod, Theogonia 321.

526 \Wevers, Greek Text, 827.

527 Cf. Fragmenta astrologica 11,2 124.12; 11,2. 136.1. Carlo Oreste Zuretti, Codices Hispanienses [Catalogus Codicum
Astrologorum Graecorum 11.2 (Brussels: Lamertin, 1934), 124, line 12 and 136, line 1.

528 E.g. Josephus et Aseneth, Confessio et precatio Aseneth 22.7.5, (ii CE); Hippolytus, De antichristo 7.11 (iii CE);
Athanasius, Vita Antonii 67.29 (iv CE).
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since the contrasting shades of dark (*2°25m) eyes and white (12°) teeth are not captured in OG-Gen.
Even so, G has produced a contextually interpretative translation, depicting this ruler-leader as striking
in appearance and enjoying the benefits of prosperity.

The rest of Gen 49.12 contains a fairly straightforward translation of each semantic item. The
first occurrence of what is a comparative in in the Hebrew text is interpreted as a genitive of source
(amo oivov) to fit the semantic context, with the consequence of destruction of linguistic patternings.
The addition of the possessive genitive of the third person personal pronoun (avtod) in the phrases ot
opOaipol avtod and ot 6d6vteg avTod to indicate that the referent is loudas are both instances of
clarifying expansion, and are evidence of G’s concern for cohesion at this juncture and for rendering an
acceptable Greek text.

There is a change of both ‘accidence’ and syntax involving the plural adjective Aevkoi,
functioning as the predicate of oi 636vtec, in contrast to the singular adjective 12% in a bound
construction with o°aw. Aegvkoi is not a comparative adjective. Even so, G has recognized the
comparative use of 1, employing the phrase ] yéAa to render 2%mn. The comparative particle 1} occurs
four other times in OG-Gen.*® In OG-Gen 49.12, only the last stich involves a comparative, while in
the MT, there are two comparative constructions. Since the Greek text does not replicate the
parallelism of the source text, the result (as stated above) is destruction of linguistic patternings.

5.6 Summary: loudas Pericope (vv. 8-12)

In view of Résel’s claim that “der Ubersetzer seiner Vorlage keine Gewalt antut” (“the
translator does no violence to his source text”),>*° Berman’s negative analytic constructively brings to
light the various “trials” which the Hebrew lettre has undergone during the translation process, as

follows:

52° Gen 19.9; 29.19; 29.30; 38.26.

%30 Rosel, Die Interpretation, 64. Rosel further qualifies his statement: “sondern dal er im Gegenteil dem hebréischen Text
Wort fur Wort folgt, allerdings bestimmte grammatikalische Entscheidungen und Zuordnungen anders vornimmt, als dies
heutiger Wissenschaft zuldssig scheint” (““...but that, on the contrary, he [G] follows the Hebrew text word for word,
although he makes certain grammatical decisions and assignments differently than seems permissible to modern science”).
Rdsel, Die Interpretation, 64. | acknowledge the assistance of John Maxa for his translation of German texts cited in this
thesis into English.
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Trials of the Foreign

87

VV.

Hebrew

Greek

Negative Analytic

8*

paaht

Tovda

Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)

aiiik

o aivéoouoov

Qualitative impoverishment
(alliteration)

Destruction of networks of
signification (wordplay)
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(inversion of Hebrew pronominal
suffix)

fpigh

Quantitative impoverishment

™

XEPES

Destruction of linguistic patternings:
singular to plural (MT, but not SP).

Ava

£ VOTOL

Rescripting

QRlela)

€k PracTtod

Rescripting
Destruction of networks of
signification (root 77w in MT Genesis)

Rgnip)

PANITAY s

Rescripting

jg=h

gxotunong

Destruction of linguistic patternings
(change of accidence from 3 to 2"
person)

Qualitative impoverishment (different
stance of lion)

IR M A0 YD
TIRD 70

oKOUVOG AEOVTOG; €K
BAactoD; dvamecwv
gKotun NG ¢

AE®V

Qualitative impoverishment
(the sound of /r/; alliteration and
onomatopoeia)

10

Law

apyov

Destruction of networks of
signification

Clarification

Quialitative impoverishment (loss of
metonymy)

PPTn

1yodueEVOG

Clarification
Qualitative impoverishment (loss of
metonymy)

Tan

gk

Quantitative impoverishment

1939

TOV UNpdV o ToD

Destruction of expressions and idioms
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[®2°=5 7y] [Eog v EXON] Expansion
W 10 Aokeipeva odTd
19 Kol a0TOg Destruction of linguistic patternings
[2ny nip7] [rpocdoxkia E0vv]
nnp IIpoodoxkia Rescripting
oy E0vidv Clarification
11 | >"ox Aegopedmv Qualitative impoverishment
1937 TPOG dumerov Quantitative impoverishment
(indefinite in Greek)
7Y 199 TpoO¢ Gumerov tov md@Aov | Destruction of linguistic patternings

UNK 212 AP

a0Tod
Kol T EMKL TOV TAdAOV
g dvov avtod

(parallelism of %)

Pwn 1} MKkt Qualitative impoverishment
(nuance of reddish colour)
1NK 12 TOV OOV TA|G HVOL Destruction of networks of
avToD signification (semantic leveling)
Mo NV TEPPOATV aOTOD Undetermined meaning

12 | ooy *99%on

xopomorol ol dOeHoipol
[adToD]

Rescripting

Qualitative impoverishment (contrast
of dark shade of eyes with the
whiteness of milk)

f yého

o1y *9°%on xapomotoi oi dpOoipol Expansion
avTod
w12k Agvkol ol 006vTeg avtod | Expansion
o pon amo otvov / Destruction of linguistic patternings

By and large, G follows the general word order of the Hebrew lettre and the fact that this tendency can
be clearly discerned distinguishes it as a translation (rather than a pure commentary) in its very essence.
Despite the best efforts of any translator’s “work on the lettre,” translating poetry will inevitably
manifest deformations, most notably those of qualitative impoverishment. This tendency can be seen in
the loudas pericope regarding the virtual impossibility of replicating poetic features such as Hebrew
wordplay, alliteration, and onomatopoeia. In other instances, the general meaning may be similar, but a
distinctive nuance found in the source text, such as the particular posture or stance of a figure (e.g.
gxoyunOng / yan) or a particular connotation (e.g. the evocative reddish colour of npw) is not conveyed

in OG-Gen. Apart from qualitative impoverishment, the most significant deformations of OG-Gen are
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expansion, destruction of linguistic patternings, and five important occurrences of rescripting. Itisin
v. 10 where the most noteworthy expansion occurs. G, as with all translators who have tried to interpret
the Toudas pericope, must confront the “untranslatability” of the enigmatic 77°w. G’s rendering of 77w
exemplifies Berman’s observation that when a translator is faced with “untranslatability,” translation
can momentarily merge into commentary. Translation and commentary both involve “work on the
lettre” and they are inseparable, says Berman, “to the point that it is impossible to say that one
‘precedes’ the other.”®3! In essence, “commentary occupies a space-in-between translation and original
and is thus situated as close as possible to what is being said in the original text.”®®? As a space-in-
between original and translation, commentary may help reveal what a translator believes is being said
in the Vorlage, which may not necessarily be the same as its semantic meaning.** In the case of 77w,
the paraphrastic expansion “the things stored up for him” (ta dmoxeipeva avt@®) offers only a tiny
glimpse into G’s interpretative framework. G stops short of providing any extra detail as to what the
phrase may be referring t0.53* Wevers sums up the challenges of interpreting the Greek text: “The
Greek is almost as mysterious as 72°w. Two questions need an answer: who is referred to in avt®, and
what are ta dmoxeipeva. Is the avt®d an expected Messiah?...And what are the things held in reserve?
The perquisites [sic] of royalty [cf. Targum Ongelos]? Or possibly spoils, tribute?”>3® Whatever these
“things” refer to, when they finally come into fruition, the ruler-leader is expected to come. The other
instances of expansion, along with most of the examples of destruction of linguistic patternings, pertain
to G’s concern for cohesion. For instance, the referent of the subject pronoun dvtdc and masculine
singular possessive adjectives is apparently the future leader-ruler, this descendant of loudas the lion.
G’s primary preoccupation is thus not to stick to the word order and/or word class of the Hebrew lettre,
but to render a legible Greek text.

As for the examples of rescripting, while the rendering yapomotoi oi 6¢OaApoi [avtod] in v. 12
probably came about from G’s uncertainty about the exact meaning of o°1°y *°%51, G’s choice of éx

Bractod for Avn in v. 9 marks a much more striking departure from the meaning of the Vorlage. At

531 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 76.

532 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 76.

533 For another example of a LXX translator’s “work on the lettre” momentarily giving way to commentary, see my
discussion in Karlena M. Cagnoli, “The Tree of the Sacred Text: Reflections on Greek Exodus in Dialogue with Antoine
Berman,” in Themes and Texts, Exodus and Beyond: Essays in Honour of Larry J. Perkins, eds. Robert J.V. Hiebert,
Jonathan Numada, Dongshin Don Chang, and Kyung S. Baek, Library of Second Temple Studies 101 (London: T&T Clark,
2024), 99-100.

53 Cf, Rosel, Die Interpretation, 64. “Wegen der Treue des Ubersetzers zu seiner Vorlage wurden dabei die Beziige nicht
weiter expliziert.” (“Because of the translator’s loyalty to his original, the references were not further explained.”)

535 Wevers, Greek Text, 826.
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the very least, G may have drawn from his linguistic horizon (that is, his knowledge of the Aramaic
word X»7v) in assigning the meaning “leaf” or “branch” to the Semitic root 77, despite knowing full
well the meaning of “prey” for the Hebrew root aqu. Wevers aptly discerns that G’s achievement in
selecting a term from botany is “to get rid of the notion of Judah ferociously tearing at his prey.”>®
Some diminishment of aggression is interesting given that references to violence have also been toned
down in the Symeon and Leui pericope (vv. 5-7). Possibly, G wishes to discourage violence in his own
people and/or avoid giving a potentially non-Jewish readership any notions that a Jewish population
living in Palestine or the Diaspora might be violent or troublesome.

Some scholars have suggested that the translator may have linked Gen 49.9 conceptionally with
passages in the HB% that refer to the figure of a branch (e.g. Isa 11.1-10; Zech 3.8; 6.12; Jer 23.5), %%
the one who is to be a righteous descendant of David upon whom the Spirit of the LORD rests. He shall
reign as king, shall build the LORD’s temple, Israel “will dwell in safety” (Jer 23.6), “the nations shall
inquire of him, and his dwelling shall be glorious” (Isa 1.10b). In making such linkages, G may have
been interpreting Gen 49.9 as messianic, drawing from his literary horizon (that is, the Jewish
Scriptures), and this would constitute an anaphoric translation technique. Rescripting is also evident in
G’s rendering n7p° (“obedience”) as mpoodokio (“expectation”). As stated earlier, it is plausible that G
simply read 13777° as a nominal form of the Hebrew root mp, in which case mpocdoxio would be quite an
unexceptional counterpart. Nonetheless, Pérez Gondar discerns veiled eschatological language in v.
10, pointing out that there is a semantic link between améxeon and mposdoxkic.>*® The notion that Gen
49.8-12 refers to “a messianic hope to be rooted in the tribe of Judah”54° conceivably has a basis even
in the Hebrew text. The MT of Gen 49.8-12 is a rich composite of distinctive images and symbols that
eventually emerge as messianic ideals or expectations in Jewish Scripture and tradition. To cite a few
examples, the portrayal of Judah as a lion, a conquering, regal victor to whom enemies submit and

people obey, evokes Davidic messianic imagery.>*! Inv. 11, the words 77y (“his foal”’) and 10X °12

536 Wevers, Greek Text, 825.

537 Cf. Rosel, Die Interpretation, 61-62; Pérez Gondar, “La bendicion de Juda,” 366-367.

538 «A shoot shall come out from the stump of Jesse, and a branch shall grow out of his roots. The spirit of the LORD shall
rest on him” (Isa 11.1-2a); “Now listen, Joshua, high priest, you and your colleagues who sit before you! For they are an
omen of things to come: I am going to bring my servant the Branch” (Zech 3.8); “Thus says the LORD of hosts: here is a
man whose name is Branch: for he shall branch out in his place, and he shall build the temple of the LORD” (Zech 6.12);
“The days are surely coming, says the LORD, when | will raise up for David a righteous Branch, and he shall reign as king
and deal wisely, and shall execute justice and righteousness in the land. In his days Judah will be saved and Israel will live
in safety” (Jer 23.5-6a).

539 pérez Gondar, “La bendicion de Juda,” 370.

540 Wevers, Greek Text, 826.

541 Cf. commentary on verse 8, above.
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(“his donkey’s colt”) are reminiscent of language found in Zechariah 9.9: “Lo, your king comes to you;
triumphant and victorious is he, humble and riding on a donkey, on a colt (7°v), the foal of a donkey ( 32
minX).” This humble king “shall command peace to the nations; his dominion shall be from sea to sea,
and from the River to the ends of the earth” (Zech 9.10). In the light of such intertextuality, the Hebrew
text of Gen 49.8-12 most definitely invites a messianic interpretation.

The hypothesis that the Greek text conveys a more explicit messianic reading of the loudas
pericope than its Vorlage is supported by the fact that in v. 10: a) the terms “ruler” and “leader”
pointedly refer to a specific individual, a descendant of loudas; b) the prominence of the personal
pronoun avtog, in comparison to the possessive construction of the Hebrew Vorlage (1%), reinforces the
references to this particular ruler-leader; and c) the terms ta arokeipeva and tpocdoxia in the phrases
Emg av EAON ta dmokeipeva avt®d and kol avtog Tpocdokio 0vidv seem to place emphasis on a future
hope/expectation. Besides all this, G’s rendering of éx Blactod in v. 9 and, finally, even the phrase éx’
goydrov tdv Nuepdv in v. 1, provide the rationale for an eschatological interpretation. It is this
accumulation of what Résel terms “einzelner klassischer messianischer Elemente®*? (“individual
classical messianic elements”) that generates a seemingly enhanced messianic reading of OG-Gen.

Even so, G’s concern for cohesion and coherence as well as his preoccupation with rendering a
sensible translation have already been discerned in his “work on the lettre” of Gen 49.3-7 (e.g. his
practice of looking for parallels and patterns so as to circumvent unknown words or other perplexing
textual issues; his harmonizing of second person or third person verbs/pronouns). By and large, G’s
approach to the loudas pericope does not seem to be any different than that exhibited in prior verses in
his striving to produce a judicious rendering of a difficult Vorlage. OG-Gen 49.8-12 undoubtedly
contains perceptibly more eschatological nuances than its source text. Nonetheless, whether G was
simply trying to navigate a challenging text or whether he was taking pains to purposefully shape a

messianic reading of the text cannot be conclusively determined.

542 Rgsel, Die Interpretation, 64.
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CHAPTER 6. GENESIS 49.13-15: ZABOULON AND ISSACHAR

6.1 Zaboulon (v. 13)

I7°X 2¥ 127 NI D RIT 1OW 20 N 11T

Zebulun shall settle at the shore of the sea; he shall be a haven for ships, and his border shall be at
Sidon.

ZafovAmv TapAAlOg KATOIKNGEL, Kol 00TOG Tap’ Opov TA0ImV, Kol TapoTevel EmG X10DVOG.
Zaboulon by the sea shall settle, and he shall be near a haven of ships, and he shall extend as far
as Sidon.

After his extended blessing of loudas, lakob briefly articulates a maritime future for his son
Zaboulon. Zebulun/Zaboulon appears before Issachar in Gen 49.13-15 and Deut 33.18-19,>* yet
Issachar is listed as the fifth son and Zebulun/Zaboulon the sixth in Gen 30.17-20, 35.23 and 46.13-14
as well as in other Pentateuchal genealogies.’** ZaBoviav is undeclined and is a transcription of 12127,
a name derived from 7ar (“bestow upon, endow with”)>*® and a1 (“exalt, honour”)>*® (Gen 30.19-20).
Leia’s declaration while naming her son provides a rationale for the meaning of the Hebrew name.>*’
G chooses mapdiioc—which, like its cognate mépatog, means “by the sea”>**—and it serves as the
counterpart to the prepositional phrase o°»° 717% in Gen 49.13 (cf. Deut 1.7). Deut 33.18-19 contains the
only other instance of mapéhiog in the Pentateuch and it renders 21 (“sand,” Deut 33.19b).”%*° In Gen
49.13, the plural o°o in o 7107 should, says de Hoop, be taken as “a pluralis extensitatis, the ‘wide
sea’, i.e. the Mediterranean.”* G’s mapdéiiog reflects this interpretation, which is similar to
noapoboraccioc (“seashore,” Jer 47.7) but is at variance with aiywolov Bodacodv (“the shore of seas,”
Judg 5.17). As such, OG-Gen exhibits the “trial” of clarification. The two occurrences of a ( >
o°n; nrar %) in Genesis are found in 49.13 and de Hoop deduces that 7117 is “an inward curving

beach,” ! noting the morphological relation of 711 to nam (“enclose, surround cover™).>®2 This notion is

543 Evidently, there is some relationship between the Hebrew poems of Gen 49 and Deut 33.

544 Exod 1.3; Num 1.8-9, 26(28), 28(30); 26.19(23), 22(26).

545 BDB, s.v. “721.”

546 BDB, s.v. “9ar”; cf. Skinner, Genesis, 389

547 Agddpntal pot 6 Be0g ddpov kaAdv: év 1@ vOV Koup® aipetiel pe O dvip pov (“God has given a good gift to me; at the
present time my husband will choose me™) which does not have exactly the same meaning as Qy9:7 270 721 DX 09K 3727
WK *1931 (“God has endowed me with a good dowry; now my husband will honor me”) (Gen 30.19-20).

548 LSJ, s.v. “mapdiiog.”

54 Moyses describes Zaboulon as being suckled by “the trade of those living by the seacoast” (Deut 33.19).

%50 De Hoop, Genesis 49, 149.

551 De Hoop, Genesis 49, 148

52 BDB, s.v. “Aon.”
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not expressed in OG-Gen, which may evince slight qualitative impoverishment. Katowéwm, an
appropriate semantic equivalent for 10w, occurs 44 times as the counterpart to 2v», also translating 0w
eight times and =2 once (Gen 47.4). Consequently, OG-Gen manifests a degree of semantic leveling at
a macro level due to the fact that katowéw is chosen to render three different Hebrew lexemes that
refer to dwelling in the land, though no destruction of networks of signification results.

For the preposition 7 in the second stich of Gen 49.13, G opts for mapd, which stands parallel to
the preposition in the compound word apdAiiog (mapd + dAc) in the first stich, while Tioiov is an
obvious equivalent for 7218, “‘Oppog appears only here in the Pentateuch, where it is a suitable
counterpart to ;111.%%% Denoting “anchorage, esp[ecially] the inner part of harbour” or, in a metaphorical
sense, a ship’s “haven, place of shelter or refuge,”®* 8ppov mhoimv is quite an appropriate rendering of
Hebrew nrax mi. G did not choose the same equivalent for )y in its two occurrences in v. 13 with the
consequence that the repetition of 7117 in the first two stichs is not explicitly replicated. De Hoop notes
that such repetition in consecutive cola “is a very common phenomenon, not only in Hebrew, but also
in ancient Oriental poetry in general.””®>® In not reflecting the lettre of its Vorlage in this respect, OG-
Gen manifests the “trial” of qualitative impoverishment, especially if one perceives an onomatopoeic
effect for min which seems to evoke the sound of sea waves reaching the seashore.

G’s employment of mapateive,® which appears elsewhere in the Pentateuch in Num 23.28 as
the counterpart to npw (“to overhang, look out and down™),>” involves a change of word class from a
noun (:137°) plus third person masculine singular pronominal suffix to a third person future singular
finite verb (mapatevel). In place of the somewhat terse nominal clause 17°% %¥ 1377, ki Topatevel Emg
Y1d@vog is a clearly defined and rather prose-like Greek rendering. The consequent deformation is
destruction of linguistic patternings, though G competently conveys the general sense of his Vorlage.
The Hebrew noun 757> denotes “extreme parts, recesses”>> and the Greek verb expresses the notion of

spatially extending or stretching out. Striking is the repetition of the sound /pa:r/ (mapdiioc; map’;

5531t occurs just once more in the LXX (4 Macc 13.6).

554 Cf. Euripides, Hecuba 450: t® Sovlécuvog mpdg olkov ktnBeis’ doifopar; | Aopidoc dppov aiog (“To whose house
shall | pass as chattel slave? Shall I come to harbor in a Doric land?”’). Euripides, Children of Heracles. Hippolytus.
Andromache. Hecuba, LCL 484, ed. and trans. David Kovacs (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995), 438-439.
Cf. LSJ, s.v. “6ppog.”

555 De Hoop, Genesis 49, 149-150.

%56 1.SJ, s.v. “mapozeive,” “stretch out along,
57 BDB, s.v. “py.”

%8 BDB, s.v. “11272” or “ma7.”

99 <

extend.”
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napatevel) as well as the alliteration of /p/ (including nhoimv) and /k/ (katowknost; kai) in this verse,
which has serendipitously created the pleasing poetic effect of alliteration.

“Ewg parallels the MT’s %y, though the Hebrew Vorlage for G may have been 7v, which appears
in some Hebrew manuscripts and is attested in the Peshitta and the Vulgate.>*® The presence of the
latter Hebrew preposition may have been determinative in the choice of the Greek term to render 17>,
T1ddvoc, the genitive form of Zi5av, is a Hellenized form.*° Since it is declined, it is not simply a
transcription of 77x. Z186v appears in early Greek literature®®! as well as 27 times in the LXX, three
occurrences of which are in the Pentateuch.®®? This ancient Phoenician city on the coast of Tyre was
well-known for its importance in commercial trade on the Mediterranean Sea. Josh 19.10-16 describes
the bulk of Zaboulon/Zebulun’s allotment of territory as inland. Nonetheless, Deut 33.18-19 depicts
Zaboulon/Zebulun (along with Issachar) as not only profiting from the riches of the sea, but also, in the
Hebrew text at least, calling the people to an inland mountain®®® (the coastline is a maritime plain)>®* so
that they may offer sacrifices of righteousness.

6.2 Issachar (v. 14)

D°NOWNAIT 1°2 Y27 092 i 10w

Issachar is a strong donkey, lying down between the sheepfolds;
Tocaydp tO KaAOV EnefOUNCEY AVOTAVOUEVOS VA LEGOV TAV KANP®V
Issachar desired the good, resting between the allotments;

In OG-Gen, lakob describes Issachar as seeing the goodness and richness of his allotted land,
which he sets forth to labour and till (v. 15). Tocaydp is the undeclined subject of the main clause and
the transcription of 1oww», Leia’s fifth son’s name (Gen 30.17-18), which has a dubious etymology.
Skinner suggests that “the name is resolved either into 2% ¥R, ‘man of hire,” or into 2% >, ‘there is a

reward.””*® G’s rendition seems to reflect the former of Skinner’s proposals: Iscayop, 6 éottv M1o0o¢

559 Wevers, Greek Text, 828.

%60 Cf. Thackeray, Greek Grammar, 166.

561 E.g. Homer, Odyssey 15.425, Herodotus, Historiae 2.116.

62 Gen 10.51, 19; 49.13.

563 The identity of the mountain is undetermined, although it may have been Tabor or Carmel. Peter C. Craigie, The Book of
Deuteronomy, New International Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), § The Blessing of
Zebulun and Issachar (vv.18-19), fn. 33, https://search-ebscohost-
com.twu.idm.oclc.org/login.aspx?direct=true&db=nlebk &AN=1058547 &site=eds-live&scope=site. Cf. S.R. Driver, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary of Deuteronomy, International Critical Commentary (New York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1916), 409.

%64 Yehuda Karmon, “The Geography of Israel: Ancient and Modern,” The Journal of Education Sociology 36, no. 8 (April
1963): 363.

565 Skinner, Genesis, 389.
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“Issachar, which is Hire” (Gen 30.18). G’s choice of the (arthrous) substantive (to) xaAdv is an
indication that, instead of <, he has read 7an (“desire, delight).%® Although the Hebrew letters resh
and dalet are known to have caused some confusion among ancient scribes,*®’ it is more likely that G
was trying to make sense of a difficult Hebrew text than that 7»r appeared in his Vorlage in place of
Tn since no other ancient versions attest to a reading of . Assuming that G’s Vorlage read “nn
(donkey) as in the MT, OG-Gen manifests the “trial” of rescripting as well as expansion with the added
definite article. Perhaps G preferred to construe =n»n as 71n since Gen 49.11 has just described Ioudas’s
binding of a donkey to a vine and, more importantly, because the word “donkey” could connote
plebeian notions of hard labor or servitude. Depicting a son of Israel as a slave could have been
perceived negatively, given Israel’s history of subjugation to Egypt and other nations. If so, Greek
KaAdg as a rendering of 7an effectually removes this potentially unfavorable imagery with reference to
Issachar.>6®

The consonants o7 of the MT are in agreement with the Samaritan Pentateuch (2>73).%%° Based
on text-critical evidence, de Hoop’s conclusion that all versions of MT, including OG-Gen, had a
Vorlage identical to the MT at this juncture seems well-founded.>’® With respect to G’s choice of
émBupem to render 073, Tov has suggested that G actually read o2 for o7, since the translator of Ps
118(119).20 has rendered 07 as énumofém: 7aRNY “WH1 HO—ERENOOMGEY 1) Yoyn LoV TOD
¢mbvpficor.”> 1 This, however, does not seem that feasible given the fact that, as Wevers has rightly
noted, the translator of the Psalter employs a completely different verb in place of éntbvuém, namely,
gmmoBém.>’? Instead, Wevers sensibly deduces that G’s rendering of ém@uped is probably due to the
translator speculating “on 7am as ‘to covet, desire.””®” In any case, G’s selection of a Greek counterpart
that has a different meaning from o7x results in the “trial” of rescripting. Alternatively, one cannot
discount the possibility that G chose to adopt the meaning of the Aramaic verb 013 (“bring about™).>’

In so doing, the phrase “he brought about (273) delight (7217)” may easily be interpreted as “he desired

%6 BDB, s.v. “711.”

567 Tov, The Text Critical Use, 113.

58 Indeed, other versions of the MT seemed to struggle with the metaphor that likens Issachar to a donkey. Cf. fn. 570.
569 Gen 49.14, BHS apparatus, note 14a.

57° De Hoop, Genesis 49, 152. Peshitta gbr’ gnbr’ (“strong man”); Targum Onkelos 1°0312 7°ny (“rich in possessions™);
Targum Neophyti 7°pn vaw (“strong tribe”); Targum Pseudo-Jonathan xn>axa 7an (“desires the law™); Vulgate asinus fortis
“strong donkey.” Translations of the citations are those of de Hoop.

571 Tov, The Text Critical Use, 69-70.

572 \Wevers, Greek Text, 828.

578 \Wevers, Greek Text, 828.

574 BDB, s.v. “0%”



TRIALS OF THE FOREIGN 96

the good” (10 koAOV £nebvunoev) by applying the transformation reversal of cause and effect.>” In
other words, Issachar first desired the good and this resulted in his bringing about delight. Duly taking
into consideration G’s tendency to replicate his Vorlage quantitively in his translation, one might
include that the Aramaic meaning of “to bring about” could reasonably stand in as a semantic
representation of Semitic root om. That G possibly had recourse to Aramaic words in other contexts
(e.g. v in Gen 49.9) adds credence to this proposition. In the HB, the consonants 73 appear as 073
root 1 (Num 24.8; Ezek 23.43), meaning “break bones, break”*’® and 073 root 2 (Zeph 3.3), which
might be glossed as “lay aside, leave.”®’’ The cognate noun o793 (“bone, strength, self*)*’8 occurs in
Gen 49.14, 2 Kings 9.13, Prov 17.22, and Job 40.18, while in Dan 6.25, the Aramaic term 073 (“bone”)
appears. The denotation “break bones” for Hebrew 073 seems nonsensical in the context of Gen 49.14.
Tov’s interpretation of a3 as depicting a “bony” donkey is possible®’® while NRSV’s “strong donkey”
accords with the long-standing, yet still debatable, tradition that 093 should be glossed as “strong,
sturdy.”58

The word kalog is employed 41 times in OG-Gen where, besides frequently rendering 21, it is
also a counterpart to 719°,%8 71,582 and x»12.%8% Semantic leveling is thus a feature of OG-Gen with
respect to these various Hebrew adjectives that convey a positive value or characteristic. OG-Gen thus
manifests the “trial” of destruction of networks of signification at a macro level in such cases.
Furthermore, xaA6g is not an exact rendering of 19>, 7am, or X*12. A Platonic connotation need not be
assigned to kaiog throughout OG-Gen, pace Harl,%% as the Greek term is G’s typical rendering of

various Hebrew terms that have positive attributes or associations.

575 This type of transformation is a “T[arget] L[language] rendering [which] does not reflect exactly the same situation as
the source text, but a situation which logically precedes the situation described in the S[ource T[ext] or results from it.” Van
der Louw, Transformations, 66.

56 BDB, s.v. “03.”

577 BDB, s.v. “I. [@723].” HALOT glosses this occurrence as “gnaw or break bones” but indicates it could be a text correction.
HALOT, s.v. “o7.”

S8 BDB, s.v. “0)3.”

579 Tov, “Trial and Error,” 462.

580 Along with the interpretations found in various ancient versions (cf. fn. 570), this tradition in continued in the writings of
medieval scholars such as David ben Abraham al-Fasi, Rashi, Ibn-Ezra, Rashbam, and Sforno. De Hoop, Genesis 49, 152.
De Hoop also cites similar phrases in Arabic: “himar girmin “strong ass” and fars girmin “strong horse.”

%81 Gen 12.14; 29.17; 39.6; 41.2, 4, 18.

%62 Gen 27.15; 49.14.

%83 Gen 41.20.

%84 «“La LXX qualifie Issakhar avec une expression abstraite laudative que 1’on peut qualifier de <<platonicienne>> : <<il a
désiré le beau>> [ou <<le bien>> t0 kal6n). “The LXX qualifies Issakhar with a laudatory abstract expression that can be
described as ‘platonic:” he desired the beautiful (or ‘the good’ t0 kal6n)” [translation mine]). Harl, La Genése, 310.
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In Gen 49.9, yan is translated as kowdouar while in v. 14, G employs dvaradw (in the form of
the participle avomovdpevoc) with its middle-passive meaning “take one’s rest, sleep.”® Asinv. 9,
OG-Gen here exhibits qualitative impoverishment, since the resting posture of Issachar in OG-Gen has
a different nuance than the MT’s depiction of Issachar as stretching out or lying down. Ava pécov
appears 59 times in Genesis, each time as a counterpart to the Hebrew preposition 2. This Greek
prepositional phrase is a suitable equivalent for 13, as Polybius’s use of it (and that of any number of
other Greek authors) will attest.® The term o>nown, pointed in the MT as a dual form and rendered as
KAnpwv, likely presented a challenge for G, as it has for every translator of this passage. The meaning
of o>nown is obscure inasmuch as its only other occurrence is found in MT Judg 5.16. Various glosses
for it have been proposed, including “fireplaces,”®®’ “sheepfolds,”*® and “two saddle-bags (of a pack-
animal).”®® Like G, the translator of Judges struggled to understand o>nown as is evident in the A text
where the word is simply transcribed as poceafa. Noting that the Hebrew letters @/ are sometimes
interchanged by scribes or translators, Tov remarks in regard to this transcription that “the translator of
Judges derived o> nawn from maw-lip (the equivalence naw-ygthog occurs frequently elsewhere in the
LXX).”%% G’s choice of kAfipwv°®! reflects a reading of oovown (“judgments”)®® in which the fourth
letter is tet rather than tav. This Greek rendering could be considered a transformation of reversal of
cause and effect, since making a judgment could result in the allotment of land. Even so, as there is a
lack of a semantic correlation between kAnpwv and o°nawn, OG-Gen exhibits the “trial” of rescripting.
6.3 Issachar (v. 15)

72¥ 077 77 9207 W0W U1 ARV °D PIRT DRI 20 0 703 R
[and]*®® he saw that a resting place was good, and that the land was pleasant; so he bowed his
shoulder to the burden, and became a slave at forced labor.
Kai GOV TV dvémovoty §tt KaAy, kol TV yijv 611 tiov, vnénkev OV duov odTod £i¢ TO ToVElY,
Kai £yevin avnp yewpyodc.

585 .87, s.v. “avomodw.”

586 «Aver péoov is an acceptable counterpart to 12 (e.9., Oi 8’ Amaoidxol KoTokodot pgv avd pécov "Ofov kai Tavaidog
[“The Apasiacae live between the rivers Oxus and Tanais” Polybius, Hist. 10.48; trans. Shuckburgh]).” Hiebert, “In the
Beginning,” 26.

%87 Tov, The Text Critical Use, 189. BDB, s.v. “onswn.”

588 The definition “sheepfolds” is derived from its association with fireplaces or ash-heaps in use among sheepfolds. BDB,
s.v. “onayn.”

%89 HALOT, s.v. “D>nswn.”

%90 Tov, The Text Critical Use, 189.

891 LSJ, s.v. “kAfipog”: “casting of lots, drawing of lots”; “that which has been assigned by lot, allotment of land.”

592 BDB, s.v. “vawn.”

593 The NRSV has not included a counterpart to the Hebrew conjunction vav.
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and when he saw the resting place—that it was good, and the land—that it was rich, he subjected
his shoulder to toil and became a tiller of the ground.

The conjunction kai and the participle id@v translate the vav-consecutive preterite X", resulting
in a change of syntactic function involving a circumstantial participle clause in OG-Gen as opposed to
the Hebrew finite verb with its embedded third person singular subject. This is another example of the
“trial” of destruction of linguistic patternings. The word avanavoig is G’s selection as the counterpart
to nman (“resting place”).>®* In OG-Gen, avamovoic is arthrous, in which case the resting place refers
specifically to Issachar’s allotted land. Consequently, OG-Gen manifests the “trial” of clarifying
expansion with respect to the MT. Wevers suggests that G’s reading of the first two lines of v. 15 may
have influenced his interpretation of v. 14 in that “[t]he word dvdmavowy for aman ‘rest’ [in v. 15] is
reflected in the choice of avaravopevog for ya1in v. 14; so too kaArn for 21w [in v. 15] is echoed in 10
xoA6v (for ~am) [in v. 14].°% In the strong likelihood of such influence,>*® G’s efforts to create an
aesthetically pleasing Greek text has occasioned the “trial” of ennoblement. Taken collectively, these
translation choices thus transcend the word level.

G selects the adjective miov (“rich,” “plenteous,” “abundant”)*®’ to render the Hebrew verb ay:
(“be pleasant, delightful, lovely”).>®® The resulting “trial” is clarification, since the quality of richness
or abundance more specifically denotes what is meant by the notion of what is pleasant about the land.
As for the only other occurrence of micov in OG-Gen, its counterpart is the adjective 1w “fat, rich’®%
(Gen 49.20). The default equivalent for yfj is y2x, as it is in the majority of the 360 instances that y
appears in OG-Gen. Other equivalents for yfj are 727x,%%° 77w,%%! and 19v.8% In six instances, there are
no counterparts in the MT,%% which means that OG-Gen manifests expansion at the macro level.
Seeing that the land was rich, Issachar would respond by cultivating the land. As G puts it, “he

subjected (Umébnkev) his shoulder to toil,” whereas in the MT, the arguably more vivid image is of

%94 BDB, s.v. “nmn.”

595 Wevers, Greek Text, 828.

5% This influence is likely, even though avomrabdw is notably also used to render y27 in Gen 29.2.
597 1.8J, s.v. “miwv.”

5% BDB, s.v. “0y3.”

59 BDB, s.V. “1y.”

600 Gen 1.25; 2.6, 7,9, 19; 3.17, 19, 23; 4.2, 3,10, 11, 12, 14;5.29; 6.1, 7, 20; 7.4, 8, 23; 8.8, 13, 21, 9.2, 20; 12.3; 19.25;
28.14, 15; 47.18, 19(4x), 20, 22(2x), 23(2x), 26(2x).

601 Gen 3.1, 14; 47.24.

802 Gen 3.14, 19(2x); 18.27; 26.15.

603 Gen 1.14; 24.7, 8; 35.27; 45.9; 46.27.
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Issachar bowing (sv3, “incline, bend”)®% his shoulder to a burden. OG-Gen thus displays a measure of
qualitative impoverishment. “YrotiOnu appears three times in OG-Gen. In Gen 28.18 and 48.19, its
counterpart is a>w, while here in Gen 49.15 its aorist form translates the gal vav-consecutive preterite
form of nva. There is no Greek counterpart to the conjunction that appears in the MT, and this is due to
the fact that the participle id®v that begins the verse is subordinate to the main verb vrébnkev.
Consequently, besides the aforementioned “trial” of destruction of linguistic patternings, OG-Gen
exhibits quantitative impoverishment and, since the Hebrew text is a poem, destruction of rhythms. nv1
appears eight other times in Genesis, and it is rendered by iotnut (Gen 12.8; 33.19), émikhive (Gen
24.14), myvop (Gen 26.25; 35.16[21]), apwcvéopon (Gen 38.1), ékkAiive (Gen 38.16), katéyw (Gen
39.21), and vrotiOnu (Gen 49.15). As for the four instances of dpog in OG-Gen,®® its equivalent is
predictably aow root 1. The &ig t6 plus infinitive construction occurs only four times in OG-Gen.®® Eic¢
can be used to express a goal, purpose, or intention.®%” This kind of infinitival construction displays
quite natural Greek syntax and occurs only in Gen 30.38 and 49.15, where in both contexts &g could be
conceived as a counterpart to the preposition 7. TTovéw (“work hard at,” “suffer,” “toil, labour”)®%®
occurs only here in Gen 49.15 where it is an appropriate match for the only instance of %20 (“bear a
heavy load”)%% in Genesis.

There are 51 instances of the term avip in OG-Gen, and its default equivalent, as can be
expected, is v (47 times). Besides that, avip renders wo1 in Gen 14.21 and %va in Gen 20.3.51
Issachar is described as avnp yewpyog (“a tiller of the ground™), a collocation that prior to the LXX
occurs in Aesop (vi BCE),®™ Thucydides (v BCE),'? and Plato (v-iv BCE).5!3 This is in contrast to

avOpwmog yewpyods yilg ~ Xk WKk in Gen 9.20, a collocation that is not attested in extant non-biblical

804 BDB, s.v. “7193.”

605 Gen 21.14; 24.15; 24.45; 49.15.

606 Gen 30.38; 32.8(9); 43.21; 49.15.

807E.g. f| on) moTpig €ig o¢ dmofrénel (“your country looks for help to you™), Xenophon Hellenica 6.1.8. Cf. Smyth, Greek
Grammar, §1686d and §2009.

8081 SJ, s.v. “movém.”

809 BDB, s.v. “22p.”

519 There are no Hebrew counterparts for éavnp in Gen 20.2 and 47.5.

511 gvnp yeopyoc uédhmv (a future [male] farmer). Aesop, Fabulae 42.1.1. Translation mine.

812 Givdpeg yempyol kai ov Bardooiot (“who are tillers of the soil and not seaman™). Thucydides, History of the
Peloponnesian War, Volume I: Books 1-2, LCL 108, trans. C.F. Smith (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1919),
246-247, 8 1.142.7.2. This is an interesting citation because it contrasts men who till the land with seafarers, which is much
like the contrast between Zaboulon (associated with the sea) and Issachar (tiller of the land).

813 olov &V QUTED®Y YEWPYOS Gviyp (“as a farmer who plants something”). Plato, Charmides. Alcibiades I and .
Hipparchus. The Lovers. Theages. Minors. Epinomis, LCL 201, trans. W.R.M. Lamb (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1927), 278-279.
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Greek literature. Besides these instances of yewpyog in OG-Gen, it appears seven other times in LXX
poetic and prophetic literature.5* In Gen 49.15, the counterpart to évip yewpydg is 7av on. on usually
signifies a collective body of labourers.®*® In Josh 16.10 and 1 Kings 9.21, for which there are no
equivalents to on in their respective Greek texts, the expression 72y on has been glossed as “a slaving
labour-band” (BDB). Wevers interprets it in connection with Gen 49.15 as “an indentured worker, one
who works at forced service, or for tribute.”®1® The Hebrew poem’s network of signification includes
the image of a servile donkey, the phrase 22 ¥°X (“man of hire”) that is likely to be associated with the
etymology of the name oww» (Gen 30.18), and the term 72y on. However, with references to the land
and to Issachar’s subjecting his shoulder to toil, G has chosen to characterize Issachar as a farmer. OG-
Gen exhibits the “trial” of rescripting, since “a tiller of the ground” (NETYS) is a far cry from “a slave at
forced labor” (NRSV), and this results in destruction of networks of signification®” with reference to
the donkey metaphor and the meaning of Issachar’s name. Furthermore, in the MT the patriarch’s
metaphors for his sons are a lion’s whelp (Judah), a donkey (Issachar), a snake (Dan), a doe (Naphtali),
and a wolf (Benjamin). In OG-Gen, there are no animal metaphors for Issachar or Nephthali.
Consequently, OG-Gen manifests yet another level of destruction of networks of signification.

The verb yivopar appears 200 times in OG-Gen and its default equivalent is 777.5'8 Rather than
his usual rendering of kai plus the aorist middle indicative form éyéveto for the vav-consecutive
preterite form >, in Gen 49.15 (as in Gen 39.5[2°] and 41.13) G employs the aorist passive indicative
form &yevnOn. Issachar becomes a tiller of the ground once he has seen the richness of the land and the
goodness of his allotment. Susan Brayford perceptively discerns that instead of classifying this son as a
“strong-boned ass” (27x 7nn), G “more benevolently characterizes him as ‘one who longed for the
good.” He also upgrades Issachar’s occupation; in [OG-Gen], he is called a ‘man who tills the ground,’
instead of the more menial ‘indentured servant’ (72y-0n%).”%!° Therefore, G portrays Issachar in a more
favorable light than is the case in his Semitic Vorlage.

6.4 Summary: Zaboulon and Issachar Pericopes (vv. 13-15)

An overview of the “trials” in vv. 13-15 is as follows:

614 WisSal 17.16; Amos 5.16; Joel 1.11; Jer 14.4; 28.23; 38.24; 52.16.

815 BDB, s.v. “on.”

616 Wevers, Greek Text, 829.

17 In fact, any instance of rescripting results in some measure of destruction of networks of signification. This thesis makes
mention of key examples of such destruction of signifying networks.

18 1t renders 1 151 times. Cf. Hiebert, “In the Beginning,” 21-22.

619 Susan Brayford, Genesis, Septuagint Commentary Series (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 446.
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vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
13* [ 191 Zafovrov Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)
o°n° o Iapdiiog Clarification
(Quantitative impoverishment, 7)
o N TapaAL0g Qualitative impoverishment (7 1°
neIR AN nap’ Spuov TAoimv not explicitly translated; loss of
possible onomatopoeia)
N3 TOPOTEVET Destruction of linguistic patternings
14* | [pwwr Tocayap Qualitative impoverishment? (lack of
signifying/iconic richness)
mlaly 10 KOAOV Rescripting
Expansion (addition of definite article)
b Enebvunocev Rescripting
van AVOTOVOUEVOG Qualitative impoverishment
aPablirgaly TOV KANpOV Rescripting
15 | &M Kol 1@V Destruction of linguistic patternings
ppightal NV Avanavoty Expansion (addition of definite article)
fafalial [Miwv Clarification
nan/[7an] / 70 KaAOV / KoAn Ennoblement (?)
bil
van/ avomovopevog / v
fajghfa) AVATOVGLY
a0/ 10 KOAOV Destruction of networks of
oW v / VTEONKEY TOV DOV signification
72y On avTod
OvIp YEmPYOS
mialy] 70 KOAOV Destruction of networks of
signification regarding animal
metaphors (vv. 9, 14, 17, 21, and 27).
MW U7 VTEONKEY TOV DOV Qualitative impoverishment
avTOD Quantitative impoverishment (absence
of conjunction)
Destruction of rhythms (absence of
conjunction)
72V 0N avnp Ye®pPyog Rescripting

Destruction of networks of
signification
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The depictions of Zebulun/Zaboulon in the MT and OG-Gen are almost identical in meaning
despite the “trials” of clarification and (slight) qualitative impoverishment (deformations that result
from G’s choice of mapdiiog for o mnb) and destruction of linguistic patternings (G’s rendering of
127 as mopotevel). For the latter deformation, G is evidently not determined to rigidly adhere to the
word classes of his Vorlage, yet G’s adjustments in v. 13 do not transcend the word level. G exhibits
some concern to preserve the word order of his text, just as he has in the previous verses of Gen 49,
The translation of 10w oo M7 17121 as ZaPovAiomv Tapdiiog katokiost demonstrates that, despite the
inherent flexibility of Greek syntax, this word order still evinces Semitic influence and therefore is
foreign in its essence.

As for the Issachar pericope, OG-Gen has a completely different interpretation of Issachar’s
future in comparison to that of its Vorlage. Besides G’s apparent aversion to the idea of depicting
Issachar as a donkey, many deformations seem to have been triggered by the difficulties of interpreting
the meanings of terms such as o*nawnn, 72y on, and possibly o73. Again, G has sought parallels and
patterns to guide and inspire the translation of his Vorlage, such as the notions of resting and the
goodness of the land, thus portraying Issachar favourably as a farmer. OG-Gen significantly exhibits
the “trials” of rescripting, qualitative impoverishment, and destruction of networks of signification due
to the reworking of some of the material in vv. 14-15. The instance of ennoblement noted in the chart
above further suggests that G may have shaped these verses to appeal to a Greek audience.

6.5 Synopsis: Berman’s “Trials” in Gen 49.1-15

Analysis of OG-Gen 49.1-15 has entailed working on the lettre of the source text, essentially
(re)translating it to discern “the manner in which poetry and thought operate within.”%2° This is
necessary for assessing G’s translation work on the lettre. Appendix 1 lists the deformations exhibited
in OG-Gen 49.1-15 while Appendix 2 presents an inventory of each deformation. The latter inventory

is summarized immediately below, ranging from the greatest to least number of deformation

occurrences:
OG-Gen 49.1-15: Trials of the Foreign Occurrences
Qualitative Impoverishment 25 (*eliminating
Hebrew names
reduces this total to
17)
Destruction of linguistic patternings 18

620 Berman, Berman, and Sommella, The Age of Translation, 28.
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Rescripting 16
Destruction of underlying networks of 12
signification
Quantitative Impoverishment 10
Expansion

Clarification

Destruction of rhythms

Destruction of expressions and idioms
Rationalization

Ennoblement and popularization
Destruction of vernacular networks or their | undetermined
exoticization
Effacement of the superimposition of undetermined
languages

PR [IN&~0O|©

The deformations of destruction of vernacular networks or their exoticization and effacement of
the superimposition of languages, as noted above in chapter 2, have not been evaluated due to the
significant challenge of discerning these nuances in an ancient language. It is not surprising that
qualitative impoverishment emerges as a prominent deformation in OG-Gen 49.1-15. This deforming
tendency is manifested in virtually any translation, given the difficulty of transmitting the real essence
of words or phrases from one language to another, and this is especially true for the translation of a
poetic text. Features of the Hebrew lettre such as wordplay, irony, alliteration, onomatopoeia, and
metonymy are not replicated in OG-Gen. Even so, several noteworthy instances of alliteration®?! not
found in the Hebrew lettre do appear in OG-Gen and these “miracles” are attributed to probable
happenstance. As for other examples of qualitative impoverishment, various elements intrinsic to the
Hebrew lettre (e.g. proper nouns, specific nuances or connotations of a word) are lost in translation.

Destruction of linguistic patternings is ranked next to qualitative impoverishment in the
inventory. There is a relationship between linguistic patternings and G’s concern for clarity and the
intelligibility of his translation product. Furthermore, since Gen 49.3-15 contains the direct speech of
Iakob to his sons, could this be a case in which direct speech might call for “more naturalness than
narrative discourse”®? or, for that matter, poetry? Quite possibly so. G is willing to reconfigure a
phrase or reassign a word class if it will help him achieve the aims of cohesion and coherence. Berman
might regard this as a rationalizing contraction. The deformation of clarification has a similar effect.

521 These include 4Bpoictnte kol drxovoaté (V. 2), Swapepid avtodg / daomepd avtovg (v. 7), and mapdiiog / wop’ /
napatevel / mhoimv as well as katownoet / kai (v. 13).
522 Cf. van der Louw, Transformations, 152.
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Likewise, several instances of quantitative impoverishment (which may sometimes overlap with
destruction of linguistic patternings) result from the elimination of a Hebrew preposition, conjunction,
or definite article. G generally prefers an intelligible rendering to a mere quantitative representation of
it. With respect to expansion, which is exemplified by the addition of definite articles or pronouns, G is
not averse to transgressing his proclivity for serial fidelity. Regarding these aforementioned “trials,”
destruction of rhythms appears much later in the summative chart, yet one should not underestimate the
impact (an impact which is impossible to numerically quantify) of the translation process on a poem’s
intrinsic sense of rhythm and movement.

In at least one of G’s struggles with “untranslatability,” he has opted for translation-
commentary (i.e. his rendition of 7°w). Such instances offer a brief glimpse into the potential horizon
of G, as was discussed in chapter 5. Finally, although the destruction of underlying networks of
signification ranks fourth in the summative chart, any alteration to a lettre ineluctably impacts all
relationships between signifiers. Even so, several specific networks of signification in the Hebrew
lettre that were not retained in OG-Gen have been noted in verse discussions (e.g. Hebrew root 1 [v.
3]; the various Hebrew lexemes pertaining to sin and wrongdoing [v. 5]; the network associated with
Hebrew root 725 [v. 6]; networks associated with certain Hebrew proper nouns; various Hebrew words
connected to the notion of rulership [e.g. dpywv in v. 10]; animal metaphors in Gen 49).

Rescripting ranks third in the chart above, yet its impact on the “Self-Same” of the Hebrew
lettre is probably the most significant of all the “trials.” With rescripting, the meaning of the Hebrew
text has been completely altered. The Greek text thus expresses a different reality in regard to Rouben
and Issachar, who are now portrayed in a more negative and positive light, respectively, and the two
delinquent brothers, Symeon and Leui, whose murderous violence has been somewhat toned down.
Similarly, the threat of loudas, the lion’s whelp, has been diminished. Most of these instances of
rescripting have been the result of G’s contending with “untranslatability,” that is, difficulties inherent
in G’s Vorlage or in the translator’s misunderstanding of, and/or uncertainty about, the meaning of the
text. G was surely aware that his translation choices in such cases were not exact semantic
reproductions of the Hebrew poem. He could have resorted to transliteration, as he did on occasion in
OG-Gen (e.g. capék = 720, Gen 22.13),523 yet transliterating the several hapax legomena and/or rare
Hebrew words would have rendered an incoherent and confusing Greek text. G’s priority was

apparently to circumvent untranslatability in order to produce a generally sensible translation. Any

523 For other examples of transcriptions in OG-Gen, cf. Hiebert, “To the Reader of Genesis,” 3.
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reservations G might have had about the prospect of altering the meaning of his Vorlage (which was
the sacred scripture of his people) were apparently overruled by his determination to complete his
translation mandate.

One question to consider is whether or not these particular examples of rescripting might be
regarded as equivalent to commentary—that is, a reflection of how G (and his community)
intentionally analyzed and interpreted their Hebrew Scripture. There is no easy answer, partly because
any translator’s attempt to convey the results of analysis and interpretation (i.e. commentary) through
translation has its limits. “[T]he transfer of meaning that [translation] enacts is incomplete,” says
Berman, “and distortional.”®?* This is especially true at a word level. A starting point for addressing
such issues involves the attempt to determine whether G’s work on the lettre is an act of
communication or, conversely, whether it is simply the transmission of a literary text. Berman’s
negative analytic—reflected in the list of deformations of Gen 49.1-15—can be instrumental in
providing insight into these dynamics. In its positive analytic (that is, G’s transmitting “the Foreign” of
his Hebrew lettre), OG-Gen 49.1-15 exhibits some tendency towards serial fidelity and (sometimes)
isomorphism. In such cases, G constrains himself. Following the word order of the Hebrew lettre
frustrates any production of an “Amplified Greek Version” of the Jewish Scriptures, which would be
the hallmark of a commentary. A case in point is the question as to whether or not G’s choice of €k
Bractod for Avn in Gen 49.9 constitutes a commentary that involves allusions to messianic texts.
Noteworthy in this regard is G’s rendering of 717w 79K *2n1 (“Naphtali is a doe let loose™) as Ne@bokt
otéheyoc Gveluévov (“Nephthali is a stem let loose™) in Gen 49.21. This instance of the rescripting of
m2°} to produce a botanical image was the result of G’s approach to resolving a translation difficulty.
The possibility that G had no particular messianic connotation in mind with éx BAactod in v. 9 is just
as real as it is with otéleyog in v. 21. Employing Berman’s negative analytic elucidates the fact that £«
Bractod reflects the morphological dimension rather than the semantic dimension of its underlying
Semitic lettre. It is important to keep in mind that assigning extended interpretative intent
(commentary) to single words or phrases can be quite speculative, whereas transformative expansion
(and/or significant destruction of signifying networks in a given context) offers more scope for
commentary. At any rate, Berman’s negative analytic facilitates discerning where a LXX translator
sought to transmit elements of the lettre and in what ways his “work on the lettre” may pass over the
barely distinguishable line between translation and commentary.

624 Antoine Berman, “Criticism, Commentary and Translation: Reflections based on Benjamin and Blanchot,” trans. Luise
von Flotow, in Translation Studies: Critical Concepts in Linguistics, ed. Mona Baker (London: Routledge, 2009), 1:106.
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Another aspect of Berman’s analytic to highlight is what will in the present thesis be called a
“zoom factor.” As stated in chapter 2 (p. 23), conclusions drawn from application of Berman’s analytic
can be distorted “if every ‘deformation’ is assigned the same level of significance;” both the intensity
and the frequency of deformations must be considered. In this regard, the “zoom factor” presupposes
that the smaller the textual extract from a larger work, the greater the number of deformations that are
likely to be included in the analysis. Yet as additional extracts from the larger work (in this case, OG-
Gen) are assessed in the process of “zooming-out,” researchers will be able to discern more precisely
those “deformations that create tension with some integral aspect of the original” (cf. p. 23) as well as
the frequency of such deformations. As such, there will be a process of filtering out deformations and
assigning greater importance to those that are more intense and/or frequent. The distinctive profile of a
translator’s “work on the lettre” will therefore continue to emerge.

In chapters 1 and 2 of this thesis, it was noted that LXX texts display varying degrees of
dependence on their respective source texts and that it is necessary to nuance the interlinear paradigm
to explain examples of peculiar dependency (“one step beyond literality”) ®2° on a Semitic Vorlage and
also the various phenomena associated with freer translations. Regarding this nuancing, Berman’s
conceptual framework can refine the vitally important groundwork laid by the creators of the interlinear

paradigm®%®

—a paradigm that was conceived of as a metaphor, a heuristic tool for principled study and
exegesis of translations in the LXX corpus.®?” The task of assessing any translator’s “work on the
lettre” (and thus the textual-linguistic makeup of the translation product) is best understood as the
process of analyzing the ever-present genetic relationship of the translation to the entire being-in-
language (lettre) of its Vorlage. This genetic relationship constitutes the true essence of any translation,
ancient or modern, whether it was meant from the outset to serve its readership as a text that was
independent from its source, or it was understood to have some kind of subservient relationship to its
source text. The interlinear paradigm might therefore be redefined as a “genetic paradigm,” thus
eliminating any notions that a metaphor for LXX study is a theory of origins or that it must be confined
to vertical/horizontal (i.e. interlinear) dimensions, or even to a dynamic of subservience. A paradigm
that conceives of the entire and multi-dimensional being-in-language of a Vorlage in terms of the

genesis of a translated text in every aspect of its (re)formulation and deformation is a useful conceptual

625 Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,” in A Question of Methodology, 375.

526 This groundwork is important because it has given rise to “Guidelines for Contributors to the society of Biblical
Literature Commentary on the Septuagint” and “Preamble” to the Guidelines. These contain critical presuppositions for
methodologically sound exegesis and analysis of LXX translations.

527 Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,” in A Question of Methodology, 374.
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tool for principled LXX studies. The present investigation has sought to model such a genetic
paradigm, applying Berman’s “trials of the Foreign” to the analysis of OG-Gen 49.1-15. Berman’s
analytic has provided constructive descriptors for analyzing the processes and tendencies of a
translation’s production.

Another key question to consider is whether OG-Gen 49.1-15 is a foreignizing translation. Does
G employ “a technique that was knowingly, and constructively, Hebraized,” thus paying “homage to
Hebrew in the very process of ‘going Greek?’” This, says Tessa Rajak, is what LXX translators did
when producing “as a type” translations that were foreignized rather than domesticated to the target
culture.®?® The combined impact of “trials of the Foreign” that a translation may exhibit can shed light
on its degree of foreignization or domestication. On the one hand, G tends to follow the word order of
his Hebrew Vorlage. Yet when one observes “trials” such as quantitative impoverishment and
expansion that are evident in OG-Gen 49.1-15, it is clear that G’s priority was not to maintain rigid
isomorphic adherence to his Vorlage. Furthermore, the high number of rescripting tendencies and
destructions of linguistic patternings (often accommodations to natural Greek syntax) undermine the
notion that OG-Gen 49.1-15 is an example of foreignization. In fact, G’s priority of producing a
generally coherent text inclines more in the direction of domestication, which is indicative of G’s effort

to render an acceptable Greek product.

528 Rajak, Translation and Survival, 130-131. She adds that this process of going Greek while paying homage to Hebrew
gave witness to “crucial elements in the constructed identity of an Alexandrian Jew.” Rajak, Translation and Survival, 133.
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CHAPTER 7. CONCLUSION

This thesis has investigated the efficacy of Berman’s negative analytic for conducting research
on the production history of a LXX text. As noted in chapter 2, the fundamental point of departure in
assessing an ancient translation is “confronting” a translation with its Vorlage’s lettre. This has been
achieved by preparing a philological commentary on OG-Gen 49.1-15, on the basis of which it has
been possible to discern and analyze the various patterns and anomalies of G’s translation process.
Vital to the task of elucidating the essence of the Hebrew lettre and determining how a LXX text has
diverged from it at micro and macro levels has been the availability of statistical information. Detailed
textual analysis is therefore an aspect of this thesis that distinguishes it from other investigations that
have applied Berman’s negative analytic to modern literary works. Moreover, it has been deemed to be
beneficial to add rescripting to Berman’s analytic as another valid “trial of the Foreign.”

Van der Louw has observed that “translation procedures have not changed over 2000 years.
Modern linguistic labels can be applied to ancient translations with surprising ease.” ®2° The same can
be said about Berman’s negative analytic. Throughout this thesis, it has been demonstrated that
Berman’s deformations provide serviceable categories for analyzing and describing a translator’s
“work on the lettre” and thus a translation’s literalness or adequacy—in other words, how faithful (or
unfaithful) a text is to its Vorlage. Yet are Berman’s deformations merely the inverse of van der
Louw’s transformations? In fact, no. Transformations focus mainly on the micro level (i.e. translation
strategies employed to address problems in a specific context). However, Berman’s deformations also
take into account the entire, intricately-interwoven tapestry of the lettre at both the micro and the macro
level, and they are also operative in the analysis of some critical elements (e.g. networks of
signification, ennoblement, rhythms) that are distinctly different from van der Louw’s analytical
objectives. Of equal importance, Berman’s negative analytic offers a synopsis of what has
compromised the realization of the “Foreign”—a lettre’s Self-Same—in a translation, with the
understanding that a positive analytic would be a translation’s faithfulness to the quality and quantity of
a source text’s signifiers (including its vernacular networks), as well as to its networks of signification,
its rhythms, its expressions and idioms, etc.

One challenge regarding the employment of this research tool is the multi-faceted and multi-
layered nature of the hermeneutical enterprise that is involved in assessing deforming tendencies.
Sometimes, a given textual phenomenon may justifiably be categorized in accordance with several

629 \/an der Louw, Transformations, 57.
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deformations. This is understandable given the complex interdependent relationships of the various
elements that encompass a lettre. There may sometimes be grey areas when it comes to distinguishing
between qualitative impoverishment, rescripting, and destruction of networks of signification. This may
be attributable in part to the fact that a lettre is intrinsically interwoven as a systematic whole. Any
alteration in meaning will invariably impact potential or possible hidden networks of signification. A
researcher may highlight a deforming tendency while there may also be other coincident deformations
in effect. For example, while the employment of both 6¢ and iva to render the conjunction vav in OG-
Gen 49.1-2 was classified as clarification, such translation choices could also conceivably have been
described as rationalization. The decision to classify v stpouviv od &véfng (v. 4) as rationalization
is linked to the fact that several deforming tendencies that contributed to this deformation are apparent
in this Greek rendering. There is sometimes tension between attempting to give expression to the
several deforming manifestations or to concisely summarize what seems to be the overarching “trial” in
a word or phrase. When a researcher wrestles with this tension, Berman’s analytic can function as an
investigative tool. In any case, it was already observed in chapter 2 (Methodology) that Berman’s
analytic does entail hermeneutical considerations that will result in differences between researchers
regarding choices of classification and/or emphasis. Such variations, however, can stimulate further
scholarly discussion and thus deeper understanding.

A second type of challenge encountered while applying Berman’s analytic to Gen 49
specifically has to do with the investigation of Hebrew hapax legomena, rarely attested Greek words,
or words in dubious text-critical readings in either the Hebrew Vorlage or its translation. This difficulty
is exemplified in OG-Gen 49.5 by G’s choice of £ aipéoemg avtdv (or alternatively éapéoemg
avt®v) to translate the obscure term am°naon. Neither the LXX translators nor their translation notes
are on hand to provide insight or clarity regarding their translation decisions. Moreover, as previously
mentioned, proper assessment of an ancient translation’s vernacular network and its unique
juxtaposition of languages is challenging. This is not to say that, at some point in the future, scholars
may have the resources and data necessary to elucidate further such subtleties. At any rate, these
limitations do not significantly diminish the efficacy of Berman’s analytic for LXX research.

Berman’s analytic is a promising investigative tool that can be effectively employed in LXX
research. In future LXX investigations, it would be helpful to replace the descriptor “destruction,”
which appears in some of Berman’s categories, with the more neutral term “deformation” (e.g.
deformation of linguistic patternings; deformation of expressions and idioms). Furthermore, the focus

could be on analyzing deformations of other sections of text in OG-Gen, providing a more complete
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portrait of G’s “work on the lettre.” Berman’s negative analytic will be particularly interesting for LXX
texts that are thought to be freer translations of their respective Vorlagen (e.g. Isaiah, Job, or Proverbs).
The results of such analyses could be compared to daughter translations of the LXX and could possibly
also be contrasted with targumic texts, for example, as a means of discerning the difference(s) between
translation and commentary. Additionally, deforming tendencies could be assessed in other Greek
versions of the HB (such as “the Three”) or in possible citations of the HB/LXX in Josephus, Philo, the
New Testament, and/or patristic writings.

To conclude, this thesis constitutes another example of how Translation Studies can
constructively provide analytical tools and insights for the study of ancient texts, complementing van
der Louw’s transformations and prior work done on the interlinear paradigm. LXX scholars who
continue to tap into Translation Studies will undoubtedly discover even more means and methods of

tracking the sometimes elusive yet intriguing trail of the LXX translators.
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APPENDIX 1

Trials of the Foreign: Gen 49.1-15

VV.

Hebrew

Greek

Negative Analytic

X (1)

og

Clarification
Destruction of linguistic patternings

WDy

Tokodp

Qualitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)

1712 OR

TOVG VioLE avToD (i.e.
no preposition)

Quantitative impoverishment
(negligible)

037 77X

tva dvayyeilm Ouiv

Clarification (iva purpose clause)
Destruction of linguistic patternings

b

VUiV

Destruction of linguistic patternings
(negligible)

R

Tl

Destruction of linguistic patternings
(negligible)

0°72°7 DPANR2

€M’ oy ATOV TOV
NuUep®V

Destruction of expressions and
idioms

wnn

AKOVCOTE

Quantitative impoverishment (no
counterpart to vav)

Destruction of linguistic patternings
(no counterpart to vav; no
parataxis)

Destruction of rhythms

b1

Quantitative impoverishment
(negligible)

phalv7A

Topani

Quialitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)

3*

721X

‘Pouvfnv

Quialitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)

IR NPWRM

Kol apyT| TEKVOV OV,

Rescripting
Destruction of underlying networks
of signification (1X)
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VV.

Hebrew

Greek

Negative Analytic

DY 0

oKANPOG

QépecHut

Rescripting (7n°)
Destruction of underlying networks
of signification (An*-amn [vv. 3-4])

Rescripting (nxw)
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(substantive to infinitive)

TV Aamm

Kol GKANPOG

av0aoMg

Rescripting (7n°)
Destruction of underlying networks
of signification (An>-amn [vv. 3-4])

Rescripting (1v)

(n)ms

€EVPpLoag

Qualitative impoverishment
(wordplay, double entendre)

amn

éxléong

Qualitative impoverishment

Destruction of underlying networks
of signification (An*-amn [vv. 3-4])

émi

Expansion (negligible)

20Wn

Vv Koitnv

Quantitative impoverishment
(change of accidence [plural MT
and singular OG-Gen])

AR

TV GTPOUVAV 0D
avePng

Quantitative impoverishment
(missing first person possessive
suffix in "»x°)

Destruction of linguistic patternings
(addition of adverb ov, so change
of syntactic function [subordinate
clause]); change of accidence (3™
person to 2" person verb)
Rationalization

Expansion (addition of o0)
Destruction of rhythms

5*

A

Sopemv

Qualitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)

Aegvl

Qualitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)
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vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
"3 CLVETELEC QY Rescripting
Destruction of linguistic patternings
Expansion (implicit “they’)
Destruction of rhythm
onn adwkio Destruction of networks of
signification (macro level)
Qualitative impoverishment
QP Non €€ aipéoemg anT®V Rescripting
OR
gEapéoemg avTdV
6 W51 Xan YR 0702 €lg PouAn v avT®V un expansion
722 71N 9K 0772 gLOo1 M yuyn pov, destruction of rhythm
Kol €7l Tf] ovoTdoet
avT@OV U1 Epesicat T
NmoTé pov,
oonpa éni 1) ovetaosr avtdv | Clarification
7nn gpeioat Qualitative impoverishment
720 T4 MOTE LoV Destruction of networks of
signification
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(singular to plural)
VIR avOpdmovg Destruction of linguistic patternings
(singular to plural)
ah)am} Ko &v T émbopig Qualitative impoverishment
7 Y av0aoMg Rescripting
8* | nmm Tovda Qualitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)
BANAK o¢ aivésaioay Qualitative impoverishment
(alliteration)
Destruction of networks of
signification (wordplay)
Destruction of linguistic patternings
(inversion of Hebrew pronominal
suffix)
anR - Quantitative impoverishment
7 YEPEG Destruction of linguistic
patternings: singular to plural (MT,
but not SP).
il EMi VOTOL Rescripting
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UK °12 7PN

TAOAOV QO TOD
Ko T €Mkt TOV TdAOV
g dvov avToD

vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
9 Riela €k PAacTod Rescripting
Destruction of networks of
signification (root 77w in MT
Genesis)
gl OKVLVOG Rescripting
van gxountng Destruction of linguistic patternings
(change of accidence from 3 to 2"
person)
Qualitative impoverishment
(different stance of lion)
IR MW AN YD | oKOUVOG AEOVTOG; €K Qualitative impoverishment
7RI 720 BAooTtod; Avamecmv (the sound of /r/; alliteration and
gxoyundng g onomatopoeia)
AV
10 | vaw apyov Destruction of networks of
signification
Clarification
Qualitative impoverishment (loss of
metonymy)
PRI MYOVUEVOG Clarification
Qualitative impoverishment (loss of
metonymy)
an €K Quantitative impoverishment
1930 TOV UNpdV ovTod Destruction of expressions and
idioms
[R2=00 7v] [Eog av Exon] Expansion
oW TOL GITOKEILEVA OO TR
iR Ko odTOg Destruction of linguistic patternings
[2ny nip7] [rpocdoxkia 6vidv]
nap° TPOGdoKia Rescripting
oy EOvV Clarification
11 | >mox decpevv Qualitative impoverishment
1937 pOG dumelov Quantitative impoverishment
(indefinite in Greek)
BRIV POG AumeEAOV TOV Destruction of linguistic patternings

(parallelism of 7)
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vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
Py M MKt Qualitative impoverishment
(nuance of reddish colour)
1NN °12 TOV T®AOV TiiG VoL Destruction of networks of
avTod signification (semantic leveling)
Mo TNV TEPPOATV adTOD Undetermined meaning
12 | oy »hon yapomotol oi dpOoipoi | Rescripting
[avT0D] Qualitative impoverishment
(contrast of dark shade of eyes with
the whiteness of milk)
o1y *2°%on yapomnotoi oi debaipol | Expansion
avtod
aphi7i iy Aevkoi ol 6dOvTEG Expansion
avtod
251 /10 amo oivov / Destruction of linguistic patternings
1 Yo
13* | 191 Zafoviov Qualitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)
oo Mo TOPAALOG Clarification
(Quantitative impoverishment, q117)
oo AN TapaAog Qualitative impoverishment (17 1°
nrIR N nap’ Sppov mhoimv not explicitly translated; loss of
possible onomatopoeia)
N3 TOPOTEVET Destruction of linguistic patternings
14* | [owwr Tooaydp Qualitative impoverishment? (lack
of signifying/iconic richness)
plalyl T0 KOAOV Rescripting
Expansion (addition of definite
article)
b gmefdunoev Rescripting
van AVOTOVOUEVOC Qualitative impoverishment
aPablirgaly TOV KANpOV Rescripting
15 | xM Kol 10V Destruction of linguistic patternings
ppightal NV avamavo Expansion (addition of definite
article)
fafalial miov Clarification
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vv. | Hebrew Greek Negative Analytic
nn/[an] / 70 KOOV / Ko Ennoblement (?)
mhlo
van/ avomavopevog / v
Paighia avamovoty
ann/ 70 KOAOV Destruction of networks of
MW v/ OIEONKeV TOV DUOV signification
732V 07 avTod
avip yeopyds
ann T0 KOAOV Destruction of networks of
signification regarding animal
metaphors (vv. 9, 14, 17, 21, and
27).
MW UM VIEONKEY TOV DUOV Qualitative impoverishment
avTod Quantitative impoverishment
(absence of conjunction)
Destruction of rhythms (absence of
conjunction)
72V 0N avnp Yewpyog Rescripting

Destruction of networks of
signification
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APPENDIX 2

Inventory of Deformations: Gen 49.1-15
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Rationalization —- TOTAL 1

Hebrew

Greek

i) ARMIANS

TV GTPOUVAV 00 &vERNG

Clarification - TOTAL 8

vv. | Hebrew Greek
1 X (V) 0¢
1 007 37 va avayyeilm vpiv
6 oonpa £ni Tf] CVETAGEL AVTAOV
10 | vaw dpyov
10 | pprn NyoOuEVOG
10 | ony £0vdv
13 | oo b TOPAAOG
15 | an;m miov
Expansion - TOTAL 9
vv. | Hebrew Greek
4 - i
4 | 9w oy THV GTPOUVIV 00 AvEPNC
5 "3 GULVETELEGOY
6 | >wo1Xan HX 0702 €ic PovAnyv avt@v un EX0ot 1| yoyn Hov,
*722 770 X 27Apa Kal £ Tfj GLoTAGEL AVTAY PN Epeicon To NTaTd
LLov,
10 | [®22 0 7y] [Emg 6v EXON]
v TO AOKEILEVE, OOTEH
12 | oory »hon yapormotol oi dpOHaApol anTod
12 | oaw 32> Aevkoi o1 000vTEG 0VTOD
14 | mn T0 KOAOV
15 | nmn TNV AVATOVoLY
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4. Ennoblement and popularization - TOTAL 1
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V. Hebrew Greek
15530 | yan/[1am])/ 70 KaAOV/KaAR
mhlo)
van/ avomavopevog / v avamoncty
anan
5. Qualitative Impoverishment — TOTAL 25 (*eliminating Hebrew names reduces this total
to 17)
vv. | Hebrew Greek
1* | apw Toxop
2% | R Toponi
3* | 3210 ‘Pouvfnv
4 (n)m» €E0Pproag
4 mn éxléong
S* | Nynw Sopemv
5% |7 Agvi
5 onn aokia
6 iz épeioan
6 akigin)) Koi €v 1§} émlupiq
8* | o Tovda
8 BANAK o€ aivéocaioayv
8 77v2 €M VOTOV
9 =h gxotunong
9 TR ;5 A0R; TR $27 YD oKOUVOG AéovTog; €k PAaGTOD; Avamec®V
€Kotunong ag Aéwv
10 el apymv
10 | ppnn nNyodpeEVOG
11 | »oX deopedmv
11 | apw® T At
12 | ooy *oon yapomotoi oi d@Oaipol [avtod]
13* | 191 Zafoviodv
13 | oo anb TapaAlog
NIk AIno nap’ Opuov TAoimv

830 This is qualified as merely a possible instance of ennoblement.
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14* | qoww Tocaydp
14 |y AVOTOVOIEVOGS
15 | mow v VIEOMKEV TOV OOV aDTOD
6. Quantitative Impoverishment - TOTAL 10
vw. | Hebrew Greek
1 1912 OR TOVG viovg avtod (i.e. NO preposition)
2 WHN aKovoaTE
2 oK -
4 20w TNV Kottnv
4 A RIAN S TV GTPOUVIV 00 &vERNg
8 Ny -
10 | pan €K
11 1937 POG dumerov
13 | oo b TOPAAOG
15 13 V™ VEONKeV TOV dUOV 00TOD
7. Destruction of rhythms — TOTAL 4
vv. | Hebrew Greek
2 RN dxovcorte
4 oY YN TV GTPOUVAV 00 &vERNG
5 "3 oLveETEAESAV
6 W51 Ran YR 0702 €lg PovAnv avTdV pn EABot 1| yoyn pov,
723 770 9K 0%np2 kal i 11} GuoTdoel avTdv uf Epeicon To HmaTd
Hov,
8. Destruction of underlying networks of signification - TOTAL 12
vw. | Hebrew Greek
3 n 2KANPOg
3 anm Kol okANPOC
3 v av0admg
4 amn éxCéong
5 onn aduciol
6 720 T8 AT pov
8 BANAK o€ aivéocaoav
9 QRlelal €K PAaotod
10 el apyov
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11 1INR "1 TOV TAOAOV THG dvov adTod
15 a0/ TO KOAOV
MW v/ VIEONKEV TOV OOV aDTOD
72V 0N avnp yeopyog /
mlely 10 koAov (animal metaphors in w. 9, 14, 17, 21,
and 27)

9. Destruction of linguistic patternings — TOTAL 18

vv. | Hebrew Greek
1 X (%) 0¢
1 037 77K va avayysilm Opiv
1 el vuiv (no preposition)
1 WX it
2 W aKovoaTE
3 nRY DépecOon
4 A RIAN S TV GTPOUVIV 00 &vERNg
5 | ovveTéAEoaV
6 |70 T4 AT pLov
6 VR avOpodTOLg
8 N o€ aivéocaoay
8 7 YEIPES
9 =h gxotunong
10 | ™ Kol o0TOG
[y nap] [tpocdokia 6vidv]
11 | 77y o POC GumeAov TOV TOAOV 0TOD
UNKR °12 7PN Ko tf) EMKt TOV TdAOV THG Hvou avTod
12 | 25/ n amo oivov /
7 Yoo
13 | o TOPOTEVET
15 | ™ Kol idmv

10. Destruction of vernacular networks or their exoticization - Undetermined

VV. Hebrew

Greek

11. Destruction of expressions and idioms — TOTAL 2

VV. Hebrew

Greek

1 0°72°7 D°ANR2

EM’EoyATOV TOV UEPDV
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10

17737

| TAOV UNp®V o0 Tod

12. Effacement of the superimposition of languages - Undetermined

vv. | Hebrew Greek
13. Rescripting— TOTAL 16

vv. | Hebrew Greek

3 e oKANPOG

3 nRY @épectan

3 nM Kol oKANPOS

3 v av0aomMg

5 "3 ouvvetédeoay

5 algiglpiela €€ aipéoemg avTdv
OR
€Eapéoemg avTAOV

7 v av0adNng

8 77v2 £ VOTOV

9 DRlelal €K Practod

9 X2 OKVUVOG

10 nap° TPOGOoKia

12 | ooy Hoon yapomotoi ot dOpOaipol [avtod]

14 N 10 KOAOV

14 alnh! gmebouncev

14 apabalirgabyi TV KAMpOV

15 72y On avnp yewpyog




