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OG Old Greek

p plural
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S singular
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TS Translation Studies

TT Target Text (the translation)

\Y/ Vulgate

Sigla

> is rendered

%) no reading, minus

X number of times

Books of the Bible and other ancient sources follow the abbreviations found in The SBL
Handbook of Style.



Table of Contents

DBCIAALION ...t bbb bbbttt bbbt ne e [

ACKNOWIEAGMENTS. ...ttt st se e b e b et e sreenteenee e I

F N o] o] (A AT AT TSRO PSRRI ii

TaADIE OF CONTENTS......eiiiieiieiee ettt bbb be e b e ne e sbeenbenreenns %

Chapter 1: INTFOQUCTION .....oveeiieiieiiee ettt ettt re et neesre e e s 1

1.1 General DaCKGrOUNG ..........ooiiiieece e sneene s 1

1.2 TrANSIALION ...t sb et 2

1.3 Translation STUTIES .......coeiiiiiieiee et 4

1.4 SePtUAGINT STUAIES .....ocvveieeee et e et e e e e sneenne s 6

1.5 Merging Septuagint Studies and Translation StUdI€S ............ccoveririiiienienieiiens 7

1.6 Problem statement and hYPothesiS..........couviiiiiiiiie e 7

1.7 Methodological frameWOIK............coiieiiiieiieie e 8

1.8 Delimitation OF STUAY ........cooiiieiiiieee e 8

I @ o =T -1 o] o SRS 9
Chapter 2: Overview of studies on LXX-Micah and translation technique in the

YU 1] ] =) TSP 11

2.1 INEFOTUCTION ...ttt bbb bbb 11

2.2 Studies 0N LXX-MICAN ......coviiiiiiiie e e 11

2.2.1.J0NN TAYIOK .ot e 11

2.2.2 Siegfried SChWaNTES........ccoviiii e 12

2.2.3 DENNIS R. MAJAIY ...couviiiieiiieit ettt 12

2.2.4 SUMIMAIY ...ttt ettt sttt e et e e tb e be e sae e e nbe e be e e be e snneebeesnnas 13

2.3 Translation technique in the Latter Prophets ........ccccooeveiieiiciecc e 14

2.3.1 H. St. J. ThaCKEray ......ccovviieiieic e 14

2.3.2.JaN 08 WAAIG.......c.eiiiiiiieieese e 15

2.3.3Thomas W. Phelan ... s 16

2.3.4 JeNNITEI M. DINES....ooiiiiiiiiieiiee et 16

2.3.5J0NN AL BECK ..ot 18

2.3.6 JAMES K. PAIMEN......coiiiiiiieiice e 21

2.3.7 Theo A. W. Van der LOUW .......c.cooueiereeniieie it 22

2.3.8 W. EAWArd GIENNY......ccviiiieiicie e 23

2.3.9 Staffan OlofFSON.......ccviiiiiice s 25

2.3.10 DANIEI M. O HAIE .ot 27



Vi

2.3 1L EFC J. TUIY oot 29

2.3.12 Summary and Evaluation............ccccoeiieiiiinneeesesee e 30
Chapter 3: Descriptive Translation Studies as the Theoretical and Methodological

FRAMEBWOTK ..ot bbbt sb bbb ene s 32

B L INEFOUUCTION ...ttt bbb bbb s 32

3.2 Development of Descriptive Translation StUdIES .........cccvvvververviie e 32

3.3.CAUSAl MOUEL ..o 35

3.3.1 Causal conditions (preliminary NOrMS).........cccovveererieneninsieneee e 36

3.3 2 TranSlated tEXL........uereiieiieiieie e 37

3.3.2.1 Obligatory Shifts .......cccooveiiiii i 40

3.3.2.2 Non-obligatory ShiftS .........ccccovviiiiiinieiie e 40

3.3.2.2.1 When text understood ............ccooveverieneneneneninennens 40

3.3.2.2.2 When text apparently not understood ....................... 41

3.3.3 Translation EFfECES.......cceviiiieiirie s 41

3.4 CONCIUSION ...ttt bbbt n s 44

Chapter 4: A comparative analysis of MT-Micah and LXX-Micah.........ccccoviiiiiniinnnnnnne 46

I a1 oo [V od o] o PP UT PRSP ORISR 46

A2 IMICAN L oottt bbbt neenreeae s 47

A.2.LIMICAN 1.1 oo s 47

4.2.2 MICAN 1.2 ..ot 49

4.2.3MICN 1.3 ..ot 55

A4.24 MICBN 14 ..o 56

425 MiICN 1.5 oo 57

4.2.6 MICAN 1.6 ...ocveiiciicie e 59

A.2.7 MICAN 1.7 oo e 62

A28 MICAN 1.8 ... s 64

429 MICAN 1.9 ..o s 65

4.2.00 MICAN 1.10 oot e 66

4.2 L1 MICAN 111 oot 70

4.2.12 MICAN 112 .ot 72

4.2 L3 MICAN 113 . 74

4214 MICAN 114 oo 76

4.2 15 MICAN 115 oo s 77

A S Y o= o 0 TSP PPR 78

A3 IVICAN 2 ettt ettt et et e e et e e e e e e e e et et e e e e e e e aaaes 80



vii

A.3.1MICAN 2.1 oo s 80
4.3 2 IMICAN 2.2 ..ot 82
A.3.3MICAN 2.3 .. s 84
4.3 4 MICN 2.4 ..ot 85
435 MiICN 2.5 ..o 90
4.3.6 MICAN 2.6 ..ot 90
4.3.7 MICAN 2.7 oottt 92
A.3.8MICAN 2.8 ... s 94
4.3.9 IMICAN 2.9 ..o 98
4.3.L0 MICAN 2.10 ..t 101
4.3 L1 MICEAN 2. 11 o 102
4.3.12 MICAN 2.12 ..ot 104
4.3 L3 MICAN 2.13 ..ot 107
Y o o OSSOSO 108
A4 L MICEN 3.1 oo s 108
442 MICAN 3.2 ..o e 110
AA3IMICAN 3.3 .. o 111
AAAMICEAN 3.4 ..o 112
AAS5MICAN 3.5 .o 114
A48 MICEN 3.6 ..o 115
O T T OSSP 116
A48 MICN 3.8 ..ot 117
A4.4.9 MICAN 3.9 ..o s 119
4.4.00 MICAN 3.20 .ot 119
4411 MICAN 3. 1L oot 120
4412 MICAN 312 ...t 122
A5 MICAN 4 ..ot re e 123
A5 LIMICAN 4.1 ..o 123
A.5.2 MICN 4.2 ..ot 125
A5.3MICAN 4.3 ..o s 126
A5 4 MICBN 4.4 ..o s 127
A55 MICAN 4.5 ..o e 129
A5.6MICAN 4.6 ..o 131
A5.7 MICAN 4.7 ..o e 133

A58 IMICAN 4.8 ..o 133



viii

A5.9MICAN 4.9 ..o 134
4.5. 10 MICAN 4.10 .ttt 136
A5. 11 MICAN 4. 1L oo 138
A4.5.12 MICAN 4.12 ..ot 139
A5. 13 MICAN 4.13 ... 139
A5. 14 MICAN 4.14 ..o e 142
4.6 MICAN 5 ...ttt ettt e 143
4.6.LIMICAN 5.1 .o 143
4.6.2 MICAN 5.2 ..ot 144
4.6.3MICAN 5.3 .. oo 145
4.6.4MICAN 5.4 ..o 146
A4.6.5 MiICAN 5.5 ..o e 148
4.6.6 MICAN 5.6 ..o e 149
4.6.7 MICAN 5.7 ..o 152
4.6.8MiICAN 5.8 ..o e 153
4.6.9 MICAN 5.9 .. oo 154
4.6.10 MICAN 5.10 ....uiiiiiiiic et 155
4.6.11 MICAN 5.11 ..oviiiiicic e 155
4.6.12 MICAN 5.12 ...ooiiiei ettt 157
4.6.13 MiICAN 5.13 ..ot e 158
4.6.14 MICAN 5.14 ..ottt 160
o Y o o OSSPSR 161
AT LMICEN 6.1 ..o s 161
A.7.2 MICAN 6.2 ..ot 162
AT.3MICAN 6.3 ... e 164
AT AMICAN B.4 ..o 164
AT.5MICAN B.5 ..o 165
A.7.6 MICAN 6.6 ... e 166
A.T7.7 MICAN 6.7 ..ottt 168
A.T7.8MICEN 6.8 ..o e 169
A.7.9 MICAN 6.9 ..o s 171
4.7.00 MiICAN 620 ...t e 173
A.7. L1 MICAN B.11 .ot 174
A.7. 12 MICAN B.12 ...ttt 175

4713 MICAN B.13 ... 176



AT7.LAMICAN B.14 ..ot 177

A.7. 15 MICAN B.15 ..o 179

A.7.06 MICAN B.16 ....ooeiiiieiiic ittt 180

A8 MICAN 7 ..ottt sttt a ettt e 181

A.8.LMICEN 7.1 oot 181

A.8.2 MICAN 7.2 ..ottt ettt 184

A.8.3MICAN 7.3 ..ot 185

A.8BAMICEAN 7.4 ..o 187

485 MICAN 7.5 .o 189

A.8.6 MICAN 7.6 ...t 191

A.8.7 IMICAN 7.7 oo 192

A.8.8MICAN 7.8 ..ot e 194

4.8.9 MICAN 7.9 ..o s 195

4.8.10 MICAN 7.10 .oiiiiiiiiiiieesie e e 196

A.8. L1 MICAN 711 .o e 196

A.8. 12 MICAN 7.12 ..ottt e 199

A.8.L3MICAN 7.13 .. oot 201

A.8.LAMICAN 7. 14 oot 201

A.8.15 MICAN 7.15 ..ot 203

4.8.16 MICAN 7.16 ..ot e 204

A.8.17 MICAN 7.17 oot e 204

4.8.18 MICAN 7.18 ... 206

4.8.19 MICAN 7.19 .o s 207

4.8.20 MICAN 7.20 ..o e 208

4.9 CONCIUSTONS.....ooiiieiieitie ittt bttt st re e reenee e 209

Chapter 5: Categorisation of Translation ShiftS..........ccccccoveiieiiiii i 212

5.1 INEFOUUCTION ...ttt bbbttt bbb 212

5.2 Verbal COMrelations.........cooiiiiiiiiiiiee e 212

5.3 Morphological, lexical and syntactic Shifts ..........ccccceeveiieiiiie i 236
5.4 Differences due to translation, transcription and transmission errors or a

different Hebrew Vorlage ... 265

5.4.1 Translation, transcription and transSmissSioN errors..........coceveveereeeneene 265

5.4.2 Different Hebrew VOrlage ... 267

5.5 Operational NOMMIS...........vcuiiieiiee sttt e e ae e nns 272

5.5.1 Oblgatory ShIftS.......cccveieiiieiiee e 272



5.5.2 Non-obligatory shifts (when text understood) ...........cccccevveveiirnennnene 274

5.5.2.1 SEYIE covoeeeeeeeee et 274

5.5.2.2 CIAIEY et 275

5.5.2.2.1 EXPlICItiSAtioN .......covvveieciecree e 276

5.5.2.2.2 CONCIetiSAtioN .......ccevevvirieririsieiee e 280

5.5.2.2.3 HArmoniSation.............coovverinineeienene e 281

5.5.2.2.4 INterpretation........ccccovevueeeerveiesee e see e 283

5.5.2.3 TEOIOGY ...eoveeiiiie et 285

5.5.2.4 1dEOIOGY ...vveiveeiiiie ittt 291

5.5.3 Non-obligatory shifts (when text apparently not understood) .............. 294

5.5.3.1 SIOt translations.........cccooveiieiiiie i 294

5.5.3.2 OMISSIONS....cviiiiiiiiiieieieie ettt 295

5.6 SUMMIAIY ...ttt ettt e st s b e e s sbe e e st e e snbe e e nnbeeennneeeas 296
Chapter 6: Summary and CONCIUSIONS. ........c.cciueiiiieiieresie e se e sre e nee s 298
6.1 INEFOTUCTION ...ttt ettt sb et 298

5.2 SUMIMAIY ...ttt etttk b e bt e bt e b e e bt e s st e e beeembeebe e snneenbeesnneeneeas 298

6.2.1 ChapLer L.. .o et 298

6.2.2 ChaPLEI 2. e 299

6.2.3 Chapter 3 ... e 300

B.2.4 ChapLer 4......ooeeee et 300

B.2.5 Chapler 5. 301

6.3 CONCIUSIONS ..ottt bbbttt sb et sne s 302

B.3.1 SEYIE e 302

I O - | SRR 302

6.3.3 TNEOIOQY ...t 302

6.3.4 1EOIOQY ..ot 303

6.4 FULUIE PEISPECTLIVES ....eouiiiiiitieitieie ettt sttt sttt nes 304

WVOTKS CHEBA ..ottt b et b et e e bt et e e st et e e teenee e 306
AADSTTACT ... bbbt 321



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1  General background

In the 3" century B.C.E. in Alexandria, Egypt, the first five books of the Hebrew Bible
were translated into Greek. Because of the supposed 70 (or 72 translators) involved in the
process, this translation was referred to as the Septuagint (LXX). Subsequent to the
completion of the LXX, the rest of the Hebrew Bible was translated and completed by the 1%
century B.C.E (Marcos 2000, 50). Over time, the entire collection of Greek translations of the
Hebrew Bible, as well as the apocryphal and deuterocanonical books, came to be known as
the LXX. * For simplicity, | use the term LXX to refer to the Old Greek translations within
this corpus.

The focus of this study is LXX-Micah as a translation. As such, the goal is to
discover the characteristics and message of the translation as a different text than that of the
original Hebrew. Some differences reveal translation errors or a different Hebrew Vorlage;
others reflect the interventions of the translator as an agent of change. He was rewriting a
text, occasionally adjusting for style and clarity, but also infusing his idiosyncratic ideology
and theology (which may not have been entirely different from the ideology and theology of
his historical milieu) to meet the needs of his target audience. “Translation is, of course, a
rewriting of an original text. All rewritings, whatever their intention, reflect a certain
ideology and a poetics and as such manipulate literature to function in a given society in a

given way” (Bassnett and Lefevere 1992, vii).

1 Hengel (2002, 19) notes that Christian authors were the first to call the Greek Old Testament oi
£Bdounkovto “the Septuaginta.”



1.2 Translation

Though the process of translation has been conducted throughout history, there has
not always been a consensus on the identity of a “good” translation. The essence of
(interlingual) translation,? according to Roman Jakobson, is “an interpretation of verbal signs
by means of some other language” (Jakobson 2004, 139). So is a “good” translation the one
that most accurately interprets the verbal signs of one language into those of another? Asked
another way, is a “good” translation the one that most closely mirrors the linguistic image of
the source language? Given that no two languages perfectly align linguistically, how do we
judge the “quality” of one translation vis-a-vis another?

Central to the issue of translation “quality” are the ideas of correspondence and
equivalence. Werner Koller (1989) relates correspondence and equivalence to Ferdinand de
Saussure’s langue and parole, respectively (de Saussure 1966, 9-13). Correspondence in
translation is reflected by the translator’s knowledge of the source and target langue;
equivalence in translation is reflected by the translator’s competence with the source and
target parole (Koller 1989, 99-104).2 When a translator possesses a high competence in the
source and target langue, then translation differences can be attributed to either the linguistic
gap or the unique paroles of the two languages.* Correspondence relates to obligatory
translation decisions or linguistic norms that guide (or even restrict) the translator;
equivalence deals with non-obligatory translation decisions made as the translator determines
the best way to communicate the source text (based on stylistic, cultural, ideological,

theological or political criteria). According to Nord (1997, 36), “In Skopostheorie,

2 Jakobson also distinguishes intralingual translation (rewording) and intersemiotic translation
(transmutation through a nonverbal sign system) (2004, 139).

3 When assessing ancient translations, it is often difficult to determine the translator’s knowledge of
langue or competence with parole. For instance, when there seems to be a more accurate way to translate a
particular word, the question arises as to whether the translator was unfamiliar with the meaning of that word or
whether he intentionally rendered it differently for an ideological reason (or even for a cultural, theological or
political reason).

4 When dealing with ancient texts where the original translation setting and the transmission history are
not known, other possibilities for translation differences arise (e.g. different Vorlage, transmission error, or
redaction).



equivalence means adequacy to a Skopos that requires that the target text serve the same
communicative function or functions as the source text” (cf. Reiss and Vermeer, 1984).

Jakobson (2004, 139) claims that “equivalence in difference is the cardinal problem of
language and the pivotal concern of linguistics.” Equivalence has been a source of tension in
western translation theory for the past two thousand years (Hatim et al 2004, 11). Ever since
Cicero’s Latin translation of De optimo genere oratorum in the 1% century BCE and St.
Jerome’s translation of the Vulgate in the 4" century ce (both of which were rendered in a
sense-for-sense manner), there has been debate about what constitutes optimal equivalence
(Munday 2008, 19). Labels for equivalence have included “literal,” “free,” and “faithful” as
well as “word-for-word” and “sense-for-sense” (Munday 2008, 19). “Faithful” as a label has
traditionally been used with respect to Bible translation, where anything other than “faithful”
was liable to another label—"heresy.”

In the 1960s Eugene Nida challenged the notion that the most “faithful” translation of
the Bible must adhere as closely as possible to the form and content of the source text.®
Translation, according to Nida, should capture the sense of the source text and transfer this
same sense into the target text. The translation should, as a result, impact the target audience
in the same way that it impacted the original source culture audience. Nida (2003, 159)
suggested new categories of equivalence that he called formal and dynamic. “Formal
equivalence focuses attention on the message itself, in both form and content”; “dynamic
equivalence aims at complete naturalness of expression, and tries to relate the receptor to
modes of behavior relevant within the context of his own culture.” Nida’s idea of dynamic
equivalence highlights the tendency of translators to consider the target culture in their

translations.

> Whereas some translation scholars use the adjective “faithful”” along with “literal” (e.g., Cook 2010b,
629), | believe it is more accurate to think of “faithful” as it relates to the source text message or the target text
skopos. Furthermore, the label “faithful” should at times be used in instances that would be described as free
renderings (cf. Aejmelaeus [1993b, 122] regarding portions of LXX-Exodus).



Nida’s emphasis on the cultural element in translation prompted scholars to explore
this issue further. Since a language is embedded in its culture, it carries with it various
characteristics of that culture. Therefore, when a translation is conducted, the translator is not
merely dealing with linguistic signs but with the cultural identity associated with those signs.
Lawrence Venuti captures both the linguistic and cultural elements of translation:
“Translation never communicates in an untroubled fashion because the translator negotiates
the linguistic and cultural differences of the foreign text by reducing them and supplying
another set of differences, basically domestic, drawn from the receiving language and culture

to enable the foreign to be received there” (2000, 468).

1.3  Translation Studies

The field of study that considers these ideas as they relate to the process and product
of translation is called “translation studies.” In a paper he delivered in 1972, Robert Holmes
both named and set the trajectory for this field. In his paper, Holmes divided the field of
translation studies into two main areas: pure translation studies and applied translation
studies. Pure translation studies has two goals: “(1) to describe the phenomena of translating
and translation(s) as they manifest themselves in the world of our experience, and (2) to
establish general principles by means of which these phenomena can be explained and
predicted” (Holmes 1988, 71). The first goal can be achieved through “descriptive translation
studies” and the second through “translation theory.” Holmes divided descriptive translation
studies into three focus areas: product-oriented, process-oriented and function-oriented
(Holmes 1988, 73-78). Descriptive translation studies (DTS) in the branch of pure translation
studies, is most relevant for this study.

Within DTS, a great deal of progress has been made to develop theories (e.g.,

polysystem, skopos and frame) and models (e.g., comparative, process and causal) for the



analysis of translations.® According to Naudé (2011, 228), it is the functionalist and
descriptive approaches that have “helped to steer translation studies away from the
submissive viewpoint of the role of the translator” because “both view translation as a new
communicative act that is aimed at serving a purpose for the target culture, even if this results
in differences from the source text.” | believe that using this target-oriented or functionalist
approach leads to the best description of the LXX translation.

Despite the many advances within DTS, relatively little attention has been devoted to
the LXX translation.” The attention it has received primarily involves assessing the LXX as a
product. For instance, Barnstone (1993, 165-172) in The Poetics of Translation: History,
Theory, Practice devotes one page to the LXX and six to the Book of Aristeas, in which he
describes its commissioning and subsequent result. Similarly, Delisle and Woodsworth
(1995, 162-4) in Translators through History discuss the background of the LXX (also by
way of the Book of Aristeas) and its reception in Judaism.

Van der Louw (2007, 12) proposes several reasons for the sparse treatment of the
LXX in Translation Studies and | will highlight two. First, our knowledge of the LXX as an
object of study is limited (e.g., there is no established LXX source text, there are no native
speakers to consult, and we know relatively little about the methods used in the translation
process). Second, because of its antiquity, it is less relevant for policy-makers and hence

attracts less funding.

& Polysystem (Even-Zohar, 2010); skopos (Reiss and Vermeer, 1984); frame theory (Baker, 2006; Wilt,
2003); comparative model (Catford, 1965), process model (Nida, 1969), causal model (Chesterman, 1998,
2000).

7 An exception is Vermeer’s treatment of the LXX in Skizzen zu einer Geschichte der Translation. He
concludes that the LXX is characterised by Wortlichkeit “literalness” but acknowledges the existence of sections
that do not exhibit that character (1992, 256-258). He suggests five causes for nonliteral translation. The first, a
shift resulting from a lexical deficiency in the target language, he considers an obligatory shift. The other causes
involve a changed function in the different culture and religious community, different interpretation of the
passage and influence of the dragoman method (1992, 260-261).



1.4  Septuagint Studies

Over the centuries since the completion of the LXX, it has been valued for different
reasons. For instance, in ca. 125 c.E., Aquila revised the LXX in order to produce a Greek
translation that more closely aligned with the Hebrew text of his day. In the last century,
biblical scholars have used the LXX as a means to retrovert to the original Hebrew text or the
Hebrew text at a particular stage. This is the historical field of textual criticism within
Septuagint Studies.

Textual criticism is a field rich with tools and theories for analysing individual
translation shifts. Attention is given to the interaction of ancient versions of, and witnesses to,
the Hebrew Bible. Some ancient scribal practices are identified and utilised in the evaluation
of the translation, transcription and transmission of texts (e.g., scribal exegetical techniques,
linguistic competencies, and orthographic errors).

However, the field of Septuagint Studies has been slow to incorporate advances in
Translation Studies in order to analyse translators and their translations rather than to
discover the source text. Traditionally, Septuagint Studies has given more attention to scribal
practices in general than to the tendencies of individual translators. This field has tended to be
myopic in its analysis of individual words and phrases to the neglect of the broader context of
the passage, book or genre. As Munday (2012a, 18) argues, “The concentration on patterns of
shifts, rather than individual instances, reduces the obstacle of the crucial question of
interpretation.” More work could be done to assess the preliminary norms for unique
translations as well as the operational norms that guided the translators. It seems that the yield
of this work would be more accurate explanations for particular translation shifts (and fewer

explanations which posit a different Vorlage).



1.5  Merging Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies

This study will utilise the strengths of both Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies
toward the analysis of LXX-Micah. The strength of Septuagint Studies is its acknowledgment
of the tendency for humans to error.® Scribes made errors through orthographic and
phonological mistakes as well through their own linguistic incompetence. This reality must
not be ignored. Simultaneously, the strength of Translaton Studies is its acknowledgment that
the translation process involves a series of choices made by humans operating within certain
linguistic and cultural contexts. Each translator, along with his linguistic competencies,
theology and ideology, is unique. The norms of his linguistic and cultural context guide him
through the translation process. His translation task involves navigating these norms to
communicate the source text to his target audience. Translation Studies provides the tools
needed to uncover translation tendencies due to cognitive, linguistic, cultural and

ideological/theological factors.

1.6 Problem statement and hypothesis

Though the LXX is legitimately used to access the underlying Hebrew text, its
character and nature should not be solely defined by that function. When a certain LXX text
does not correspond to the Hebrew text in the expected way and it is labeled “free” or, worse
yet, “bad,” then its nature has been misunderstood.® Further, labels are often applied at the
risk of leveling the data and over-generalising the nuanced character of the LXX (whether the
entire corpus or a portion of it).

I propose that LXX-Micah can be accurately described by approaching the LXX

translator as an agent of change, who was working with a skopos in mind (perhaps one other

8 Cf. Tov (2012); Wiirthwein (1994); Brotzman (1994); Fishbane (1985).

° Both Translation Studies and Septuagint Studies scholars have given labels to the Septuagint. For
example, André Lefevere (1990, 15) claims, “But the fact that the Septuagint was, in reality, a ‘bad’ translation
did nothing to undermine its image... .” Bruce Waltke (1999, 164) asserts, “the translation of the Torah is
excellent, but the translation of the Minor Prophets scroll is second-rate.”



than producing a literal rendering of the source text) as he rewrote the text for his target
culture. From this vantage point, | will be able to analyse his work without the mental

expectation that it must be either good or bad, first-rate or second-rate, faithful or unfaithful.

1.7 Methodological framework

This study utilises the Causal Model developed by Chesterman (1998, 2000).1° The
advantage of the causal model is its broad scope, which incorporates the comparative and
process models while also considering the importance of preliminary norms (causal
conditions) and translation effects (target culture reception). While preliminary norms and
translation effects must help to explain translation technique, the priority is placed on analysis
of the translated text and this analysis comprises the bulk of my study. It is important to note
that my text analysis involved a circular process whereby | made initial explanations,
categorised translation shifts, discerned translation patterns, then refined my initial

explanations.

1.8 Delimitation of study

I chose to limit this study to LXX-Micah for several reasons. First, compared to the
Pentateuch, Isaiah and Jeremiah, relatively little work has been done in the Twelve Prophets
using Translation Studies approaches. Through my work, | hope to contribute valuable data
on translation technique in the Twelve. Second, the book of Micah is short enough to
adequately analyse every morpheme. Third, Micah is long enough to compile the data
necessary to discern translation patterns. Fourth, preliminary investigations in Micah
indicated that there are interesting differences between the LXX and the MT that may reflect

more than translation errors or a variant Hebrew Vorlage.

10 See §3.2 for further details on my theoretical background and methodological framework.



There is also a drawback to studying only one book in the Twelve. If, in fact, there
was one translator or a group of translators for the Twelve (which is the general consensus),*
then my conclusions must be tentative until similar work is conducted on the rest of the
Twelve. As additional data are collected and translation patterns discerned in the Twelve,
then we can refine our conclusions drawn for individual books. On the other hand, additional
data may lead to the conclusion that the Twelve was not translated by a single translator or
group of translators. In any case, additional work using Translation Studies approaches is

necessary for a clear picture to emerge regarding the translation character of the Twelve.

1.9  Organisation

Chapter 2 presents reviews of other work conducted in LXX-Micah (in general) and
LXX-Latter Prophets (using Translation Studies approaches). Chapter 3 begins with the
theoretical framework and primary models of DTS. | then explain why I utilise the causal
model, which incorporates the comparative and process models. The remainder of chapter 3
analyses the causal conditions (preliminary norms), the factors influencing the translation
process (operational norms), and the translation effects on the target culture. Chapter 4
provides a verse-by-verse analysis of LXX-Micah. For each verse, | provide both the Hebrew
text (according to BHQ) and the Greek text (according to Ziegler) with my own translation of
each. Each coupled-pair (i.e., the source text word or phrase and the translation of it) along
with an explanation of the translation is provided below the verse.'? Chapter 5 begins with
two large tables—the first details the correlation between Hebrew conjugations and the
respective moods and tenses in Greek; the second table displays the morphological, semantic

and syntactic shifts from chapter 4. Following these tables, I discuss differences due to

11 Cf. Thackeray 1903c, 579; Muraoka 1989, 25-36; Dines 1991, 14; Howard 2007, 780-781; Kraus et
al 2009, 1165-66; Glenny 2009, 261-262.

12 Note that many of these explanations were made or refined after the translation patterns were
discerned.
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translation/transcription/transmission errors or a different Hebrew Vorlage. In the last section
in chapter 5 I describe the operational norms (reflected by both obligatory and non-obligatory
shifts) which guided the translator(s) of LXX-Micah. Finally, chapter 6 provides a summary
for each chapter, the conclusions of the study organised around important translation

tendencies and a prospective for future studies.
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Chapter 2: Overview of studies on LXX-Micah and translation technique
in the Latter Prophets

2.1 Introduction

This chapter surveys the studies that have been conducted on LXX-Micah (whether or
not they were approached from a translation study perspective) as well as the studies in the
Latter Prophets that have utilised translation theory. The purpose is to build upon other work
but also to set apart my study as one using an innovative approach. Within each category, the

survey is organized chronologically.!

2.2 Studies on LXX-Micah
2.2.1 John Taylor

In 1890 John Taylor published a verse-by-verse commentary on the book of Micah.
From a text critical point of view, his versional data are valuable. His approach to variations
is sophisticated: “It is impossible for a collator to determine beforehand the value or
valuelessness of any given variation: that is a point which can only be decided when the
document comes to be used for critical purposes. Hence every variation, however slight,
should be noted” (1890, ix).

It is Taylor’s goal that differentiates his study from the present one. In stating that
“the ancient Versions supply a considerable amount of help in restoring the original,” he
illuminates his goal to establish the Massoretic Text (MT) (1890, v). At the end of his study
he lists thirty-nine “proposed alterations” and seven “alterations for which a fair degree of
probability may be claimed” (1890, 193-195). By contrast, the present study sets out to

describe the character of one of the ancient versions, the LXX, vis-a-vis the MT. It is

! Unfortunately, | was unable to obtain a copy of Arieti’s 1972 dissertation (A Study in the Septuagint
of the Book of Amos).
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important to gain a clear understanding of LXX-Micah as an independent work before

attempting to posit a different Vorlage behind the translation.

2.2.2 Siegfried J. Schwantes

Schwantes states as his primary aim to present “a new attempt at clarifying some of
the linguistic obscurities in the Hebrew text of the book of Micah” (1962, 2). His study
proceeds through each of the seven chapters of Micah, collating the Hebrew text with the
Greek, Syriac, Latin and Aramaic versions. His goal is not to describe the translation
technique of any one of the versions; rather, he utilises the versions to establish a Hebrew
Vorlage that underlies the translations. In doing so, he builds upon, and critiques,
explanations and emendations by previous text critics by bringing to bear insights from the

Ras-Shamra-Ugarit texts, the Lachish Ostraca and the Qumran scrolls.

2.2.3 Dennis R. Magary
Magary’s 1995 dissertation, though dealing primarily with the Peshitta of Micah,
regularly consults the LXX (and Targum Jonathan) in order to explain differences between
the Hebrew and Syriac. The purpose of Magary’s research is “to characterize the translation
technique for the Peshitta of the book of Micah” (1995, 16). Regarding the text critical use of
the Peshitta he rightly emphasises the importance of first understanding it as an interpretation
of the Hebrew text. The translation technique of the Peshitta must, therefore, be analysed
before it is used for text critical purposes.
In order to evaluate the translation character of the Peshitta, Magary begins with a
detailed comparison of the grammatical and lexical components of the Syriac, Hebrew and
Greek texts. He claims that “a detailed analysis of translation technique requires a system of

representation that can account for each and every point of equivalency, even if that approach
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requires making more difficult decisions regarding individual readings” (1995, 31). Magary’s
statement here responds to the approach taken by Emanuel Tov and Robert Kraft in the
CATSS project.? Tov suggests that “the nature of the enterprise requires that all elements of
exegesis in the translation are disregarded for the purpose of notation. Our sole purpose
initially is to determine which element in the Hebrew is somehow represented by an element
in the LXX, and when doing so, we disregard exegesis” (1986, 38). For example, in Micah
4.5, the CATSS database aligns the Hebrew phrase 1% aw2 “in the name of his god” with
v 680v avtod “his own way” because “they cannot be broken down into smaller units”
(1986, 41). In doing so, they are claiming that exegesis need not be taken into consideration
to explain the differences in the two phrases. Magary rightly objects to this method,
suggesting the need to consider exegesis through moving past formal equivalency in order to
*account for each and every point of equivalency” (1995, 31). In chapter 4, 1 will similarly
analyse each point of equivalency between the Hebrew and Greek texts. However, in chapter
5, I will draw out the translator’s theology and ideology through the categorization and

analysis of translation shifts.

2.2.4 Summary

The three works surveyed above in §2.2.1-2.2.3 pay close attention to the details of
the Greek text and the Hebrew Vorlage. | consulted each one as | labored to understand
difficult Hebrew constructions and strange Greek renderings. However, these works evaluate
LXX-Micah apart from the target culture and literature. They analyse the translation shifts
independently and primarily use traditional text critical approaches to understand differences.
Though Magary does categorise grammatical and lexical equivalencies, he does not explain

how the patterns reflect the translator’s idiosyncratic ideology.

2 CATSS, the Computer Assisted Tools for Septuagintal/Scriptural Study, was funded and executed to
develop a computerised parallel alignment between each MT and LXX morpheme.
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2.3  Translation technique in the Latter Prophets
2.3.1 H. St. J. Thackeray

In 1903, H. St. J. Thackeray published a series of studies in which he analysed the
vocabulary choices of the LXX translators of various units in the prophetic literature. He first
addressed the books of Jeremiah (Thackeray 1903a, 245-266) and Ezekiel (Thackeray 1903b,
398-411), suggesting two translators for each of the two books (Jeremiah o and : chapters 1-
28 and 29-51, respectively, in Greek; Ezekiel a/y and B: chapters 1-27/40-48 and 28-39,
respectively). Later in the same journal in his entry entitled “The Greek Translators of the
Prophetical Books” (Thackeray 1903c, 578-585), he sets forth the possibility that Jeremiah o
and Ezekiel o/y as well as the Minor Prophets were produced “if not by a single translator, at
any rate by a small group of collaborateurs” (italics his) (Thackeray 1903c, 579). He bases
this thesis upon the distinct ways in which certain phrases and words are rendered in these
groups of texts over against how they are translated in LXX-Isaiah. For example, nix2x 71
(“Lorb of Hosts”) is rendered xvpiog mavroxparop (“Lord Almighty”) in Jeremiah and the
Minor Prophets but xvpiov capow6d (“Lord of Hosts”) in Isaiah (note, this Hebrew phrase does
not occur in Ezekiel and it is not a distinguishing characteristic between the parts of
Jeremiah) (Thackeray 1903c, 579). Similarly, translators of Jeremiah o, Ezekiel o/y and the
Minor Prophets use apaviouog (“disappearance/destruction”) and tacow (“I appoint, place”)
to render the common Hebrew words fnnY (“a devastation, waste™) / inw (“a waste, horror”)
and 0w (“to put, set”) / o (“to put, place”), respectively, but these Greek words are not
used in Isaiah to render the same Hebrew words (Thackeray 1903a, 248).

Thackeray is justified in his focus upon the translators’ vocabulary choices. However,
translation variations do not necessarily prove translator variations.®> Whether or not his

conclusions are correct regarding the identities of the prophetic literature translators, the

3 Cf. O’Hare (2010, 211-214) who lists several Hebrew words that are rendered differently within
Ezekiel y (chapters 40-48).
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process of translation involves a series of decisions about how to render the parent text
syntax, morphology and vocabulary (including metaphors and idioms). Beyond noticing
patterns that distinguish translators, vocabulary choice patterns can be used to describe
translation technique within a corpus deemed to be a translation by a single translator or
group of translators. Since it is generally accepted that the book of Micah was the product of
a single translator, the present study will focus upon the latter benefit of vocabulary study. As
will be discussed in greater detail in chapter 3, translators can be motivated to render words
differently based on numerous factors including the textual or cultural context, difference in

ideology or theology, and the linguistic norms of the target language.

2.3.2 Jan de Waard

In 1978, Jan de Waard presented a paper entitled “Translation Techniques Used by
the Greek Translators of Amos” to the Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies. In it he set forth examples in LXX-Amos where “translators
most obviously have to apply some translation technique” (1978, 340). It seems more
appropriate to say the translator(s) chose to apply a translation technique or simply displayed
a translation technique. Nevertheless, de Waard models an approach to analysing the LXX-
Amos that attempts to explain translation shifts in the light of translation technique before
suggesting a different Hebrew Vorlage. He draws on examples that exhibit explicitisation,
stylistic equivalence, transformation from active to passive or causative, etc. He points out
that in many cases commentators suggest emending the Hebrew text to reflect the text that
the translator was reading or they offer the explanation that the translator must have
understood the vocalisation differently than what is reflected in the MT. De Waard
demonstrates why these solutions are often unnecessary, especially when textual support is

lacking.
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One criticism of de Waard’s approach is its atomistic nature. He is selective in his
choice of translation shifts and therefore is not able to discern and characterise translation
patterns. As a result, each of his solutions, while certainly possible, is less persuasive than it
would be if he had analysed all the shifts in LXX-Amos and explained them in the context of

the translation patterns.

2.3.3 Thomas W. Phelan

Thomas Phelan’s ultimate objective in Translation Techniques in the Greek Minor
Prophets is not to understand the translation character of the LXX of the Minor Prophets;
instead, he intends to establish its Hebrew Vorlage through assessing where it is literal (and
valuable for retroversion) and non-literal (valueless for retroversion). He claims, “While free
sections may contain stylistic variants, literal sections ideally contain only textual variants
which indicate a different Hebrew text” (Phelan 1982, 13).

Phelan uses various linguistic statistics to determine the spectrum from literal to non-
literal; among the statistics considered are the translator’s handling of word order, non-finite
verbs, and simple coordination. After averaging the percentages for each book in the Twelve,
he labels the sections that are 60% and below non-literal and 80% or above literal (Phelan
1982, 89 n. 23). Among the many problems with this approach is the subjective nature of
determining the line between literal and non-literal. Additionally, it is common for a section
in the LXX to exhibit signs of both literalness (e.g., in word order) and non-literalness (e.g.,

in vocabulary choice) (cf. Glenny 2009, 26).

2.3.4 Jennifer M. Dines
In her 1991 dissertation titled The Septuagint of Amos: A study in interpretation,

Jennifer Dines aims at describing the translation character of LXX-Amos through two
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primary means. First, she analyses significant differences between LXX and MT Amos which
she argues are important clues to discerning the exegetical nature of the translation. Second,
Dines assesses how patristic biblical commentators, primarily in the fourth and fifth centuries
C.E., understood those significant differences.

Dines (1991, 307) discerned a translation character which was marked by “fidelity to
the Hebrew.” “The translator has a good grasp of Greek” and “a good working knowledge of
Hebrew” (Dines 1991, 308). His “translation style is usually idiomatic and relaxed” and,
when confronted with difficult passages, he prefers to make sense of smaller units rather than
paraphrase (Dines 1991, 308).

Dines also noticed in the translation shifts certain translator idiosyncracies. For
instance, she recognised a posture against Samaritans, Syrians and Hellenising Jews as well
as a pro-Jerusalem posture. As for the prophetic utterances, the translator of Amos
understands them to be “speaking to and about contemporary (or at least recent) events”
(Dines 1991, 314). With regard to salvation prophecies, though he believed they were not yet
fully realised, they would soon be completely fulfilled.

Dines expanded her scope of inquiry beyond the translator and his immediate target
audience to the LXX-Amos interpreters in the centuries to follow. She considers there to be
scant exegetical significance toward an interpretation of LXX Amos in the literature of the
first three centuries c.E. However, she found interesting results in the 4"-5" century c.E.
commentaries of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Cyril of Alexandria and
Jerome. Their consistent historicising approach emphasises the major conquests (Assyrian
and Babylonian), Babylonian exile and the return of the Judean remnant as it affects the
parousia of Christ. Dines also noticed in LXX-Amos an awareness of (and concern for) the
history that immediately followed the exile but a lack of awareness of second century B.C.E.

concerns.
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Though this is an excellent study that has contributed greatly to the field of Septuagint
Studies, perhaps there is a deficiency due to the data that were not considered. Dines states
that she identified all the differences between LXX and MT and evaluated their exegetical
value. Those differences that she decided were of “exegetical interest” (“significant
differences”), she considered in her analysis of translation Tendenz. However, it is difficult to
assess the exegetical value of isolated examples without considering how they collectively
illuminate the translation character or Tendenz. To this point, she admits that “all of this
should have been presented since the interpretive effect is cumulative” (Dines 1991, 15).
Further, quantitative differences are ignored “unless the sense is affected” (Dines 1991, 15 n.
12). Again, even quantitative differences (as well as paratactic ones) can collectively tell us

something about translation character and Tendenz.

2.3.5 John A. Beck

In his 2000 book entitled Translators as Storytellers, John Beck correctly bases his
study upon the understanding that translation involves a series of decisions. He defines
translation technique as “the pattern of conscious and subconscious decisions made by the
translator when transferring a text from the parent language to the target language” (Beck
2000, 2). However, Beck’s dichotomy between translators being guided either by linguistic
decisions or by the desire to retell a story (and he presumes the latter) is misguided. |
acknowledge that translations involve interpretation and even the infusion of the translators’
ideology but translators are nonetheless guided by the linguistic norms of the target language.

Beck analyses four narratives from each of the three major text divisions in the
Hebrew Bible. In chapter two, he uses lexical and grammatical criteria to compare the
Hebrew and Greek versions of each of these narratives. These criteria include such elements

as morpheme preservation and noun number for lexical features, and participle and clause
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coordination for grammatical features. To each of these criteria he assigns a percentage for
literalness. One criterion which he does not utilise is lexical semantics. Beck (2000, 18) is
aware of its importance and reports that Barr, Tov and Olofsson view this criterion as key to
assessing the literalness of a translator. Nevertheless, Beck (2000, 22) claims that lexical
semantics (as well as concordance, word order and the quantitative preservation of semantic
content) is too “difficult to quantify and analyze statistically” and, consequently, he ignores
this feature in his assessment of translation literalness. While it is not always easy to label a
translated word as equivalent or not equivalent, it is, nevertheless, a crucial piece in assessing
the character of a translated work. Beck (2000, 53) concludes this chapter acknowledging that
“the literary insights we obtained from the analysis were intriguing but incomplete...they
provide us with insufficient evidence for evaluating the literary sensitivity of the Greek
translators.” Unfortunately, he attributes the shortcomings of his analysis to linguistics in
general and not to a deficient linguistic approach. This leads to chapter three where Beck
shifts his focus to narrative criticism.

In this chapter Beck uses narrative criticism to compare the literary character of the
Hebrew text with that of the Greek text. Among the features he analyses are characterisation,
the use of time, and the pattern of word play. Having dismissed the linguistic approach for
assessing the character of the translation, Beck embraces a literary analysis as the means to
demonstrate that the translators in each of the twelve narratives are storytellers who alter the
Hebrew story to varying degrees. The problem is that he replaced one limited approach
(linguistic analysis) with another (literary analysis). It is my view that any approach used to
describe the translation technique of the LXX must be multifaceted in order to account for
differences that arose from linguistic constraints, literary style, ideological infusion,

theological positions, scribal errors, etc.
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Beck’s literary approach to explaining certain differences between the Hebrew and
Greek text is not convincing. For example, in Beck’s analysis of Jonah 1-2 and 4 (one of the
three texts which he argues exhibit significant variation) he points out where the translators at
times render the Hebrew to improve the image of Jonah and at other times to present Jonah as

worse than does the Hebrew version. He draws attention to Jonah 4.1 where the translator

renders 17173 mp7 MIPOR Y (“Jonah was greatly displeased”) with kai éwmion lovog
Aomnv peyéiny (“Jonah was grieved with great grief”) and 35 2m" (“and he was angry”) with

xai ovveydOn (“and he was confused”). Then in 4.4, where God asks Jonah ‘[‘7 M0 avn (“ls

it right for you to be angry?”), Beck suggests that the translation &i cpodpa Aeddmnoon oo (“Are
you exceedingly grieved?”) “makes Jonah look less spiteful and less small” (2000, 118).
However, he also highlights Jonah’s answer in 1.9 to the sailors’ questions. In the Hebrew

text Jonah skips the initial questions and moves on to provide an answer as to his national

origins—"21& *72p (“I am a Hebrew”); in the Greek, Jonah answers the first question with

dodhog xupiov &yd eipn (“I am a servant of the Lord”). Beck (2000, 119) concludes that this
“more clearly identifies Jonah as a prophet and thereby throws his actions into even greater
contrast with those of the sailors.”* In other words, the LXX translation makes Jonah look
worse than does the Hebrew story. If the translator made changes to the text because he
intended to tell his own version of the story, then which version of the Greek story should the
reader follow? Did the translator intend to make Jonah look better or worse than the Hebrew

version? Beck fails to identify the alternate story that the translator intended to tell.

4 Jonah’s response in the Greek may have been the translator’s way of answering the same question:
Who are you? “l am a servant of the LORD (that is, | am a Hebrew.” If so, then the answer may not have implied
anything about his occupation as prophet. Alternatively, »12y could have been mistaken by the translator for *72y
(misreading resh for daleth) with the yod functioning as an abbreviation for . Neither of these options is set
forth by Beck as a possibility.
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The field of Septuagint Studies can benefit from efforts likes Beck’s to move beyond
traditional linguistic methods for assessing translation technique. However, linguistic analysis
should not be jettisoned or replaced. Instead, linguistic analysis should be refined to include
lexical semantics and a robust understanding of target language linguistic norms.
Additionally, cultural, theological and ideological factors must be considered when analysing

the translation character of a particular LXX book.

2.3.6 James K. Palmer

Despite my best efforts, | was not able to acquire James Palmer’s 2004 dissertation
Not made with tracing paper: Studies in the Septuagint of Zechariah. Therefore, | will review
his abstract published by Tyndale Bulletin (Palmer, 2006). The goal of his study is
identifying the translator’s characteristic mode of translation and determining how that
reflects the translator’s cultural, historical and theological context. In explaining differences
between LXX and MT, this translation portrait is a critical element in choosing between
“divergent Vorlage and diverging translator” (Palmer 2006, 317).

Chapters 2-4 focus on LXX-Zechariah’s translation tendencies. Among the issues
examined are Vorlage, stereotyping, lexical variation and word-order (in which deviations are
rare). He uses Tov’s six strategies to assess the translator’s approach to words he did not
understand. Of the six strategies, the preferred (“though probably unconscious”) was
contextual “manipulation,” in which the translator capitalised on graphically similar
consonants to render words that would better fit the context (Palmer 2006, 318). He
concludes, “On the whole the translator is reliable and was evidently attempting to translate
the sense of the text as he understood it, with respect for the Hebrew, but with no discernible

desire to imitate its formal details apart from in the word order” (Palmer 2006, 319).
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Chapters 5-7, then, assess how the translation tendencies in LXX-Zechariah reflect
the translator’s cultural, historical and theological context. Regarding culture, Palmer
discerned emphases on other nations joining Israel to worship the LORD in Jerusalem, the
spread of Israel’s influence and the exclusion of the Canaanites. Historically, there are shifts
that adjust the timing of the LORD’s return to Jerusalem and the return of the exiles.
Theologically, Palmer (2006, 319) discerned shifts that “softened down anthropomorphisms
and other “inappropriate’ expressions.” Among these were concerns about God being pierced,

about people hating God and about God’s mediator being harmed.

2.3.7 Theo A. W. van der Louw

Van der Louw’s 2007 study Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an
Interaction of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies is an excellent investigation of the
limited interaction between the fields of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies. He sets
out to demonstrate how both fields can benefit from dialogue with one another. In chapter 1,
he explains why Septuagint Studies has traditionally failed to incorporate the insights from
Translation Studies and why Translation Studies has not paid much attention to the LXX as
an important object of study.

In chapter 3, van der Louw provides his methodology for analysing Gen 2, Isa 1 and
Prov 6. He begins by detailing different types of transformations that he deems most common
in prose translations. Among these transformations are a phonological translation, loan
translation / calque, change of word class and idiomatic translation. He concludes this chapter
with an explanation of his approach, which, though he utilises Van der Kooij’s (1986)
methodology in LXX-Isaiah, also deviates in significant ways. For example, he emphasises
(in contrast to Van der Kooij),

The analysis of the LXX-translation as an independent text should precede a
comparison with MT. If no independent meaning is given to the Greek translation, it
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is strictly speaking impossible to make a comparison with MT. Scholars are

sometimes inclined to equate the meaning of the Greek with the (presumed) meaning

of MT, for, they reason, the translators intended to render the meaning of the Hebrew

faithfully into Greek” (Van der Louw 2007, 90).
What van der Louw has correctly understood is that this is not always what the translator(s)
intended. There were many factors that potentially motivated the translator(s) to reject the
literal rendering and introduce a transformation. Among these factors are style, logic,
communicative purpose, culture and world view / ideology (Van der Louw 2007, 57).

In chapters 4, 5 and 6, van der Louw applies his methodology to Gen 2, Isa 1 and
Prov 6, respectively. Many of his explanations for the transformations in these chapters are
persuasive. His goal was to compare the literalness of these three chapters based on the
density of non-obligatory transformations. He concludes that Gen 2 is the most literal and
Prov 6 the most free. However, these conclusions can only be made about those three
chapters and even then should be made with caution. By his own admission, the scope of one
chapter per biblical book potentially limits the accuracy of his conclusions. Translation

patterns, which point to translation norms, are more accurately discerned through studying

the entire corpus of translated material.

2.3.8 W. Edward Glenny

Glenny is indebted to McLay’s The Use of the Septuagint in New Testament Research
(2003) for the presuppositions underlying his analysis of translation technique in LXX-Amos.
In Finding Meaning in the Text,®> Glenny (2009, 4-6) presupposes the following five ideas
about translation technique: 1) translation technique is descriptive; 2) translation technique
involves a synchronic analysis rather than a diachronic analysis of language change; 3)

translation technique distinguishes between de Saussure’s categories of langue and parole,

> Cf. Glenny (2007); unfortunately, Glenny’s Micah: A commentary based on Micah in Codex
Vaticanus appeared as this study was complete.
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where the translator takes his knowledge of the source text langue and renders it into the
parole of the target community; 4) analysis of translation technique involves the
understanding and description of the structures of source and target languages; and 5)
translation technique takes as its point of departure the source language.

Glenny also presupposes that the LXX translators believed they understood the
Hebrew text and that they were translating it in a way that their audiences would understand.
It follows that the LXX should be studied and interpreted as a free-standing, independent
document with its own unique message. Once the message of the LXX book in question is
understood, one can discern the translation technique and uncover its relationship to the MT
(Glenny 2009, 15-16).

In addition to holding these presuppositions, Glenny believes that the translation
technique of the LXX can be broken down into two main approaches: textual and exegetical.
The textual approach uses traditional text-critical tools to reconstruct the Hebrew Vorlage.
Scholars who use the LXX in such a way typically conclude that the differences between the
LXX and MT are the result of either copyist mistakes or a different Hebrew parent text
underlying the Greek translation. They assume that the translators were always aiming at a
literal or formal correspondence between the Greek and Hebrew. The exegetical approach, on
the other hand, views the translators as skilled readers and interpreters of the Hebrew text
who “had a desire to make the texts relevant for their audiences” (Glenny 2009, 8). Glenny
attempts to take advantage of both the textual and exegetical approaches in his study of LXX-
Amos. However, Glenny does give priority to the exegetical approach: “where there is no
known textual variant supporting the different reading in the LXX the method employed in
this study is to look for possible translational explanations for the difference” (2009, 10).

Glenny’s analysis of LXX-Amos’ translation technique is based largely upon James

Palmer’s 2004 study in LXX-Zechariah (Not made with tracing paper: Studies in the
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Septuagint of Zechariah). Like Palmer, in chapter 2 Glenny assesses the LXX’s literalness
according to the criteria proposed by Barr and Tov using both statistical and syntactical
analysis. His findings reveal that the translator was rigid when it came to following the
Hebrew word order but flexible with regard to matching a given Hebrew word class with the
expected equivalent in Greek. Additionally, though the translator of LXX-Amos typically
standardised word equivalents, “the variation or non-stereotyping in the choice of vocabulary
in LXX-Amos is found in words that are in the same context and in words that are separated
in the text, and it suggests the translator of LXX-Amos did not have a systematic approach in
his choice of words for his translation” (Glenny 2009, 68). Chapters 3 and 4 of Glenny’s
study focus on the translation of difficult words and visually ambiguous phenomena,
respectively.

The results of Glenny’s analysis in chapters 2-4 show that the translator of LXX-
Amos “had a general knowledge of Hebrew” and was “trying to be literal” (Glenny 2009,
145). However, his lack of expertise in Hebrew limited his ability to handle difficult words
and constructions. Further, the challenge of translating homonyms and homographs, and
making decisions about word divisions and vocalisation led to mistakes that should not
necessarily be attributed to a different Hebrew Vorlage (Glenny 2009, 144-145).These are
valuable observations for describing the overall character of LXX-Amos as a translation. |
will consider, in addition to the internal evidence from LXX-Micah, the effects of the
translation skopos as well as the reception of the translation in the target culture. In doing so,

| will assess factors that influenced, and evidence that reflects, translation decisions.

2.3.9 Staffan Oloffson
Translation Technique and Theological Exegesis: Collected Essays on the Septuagint

Version, published in 2009, includes articles written by Staffan Oloffson between 1988 and
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2001. Half of the articles deal directly with LXX-Psalms and the rest of the articles address
translation technique in general as well as in specific instances in the Latter Prophets. Chapter
2 explores the possibility that the translator of Jer 2.18 has employed theological exegesis in
his rendering of iny (“Nile”) with 'mov (“Geon”). There are two important aspects of
Oloffson’s procedure that should be highlighted. First, he is careful to analyse how the
translator renders 2inY (“Nile”) elsewhere in Jeremiah as well as how it is rendered in other
LXX books. He concludes that the translator of Jer 2.18 did not know the meaning of the
Hebrew word and relied upon context to rightly guess that it referred to the Nile. In addition
to lexical analysis, Oloffson is attentive to the literary style employed by LXX translators. He
claims that “variation in the parallelism is strictly adhered to in most LXX books, especially
if two different Hebrew words are employed in MT” (Oloffson 2009, 40).° Therefore,
although the translator understood that i referred to the Nile, he did not use motaudg
(“river,” the most common rendering for Nile in the LXX) because he wanted to maintain
variation in parallelism thereby rendering the parallel Hebrew word 233 (“river”) with motau®v
(“rivers”) (Oloffson 2009, 40). The latter river he understood to refer to the Euphrates but
rendered it plural to include the Tigris as the other major river in Assyria. This analysis, along
with an investigation of the historical background of Jer 2, led Oloffson to conclude that the
translator did not have a theological motivation for rendering 2inY (“Nile”) with Tmov
(“Geon”). Instead, using the context as a clue, he guessed that 2inw (“Nile”) referred to the
Nile and used 'awv (“Geon”) instead of motauog (“river”) in order to maintain variation in the
parallelism with his rendering of 233 (“river”).

His analysis of Jer 2.18 demonstrates the importance of delaying a conclusion that the

translator was working from a Hebrew Vorlage different from the MT. He starts with the

& Drawing upon his work in LXX Psalms, Oloffson notes that the translator will sometimes introduce
variation when the two Hebrew words used in parallelism are identical (Oloffson 2009, 40).
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reality that “nothing indicates that the LXX had a Vorlage with 7irm°3 here” (Oloffson 2009,
30) and then proceeds to discover other potential factors for the unexpected rendering. In
chapter 8, he discusses the issue of “Vorlage versus translation technique” and offers the
following corrective to the typical procedure in textual criticism. Often the text critic will
evaluate differences between the Hebrew and Greek texts based first upon scribal errors in
translation or transmission, then upon different Vorlage and then occasionally on cultural or
linguistic factors. Oloffson is correct in claiming that the translation technique of the
particular translator must be assessed before determining the Vorlage that was the basis for

the translation (Oloffson 2009, 176).

2.3.10 Daniel M. O’Hare

In Have you seen, Son of Man?: A study in the translation and Vorlage of LXX
Ezekiel 40-48, Daniel M. O’Hare (2010, 29-30) attempts to answer the following questions:
“1) How is the Vorlage of LXX Ezek 40-48 different from MT Ezek 40-48, and to what
degree can such differences be reconstructed? 2) How does the translator implement his goals
in translation?” O’Hare (2010, 26ff) relies on Skopostheorie to help answer these questions.
He claims it is valuable toward the understanding of the LXX as a translation in the following
three ways: 1) Skopostheorie brings together two approaches to Septuagint study
(understanding how the translator read and translated his source text and understanding the
target audience’s reception of the LXX as an independent document; 2) It clarifies the
relationship between the Hebrew and Greek texts (philological — namely, close adherence to
terms and grammatical structures of source language for the purpose of high recognition) as
well as the relationship between different Greek texts in the LXX; 3) It provides the Skopos
of the overall translation unit (operative — namely, persuasive in nature) which helps us

explain the smaller translation units.
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Chapters 2-5 provide the basis of the three goals for which O’Hare claims Ezek 40-48
was translated: “1) accurately and comprehensively render Ezek 40-48 into Greek; 2) convey
the substance of Ezekiel’s prophecy using a style and diction that signal the translator is
transmitting an authoritative divine word (philological translation); 3) accommodate certain
cultural aspects of Ezekiel’s vision to the Hellenistic tastes of his target readership” (O’Hare
2010, 29). Chapters 2 and 3 address the second goal through describing the translator’s
Ubersetzungsweise (chapter 2) as well as determining the translator’s Vorlage (chapter 3).
O’Hare describes the translator’s Ubersetzungsweise through his (“relatively faithful”)
rendering of the source text’s grammar and syntax. By contrast, he shows the translator’s
relative freedom when it comes to lexical choices, which is the primary means by which the
translator interprets Ezek 40-48 for his target audience. In chapter 3, O’Hare provides three
categories for the pluses in the LXX Vorlage: transfer of wording from elsewhere in Jewish
Scriptures (including other parts of Ezekiel), “new” material and pastiche. Interestingly, the
“new” material serves to increase the temple’s holiness and bolster the status of the
Zadokites, who may have been responsible for these pluses (a hypothesis set forth by
O’Hare) (O’Hare 2010, 122-23).

Chapter 4 serves to illuminate the translator’s first goal (translation accuracy), which,
for Ezek 40-48, is guided by “theme of maintaining appropriate ritual separation and
distance” (O’Hare 2010, 31). O’Hare also discusses the translator’s handling of sacrificial
terminology, which he, at times, simply carries over from the Greek Pentateuch but, at other
(more frequent) times, adapts the vocabulary to suit his interpretation of the context. Finally,
chapter five focuses on the third translation goal (cultural accommodation) as it relates to
Hellenistic architecture and gentile inclusion. O’Hare (2010, 31) claims that the “inclusion of
many of the elements of Hellenistic temples represents one of the significant ways in which

the translator takes account of the artistic and architectural tastes of his time.”
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2.3.11 Eric J. Tully

Eric J. Tully’s 2012 dissertation titled The Translation and the Translator of the
Peshitta of Hosea is based upon Andrew Chesterman’s Causal Model for Translation Studies
(2000). Chesterman suggests that the causal model has the ability to predict which conditions
will result in a particular target text and which types of target texts will produce certain
effects in the target environment. He represents this relationship with the following diagram
(Chesterman 2000, 24):

CC = TT = EF (where CC = Causal Conditions, TT = Target Text, EF = Effects)
Tully effectively applies the causal model to the Peshitta of Hosea. In chapter 2 he works his
way through the phases of the causal model and ends with reversing the causal model (EF to
TT to CC) as a methodological framework for translation research (Tully 2012, 45-52). He
states that his methodology allows one to start with the “observable phenomena” and work
backwards to “the foundational values and decisions that guided the translator in producing
those phenomena” (Tully 2012, 52). His dissertation is organised around this reversed flow
(where chapter 3 involves the translation act, chapter 4 deals with operational norms, chapter
5 analyses the translation event and chapter 6 addresses the translator and his socio-cultural
context).

While | agree that reversing the direction from EF to TT to CC is a helpful move, | do
not think that description, in the way that Chesterman defines description, is the intended
goal. The comparative and process models are sufficient to describe, for instance, translation
shifts. What we gain by using the causal model and beginning with effects and working

backward to the causal conditions is an explanation about why the translator introduced shifts.
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2.3.12 Summary and Evaluation

The studies surveyed in 82.3 exhibit various approaches to translation description.
Some have basic methodological problems. For instance, Thackeray seeks to distinguish the
translators of various portions of LXX-Latter Prophets through their rendering of words and
phrases. However, as important as it is to observe the translator’s lexical choices, more
factors must be considered in order to establish translation character. The study by Phelan
demonstrates a simplistic approach for assessing translation character. He attempts to parse
out the literal sections of LXX-Minor Prophets (based on an arbitrary standard of literalness)
for the purpose of back-translating and accessing the Hebrew Vorlage, which betrays a
different objective than the description of the translation character of LXX-Minor Prophets.
The methodological problem with Beck’s study is that he replaces one limited approach
(linguistic analysis) with another (literary analysis). He claims that lexical semantics is too
“difficult to quantify and analyze statistically” (Beck 2000, 22). While it is not always easy to
label a translated word as equivalent or not equivalent, it is, nevertheless, a crucial piece in
assessing the character of a translated work.

Other studies are sound methodologically but have other weaknesses. For instance, de
Waard is selective in his choice of translation shifts and therefore is not able to discern and
characterise translation patterns. Similarly, Dines decides which translation shifts are
significant enough (“exegetical interest”) to be considered in her analysis of translation
Tendenz. However, it seems precarious to assess the exegetical value of isolated examples
without considering how they collectively illuminate the translation character or Tendenz.
Van der Louw’s shortcoming involves the scope of his study. By his own admission, the
scope of one chapter per biblical book (Gen 2, Isa 1 and Prov 6) potentially limits the
accuracy of his conclusions. Translation patterns, which point to translation norms, are more

accurately discerned through studying the entire corpus of translated material. Oloffson also
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has a sound approach to translation description but limited his investigation in the Latter
Prophets to isolated verses and passages.

Palmer, Glenny, O’Hare, Tully (and Dines) selected corpora within the LXX (and
Peshitta in the case of Tully’s study) that were long enough to discern translation patterns.
Each scholar considers more than the translated text as part of his/her analysis of translation
character. Their studies are excellent and they contribute a great deal to our understanding of
the Tendenz of LXX translators.

| propose that my study is a unique contribution to the description of LXX-Micah. As
I will discuss in chapter 3, my study involves the use of the most recent advances in
translation theory to determine the purposeful, idiosyncratic shifts introduced by the
translator. It is based on the polysystem theory and utilises Chesterman’s causal model,

which incorporates the strengths of both the comparative and process models.
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Chapter 3: Descriptive Translation Studies as the Theoretical and
Methodological Framework

3.1 Introduction

“Translation never communicates in an untroubled fashion because the translator
negotiates the linguistic and cultural differences of the foreign text by reducing them and
supplying another set of differences, basically domestic, drawn from the receiving language
and culture to enable the foreign to be received there” (Venuti 2000, 468). The goal, then, is
to enlist the proper model to uncover and describe the translation process.

As mentioned in 81.2, Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) has developed many
theories and models to analyse translations. The theories applied and models used will
inevitably be determined by one’s view of the translator and his/her translation. Since |
understand the translator to be an agent of change with a certain degree of freedom to render
the text as he sees fit, the causal model will best enable me to describe LXX-Micah.

In 83.2 I will discuss the theoretical framework and primary models of DTS. Then, in
83.3 I will explain the appropriateness of the causal model for the description of LXX-Micah
and analyse the causal conditions and translation effects for LXX-Micah. | will also introduce

my approach to the translated text but its full analysis will be presented in chapters 4 and 5.

3.2  Development of Descriptive Translation Studies

Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory, which emerged in the 1970s, provided the necessary
framework to advance translation studies from the mere analysis of isolated, translated texts
to the study of these texts within their cultural and literary context. He defines polysystem as
“a multiple system, a system of various systems which intersect with each other and partly
overlap, using concurrently different options, yet functioning as one structured whole, whose

members are interdependent” (Even-Zohar 2010, 42). Even-Zohar was ultimately concerned
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with the relationship between translated texts and original literature within the literary
polysystem. Influenced by the polysystem theory, a group of scholars, known as the
Manipulation School, published papers with the central concern for a descriptive,
functionalist and systemic approach to translation analysis (Munday 2012b, 178). These
scholars also were concerned with “the norms and constraints that govern the production and
reception of translations, in the relation between translation and other types of text
processing, and in the place and role of translations both within a given literature and in the
interaction between literatures” (Hermans 1985, 10-11). According to Naudé (2011, 230),
these papers demonstrated the function of translations to manipulate the target culture.

Another advance in DTS came with what is called the cultural turn. The publication
of Translation, History and Culture by Bassnett and Lefevere (1990) led the way in
considering (in addition to the effects of translated texts on the target culture) the effect of the
target culture on the selection and translation of literature. In 2002 Edwin Gentzler and Maria
Tymoczko coined the phrase “the power turn,” which “focused on issues of agency, the ways
translation can effect cultural change, and the relation of translation to dominance, cultural
assertion, cultural resistance, and activism” (Tymoczko 2007, 44). This perspective highlights
the translator as an agent of change, covertly and overtly infusing his/her ideology into the
translated text.

Three primary translation models have emerged out of the theoretical framework of
DTS—comparative, process and causal. Each model is valuable for describing a translation.
The comparative model is more of a static model focusing on equivalence between coupled-
pairs.t It asks questions such as, “How does this translation differ from the source text?”

Chapter 4 utilises this model as a starting point.

1 Cf. Catford (1965) and Vinay and Darbelnet (1995).
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Another model is the process model. According to Chesterman (2000, 18), “Process
models are useful if one is interested in sequential relations between different phases of the
translation process.” This model tends to ask questions such as, “What metaphor is helpful
for understanding this translation?”” Frame theory is one approach to translation that stands
behind this model.

Frame theory recognises that an individual’s reality (thinking, actions, and attitudes)
is shaped by his frames of reference.?2 Wendland (2008, 5) illuminates the value of describing
reality in terms of frames:

A possible advantage of the term frame is that it can be used as a verb to express the

dynamic, fluid, progressively developed, etc. aspects of cognitive perception,

construction, and evaluation. Thus ‘to frame’ a thought is to indicate, demonstrate, or

delineate how one entity, idea, action, or quality relates to another (or others) within a

larger mental structure in relation to a particular social setting.

Wilt (2003, 43) explains how frames are critical as we consider the communication process
inherent in translation: “[The metaphor of frame] is useful for explaining and discussing both
out-there and in-the-head phenomena which provide the background to and shape, if not
govern, our communicative interactions: formation of goals, choice of strategies to meet these
goals, and perception and interpretation of what we observe.”

In the same way, translators make translation decisions based upon their cultural,
ideological and theological frames. Baker (2006, 110) claims that “translators and interpreters
can make use of various other routines that allow them to inject the discourse with their own

voice (in other words to actively frame its narrative) while signalling their intention to stay

within the prescribed frame space for their activity.” Translation, therefore, involves careful

2 “IWorld-view (WV)] is a comprehensive frame of reference that governs a person/people’s
perception and interpretation of life (and death), and which accordingly guides their overt verbal and physical
behavior. This WV encompasses all their beliefs, presuppositions, attitudes, ideas, norms, traditions, values —
even dreams — on the one hand, while on the other, it serves to motivate as well as to validate all of their
concrete social and cultural activities, speech acts, customs, social institutions, artifact construction — and most
important, their current perception of reality, evaluation of experience, and future planning. WV is the ultimate
‘context,” for it consists of the sum total of a society’s system of presuppositions about truth, reality, and human
experience as lived in a particular cultural setting” (Wendland 2008, 19).
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negotiation between different frames. One frame involves the commissioning or skopos and
the other a message (target text) infused with the translator’s own ideology and theology.

The third model developed by scholars in Translation Studies is the causal model.
According to Chesterman (2000, 21), “A causal model is the richest and most powerful of the
three models...because it also contains the other two.” Through using the causal model, we
can answer questions like “Why does this translation differ from the source text?”” and “What
conditions motivated the translator to render the source text in such and such a way?”

Chesterman suggests that the causal model has the ability to predict which conditions
will result in a particular target text and which types of target texts will produce certain
effects in the target environment. He represents this relationship with the following diagram
(2000, 24):

CC = TT = EF (where CC = Causal Conditions, TT = Target Text, EF = Effects).
The causal model can also help to explain why certain conditions motivate a translator to
render a source text in a particular way. Finally, this model is a tool for explaining the effects

of the TT in the target culture.

3.3  Causal model

The causal model (Chesterman, 1998, 2000) provides the tools with which we can
analyse all aspects of the translation context. We will start with the causal conditions (or
preliminary norms) from which LXX-Micah emerged. There is always a translation skopos®
(whether or not we are privy to it) and knowing something about that will aid us in evaluating
the translator’s decisions. Next we consider the effects of the translation on the target culture;
for LXX-Micah, we will evaluate its acceptability as is discernible primarily through how

subsequent generations used the translation. Finally, we will analyse in detail the translated

3 Cf. Reiss and Vermeer (1984) and Nord (1997).
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text, constantly viewing the translator from a target-oriented and functionalist perspective. He
was an agent of change writing a new text with his target audience in mind. Certain aspects of
the translated text will be explained in this chapter but the bulk of the analysis is presented in

chapters 4 and 5.

3.3.1 Causal conditions (preliminary norms)

Though we cannot determine with any certainty the provenance of LXX-Micah, we
have a general idea when it was translated. According to Tov, “Since the Prophets and
several of the books of the Hagiographa were known in their Greek version to the grandson
of Ben Sira at the end of the second century B.C.E., we may infer that most of the books of the
Prophets and Hagiographa were translated in the beginning of that century or somewhat
earlier” (2012, 131). Unfortunately, there is no internal evidence in LXX-Micah to argue for
a specific time when it was produced.* Nor do we have internal evidence in LXX-Micah to
identify its location of origin.®

An important piece of preliminary data that we do possess is the Book of Aristeas
written ca. 150-100 B.C.E.® The story is well-known. The king of Egypt desired to have a
copy of the Jewish scriptures in his library. In order to fulfill this desire, Demetrius
commissioned Jewish scholars to translate the Torah into Greek. There were seventy-two
translators gathered and they completed their task in seventy-two days with wonderfully

accurate and pleasing results.

4 Troxel (2008, 25ff) dates LXX-Isaiah by connecting the ypaupatucoi mentioned in Isaiah 33.18 with
the scribes in the Alexandrian Museum.

5> Cf. Dines (1991, 311-313), Glenny (2009, 262-264) and Theocharous (2012, 18-20) for discussions
on the date and provenance of LXX-Minor Prophets; Van der Kooij (2012, 65ff) locates the provenance of
LXX-Isaiah as Heliopolis based on positive references in the LXX (over against the MT) to Jews living in
Egypt; based on his conclusion that OG Isaiah was intended for liturgical use, Wagner (2013, 234) suggests its
provenance to be that of the Hellenistic synagogue

6 Hadas (1973, 18) claims, “nothing in the linguistic evidence compels a dating below the middle of the
second century B.C.E.”
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Gruen (2008, 134) observes that “many scholars have found the narrative to be little
more than creative fiction.” Based on this position, he reasons that the initiative to translate
the Torah into Greek came not from the king of Egypt but from the Jewish community which
had lost their fluency in Hebrew (2008, 134). Perhaps the diaspora’s need for a Greek version
of the Pentateuch was the primary skopos for both the Pentateuch and all subsequent LXX
translations. Furthermore, Troxel (2008, 42) argues that “Pseudo-Aristeas belongs to the era
when LXX-Isaiah was produced, which means that it can provide evidence of how the LXX-
Pentateuch was viewed in the translator’s day.” If LXX-Micah was produced around the time
of LXX-Isaiah, then we can apply Troxel’s statement to the study of LXX-Micah.

LXX-Pentateuch was likely the only Greek translation upon which Micah’s translator
could rely. According to Wevers (1996, 91), “there is no extant evidence of any translated
materials into the Greek language as early as the early third century BCE in Egypt, or for that
matter elsewhere in the Hellenistic world.” Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that Wevers’
(1996, 95) presuppositions about the interpretive character of the Greek Pentateuch could
also be made of LXX-Micah. These presuppositions include 1) “the translators were aware
that they were translating a canonical text, and so took their work very seriously,” 2) “the
parent text was in the main much like the consonantal text of the MT,” 3) “the Alexandrian
translators of the Pentateuch made sense,” and 4) “the Greek Pentateuch is a humanistic

document of interest by and for itself, i.e. without reference to its parent text.”

3.3.2 Translated text
Analysis of the translated text is a critical step in the description of a translation. If
done properly, this analysis will provide information about the translator’s competency,

compliance (to norms), ideology, and style. This step involves a careful comparison of the
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MT and the LXX for morphological, lexical and syntactical differences.” These differences
are called “translation shifts” and they relate to linguistic performance as the translator
negotiates “the transfer of certain values of expression or content across a semiotic border”
(Bakker et al 1998, 226). Catford (1965, 73) defines them as “departures from formal
correspondence.” They include differences in verbal conjugation, word class, person,
number, voice, meaning, and order, as well as pluses and minuses.

The determination of differences is sometimes subjective because it is based on
expected differences. For instance, lexical shifts are identified by judging that the Greek word
lies outside the semantic range of the translated Hebrew word (or falls within the semantic
range but is, nevertheless, judged by its nuanced effect to be a translator intervention).®
Semantic ranges are established primarily by cognates and the context of usages so there is
always the possibility that the translator renders a word according to a non-extant usage.
Further, a meaning that we judge to fall outside the semantic range of the source text word
may have been judged by the translator to fall within that range. Through classifying these
differences between the Hebrew and Greek of Micah, | expect that translation patterns will
emerge. Translation patterns (operational norms) are extremely valuable for explaining the
less obvious translation shifts. In the words of Baker (1998a, 164), “One identifies norms of
translational behavior by studying a corpus of authentic translations and identifying regular
patterns of translation, including types of strategies that are typically opted for by the

translators represented in that corpus.”

" The differences must be determined through comparing “coupled-pairs” of target and source text
segments. Toury (1995, 89) acknowledges that though the establishment of these coupled pairs is ad hoc, the
pairs should be reassessed as the study proceeds in order to determine the legitimacy of their establishment.
Naudé (1999, 78) provides additional guidance in discerning coupled pairs: “Entities to be compared, while
differing in some respect, must share certain attributes. This requirement is especially strong in the process of
contrasting, that is, looking for differences, since it is only against a background of sameness that the differences
are significant.”

8 Cf. Munday (2012a, 22ff) regarding attitude, graduation and engagement as it pertains to semantics in
appraisal theory.
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There are three types of shifts: obligatory, non-obligatory and those due to error.
Obligatory shifts are required by the linguistic system; non-obligatory shifts are those decided
upon by the translator based on factors of culture, ideology or style (Bakker et al 1998, 228).
Obligatory shifts reflect differences resulting from the linguistic constraints of the target
language.

The third type of shift resulted from human error in the process of translation,
transcription or transmission. Textual criticism provides the tools to identify these types of
errors caused by such factors as parablepsis, dittography and metathesis. In these situations,
the one responsible for the error is unaware of the mistake. He is not attempting to resolve a
difficult textual issue, nor is he infusing his own ideology into the text. Rather, he assumes
that he is faithfully translating, transcribing or transmitting the text.

Finally, there are (rare) times when a difference cannot be explained by error or
obligatory / non-obligatory shifts (i.e., it is not a translation shift). Instead, the consonantal
Hebrew text used by Micah’s translator existed in a different form than that reflected in the
MT. These differences are apparent, not actual, translation shifts. (In textual criticism, we call
the Hebrew text used by the translator his Hebrew Vorlage.) Since we do not have access to
original manuscripts, it is impossible to confirm conclusions that a particular apparent shift
reflects a different Hebrew Vorlage. Therefore, we should be conservative with this
explanation, using it only when there is internal evidence or there are evidences from other
manuscripts or versions.® Further, we must evaluate each shift on a case-by-case basis and,
when there is no evidence for a different Hebrew Vorlage, utilise operational norms to

explain the shift.

9 Cf. Jan de Waard (1978, 339); Olofsson (1990, 67).
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3.3.2.1 Obligatory shifts

Many obligatory shifts® are constrained by the grammatical categories and rules in
the target language (linguistically constrained normalisation). In other words, the translator is
obligated to render the Greek in a way that does not seem to correspond with the Hebrew
counterpart. For example, the infinitive absolute is not a grammatical form in Greek. When
the translator encounters an infinitive absolute in the Hebrew text, he is faced with the
decision about how to render it but he does not have the freedom to render it as an infinitive

absolute in Greek. This is labeled a linguistic constraint.

3.3.2.2 Non-obligatory shifts
3.3.2.21 When text understood

Non-obligatory shifts!! reveal various motivations of the translator. Lexical variation
and metaphorisation typically elucidate the translator’s desire to produce good literature for
the target audience. Concretisation, explicitisation, harmonisation, and interpretive shifts
(through adjustments, deletions and additions) demonstrate the translator’s sense of
responsibility to make sure his target audience understands the text he is presenting. Finally,
ideological and theological shifts reveal that Micah’s translator was motivated to infuse his
own ideological and theological concerns into the text. At times, his rendering reflects
knowledge of events ex eventu.

As discussed, Micah’s translator was operating within different textual, cultural and
theological frames.'? The theological shifts in LXX-Micah uncover the theological frame of

the translator. For example, an important theological frame for the translator is the idea that

10 Cf. Crisafulli (2002); Toury (1995).

11 Cf. Bakker et al (1998).

12 “Translators and interpreters face a basic ethical choice with every assignment: to reproduce existing
ideologies as encoded in the narratives elaborated in the text or utterance, or to dissociate themselves from those
ideologies, if necessary by refusing to translate the text or interpret in a particular context at all” (Baker 20086,
105).
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the Israelites were judged (exiled) because they failed to rely upon and trust the Lord.
Therefore, in order to avoid future judgment, the Israelites must cling tenaciously to their
God. This frame can be seen in several shifts throughout the book. The examples in 85.5.2.3

will illustrate theological frames.

3.3.2.2.2 When text apparently not understood

There are also non-obligatory shifts which seem to reflect that the translator did not
understand the text he was translating. In some of these cases, he uses the context to offer his
best translation (slot translations). The translation strategies used in these instances range
from harmonisation to interpretation to explicitisation. At other times, the translator will
provide a double rendering (addition) of a single lexeme in order to avoid missing the
meaning of the source text.® At still other times, he will simply omit what does not fit the

context (deletion).

3.3.3 Translation effects

I will focus primarily on the concept of acceptability as it relates to translation effects.
For modern translations, acceptability can easily be assessed—the client can be asked if the
translator did his/her job in producing an appropriate and acceptable translation. For ancient
translations, acceptability is more difficult to determine, but it is nevertheless an important
endeavor. One way of assessing the acceptability of a translation in its target culture is to
determine how closely it adheres to the norms within the target culture’s linguistic system

(Toury 1980, 55).1* Another approach is to determine the attitude of the target culture toward

13 However, it was a common scribal practice to revise a text by offering a new rendering while leaving
the original in place. Therefore, in situations where there is a double rendering, it is difficult to distinguish
between the translation and the redacted or revised version.

14 Close adherence to the source culture’s linguistic norms defines the translation’s adequacy (Toury
1980, 55).
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the translated text vis-a-vis non-translated texts. | will utilise the latter approach to assess the
acceptability of LXX-Micah in the target culture.

If Pietersma (2006, 5-6) is correct, Aristeas speaks to the high acceptability of the
LXX in its host culture “at a stage when the daughter text had declared its independence from
its parent text.” It was a stage when the LXX’s “scripturalization or canonization,” rather than
its production, was the central concern. According to Wevers (1996, 86), the myth described
in the Book of Aristeas regarding the translation of the Pentateuch conducted by six men from
each of the tribes of Israel from a Jerusalem copy “is pure propaganda meant to withstand
Palestinian critics of a Greek Translation made in the diaspora.” Despite its propagandist
tendencies, the Book of Aristeas is not a fabricated perspective of the LXX; rather it “reflects
the LXX’s reception history—that is, the way the LXX was read, understood, and thought
about subsequent to its production” (Wright 2008, 149).

Furthermore, according to Naudé (2009), whether or not the Aristeas tradition is
historical or the impetus for the translation accords with the Book of Aristeas, it nevertheless
serves as a “metatext” for the LXX. A metatext stands above a text in the sense that it
provides information about the text and guides a reader in how to understand the text. An
example is a preface to a modern Bible translation that describes the goals of the translators
or the methods involved in translating it. Naudé (2009, 296) suggests that, as a metatext, the
Book of Aristeas “regulates the reader’s mental preparation for reading the LXX as a free
translation so as to ensure that free interpretations will be as orthodox as possible.” It is
reasonable to conclude that the “mental preparation” produced by the Book of Aristeas for the
reading of LXX-Pentateuch could also be applied to LXX-Micah.

Turning my focus to the first three centuries of the common era, | will assess the
acceptability of LXX-Micah among Jews and Christians. The major revisions of the LXX—

Aquila, Theodotion and Symmachus—were completed by the early 3" century c.E. They
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were primarily reactions to the “polemical use of the LXX by Christians,” and were
composed to realign the LXX with “the Hebrew text that had by then become normative in
Palestine” (Peters 1992, 1097; cf. Marcos 2000, 109). The Jewish rejection of the LXX was a
reaction to its acceptance among Christians. It is important to note that the rejection of the
LXX by mainstream Judaism in the 2" century c.E. Palestine does not imply that the
translation was rejected in 2"9-1% centuries B.C.E. in Palestine or elsewhere.

It is generally accepted that the Early Christian church and the New Testament (NT)
authors adopted the LXX as the official version of their Scriptures (Marcos 2000, 322).%°
This can be demonstrated through the vast number of quotations in the NT taken directly
from the LXX over against the Hebrew text.!® This is especially true for the NT book of
Hebrews, which was written to a Jewish audience steeped in the traditions of the Mosaic law,
the sacrificial system and the levitical priesthood.!” For instance, Hebrews 1.6
(mposkvvnodrwcoy avtd mavteg dyyehor Oeod “let all the angels of God worship him”) quotes
LXX-Deut 32.43,8 a line which is absent in the MT. A longer example occurs in Hebrews

3.7-11. This section quotes Ps 95.7-11 [Gk 94.7-11]. The length of the quote along with the

15 However, Hengel (2002, 20) notes that an ‘Alexandrian canon’ was not adopted “seamlessly” or
“without deliberation” by the early church.

16 Silva (1993, 632) concludes that at times Paul quotes the MT over against the LXX but more
frequently “Paul follows the LXX over against the Hebrew.” Some examples are Romans 2.24; 3.14; 4.3, 7-8;
9.29; 10.16; 1 Corinthians 6.16; 13.1; Galatians 3.6; 4.27.

17 Steyn (2009, 133ff) demonstrates the interpretive work of the author of Hebrews as he uses Hag 2.6
in Hebrews 12.26. However, the author “relies more on the eschatologically oriented wording of the LXX than
on that of the MT” (Steyn 2009, 139). Though evidence from the New Testament’s use of the LXX is a few
centuries removed from the target culture of the 2"4-1% centuries B.C.E., it may still indicate the trajectory set by
the acceptance of LXX-Micah by the Jewish community living in Egypt.

18 This is an example of what Sommer (1998, 23) calls “exegesis” where “an exegetical text purports to
explain the meaning of a specific older text.” Darrell Bock (1999, 101) claims that in quotations like this, in
which there is an element of fulfillment, the author is utilising a technique called pesher, a technique that
exposits texts in such a way that it argues for “eschatological fulfillment in the current era.” This was a
technique commonly practiced in Qumran among a Jewish sect that revered the Hebrew Scriptures, especially
the Torah. By analogy, the fact that the NT authors used (primarily) the LXX text as the basis for their pesharim
demonstrates their view of the LXX as an authoritative translation.



44

fact that it is almost verbatim the LXX wording,*® point to the likelihood that the quote was
taken from the LXX translation instead of the Hebrew text.

LXX-Micah was alluded to in Acts 14.16 by the Apostle Paul when he and Barnabas
were in Lystra. After Paul heals a crippled man, the people of Lystra attempt to offer
sacrifices to Paul and Barnabas. Paul explains that he and Barnabas are merely men; it is the
living God who should be worshipped. Paul claims that in the past God allowed navta ta £6vn
nopedeson Taig 6doig avtdv “all the nations to walk in their own ways.” This is an allusion to

LXX-Micah 4.5 navtec oi Aaoi mopevsovion Ekactog thv 680v avtod “all the peoples will walk

each his own way.”?® The MT reads %% DW3a W 137 o5 “all the peoples will

walk each in the name of his god.” Noting the significant difference between walking in
one’s own way and walking in the name of one’s god, it is clear that the NT author used the
LXX as the textual basis for his allusion. Sommer (1998, 18) claims that “allusion and its
acknowledgment of influence may bolster the authority of a predecessor’s work or of the
tradition within which the new work claims a place.” Though the evidence is scant, the Book
of Aristeas and the New Testament’s quotations of, and allusions to, the Greek Old Testament
support the high level of acceptance of the LXX in 2"-1% centuries B.C.E. Judaism as well as

among the Christian Jews in the 152" centuries C.E.

3.4  Conclusion
Though each of the models developed by DTS helps answer certain questions, I am
convinced that the causal model aids us in answering questions from a target-oriented and

functionalist perspective. If we view the translator as an agent of change in a position of

1% The differences are negligible (e.g., taty “this” for éxeivn “this” and 8¢ “and” for xoi “and”); two
differences in verbal forms reflect historical changes in the development of the Greek language.

20 Robert Alter (1996, 112) claims that literary allusion “involves the evocation—through a wide
spectrum of formal means—in one text of an antecedent literary text.” In Acts 14.16, Paul’s immediate audience
would not have been familiar with the Hebrew (or Greek) Scriptures so Micah 4.5 would have been evoked only
by future readers of Acts. Nevertheless, Paul’s allusion to LXX-Micah supports its acceptability in the 1% c. C.E.
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power, then we want to know what factors shaped his skopos and operational norms. We
want to understand him as a unique individual with idiosyncracies that can be discerned
through observing his work. The causal model has provided some answers through an
assessment of causal conditions and translation effects. The most important stage of the
process is carefully analysing the translated text in order to discern the character of the
translation as well as the character of its translator.

In the following chapter I will analyse the translated text through identifying the
coupled pairs that reflect translation shifts. | will provide individual explanations for each of
these shifts but I will not synthesise my results. In chapter 5, | will categorise the translation
shifts (as well as verbal correspondences) in order to illuminate the translation patterns

(operational norms) of LXX-Micah.
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Chapter 4: A comparative analysis of MT-Micah and LXX-Micah

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to identifying and explaining each translation shift in LXX-
Micah. In order to identify translation shifts, I first compare the source text and target text to
establish corresponding segments, or coupled-pairs. | use the MT according to BHQ as the
source text for the purposes of this analysis. The target text is the Greek text according to
Duodecim Prophetae (1984) edited by Joseph Ziegler. In footnotes | indicate instances in
which the new Rahlfs-Hanhart (2006) edition of the LXX suggests a different reading.

Toury (1995, 89) notes, “beyond the boundaries of a target textual segment no
leftovers of the ‘solution’ to a certain ‘problem’, posed by a corresponding segment of the
source text, will be present.” He proceeds to explain that the in-depth analysis of these
coupled pairs provides the basis for the translation equivalence (Toury 1995, 89). When one
of the segments of the coupled pair is absent, it is indicated by &. Therefore, if the Hebrew
segment is missing, the presence of the Greek segment a “plus”; if the Greek segment is
missing, its absence a “minus.” | also provide my own English translation beneath each
Hebrew and Greek verse.

All Kethib readings are set in a lighter font in the Hebrew text. Also, in instances
where | suggest an orthographic error, | indicate the letters that may have been misread. The
writing, copying and translating of Micah covered hundreds of years and during that time the
Hebrew script underwent change. Therefore, | have selected two points in the history of this
development as the bases for comparison (Tov 2012, 228-229). One point is the script of the

Lachish inscriptions dated to the late 7" / early 6™ centuries B.C.E.; this script represents
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Paleo-Hebrew. The other point is the script from 1QIsa?, which dates to the 2" century B.C.E.;

this script represents Assyrian square script.

4.2 Micah 1

421 Micah1l.1

MT A3 *370 WpI i DOP "3 "HYIRn NR7OR M W MTIIT
0w 1N AWK
The word of the LORD which came to Micah, the Moreshite in the days of Jotham,
Ahaz and Hezekiah, kings of Judah, which he saw concerning Samaria and Jerusalem.
LXX «xai éyéveto Adyog kvpiov mpdg Miygauav tovi Mwpach &v fuépoig Iwadop xoi Ayal kol
Elexiov? Baciiémv Iovda vmgp v €1de® mepi Tapapeiog kai mepi Iepovsoinu
And the word of the Lord came to Michaias, the Morasthi, in the days of loatham and

Achaz and Hezekias kings of loudas, about that which he saw concerning Samaria
and concerning lerousalem.

a) 0 WK MM™IAT / kai éyévero Loyog kupiov] There is a plus xoi “and” as well as a

minus WX “which.” Gelston (2010, 65) claims that kai “and” was added to assimilate

with Jon 1.1 but he does not provide an explanation for his conclusion. The initial five
words of MT-Micah mirror those of MT-Hosea, Joel, and Zephaniah and the rendering of
the latter three lack an initial xoi “and.” However, the initial five words of LXX-Micah
mirror those of LXX-Jonah, which does contain an initial xai “and.” Perhaps the Hebrew

canonical order, in which Micah immediately follows Jonah, influenced the assimilation.
The minus W& “which” may subtly change the nature of the translation. TWR
“which” in the MT points to the content of the word of the LORD; its absence results in a

mere report that Micah received the word of the LORD. Perhaps Micah’s translator

intended to shape his target audience’s expectations for the nature of the translation. The

! Followed by to¥ in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
2 Accent not present in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
3 &idev in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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target audience should not expect the translation to always mirror the word of the LORD
presented in the Hebrew text; instead, it will at times deviate from the message of the
Hebrew text in order to reflect a different historical context (e.g., 1.13, 2.8, 3.1, 3.9) or

theology (e.g., 1.8, 2.1, 4.6, 7.13).

"TYIRN / tov Mepacti] v 100 Mopach “the one of the Morashti” in other Gk mss

demonstrates an understanding that *nw1ih “Moreshite” was the name of Micah’s father

instead of a place name with a gentilic suffix.

";a?p / Basuréwv] Bacirémg “king of” in Hev (Tov 2003, 33); Gelston (2010, 95*) offers
dittography as possible explanation of difference in Hev (final yod in ’;’?p and initial yod

in TI).

MR / kei Axag] This is a plus kai “and.”

1:;'2\?%'\’1 | koi mepi Iepovoainu] This is a plus zepi “concerning.” It is not grammatically

required in Greek that the preposition be repeated before each noun it modifies (cf.
Wagner [2013, 70]; see, e.g., Hos 5.6 and Isa 7.24 where only one preposition ueta “with”
governs both nouns despite the Hebrew repeating the preposition). It is more common for
the preposition to be repeated if the modified nouns have different cases (e.g., the plus in
Job 1.5 «ai pdoyov &vo mepi auaptiog mepi tdv yoydv avtdv “and one calf as a sin-offering
[acc case] for their souls [gen case]”). However, even when the nouns occur in the same

case, the repetition of the preposition can serve to explicitise and emphasise the

equivalent implication for the second noun (e.g., Isa 2.1 D?K?ﬁﬁ’1 n‘pnj"vx; “concerning
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Judah and Jerusalem” > mepi tiic lovdaiag xai mepi Iepovsainu “concerning Judah and

concerning Jerusalem”; the same construction occurs in Isa 1.1 where the translator

renders SV “concerning” twice as katé “against,” betraying a negative interpretation of

the following accusations against Judah and Jerusalem#). In this first verse of Micah, the
translator explicitises in order to emphasise the reality that the indictments to follow

apply to Jerusalem just as they do to Samaria.

4.2.2 Micah1.2

MT  TWTR 5270 378 TY7 023 M w8 I ARDI PIR IWRD 072 0L Wy
Hear, O peoples, all of them
Pay attention, O land and its fullness;
That the Lord Gob may be witness against you
The Lord from his holy temple.

LXX dxovocote Aooi Aoyoug ki mpooey£tm 1 yi kol Tévtec ol &v avtij kol Eotat kOprog &v HUiv &ig
UapTOPLOV KOPLOG €& 0iKkov ayiov avTod
Hear, O peoples, words
And let the earth and all those who are in it give heed
And the Lord shall be among you as a testimony,
The Lord from his holy house.

a) D';?:g / Aéyoug] T agrees with MT (j11512 “all of them”). Magary (1995, 321) and CATSS
explain this as a misreading of obn “words” for o “all of them” because of the
similarity of mem and kaf in the Assyrian square script (#/¥). While this is a possibility,
it is not the only possible explanation. First, D‘;?;;) occurs elsewhere in Micah and is

understood by the translator as “all of them” (3.7; 7.2). Second, o%n (or n‘?p) occurs

nowhere else in Micah, the Twelve Prophets or the rest of the Prophets. It occurs once in

4 Wagner (2013, 69-70) notes, “By repeating the preposition before the second conjunct object, G both
magnifies the force of kot and singles Jerusalem out for special attention.”
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2 Sam (23.2), once in Proverbs (23.9), twice in Psalms (19.5; 139.4), twenty-four times in
Daniel and thirty-four times in Job. Also, the vast majority of times that the LXX renders

Aoyog “word,” the Hebrew word that stands behind that translation is 927 “word” (at least

91% of the time; 828 times out of about 906). Further, the third person plural pronoun in

the phrase D';?;;} “all of them (you)” is awkward (though not unique; cf. 1 Kgs 22.28, Isa

44.23, 54.1 and Ezek 21.30). In all of these verses, the phrase D‘;?Q “all of them (you)” is

in a vocative expression. In Hebrew, a vocative is not grammatically appositional to an
overt or covert second-person pronoun (see Miller 2010b; contra Waltke and O’Connor

1990: 84.7d). However, the awkwardness of a third-person pronoun within a vocative

may have motivated a shift in the translation as we see in Job 17.10 ( 32Wn 0%2 07K

N1 182 “But all of them [you], come back now” > ov v 8& 6Aha mavreg épeidete kol dedte

&1° “Nevertheless, you all stick firmly, but come now”). In the current verse, the

translator of the Peshitta also introduced a shift in the translation by rendering a second

masculine plural suffix on 53.

The LXX translator was not constrained to formal correspondence between the
Hebrew and Greek. The translator’s priority was to convey the source text to the target
audience in an accurate but also meaningful way. In our current example, the abrupt

switch from second person to third person may have occasioned a reassessment of the

third person plural suffix on 3. The translator may have read the suffix as a reference to

M-127 “the word of the LorD” spoken of in the first verse, knowing that this 927

5 xoi Sebte &1 “but come now” added in the Hexapla according to 0.
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“word” was never merely a single word but always represented a plethora of words
communicated by the LORD through his prophets. Instead of classifying this difference as
a mistake resulting from the translator misreading a Hebrew character, it may have been
an intentional translation shift used to clarify the referent of the third masculine plural
pronominal suffix as words not people. It may, in fact, have been a mistake but not one of

misreading a letter; rather, one of misunderstanding a referent.

Out of nine occurrences of YW “to hear” in Micah, five are followed by direct

objects (3.9; 6.1 — twice; 6.2 and 7.7). Of the four occurrences that are not followed by a

direct object, the translator supplies two with direct objects (1.2 and 3.1). The other two

instances of ynw “to hear” occur in 5.14 and 6.9. In 3.9, the direct object n&r “this” is
rendered with tadta “these.” In 6.1a, ynw “to hear” is followed by the direct object

phrase IR MM~IWKR NR “that which the LORD is speaking.” It is rendered in Greek with

a direct object A6yov xupiov “a word of the Lord” followed by the phrase xbopiog einev “the

Lord has spoken.” In the latter half of 6.1, the direct object is ?[’31.7 “your voice” (pausal
form) and is rendered ¢wviv cov “your voice.” Then, at 6.2, v kpicv 10D kvpiov “the
judgment of the Lord” renders the Hebrew direct object 17 273X “the case of the
LorD.” At 7.7, the direct object is a first person singular suffix on YW “to hear” ((3pnw”

“he will hear me”) and is rendered with gicoxobvoetai pov “he will hear me.” It is likely,

therefore, that the translator expected a direct object at 1.2 and given the number of

instances in the Twelve Prophets where ynw “to hear” is followed by a form of 927

“word” as the direct object (Hos 4.1; Amos 3.1; 4.1; 5.1; 7.16; 8.11; Zech 7.12; and 8.9),

he understood the third masculine plural suffix to refer to words.
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b) 2PN / kai mposeyiro] This is a plus xoi “and.” It is also a shift from 2fs to 3fs

imperative. The translator may have mistaken the Hiphil 2fs imperative *2wpin “pay
attention” with the Hiphil 3fs gatal n2*wWpin “she/it paid attention” (he/yod confusion in

Paleo-Hebrew [A/2]).

PO PR /1) vij kel mavreg oi év avtii] This is a shift from the vocative to the subject of
the 3s imperative. Following are the vocatives that occur in Micah: 1.2 (o7p “O peoples”
> Moot “O peoples”); the present example 1.2 (Flz;z"?m PR “O land and its fullness”™ > 7 vij
kai mavteg oi év avtq “the earth and all those who are in it”); 2.7 (2pp~n°a “O house of
Jacob” > olkog laxwp “the house of Jacob”); 1.13 (N2t “O inhabitant” > korowodoa
“she who dwells”); 2.12 (?[‘;7; app? “O Jacob, all of you” > Taxwp odv ndcw “Jacob, with

everyone”); 4.8 (1¥™na S8 w5131 “O tower of the flock, hill of the daughter of

Zion” > mopyog moyuviov avyuddng Odyatep Ziwv “O dusty tower of the flock, daughter of

Zion”); 4.10 (3i*x~na “O daughter of Zion” > 0vyarep Ziwv “O daughter of Zion”); 4.13
(12 02 “O daughter of Zion” > 0byorep Ziwv “O daughter of Zion”); 4.14 [Gk 5.1]
(737303 “O daughter of troops” > Guyamp éuepaynd “daughter (will be blocked) with a
wall”); 5.1 [Gk 5.2] (nnnayg ony ma “O Bethlehem Ephrathah” > Bn@eey oikog tov

Eppado “O Bethlehem, house of Ephratha™); 6.3 (*np “O my people” > Aadg pov “O my
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people”); 6.5 ('Y “O my people” > adg pov “O my people”); 6.8 (OTR “O man” >

dvopore “O man”); and 7.8 ("nN'R “O my female enemy” > 7 £Opa pov “O my female

adversary”). The shifts occur at 1.2 (second vocative), 1.13, 2.7, 2.12, and 4.14 [Gk 5.1].
In every other instance besides Micah 6.8, the translator utilises the nominative case to
express the vocative.

In our present verse (1.2), the translator may have mistaken the Hiphil 2fs

imperative *2wWpi “pay attention” for a Hiphil 3fs perfect n2wpn “she/it paid attention.”

If so, the translator would have read Ax%m1 P& “land and its fullness” as the subject of

the 3fs perfect instead of a vocative.

ANOM / koi mavreg oi év avrii] This plus maveeg “all” was likely added to intensify the

extent of the Lord’s judgment and to explicitise people as the object. Similar additions

occur in the following prophetic passages: Isa 34.1 (m;z'%m PIRD “the land and its

fullness” /  yij kai o év atij “the land and those in it”) and Amos 6.8 (AX5M1 v “the

city and its fullness” / méiwv ovv ndcy Toig katowkodow avtryv “the city with all who inhabit

it”). The more common rendering of m;zi‘?m “and its fullness” is kai 10 TARpopa avtiig

“and its fullness,” but there is precedence for the interpretation that people typically fill

the land/city (Isa 34.1; Amos 6.8).

MM 38 / wdprog] This is a minus. This is the only occurrence of the phrase mn? 1T8

“Lord Gob” in Micah but the minus M7 “Yahweh” is seen also in Amos 1.8; 4.2; 6.8;
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7.1; 7.4 (twice); 7.6; 8.1; 8.3; and 8.11. Elsewhere, M 13I8 “Lord Gobp” is usually

rendered xvpioc 6 0edg, which anticipates the MT vocalisation. In Amos 5.3, 7.2 and 7.5 it

is rendered kvproc kOprog “Lord Lord.”

Y2'n / i oikov] This is a hapax legomenon in MT Micah. The typical rendering of this

word in the Twelve Prophets is vaog “temple.” Each rendering of SQ’U “temple” in

Zechariah (except 8.9) is oixoc “house” (6.12, 13, 14 and 15). Out of the 80 occurrences

of ‘7;*3 “temple” in the MT, the two primary renderings are vaég “temple” (55x) and oixoc

“house” (19x).

Outside of Micah where wTp “holy” modifies ‘7;’3 “temple” the rendering is
always vaoc “temple.” The rendering in Micah may have been influenced by the
association between WP 52°11 “his holy temple” in 1.2 with inipnn “from his place” in
1.3. The translator of 1 Kgs 8.42 rendered n'2 “house” as tomog “place” (referring to the

temple; similarly in the 2 Chr 6.32 parallel and the Kethib reading of 2 Chr 34.6). The

translator of Isa 26.21 certainly connects God’s Dipn “place” with his holy house or

temple (tod dayiov “his holy [house]”). It, therefore, seems reasonable to conclude that

oiko¢ “house” is a legitimate alternative to vaog “temple” for the translation of ‘7;*3

“temple.”
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3 Micah 1.3

PR 002 103 5D T T Inipan Ry A N30T
Look, the LORD goes out from his place,
He comes down and treads upon the high places of the land.

LXX &6t i6ob kvplog kmopevetol €k 100 TOmov avtod Kol kotaProetor kai EmPricetonl éni T

b)

d)

Dym i ilg
For, behold, the Lord is coming out from his place,
And he will come down and tread upon the heights of the earth.

NRY" / éxmopeveTan] This is a shift from a participle to the present indicative.

T / xevoprioeren] This is a shift from the modal perfect (w°gatal) to the future

indicative, which is the most common rendering of this conjugation in Micah (95%).

TITV/ émpiseron] This is a shift from the modal perfect (wégatal) to the future indicative,

which is the most common rendering of this conjugation in Micah (95%).

P / Tijg yiig] This is a plus article. Mur, like MT, lacks the article (Milik 1961, 192).

However, wherever the Hebrew phrase Y& *nna “the high places of the land” occurs in

the MT, the article is absent (i.e., Deut 32.13, Isa 58.14 and Amos 4.13 in addition to this

verse). 1QpMic (p]aRn “the land”) (Horgan 2002, 134), V, S, T and the LXX all contain

the article, which likely reflects the tendency for translators to smooth out syntax (LXX

contains the article in each of the three additional verses where this phrase appears).
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424 Micahl4

MT 77103 030 ©02 WR 190 11172 Wpan’ 0'pRyn Ponn o™i 1end)
And the mountains will melt under him
And the valleys will split open

Like wax before the fire
Like water poured down a steep place.

LXX «oi coakevBnoetar ta 6pn dmokdtmbev avtod kai oi kothddeg TaKNoovIol MG KNPOS GO
TPOCHTOV TLPOG Kol O HOMP KATAPEPOLEVOV €V KOTOPACEL
And the mountains shall be shaken under him,
And the valleys shall melt
Like wax before fire
And like water being carried by a slope.

a) 1R / xoi cekevdricsran] The only other occurrence of Dol “to melt” in the Twelve

Prophets is rendered by 0pavopog “breaking” (Nah 2.11). Outside the Twelve Prophets,

the common rendering is txopar “to melt.” Common Hebrew words for quaking

associated with mountains are 137 “to quake,” Wi (proper noun for a mountain in
Ephraim), ‘7’23 “to shake” and Wy “to quake,” none of which is easily confused with

1o “and they will melt.” However, given that it is a common metaphor in the MT for

mountains to quake or shake, the translator likely concluded that the verb in Hebrew was

VI “to totter,” rendering it (as usual in the LXX) with caievw “to shake.” The expected

Niphal form 3vin) “they will be shaken” is orthographically similar to 10123 “they will

melt” so it is likely that the translator read the latter Hebrew word. This conclusion is

further supported by the slot translation of the following verb wpan: “they will split

open” with taxicovtan “they will melt.”
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b) WRaM / texieovran] This is a hapax legomenon in MT Micah. The common rendering in

the LXX is priyvoue “to break apart” (including Hab 3.9). This is likely a slot translation

using the context W 71an 21172 “like wax before the fire.”

C) Wy / mopodc] This is a minus definite article.

d) DM3/ kei o H6wp] This is a plus koi “and.”

e) D™D / xoragepopevov] The translator likely did not know the meaning of this Hebrew

word. The same word occurs in 1.6 and is rendered differently (xoracmam “to pull

down”). 31 “to pour” (“to be poured” in Niphal) is rendered with xotaeépe “to bring

down / to carry down” also in 2 Sam 14.14. However, it is difficult to know if the

translator(s) knew the meaning of 733 because it is translated variously in the LXX (Ps

63.11 — napodidom “to give over”; Ps 77.3 — évavtiov avtod “before him”; Jer 18.21 —
a0poilm “to gather together”; Ezek 35.5 — &yxafilw “to take one’s seat”; Lam 3.49 —
xataniveo “to swallow up [passive: to be drowned]”; Ps 75.9 [Gk 74.9] — ékkevon “to pour

out”).

4.2.5 Micah 1.5

MT  nina m 1inw 8iY 2w ywa—n SR na mKen: nRr-3 aby: ywaa
oW &ivn AT
All this is for the transgression of Jacob
And for the sins of the house of Israel

What is the transgression of Jacob? Is it not Samaria?
What are the high places of Judah? Is it not Jerusalem?
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LXX 8w doéPerav lakmp mavro tadta kai o0 dpoptiov oikov Iopank tig 1 doéPeia 1o lakmp ov

a)

b)

Zapapeto Kol Tig 1 apoaptio oikov lovda ovyi lepovcainu

All these things are for the impiety of Jacob

And for the sin of the house of Israel.

What is the impiety of Jacob? Is it not Samaria?

And what is the sin of the house of Judah? Is it not Jerusalem?

NNY / tavra] It is likely that the translator shifted to a plural to highlight the multiple

consequences in 1.6-7 that will result from Jacob’s transgression. In 1.8 the translator

maintains the singular (n?"'&1 N 7208 N5V “because of this 1 will wail and how!” >

gvekev tovtov KOyetaw koi Opmvricer “on account of this she will lament and wail”)
apparently referring to the punishment to come upon Israel. It is possible that the neuter
singular Tovtov “this” in 1.8 points to neuter singular kpipa “judgment” (despite not being

explicit in the context).

DRV / kei uw apapriav] This shift in number occurs also in Hev (Tov 2003, 33).

Every other occurrence of niRvn “sins” in the Twelve Prophets is rendered with the

plural (Mic 7.9; Hos 8.13; 9.9). Gelston (2010, 66) concludes the shift was motivated by
contextual assimilation, which is certainly possible. Another explanation may lie in the
thinking at Qumran, a community roughly contemporaneous with the LXX target

Alexandrian community. A Pesher to Micah (1Q14/1QpMuic, frags. 8-10, line 4) attributes

the singular sin of Jacob to the spreader of the lie (2127 §'0n) and the singular sin of

Judah to the corrupt priests in Jerusalem (Garcia Martinez et al 1997, 8). There is no way

to prove this connection but it remains a possibility.
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C) N3 /1 apaprie] There are shifts in number and semantics. There are at least two likely

motivations for the shift in semantics: 1) the translator sought to maintain the parallelism

between the stichoi — ywaa “for the transgression” / pwa “transgression” > doéPerov
“impiety” / 1 aoéPewn “the impiety”; m&wvn1 “and for the sins” / Nina “high places” >

apaptiav “sin”/ 1 apaptio “the sin”; 2) nina “high places” in the MT is often associated

with Canaanite cult practices and functions as metonymy for the sins of Israel/Judah (cf.

Albright 1957). The current shift, then, should be considered a concretisation from nina

“high places” to 1 auaptia “the sin.”

d) AT / oikov Tovda] The plus oikov “house” was added to harmonise with oikov Ispomh

“house of Israel” in the second stich.®

4.2.6 Micah 1.6

MT a8 vI0M 3R 42 "I 072 e’ nTYa Wr 1ihnw nn
I will make Samaria a heap in the open country,
As places to plant a vineyard,
And | will hurl her stones down into the valley
And uncover her foundations.

LXX «oi Ofocopor Zoudpeiav gic Omopo@uAdkiov dypod kai €ig @uteiov AumeA®dVOg Kol
KOTAGTAO® €1G X00G TOLG AlBovg adtiig kail Ta Oepédto anTiic AToKaAOY®
And | will make Samaria a hut for a garden-watcher of the field
And a planting of a vineyard.
And I will pull down her stones into an abyss
And | will reveal her foundations.

& Gelston (2010, 66) labels the shift contextual assimilation.



60
a) ’x_J'? | sig omwpogulraxiov] There are only five occurrences of *v “heap” in the MT. Besides

here in 1.6, the LXX renders " “heap” with éropoguraxiov “a hut for a garden-watcher”

in Ps 79.1 [Gk 78.1] and Mic 3.12. It is rendered guovtov “myself” in Job 30.24 (perhaps

mistaking *v2 “in a heap” for "_71; “upon myself” [cf. Gen 27.12; Deut 17.14] or '3 “by

myself” [cf. Gen 22.16; Isa 45.23]) and &Batoc “untrodden” in Jer 26.18 [Gk 33.18]. The

LXX uses énopoguidkiov “a hut for a garden-watcher” to render n15n “hut” in lsa 1.8

and 24.20.
With regard to the rendering in Mic 3.12, Renaud (1977, 141) argues that the

translator intended to mitigate the effects of the judgment on Jerusalem. Though the

Hebrew text claims that Jerusalem will become b “heaps of ruins,” the LXX translation

reveals that Jerusalem was only reduced to dmwpoduvldxiov “a hut for a garden-watcher.”
Renaud (1977, 14) suggests that LXX-Micah 1.6 reflects a similar translation shift with
regard to the prophecy against Samaria. Wolff (1990, 42) argues that LXX-Micah 1.6
“weakens the force of the threat after the manner of Isa. 1:8ab.”

Theocharous (2012, 106) is likely correct to label this shift a “euphemistic cliché”
based on LXX-Isaiah’s use of émwpodurdxiov “a hut for a garden-watcher” to render the

impact of God’s judgment on Daughter Zion (1.8). Although a different Hebrew word

(n.;n’w; “hut”) stands behind LXX-Isaiah 1.8, according to Theocharous (2012, 106), “It is

not unlikely that Isaiah’s description of the érwpodulrdxiov had become a cliché so well

known that it was evoked whenever the troublesome *Y was encountered...'y would

trigger the adoption of this cliché.”
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d)
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nTWN / ayped] This is a minus article. | agree with Gelston (2010, 95*) that the minus

does not indicate a different Hebrew Vorlage.

wonY / ki sig guteiav] This is a plus xei “and” as well as a shift in number. Gelston

(2010, 95*) suggests that the plus in the LXX, S and Hev “may be only a stylistic

variation.” It seems much more likely that the translator added the conjunction in order to

explicitise the parallel dependence of 072 ’mgfg‘? “as places to plant a vineyard” upon the

verb ‘pnwy “1 will make.””

N3N / kai karasmaocm] This is a unique rendering in the LXX. The Hophal stem of 91

“to pour” is rendered xatopépm “being carried” (present passive participle) in Mic 1.4.
Elsewnhere it is rendered napadidow “to give over” (Ps 63.11 [Gk 62.11]), évavtiov avtod
“before him” (Ps 77.3 [Gk 76.3]), a0poilw “to gather together” (Jer 18.21), éyxofilw “to
take one’s seat” (Ezek 35.5), xatanivw “to swallow up (passive: to be drowned)” (Lam

3.49), and éxxevow “to pour out” (Ps 75.9 [Gk 74.9]).

15 / &ig yaoc] There is a minus definite article though consonantally there is no difference

in the Hebrew. We see the same rendering of X% “valley” in Zech 14.4 (which is the only

other use of yaoc “abyss” in the LXX), though it is usually rendered oapayé “valley”

(including twice in Zech 14.5).

7 Cf. Magary (1995, 339).
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7 Micah 1.7

NI INNR "2 NRRY DR PIRTO WK 1979 RN 02 7208700
uaw’; ﬂgi'f [ANKRTTLY NX3Ap

And all her carved images will be crushed

And all her wages will be burned in the fire,

And all her idols I will lay waste

For from the wage of a whore she collected,
And unto the wage of a whore they will return.

LXX  «oi mwhvta 10 yAvmta adTiig KaTakOWoust Kol Tavto, To ioddpote antic Umpioovcty &v

a)

b)

opl kol TAvTo TO €ldmAa avThig Onoopot i dpavicudv ddTt ék oboudtov mopveiag
cvviyoye? koi 8k olopdrov mopveiag cuvéctpeyev

And all her carved images they will cut

And they will burn with fire all her wages,

And all her idols I will make destruction

Because from the wages of whoredom she gathered,

And from the wages of whoredom she brought together.

I / wxoraxéyovow] This is a shift in agent (carved images passively crushed >

ambiguous “they” will cut the carved images) despite there being an explicit first person

subject in the third stich. The same semantic rendering for nna “to crush” (the most

common) occurs in Mic 4.3, Zech 11.6, Num 14.45 and 2 Chr 34.7. Possibly the assumed
subject “they” is the same subject as in Mic 4.3, namely “strong nations.” If this is
correct, then the shift is an example of explicitisation of the subject (shifting from the
Lord as implied agent of the passive verb to the strong nations as explicit agentive subject

of the active verb).

199" / énmpiicovev] Consistent with the previous shift in the first stich, this is a shift in

agent (her wages passively burned > ambiguous “they” will burn her wages) despite the

explicit first person subject in the third stich.

8 suviyayev in Rahlfs-Hanhart.



c)

63

oK / medoparov] These are shifts in number (fourth and fifth stichoi).

d) T/ xei éx] Lacking orthographic similarity between 1 (prefix preposition that typically

lies behind éx “from”) and TP, it is unlikely that this shift represents a mistake. Instead,

the best explanation for this shift is the translator harmonising with the preposition 1

“from” in the fourth stich.® This is congruent with the following shift.

1237 / ouvéstpeyev] This is a unique rendering in the LXX. There are shifts in meaning

and tense of the verb as well as a shift in subject (“they” > “she”). The MT claims that by
the wage of a prostitute “she” gathered, and unto the wage of a prostitute “they” will
return. The LXX renders the Hebrew in a parallel sense—from the wages of whoredom
she gathered and she brought together. Wolff (1990, 58) is correct in understanding
Micah’s message as addressing the “commercial goods and tribute” Samaria gave to

Assyria in return for the “wages” used to build the royal residences that will be returned

(“stones hurled down” and “foundations uncovered” in v.6). The LXX renders nJir

“whore” as an abstract noun mopveiag “whoredom” and likely understands Samaria to be
the subject of cuviyayev “she gathered” and cuvéstpeyev “she brought together” while her

idols are the objects. The translator’s understanding of the last two stichoi as parallel lines

motivated the present shifts. The translator did not read a Hiphil 3fs n2*wi (“she brought

back™) for 121" “they will return” but shifted the meaning to fit the understood context.

9 Also Gelston 2010, 96*.
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8 Micah 1.8

5281 0IR3 7900 AppR DI HIW 57w n2R PRI nTE0R NNTHY

NI Niaad
Because of this | will wail and howl
I will go barefoot and naked
I will let out a wailing like the jackals
And a mourning like ostriches.

LXX  &vekev 10010V KOWYETOL KO Oprviioel mopehoetol AvumOdeTog Kol YUV TOIGETAL KOTETOV MG

a)

dpakdvTev Kol TEvOoc ag Buyatépwv celpivav
On account of this she will lament and wail;
She will go barefoot and naked,

She will let out lamentation like dragons
And mourning like daughters of sirens.

172908 / wéyerar] This is a shift in person from 1cs to 3s. The four shifts from first

person to third person are theologically motivated. The context describes the punishment
the LorD will bring upon Samaria for her misdeeds. In 1.8, the prophet describes his own
mourning as a result of the punishment Samaria will have to endure. The translator either
himself read the mourning as a description of how the LORD would lament or was worried
that his target audience would read it this way. The LORD lamenting in nakedness was
likely too scandalous for the translator. Therefore, he rendered the verse in such a way
(four shifts in person) that the audience would understand the acts of mourning as those
that Samaria would carry out. S shifted to 2fs imperatives and T shifted to 3p yiqtols,
presumably for the same reason. Gelston (2010, 96*) suggests that the shifts were
“perhaps caused by doubt as to the identity of the subj.” It seems more likely that the
translator understood the subject to be the prophet and did not want to risk his audience

reading the Lord as the subject of the present context.°

10 Rosel (2006, 247) notes a similar theological shift in Numbers 3.16 and 3.39 where the translator

changes the meaning from 717 *5-5p “by the mouth of the LORD” to 81 pwviic kupiov “by the voice of the
Lord” to avoid the anthropomorphic idea of God having a physical mouth.
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b) N>R / 8pnywiiezr] This is a shift in person from 1cs to 3s.

C) n;'?’ggz | mopedosTan] This is a shift in person from 1cs to 3s.

d) PWYR / movjeeton] This is a shift in person from 1cs to 3s.

e) DWRd / ag dpaxévrov] This is the usual rendering (same in Jer 9.10 and Lam 4.3 [Kethib
is 13n]). 1P “serpent/dragon” is rendered Zepnv “siren” in Job 30.29; Isa 34.13; 43.20.
dpaxwv “dragon” is the common rendering for am “serpent/dragon,” which could be
easily confused for DvnR “jackals” because of the similarity of nun and mem in paleo-

Hebrew script ($/5) (cf. Tov 2012, 228).

f) M nial3 / ag Buyatépov eaprivov] We see the same rendering in Isa 13.21 and Jer
50.39 (interestingly, the contexts of Isa 13.21 and Jer 50.39 involve the state of Babylon,
which may have influenced the shifts here in Micah where Babylon is the exilic

destination of God’s people). nip*a N2 “ostrich” is rendered otpovbiov “ostrich” in Lev

11.16, Deut 14.15, Job 30.29 and Isa 34.13. In Isa 43.20 1Y nia “ostriches” is rendered

Buyatépeg otpovddv “daughters of ostriches.”

429 Micah1.9

MT D‘gt;?hj"rg AY WWTTY YA ATINTTY ORI 3NN NYNKR 2
For her wounds are incurable

For it has come as far as Judah
It has reached as far as the gate of my people, as far as Jerusalem.
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LXX &1 katexpamnoey 1 mnyn odtiig 5101t NA0ev Eng Tovda kai fiyato Emg TOANS Aaod pov Emg

a)

b)

c)

4.2.

MT

Iepovcainu

Because her wound has prevailed,

For it has come as far as Judah

And it has reached as far as the gate of my people, as far as Jerusalem.

YRR / katekpatnoev] This is a unique rendering in the LXX. wiuR “incurable” is

rendered otepeog “severe” in Jer 15.18. ?[j;xp"? WK “your hurt is incurable” is rendered

avéotnoa ovvrpipupa “l have caused destruction” in Jer 30.12. This is likely a slot
translation. By contrast, Gelston (2010, 67) suggests it was the translator taking

translational liberty.

0Ian / i ahqyn edtic] This is a shift in number from plural to singular. Though it is

acceptable in Hebrew for there to be lack of agreement between a preceding predicate and
its subject (GKC, 81450), it nevertheless warrants a shift in translation to smooth the

syntax.

V33 / xai fiyaro] This is a plus xai “and.”

10 Micah 1.10
"Whani nwHani oY n79p7 m'321310798 2 13008 N3

Tell (it) not in Gath, weep not at all;
In Beth-leaphrah, roll yourself in the dust.
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LXX oi &v T'ed pn peyoldvesde ol év Ak pr dvowkodopeite & ofkov katayélotol! yiv
Katamdoacde kotoyéhmtal? Hudv
Those of you in Geth, do not exalt yourselves;
Those of you in Akim, do not rebuild from a house an object of derision;
Strew soil on your object of derision.

Q) T3R5 / pi peyaidvesOs] o and o attest oi &v yed i avoyyeiinte “those in Gath, tell it

not,” which is likely a correction to the familiar imperative in 2 Sam 1.20. Wolff (1990,

43n.10a) suggests that pm peyardvesde “do not exalt yourselves” reflects the original

Hebrew text a’r*.r;m"n;z “do not exalt yourselves” which he says makes better sense of the

context. He claims it also helps explain S “do not rejoice.” Magary (1995, 346-348)
suggests that S does not necessarily reflect a different Hebrew Vorlage but the tendency
of translators to specify (explicitise in TS). He argues that in contrast to the command not

to weep, the command to not tell (it) in Gath was specified to not rejoicing. The context

of 2 Sam 1.20 (Mannwn~a “lest they rejoice”; n;g’%gm'zg “lest they exult”) might have

influenced S translator’s rendering (though Magary does not mention this). It seems
equally unnecessary to propose a different Hebrew Vorlage to explain the Greek

translation. This is not an intentional shift (as Magary proposes for S), but a mistake in

which the translator read 1"730-5& “do not exalt yourselves.” Though Taylor (1890, 19)

proposes that the Greek un peyodovesde “do not exalt yourselves” reflects a Hitpael, not a

Hiphil, stem, in Job 19.5 we see the Hiphil of ‘7‘_@ “to be great” rendered by the exact

same Greek form peyaivovesOe “exalt yourselves.”

1 xata yélwto in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
12 xata yélwto in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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b) 33/ oi &v Axip] This must have been misread as a proper noun parallel to T's6 “Geth.”

However, there are no other occurrences of Axwu in the LXX with which we could
compare. Perhaps, through a phonological error, the translator assumed there was an ayin

or aleph after the bet preposition. I cannot explain the mu ending on the place name.

C) aa;m-'vr_z [ pn avowodopsite] Through a nun/kaf confusion, the translator misread

122M5% “do not weep” as 132mR~9x “do not (re)build.”*3

d) N33/ £ oixov] This shift in preposition resulted from a contextual interpretation based

on misreading aa;m"n_z “do not weep” for u;m"?t_z “do not (re)build” in the previous

phrase (though the orthographic confusion of bet and mem is common [Tov 2012, 228]).

e) n‘;gx_f? | katayéhota] There is a minus lamed preposition and a lexical shift. Perhaps the

translator mistook 178yY “Leaphrah” for n27n “reproach” (metathesis of pe and resh

and khet/lamed-ayin confusion* in Assyrian square script [l1/907]) or for an unattested
substantival form of 991 “to be ashamed” (7an; rendered with katoyeido “to laugh at”

in 3.7). The latter explanation would have resulted from a khet/lamed-ayin confusion

without metathesis. Gelston (2010, 67) claims the shift from 772p% M3 “in Beth-

leaphrah” to &¢ oikov katdyéhmta “from a house an object of derision” is elusive.

13 Also Gelston (2010, 67).
14 The lamed-ayin form a ligature, where “various letters were joined together to form one graphic
entity which could easily be confused with single letters” (Tov 2012, 231-232).
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TN I9Y / vifv kerandcacds] Mur attests the Qere ("wHanm) (Milik 1961, 192). Jer

6.26 also contains the command 79K21 "(_U"?sxjn “roll in the dust” (Hitpael fs imperative,

which is the same as the Qere in the present verse). The same Greek verb is used to

render the command in Jeremiah. The Hitpael stem of w53 “to roll oneself” is rendered

with kontw in the middle voice (“lament”) in Jer 25.34 [Gk 32.34] and Vdmostpovvin

“spread underneath” (referring to ashes) in Ezek 27.30. xatondoom “to sprinkle” renders

P “to sprinkle” in Job 2.12. The situation here in Micah represents an intentional,

contextual shift from the Hitpael fs imperative (Qere) or Hitpael gatal 1cs (Kethib) to a

plural imperative.®®

D_:__a? MY (from 1.11) / xarayéhota dpév] Gelston (2010, 96*) admits “G’s rendering is

hard to explain, but G attaches these words to the previous verse, where it has already

used xorayéhota.” It is difficult to explain but the repeated use of xotayélwta “an object

of derision” may be a clue to the explanation. If the translator mistook n11av% “Leaphrah”
for a substantival form of 281 “to be ashamed” (see above, 772N in 84.2.10e), he may

have read 72 “pass on” as a substantival form of 281 “to be ashamed.” It is unlikely

that it resulted from a series of orthographical errors (khet-ayin, pe-bet and he-yod);

rather, it resulted from contextual harmonisation. The motivations for this shift are the

awkward construction 03% ™3ap “pass on your way” as well as the lack of agreement

between D;‘g “to you” (mp) and *72p “pass” (fs) / n2w “inhabitant” (fs).

15 Gelston (2010, 67) similarly suggests the shift represents a contextual assimilation.
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4.2.11 Micah 1.11

MT  mi: S¥Ki I3 7200 IRY NIV IRY) KD MWW THY Nawh 007 Maw

IN7RY 020
Pass on your way, inhabitant of Shaphir, in nakedness and shame;
The inhabitant of Zaanan does not come out;
The wailing of Beth-ezel: “he will take from you its support.”

LXX katowodoo koAdc Toc mOAES adThc ovk EEFAAE katowkodoa Tevvaay kdyacHor oikov
Exouevov antiic Mjuyetot €€ DUV TANYTV 000VNC
(Though) she inhabits her cities well, the inhabitant of Sennaan did not come out to
mourn a house next to her; she will receive from you a painful blow.

a) D;_}'? MY / katayéhota dpdv (from 1.10)] This translation is explained above in
§4.2.10g.

b) aW / xardg] The Hebrew word is a hapax legomenon in the Hebrew Bible (possibly a
mistake for 3"W “Shamir,” which occurs in Josh 15.48). The shift is perhaps due to the
lack of knowledge of the place name combined with a meaning for 9"@W in Aramaic as

“fair, beautiful.”*” Given the multiple occurrences of X-nawi in Mic 1.11-15 which the

translator renders with “inhabitant of X,” Joosten (2012, 58-59) suggests that the

translator would have known that Hebrew term ='W “Shaphir” refered to a city.

However, “the identification of the word as 7"aw, ‘beautiful’, was a starting point from

which he set out to make sense of the verse” (Joosten 2012, 58-59).

16 gEfjAOev in Rahlfs-Hanhart.

17 Wasserstein et al (2006, 5) lend support to this explanation: “It is clear that in the fifth century, the
language of [fifth century B.C.E. Jews in Egypt] was Aramaic. But this changed gradually with time. In the
period following the Persian domination, although a few Jewish inscriptions found in Egypt are written in
Aramaic, most are written in Greek.”
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MW / tag mokerg avrijg] The translator read 7w “her cities” (same consonants, different

vocalisation).

nwa / @] This was omitted because it did not fit the context (of the translated text).'®

7901 / kéyacOar] This is a shift from a noun to an infinitive. It is not likely a mistake

given that 7201 “wailing” is rendered with the typical xonetog “lamentation” in 1.8.

5g§§| | &opevov avtijc] This is rendered as the preposition ‘7313 “beside” instead of the

proper noun. The avtfig “her” pronoun was either added or understood as a pronominal

suffix through far metathesis (A5%& “beside her” for Syxn “Ezel”). Gelston (2010, 67)

also explains the rendering as a lexical error but does not account for the pronoun avtig

“her.”

np* / Mpyeror] Though the Greek form could be rendered “he will receive” or “she will

receive,” the context confirms the translator’s understanding that the subject of Aquyetan

“she will receive” was the female inhabitant of Sennaan.

inTRY / iy 6dvvng] The Hebrew word is a hapax legomenon in the Hebrew Bible.

Gelston (2010, 97*) says, “G and S seems to offer a second rendering of 021, via \nay

and goes on to say that “G’s 65vvnc is hard to explain, unless as a clarifying expansion of

minynv.” It seems that this explanation is mostly correct. | would suggest that 65vvng “of

18 Both of 0”’s readings (the second we know from the Syrohexapla) incorporate the noun aicytvn

“shame.”
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pain” is not a clarifying expansion of minynv “blow” but a slot translation influenced by

’7?;3; “trouble,” which is rendered by 65vvn “pain” three times in Job (4.8, 7.3 and 15.35).

4.2.12 Micah 1.12

MT g% [pwh M nrn P 772 it nawi aivh non—a

For the inhabitant of Maroth writhes (anxiously) for good,
Because disaster has come down from the LORD to the gate of Jerusalem.

LXX 1ic fip&ato eic dyouba xatowkovon OdOvog Ot katéPn kakd mopd Kvpiov &mi wOAag
Iepovcainu
Who has made a beginning for good things for her who dwells in sorrow?
For calamities have come down from the Lord upon the gates of Jerusalem.

a) " / tic] The translator misread "2 “because” as 1 “who,” confusing the kaf and mem in

the Assyrian square script (3/%).

b) n';lj / fiptaro] The translator read the verb as 551 “to begin” (as the unattested form n‘ylj

“she began”) instead of 51 “to writhe.” o’ (Appdomoev “she became sick™) reflects an

attempt to retrovert the Greek text to reflect his understanding of the proto-MT Hebrew

text (likely n’gh “she is sick”). Magary (1995, 351) notes that S’s rendering reflects the
same understanding: “P took the verb to be 791 ‘to be sick’ rather than 511 “writhe (in

anxious longing)’.” o” and S may have both been influenced by ’n"yg,_j “I make sick” in

Mic 6.13. 0" (avauévovoa “she is waiting” according to the Syrohexapla) and ¢ (fAmcev

“she hoped”) retroverted according to their reading of the Hebrew text as n’gl_'y “she
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waits” (from 5r* “to wait, hope™). In 6.13, the LXX-Micah translator misread n%n “to be

sick” as 55 “to begin.”

nin / 6d%vag] The translator understood it not as a place name but as a noun from the

verbal root 971 “to be bitter” modifying nawi “inhabitant.”*?

Y7 / waxa] This is a theological shift. The translator understood Y3 “bad thing” as a
collective and rendered it with a plural adjective. This same shift in number occurs also at

2.1, 3; 4.9. (See explanation in 85.5.2.3 for more details.)

oYW WY / émi woheg Iepoveainu] This is a shift from singular 2pw “gate” to plural

molag “gates.” Singular 'Y pW “gate of my people” in 1.9 was rendered with singular

moAng Aaod pov “gate of my people” but Mic 1.12 is the only occurrence in the MT of

singular TpY “gate” in construct with 05w “Jerusalem” (the phrase 7w ™MW

“gates of Jerusalem” occurs eight times in MT - Jer 1.15; 17.19, 21, 27; 22.19; Lam 4.12;
Neh 7.3; 13.19). The rendering in the LXX may have been motivated by the unexpected
singular form. Gelston (2010, 68) similarly suggests it resulted from assimilation to the

typical form of the Hebrew expression.

19 9"’s gi¢ Byog “on high” resulted from metathesis of the mem and resh.
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4.2.13 Micah 1.13

MT  ax¥n3 7273 1iP¥NaY R0 NROD NPWRT wah nawi w1y 02270 o
ORI pWE
Harness the chariot to the steed, O inhabitant of Lachish;

She is the beginning of sin to the daughter of Zion
For in you were found the transgressions of Israel.

LXX  wyoeoc dpudtmv kai immevéviov korotkodoo Aayig apynyog auoptiog avt ot tfj Quyatpi
Z10v 611 €v ool evpébnoav dcéPetan Tod Iopoani
Noise of chariots and horsemen. She who dwells in Lachis,
She is the founder of sin to daughter Zion,
Because in you were found the impious acts of Israel.

a) DN / woeoc] This is a hapax legomenon in the MT and the LXX and is likely a slot
translation. Schwantes (1962, 45) suggests that on7 “harness” is the remnant of an

original nox “tie” (Qal gatal 2fs) (cf. Gen 46.29, Exod 14.6) where the alef and samek

were lost due to the damaged right-hand margin. Further, he proposes that the he article

on 1227137 “the chariot” was a redactional correction and the mem on Dn3 “harness”

resulted from dittography or is an enclitic mem. Though this explanation is possible, by

the time the Greek translation was made, the Hebrew word in question (of7 “harness”)
likely read as it does in the MT (perhaps the following word 122717 “the chariot” lacked
the he article). Otherwise, the Greek rendering for qoX “tie” would likely have been

Cevyvoue “join” as in Gen 46.29 and Exod 14.6.

b) 1232730 / apparev] This is a shift in number and a minus article.

20 ¢ot1v in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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W27Y / innevévrov] This is a minus preposition and a shift in number. W7 is a rare word

in the MT (only three occurrences) none of which is rendered with innevow “to ride

horses.” It is likely that the translator read 227 “to ride on a horse” given that the other

two occurrences of inneve “to ride horses” in LXX both render 227 “to ride on a horse”

(Ezek 23.23 and 2 Kgs 9.16). Perhaps there was a graphical error (/¥ [script from

Isaiah scroll, ca., 2" c. B.C.E.]).

nAYY / karowovoa] This shift from the vocative was influenced by the first shift in the
verse where 0n7 “harness” was rendered as a noun instead of an imperative. It was also

motivated by the third person perspective in the second stich.

YR / apymyoc] This is a unique rendering. n*wWX7 is usually rendered by dmapyn

“firstfruits” (18x)% or apyn “beginning” (16x);% apynyoc “leader/prince” usually renders

WRA “head” (12x).2% This is either an accidental shift which resulted from missing the yod
and the tav in N"WK1 “beginning” (the latter through haplography caused by the khet in
nRvYn “sin”), or an intentional shift which resulted from the translator considering

apymyog “founder” to make better sense of the context than n"wX" “beginning.”

2 Exod 23.19; Lev 2.12; 23.10; Num 15.20, 21; 18.12; Deut 18.4 (2x); 26.2, 10; 33.21; 1 Sam 2.29; 2

Chr 31.5; Neh 10.38; Ps 78.51; 105.36; Ezek 20.40; 44.30.

22 Gen 1.1; 10.10; 49.3; Num 24.20; Deut 11.12; 21.17; Job 40.19; Ps 111.10; Prov 1.7; 8.22; 17.14;

Eccl 7.8; Jer 2.3; 26.1; 49.35; Amos 6.1.

23 Exod 6.14; Num 10.4; 13.3; 14.4; 25.4; Deut 33.21; Judg 9.44; 1 Chr 5.24; 12.21; Neh 7.69, 70; Lam

2.10.
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4.2.14 Micah 1.14

MT 58717 2507 21287 2198 *03 N3 NWIin 50 omdw 3nn 127
Therefore, you shall give parting gifts to Moresheth-gath;
The houses of Achzib shall be deceptive to the kings of Israel.

LXX 8w todto dmoeig éEanootelhopévoug Emg kAnpovopiag I'ed oikovg potaiovg gig keva éyéveto
10i¢ Baciredow? Iopanh
Therefore, you shall give ones being sent out as far as the inheritance of Geth—
worthless houses—it became meaningless to the kings of Israel.

a) DTHHY / iEamoostelhopévong] DMIPW “parting gifts” occurs elsewhere only in Exod 18.2

(Goeorc “release”) and 1 Kgs 9.16 (dmoctodr; “parting gift” / “dowry”). Perhaps the

translator read the consonants as a Qal passive participle mp D’m’m? “ones being sent”

(cf. Jer 49.14 [Gk 30.8]; Ezek 3.5; 23.40).
b) nWIin / kinpovepiag] Jer 26.18 has *nwnina “Moreshethite.” The translator read

nwIin “possession” through a tav/he confusion in the Assyrian square script (J/T)

(rendered kinpovopia “inheritance” in Deut 33.4; Ezek 11.15; 25.4, 10). There is a similar

shift in 1.15 (7w1n “Mareshah” > kinpovopia “inheritance”).

¢) 5 / éwc] The translator misread 5p “to, on, upon” for Tv “unto” through a lamed/dalet

confusion in the Assyrian square script (07/“().

d) 2R / paraiovg] parorog “worthless” usually renders X1w “emptiness, vanity” and ’7;;&

“vanity, vapor.” 212 “to lie” is usually rendered with yevdrg “false” (12x)?° or yeddog

24 Followed by to® in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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“falsehood” (10x)2® but seven times it is rendered patawog “worthless” (Ezek 13.6, 7, 8, 9,

19; Amos 2.4; Zeph 3.13). Here, the translator likely read an adjectival form of 212 “to

lie.
e) :x;:;tg'? | xevar] kevog “meaningless” usually renders op™ “emptily, vainly” or P “empty,
vain.” The rendering for 278 “Achzib” likely influenced the translation of 2128

“deceptive.” Twice in the LXX 212 “to lie” is rendered with kevog “meaningless” (Hos

12.2, where kevog “meaningless” and pérotog “worthless” appear together; Hab 2.3 with

the verb 212 “to lie”). Given the translator’s tendency for lexical variation, this is likely

not a mistake but a contextually based rendering.

4.2.15 Micah 1.15

MT 58712 7133 Ri2 0970~V AW NAW 7% a8 WD T
Yet I will bring the possessor to you who live in Mareshah,
To Adullam will come the glory of Israel.

LXX  Ewmg tobg kAnpovopovg dydym oot katotkodoo Aaylg kAnpovopio Emg Odoilap fiéel 1 d6&a
g Buyatpog lopani
Until | lead the heirs to you, O inheritance inhabiting Lachis,
The glory of the daughter of Israel will come as far as Odollam.

a) T / $wg] Gelston (2010, 68) attributes this shift to the intention of the tradent to

assimilate based on context. It seems equally, if not more, likely that the translator

expected and read TV “until.”

% Judg 16.10, 13; Job 24.25; Ps 40.5; 62.10; Prov 6.19; 21.28; 23.3; 30.6, 8; Ezek 21.34; 22.28.
% Ps 4.3;5.7; 58.4; 62.5; Prov 14.5, 25; Isa 28.15, 17; Hos 7.13; Mic 2.11.
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b) wW'N / Todg kinpovopoug] This is a shift in number.

c) D/ Aayc] This plus was influenced by the mention of the inhabitant of Lachish in 1.13.

d) NYI / kimpovopia] TN “Mareshah” in Jos 15.44; 1 Chr 2.42; 4.21; 2 Chr 11.8; 14.8,

9; 20.37 (each instance is rendered either Mapnoa or Mopica—transliterations of the

Hebrew). The translator read nw7in (rendered kinpovopia “inheritance” in Deut 33.4;

Ezek 11.15; 25.4, 10). A similar shift occurs in 1.14 (nw7in “Moresheth” > kinpovopiog

“inheritance”).

e) O/ tig Ovyarpog] This is a plus. Gelston (2010, 97*) questions whether the addition

could have “arisen as a vertical dittograph from naw earlier in the verse.” Perhaps the

translator expected it as in the phrase ’7@;11'?7 nia “daughters of Israel” (albeit plural) in

Deut 23.18, Judg 11.40 and 2 Sam 1.24. Less likely, there was a dittograph from the last

three letters of 7322 “glory” where the translator mistook the vav-dalet for a tav (ligature).

4.2.16 Micah 1.16

MT 921193 *2 W32 T00IR 270 THILD 32750 10 1R
Become bald and shave your head for the children of your delight,
Enlarge your baldness like the eagle for they will go from you into exile.

LXX &bpnoo kai kelpat €mi 0 TEKVO TA TPLPEPG GOV EUTAGTLVOV TV YNPEiOY 60V B¢ GETOS Tl
Nyrorlotevdnoay and cod
Shave and cut your hair for your delicate children,
Enlarge your widowhood like an eagle because they were taken from you captive.
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R / &opnoar] Outside Mic 1.16, n7p “to make bald” appears four times (Lev 21.5; Jer

16.6; Ezek 27.31; 29.18). In Lev 21.5, it is rendered garéxpopa od Evpndricecde “you shall
not shave baldness”; in Jer 16.6, od &vprcovron “they shall not shave”; minus in Ezek

27.31; Ezek 29.18, garaxpd “bald.”

"1 / xai keipon] xeipo “to shear, cut off” is the typical rendering for 113 “to shear” so this

is not a shift.

TYR / i tpoeepa oov] This is the common rendering (also Prov 19.10; Song 7.7; Mic
2.9 tpvony “luxury”; Eccl 2.8 gvtpdonuoa “delight”).

TN / iy qmpeiav cov] godxpopo “baldness” is the typical rendering (6x).
Widowhood is normally a5 “widowhood,” 1a%7& “widowed” or nanox “widowhood.”
In Isa 47.9, m‘?t_z “widowhood” is rendered ynpeia “widowhood.” In that context, we also

have bereavement (‘71’3@7 “bereavement” > drexvia “childlessness”) so the exiling of

children in this context may have motivated the translator’s concretisation of baldness to

widowhood. m:z;‘?t;z “widowed” is rendered yfpevoig “widowhood” in Gen 38.14 and 19,

mpa “widow” (typical rendering for n;p‘?zs “widow”) in 2 Sam 20.3, and yfpelog

“widowed” in Isa 54.4.

27 Deut 14.1; Isa 3.24; 15.2; Jer 47.5; Ezek 7.18; Amos 8.10.
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e) fi'?.} | qiyporoteddnoav] There is a shift in voice from active to passive perhaps because the

translator read a Hophal (a‘7.}§| “they were led into captivity”). Also, the gatal conjugation

is rendered with an aorist despite the context requiring a future tense. Perhaps, the

translator simply chose the usual tense to render the gatal. The typical renderings for n‘y;}

in the sense of “go away / lead into exile” are dmowilw “to send away” (27x),%8
aiypodotevo “to take captive” (8x, including Mic 1.16),% perowilo “to resettle” (8x),%°

aiypdotog “captive” (6x)3 and arowio “a colony settlement” (2x).32

4.3 Micah 2

431 Micah2.1

MT o7 585w "2 mivyr 9pan 7ika oniaawn=Hp p7 "o NR™IWH vin
Woe to those who devise wickedness who plot evil on their beds;
In the light of the morning they do it for it is in the power of their hands.

LXX  éyévovto hoyilduevol kOmovg Kol £pyalOuevol Kokd év toig Koitalg antdv Kol dua T quépa
GUVETELOVY DT S10TL 0VK fpav TPOG TOV OedV TG YETPAC DTAV
They came devising troubles and working evil deeds on their beds,

And when it was day they accomplished these things for they did not lift their hands
to God.

a) *in / &yévovro] Though ™0 “to be, happen” plus participle is more common in later

Hebrew, the translator may have read 1 “they were”for *in “woe” through metathesis of

yod/vav (Hillers 1984, 31 n. a). More likely, the translator seized the opportunity to

281 Sam 4.22; 2 Kgs 15.29; 16.9; 17.6, 11, 23, 26, 28, 33; 18.11; 24.14, 15; 25.21; 1 Chr 9.1; 2 Chr
36.20; Ezra 2.1; 4.10; 5.12; Neh 7.6; Jer 13.19; 24.1; 27.20; 29.4, 7; 40.7; 43.3; Lam 4.22.

2 Esth 2.6; Ezek 12.3; 39.23; Amos 1.5, 6; 5.5 (2x); Mic 1.16.

301 Chr 5.6, 26; 8.6; Jer 20.4; 22.12; Lam 1.3; Hos 10.5; Amos 5.27.

31 Esth 2.6; Isa 5.13; 23.1; Amos 6.7; 7.11, 17.

%2 Judg 18.30; Jer 13.19.
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update the historical context to explicitise that the actions of the wicked oppressors

occurred in the past. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

I / xémovg] This is a shift in number. It is the typical lexical rendering in the Twelve

Prophets (also Hab 1.3, 3.7 and Zech 10.2). Outside the Twelve Prophets, however, the

typical rendering is avopio “lawlessness” (26x).

Y7 / waxa] This is a shift in number (also Micah 1.12; 2.3; 4.9). (See explanation in

§5.5.2.3 for more details.)

MY / evveréhouv avra] This is a shift from yiqtol to Greek imperfect indicative (see

85.5.2.4 for further explanation) and in number for the direct object pronoun. It
corresponds with number shifts in the same verse—konovg “troubles” and «xaxa “evil

deeds.”

o7 585'!1"’ / odk fipav mpodg TOv B=ov Tag yeipag avtév] The other occurrences of the
idiom T HR5-w* “there is power in the hand” are Gen 31.29, Prov 3.27 (with nina
“when there is” rather than W “there is”), and Deut 28.32 and Neh 5.5 (with negative

particle 1X “there is not” rather than W “there is”). In each of these occurrences, the LXX

captures the sense of the Hebrew, which leads us to believe that the Micah translator

understood the Hebrew idiom.3* Several possible explanations present themselves. First,

the translator confused v» “there is” for a form of the verb w1 (\RW3 or 1w [Ezek

3 Job 31.3; Ps 5.6; 6.9; 14.4; 36.4, 5, 13; 41.7; 53.5; 55.4, 11; 59.3, 6; 64.3; 92.8, 10; 94.4, 16, 23;

101.8; 119.133; 125.5; 141.4, 9; 1sa 59.4, 6.

34 Cf. Dogniez (2002) for a discussion of LXX translators’ treatment of Hebrew idioms.
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39.26]) “they lift up” and then added the negative particle ovx “not” (cf. Deut 32.40 for
the idea of lifting hands to heaven and swearing; 2 Sam 18.28 for lifting hands against the
king; Ps 28.2 for David lifting his hands toward the sanctuary as he cries for help).
Second, the LXX rendering reflects a different Hebrew Vorlage®® (at least in the positive
sense of praying to God, which is how S renders the Hebrew).*® Third, the translator
intentionally changed the sense of this verse in order to attribute the cause of their
misdeeds to their failure to pray to God (i.e., not aligning themselves with God which led
them to carry out their evil devices). Given that a’, ¢", 6" and T all support the MT, the
LXX translator was likely not reading a different Hebrew Vorlage. Also, we can assume
that the translator understood the Hebrew idiom that occurred in basically the same form
in the four verses listed above (Gen 31.29; Prov 3.27; Deut 28.32; Neh 5.5). It seems
highly likely that the translator intentionally shifted the meaning to reflect his theology—

their failure to pray to God caused the misdeeds that led to their exile.

2 Micah 2.2

oI YR I 133 pWY RPN LR35 NITY 17em
And they covet fields and steal (them)

And (they covet) houses, so they take (them);

And they oppress a strong man and his household,

And (they oppress) a man and his inheritance.

LXX  «oi énebopovy dypovg kol dmpralov dpeovodg kai oikovg kateduviotevov kai duproalov

Gvopa Kol TOV oikov adTod dvopa Kol TV KAnpovopiov avtod
And they desired fields and were plundering orphans
And were oppressing households;

And they would plunder a man and his house

(And they would plunder) a man and his inheritance.

3 Gelston (2010, 97*) rejects this conclusion.
% Given that S renders this idiom in Mic 2.1 similarly to the LXX (though does not render the idiom

negatively), S may have relied on the LXX, where the LXX translator was reading a different Hebrew Vorlage,
made a mistake or introduced an intentional shift. If the Hebrew Vorlage contained the idea of praying (or not

pray

ing) to God, the translators may have arrived at their translations independently. More likely S’s translator

utilised both the Hebrew and Greek texts. While the LXX may have guided his understanding of the idiom, the
Hebrew text clearly lacked the negative.
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There are four Hebrew verbs in the consecutive perfect conjugation (31mm, 1913,

INWY, IPpWD) that are rendered as Greek imperfects (énebopovv, dmpralov, kotedvvaoctevov,

dmpmalov). There are 55 occurrences of consecutive perfect in MT-Micah and only five are
rendered other than future (four are rendered as imperfects in 2.2; one is rendered as an aorist
in 3.5). The conjugation shifts in 2.2 represent the translator’s attempt to update the historical
situation to reflect the past sinful actions of the wicked oppressors introduced in 2.1. (See

85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

a) 1M / xai dujpratov] The usual rendering is apralo “to seize” (15x)% but swpralo “to

plunder” is the second most common rendering (7x)%® (swopnaie “to plunder” is rendered

in connection with 6peavag “orphan” in Jer 22.3).

b) & I/ épeavodc] Though Schwantes (1962, 58) suggests that the plus may have resulted
from dittography of “the following ©'n23 confused as plural of DinY” (o'niN? “orphans”),
it was more likely added to supply the implied object in Hebrew (‘71;3 “to steal” and Dim’

“orphan” are related in Job 24.9, Isa 10.2 and Jer 22.3). Gelston (2010, 97*) similarly
rejects the explanation that a different Hebrew Vorlage lies behind the plus and considers

whether Job 24.9 may have influenced the LXX translator.

C) IPWLI IRWI / koi...katedvvasTsvoy kai dujpratov] Andersen and Freedman (2000, 270)

and Wolff (1990, 69) suggest that the LXX reversed the order of the verbs but they offer

37 Lev 5.23; 19.13; Deut 28.31; Judg 21.23; 2 Sam 23.21; Job 20.19; 24.2; Ps 69.5; Isa 10.2; Ezek 18.7,
12, 16, 18; Mic 3.2.
38 Deut 28.29; Judg 9.25; Ps 35.10; Jer 21.12; 22.3; Ezek 22.29; Mic 2.2.
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no explanation for the reversal.®® The following two reasons explain the potential

motivation for the reversal. First, a common rendering for pwy “to oppress” is

katadvvaoctedm “to oppress” (8x)*° but it never renders X3 “to lift up.” Second, the direct

object of Swpnalw “to plunder” in the LXX is rarely oikog “house”*!; rather the direct

object is often an individual (cf. Jer 22.3; Judg 9.25; 1 Sam 14.36).

d) W)/ avdpe] This is a minus vav “and” conjunction. Perhaps the translator gapped not

only the verb from the third stich (dujpralov “they would plunder”) but also the xai “and”

conjunction. (However, in the parallel syntax of 6.15 the translator renders the vav “and”

conjunction before the gapped miéoeic “you will press.”)

4.3.3

MT

LXX

Micah 2.3

DWR WINRY WK 1YY DT ANaWRaTOY awh wn Mo g 0912

X7 NP7 N 3 AR 3350 891 DR
Therefore, thus says the LORD,
“Behold, | am devising against this family calamity
From which you will not remove your necks
And you will not walk erect
For it is a disastrous time.”

S16 TodT0 TAdE Aéyer KOprog idod €yed Aoyilopar &mi THY GUANY TOOTNY Kokd &€ GV 00 U
Gpnte TOLC TPOYNAOVE VUMY Kal 00 un mopevbijte Opbol E€aipvng Ott KaPOG TOVNPOGS EGTLV
Therefore, this is what the Lord says:

“Behold I myself am devising evils against this tribe

From which you will not remove your necks,

Nor walk upright suddenly

Because it is an evil time.”

39 In fact, Wolff (1990, 69) says the translator “nonsensically reverses the order.”
401 Sam 12.3, 4; Jer 7.6; 50.33; Hos 5.11; 12.8; Amos 4.1; Zech 7.10.
# oikog “house” is the direct object of Swapnalm “to plunder” in the Theodotian revision of Daniel 2.5

and the second object of the double accusative in Mic 2.2.
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7 / waxa] This is a shift in number (also Micah 1.12; 2.1; 4.9). (See explanation in

§5.5.2.3 for more details.)

Wnn / apyre] This is a unique rendering. The common renderings for win “to remove”

are ynlaedw “to feel about” / “to handle” and éxeinw “to cease” / “to fail.”

NP / apBoi £Eaipvng] This is a hapax legomenon in the MT. opboi “upright” (renders

9W” “to be upright” elsewhere in Micah) approximates the meaning of nni3 “lifted up” /

“erect.” Adding the adverb éamva “suddenly” softens the extent of the judgment; instead
of never walking upright again (Hebrew), they will eventually walk upright but not

suddenly (Greek).

R 77 NY 3 / 61 kanpog movnpog éotiv] Phelan (1982, 38) incorrectly labels 871 “it” as

a “pleonastic” pronoun. However, without the pronoun, Y3 nNp “disastrous time” is an

ungrammatical clause. The translator renders the Hebrew clause with the copula éotwv “it

is” in which the subject is embedded in the verb.

4 Micah 2.4

TR TR R PN AITWI TITY 0K 713 0 17 YWn D720 KW RIND OF2
P Y 22105 5 v

On that day, he will lift up a taunt song against you

And sing a lament and say,*? “We are utterly ruined,

He changes the portion of my people.

How can he remove (it) from me.
To an apostate he alots our fields.”

290K 1'73] M3 may have been introduced through dittography with the previous "33 1.
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LXX év ti fuépa xeivip Anuodnoestar €@  Oudc mapoaBorr koi Opnvndncetar Opiivog &v pélel
Myov Todoumopie Stalaummpioapey nepig Aaod pov kotepstpyon v oxowin koi odk Jv O
KOADGOV aDTOV TOD GrooTtpéyal ol aypol Hudv diepepicOnoay
On that day, a parable will be taken up against you,

And a dirge will be sung with mourning*

Saying, “We suffered intense misery,

A portion of my people was measured out with a line
And there was no one preventing him, to turn (him) away;
Our fields have been divided.”

The shifts in this verse reflect a different historical setting (exilic to post-exilic
lament) and perhaps a lament over both the re-allotment of land and the removal of the

Judahites from their land. (See §5.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

a) N/ Apedieeran] This shift from active to passive occurs throughout the verse. The

translator might have read 8w3* “it will be taken up” (missing the nun).

b) A3 3 0N / kai OpnvOjosTan Bpiivog év péher] N3 N[N is attested in Mur (Milik

1961, 193). In 4QXII19, we read *n3 17[11, which Ulrich (2013, 615) suggests is either an

orthographic difference or a variant (see discussion for 77331 and 7’73 in the next two

paragraphs, (c) and (d), respectively).

c) NN/ dpnwdieeran] This is from 7 “he laments”; it is a shift from active to passive

but there is no shift in person or number.

d) MM/ év péker] Given the difficulty of the Hebrew form a3 “it will be” in the context

and the orthographic similarities between bet/nun and gimel/yod in Paleo Hebrew (=/»

8 Muraoka 2003, 362; cf. Ezek 2.10 (7137 “moaning” > pélog “mourning”).
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and \/-#), the translator may have understood 1312 “in moaning.” Ezek 2.10 may have

been the precedent needed to influence this shift (731 “moaning” is rendered with péiog

*a mourning”).

TV / radoopig] This is a shift from an infinitive absolute to a noun. This shift was

constrained by the target language not having a grammatical category of infinitive
absolute. Thackeray (1909, 48) notes the use of a participle and the dative of the cognate

noun as one of the two most common renderings for the Hebrew infinitive absolute plus
yiqtol.
1Y) / ¢rodamopiocapev] Though gatal > aorist indicative is not usually considered a

shift, this is an example of the translator rendering the Hebrew contrary to the author’s
intention. In the future, people will lament the present consequences of the judgement

brought upon them by God. The three following Hebrew verbs in the yiqtol conjugation
(e, v, and p’?ljj) dictate the timing of the lament as being present, not past.
However, the translator shifts the timing of the lament to the past by rendering the verbs

in the last four Greek stichoi in the aorist tense. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

Y / warepeTpnOn] Gelston (2010, 98*) suggests that MT’s reading is confirmed by the

assonance with w'n “he removes.” This is a shift in meaning and voice from active to

passiveas well as a shift from yiqtol to aorist. The same lexical shift occurs in Ezek 48.14.

In both cases the translator probably read 7i* “he will measure” (with common vav/yod

and dalet/resh confusions) or 71" “it will be measured” (the active to passive shift occurs
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also in Ezek 48.14). Gelston (2010, 98*) says the mistake may have been influenced by

52n “aline” in 2.5 and Amos 7.17 (P5nn 5ana “[your land] will be divided with a line”

> ¢v oyowio xotapuetpndioeton “[your land] will be measured with a line”). The indefinite
subject in the Hebrew text (Waltke and O’Connor 1990, 84.4.2) likely motivated the
shifts in voice here and in the last stich of this verse. Perhaps there was also a shift from a
lament only about land reallotment to a mourning over land reallotment and human exile
(“he changes the portion of my people” > “a portion of my people was measured out with

a line”).

D | &v oyowio] Perhaps this plus was influenced by the idea of casting the line by lot in
Micah 2.5 (also, xotapetpéon “to measure out” and év oyowie “with a line” occur together

in Amos 7.17).

T8 / kol ovk fv] This is a plus xai “and” as well as a (mis)reading of & “there is/was

not” for T'® “how” (kaf/nun confusion may have occurred in the Assyrian square script

[$/9]). Gelston (2010, 98*) asserts, “It is unlikely that they misread the Vorlage as 'R,
since the negative required before w1 would be xH.” However, if the translator read the

following W “he removes” as Wnn “one removing,” then the clausal adverb P& “there

is/'was not” would not be unusual (cf. Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §37.5d). Most likely,

neither 'R “how” nor W' “he removes” was misread, but the shift was contextually

motivated, harmonising with the other past time references in the Greek. A’, ¢” and 0’ all

attest névg “how.”
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W / 6 kelboov] This is a unique rendering. The common renderings for win “to

remove” are yniapan “to feel about” / “to handle” and ékieinw “to cease” / “to fail.” It is

doubtful that the translator read wnn “one removing” but that he shifted the meaning and

adjusted from a finite verb to a participle according to his understanding of the verse.
Instead of the people lamenting that God has removed their portion of land, the translator
understood the stich as a lament about no one being present to intervene with God from
him exiling his people. A" (arododroeton “it will be restored”) attempted to make sense of
the Hebrew phrase by rendering it as a lament about how the portion of land might be

restored to their neighbors (toic yeitoot).

K) "5 / avrov] This is perhaps an orthographic error (vav/yod confusion) but more likely a

contextually and lexically motivated shift (in accord with the motivation for the previous
shift—no one present to prevent God from exiling his people). The meaning “from” for
the lamed preposition is unusual (cf. Ps 68.21 [Gk 67.21]; 84.12 [Gk 83.12]) so the

translator rendered the preposition plus indirect object pronoun as a direct object pronoun.

:x;iW'? /| tov amostpéyan] The translator read this as a lamed preposition prefixed to an

infinitive (mw‘g “to turn back™). It is rendered appositionally with 6 xoAvcwv avtov

“preventing him” instead of a clause connected with the last stich. The two most common

renderings for 23w “to turn” / “to return” (from which 221w “apostate” is derived) are

gmotpépo “to turn (around/back)” and émoctpéem “to turn away.”
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m) p'?ljj | dwepepicOnoav] This is a shift from active to passive and from yiqtol to aorist

indicative. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.) Lexically, it is the common rendering.

Gelston (2010, 69) categorises this shift as contextual harmonisation.

435 Micah 2.5

MT i 5npa H1isa 5an 75wn 15 NS 137

Therefore, you will not have anyone to cast a line by lot in the assembly of the
LORD.

LXX 8wt todto ovk Eotar oot BAAAmv oyowviov &v kKApe &v ékkAncia kupiov
Therefore, you will not have anyone to cast the line by lot in the assembly of the
Lord.

a) ?["?x?f_: |/ parrev] This is the common verb used in the Twelve Prophets to render casting

lots (also Joel 4.3; Obad 11; Jonah 1.7 (2x); Nah 3.10).

4.3.6 Micah 2.6

MT  ninYa 3o &5 198 190785 MY 10VROR
“Do not drip [foam],” they drip [foam]. “They should not drip [foam] for such things;
humiliation will not overtake (us).”**
OR “Do not drip [foam],” they drip [foam]. If they do not drip [foam] for such things,
humiliation will not be turned away.*

LXX  un khaiete daxpuot®® unde daxpuétwoay émi tovToig ov yap dmdoston dveidn
Do not weep with tears, neither let them weep concerning these things; for he will not
remove disgrace.

“ Requires emending 3D’ “turn away” to »*®’ “overtake” or 313®? “overtake” (from 1 “to reach,
overtake” or 3DJ “to reach, overtake™).

% Requires assumption that n9R7 19WXY “they should not drip [foam] for such things” be

understood as the protasis of a conditional sentence although it is not explicitly marked as such.
4 ddpvoty in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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19vR / xhaiere] CD iv. 20 (Gelston, 2010, 69) attests only pao* qvn “they will surely
spout” (for pavw’ 1avA"HR “‘Do not drip [foam],” they drip [foam]”). The common

renderings for fv1 “he drips” are otalw “to drip” in the context of the heavens dripping

rain or hands dripping myrrh and édrootalw “to drip” for lips dripping nectar or honey.
Gelston (2010, 98*) suggests that “G and S interpret the verb as ‘weeping,” despite
recognizing its sense in Amos 7:16.” The translator knows the meaning “to drip” (cf. Mic
2.11) but did not understand the metaphorical connection between dripping [foam] and
prophesying. Instead, he assumed the dripping referred to tears.

1a"* / daxpuet] In conjunction with the rendering of the above command (31avR-5& “do

not drip [foam]” > un khaicte “do not weep”), the translator understood the context to be

weeping. Orthographically, there is no similarity with ApRT “tears” so these renderings

do not exhibit mistakes but slot translations.

19089 /| undt daxpuérosav] Though the yigtol is preceded by &5 “not” instead of 5x

“do not,” the translator, nevertheless, renders the verb as an imperative. Within this verse,

we see the sequence 19VRA"HR...19VX5 “do not drip (foam)...they should not drip

(foam)” rendered with two different Greek verbs (un xhaiete “do not weep” and unde
daxpvétmoav “neither let them weep”). This is a clear example of the translator’s desire to
vary the lexicon in the translation.

20" [ andoetan] The translator likely read this verb as a Hiphil 3 “he will remove” (also

Gelston 2010, 98*).



4.3.

MT

92

7 Micah 2.7

W oY 1300m MaT ROT Y700 AYRDOR M MY RRD APYTID NRD
21

Is it being said, O house of Jacob,
“Is the spirit of the LORD impatient? Are these his deeds?”
Do not my words do good for the one walking uprightly?

LXX 6 Myov oikog lakop mopdpyioe’’ mvedua kupiov &i todto to dmtndedpoto adtod oty ovy

a)

b)

ol Adyot avTod giotv Kadol pet’ adtod kal 0pboi mendpevvral

One says, “The house of Jacob provoked the Spirit of the Lord.”

If these are his practices, are not His words good with him, and have they not
proceeded upright?

WA/ 6 Aéyov] There is a minus interrogative and passive to active shift. The otherwise

unattested passive participle likely created a challenge for the translator causing him to

read it as IR “the one saying.” Gelston (2010, 69) also suggests this is a shift due to

the divergent vocalisation.

2PN / oikoeg Iexwp] This is a vocative to subject shift. Instead of 2pp~n*a “house of

Jacob” being addressed, someone is saying about 2pp 2 “house of Jacob” that it has

provoked the Spirit of the Lord. According to Miller-Naudé (2010, 48), the definite article
is not usually present with vocative common nouns. We should not assume, then, that the
LXX translator would have looked for a definite article to mark the vocative noun.
Therefore, the shifts in LXX-Micah from vocative to the subject of the main verb cannot
be explained by means of the absence of the definite article. Instead, we must posit other
explanations for these shifts. In 2.7 and 2.12, the shifts likely represent historicising shifts
(in congruence with other historicising shifts in this chapter [esp. in 2.1-4]). The translator

viewed the addresses to the house of Jacob (2.7) and Jacob (2.12) to be concurrent with

4 tapmpyioey in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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the original prophecies, not with his own historical context. The latter shift (2.12) may
have also been motivated by a desire to harmonise with the parallel second stich in which

“remnant of Israel” is not a vocative.

PN / repdpyree] This is a minus interrogative resulting in a shift from a question about

the spirit of the Lord growing impatient to a statement that the house of Jacob has

provoked the spirit of the Lord to anger. mapopyilw “to provoke to anger” is a unique

rendering for 2¥p “to be short (impatient).” Following are the ways 9%p “to be short” is
rendered outside Micah: in Num 21.4 and Judgl6.16 2%p “to be short” is rendered
olyoyvyém “to become impatient”; in Prov 14.29, mn-gp “faint of spirit” is rendered
ohyoyvyog “impatient of spirit”; in Exod 6.9, mn agp “faint of spirit” is rendered

oMyoyuyia “impatience of spirit”; in Job 21.4, 'm0 1gpn'z~z"7 VITR-OXR “Should | not be

impatient?” is rendered 31 i 00 Bvpwdnicopar “Should I not be angry?” Gelston (2010,
99*) suggests that the LXX translator (as well as that of S) vocalised this verb as a Hiphil
but says “it is not clear whether they also presuppose a different root or merely translate
freely.” In either case, the translator was taking the opportunity to claim that the house of

Jacob provoked the Spirit of the Lord in the past. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

o / «i] Though this is the natural rendering, it cannot function as an introduction of the

protasis in a conditional sentence because the apodosis would then have to be provided by

the new speaker (the LoRD). Reading M%%un nox-o& “if these are his deeds” as the
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protasis required the translator to make the shift (next paragraph) from 327 “my words”

to oi Adyor avtod “his words.”

e) 327/ oi Aéyor avrod] This shift from a 1cs suffix pronoun to a 3ms pronoun is due to the

T

translator reading *327 “my words” as part of the apodosis of the conditional sentence

instead of the LORD’s speech.

f) %N W0 O / per’ 0dtod ki opBoi memépeuvtan] This is a plus kai “and” and a plus

avtod “him.” (Gelston 2010, 70) attributes the latter plus to contextual harmonisation.
There is also a shift from the LorD’s words accomplishing good for the one walking

uprightly to the LORD’s words being trustworthy because they have proceeded upright.

4.3.8 Micah 2.8

MT  Annbn "2w nva omavn powan I8 R Hnn onipy iR, np HnnK

But recently my people have risen up as an enemy;
From the front of the outer garment you strip off the cloak
From those crossing securely, returnees of war.

LXX  «oi Eumpochev 0 Aadc pov eic ExOpav dvtéotn katévavtt Th¢ €ipnvng adtod v dopav adTod
£E&depav oD aperéohal EAmidn GUVTPLUUOV TOAEUOV
And previously my people resisted in hostility;

In opposition to*® his welfare they stripped off his skin
To remove hope in the ruin of war.

a) NN / ei EpmpooBev] This is a unique rendering in the LXX. Smny

“yesterday/recently” is usually rendered &y0éc “yesterday.” Here, the translator intended
to place some distance (in time) between the contemporary historical context and the time

when the Israelites resisted in hostility (described in the second and third stichoi of this

8 Translation from Muraoka (2003, 310).
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verse). Furthermore, both finite verbs in the verse reflect the same shift from a
contemporary to a past setting (yigtol > aorist). (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)
::ix'? | €ig #0pav] 'R “enemy” is usually rendered with &0pdg “enemy,” an adjective

functioning as a noun (250x, including Mic 4.10; 5.8; 7.6). Four times in the LXX

(including here, Mic 7.8 and 7.10; also Isa 63.10) it is rendered with the noun &ybpa

“hostility.” &x0pa “hostility” normally renders A& “hatred” but also 72'& “enmity.”

Given the great frequency that 2*X “enemy” is rendered with &y0poc “enemy” in the LXX

(including three times in Micah), the rendering here represents an intentional theological
shift. It is a shift away from calling God’s people “enemies of God” to people who merely
acted in hostility against God. It is a subtle shift away from a focus upon the character of
the Israelites to a focus upon their actions. In sum, it serves to highlight the temporary,

reformable rebellious posture of the people.

DRI / avréorn] The Polel of DIp “to raise up” occurs only four times in the MT,

referring here to enemies rising up. Each of the four instances is rendered by a different

Greek verb. In general, avoictnu “to resist” renders T “to stand” or 2%’ “to take one’s
stand” but five times (including here) it renders a form of Dip “to arise” (Deut 28.7; Josh

7.13; Ps 17.7 [Gk 16.7]; Nah 1.6). Here (along with j1owan “you strip off” > &&édepav

“they stripped off” later in the verse), there is a shift from yiqtol to aorist to make explicit

the time frame for the Israelites’ rebellion. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)
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d) 5mn / xetévavri] This is a unique rendering. Usually kotévavt “opposite, in opposition

to” renders T3 “in front of” (16x) or ’;9'7 “before” (12x). This rendering represents an

interpretive shift influenced by the translator’s understanding of the rest of the verse. This
serves to clarify the opposition of the people against someone (perhaps the welfare of the

prophet Micah).

nr;'?i_v | tiig gipivmg evtod] This is a plus avtod “his” and lexical shift. Clearly the

translator read some form of m"?\y' “wholeness, peace” or D‘;\y’ “complete, at peace” (also

Gelston 2010, 70). The he was perhaps read as an archaic 3ms he pronoun. Alternatively,
the translator added the pronoun to explicitise whose welfare was being threatened

(perhaps the welfare of the prophet Micah).

IR / Ty dopav avrod] This is a plus avtod “his” and lexical shift. This is likely a slot

translation.*® This nominal form occurs in the MT only here and Zech 11.13, where it is

rendered with oxértouon “l examine” (possibly reading 22aR “I will choose” or AR “I

will see”). n7TR “cloak” (which may have been the original form in Mic 2.8 with the tav

lost through haplography) is understood by translator as some form of skin in Gen 25.25
(dopa “skin”) and Zech 13.4 (8¢ppic “skin”). Other possibilities for the shift include

harmonisation with Mic 3.2-3 (where the leaders stripped the skin off the people) or a

metaphorical shift from 37X “cloak™ to dopd “skin” as two different forms of protection in

war.

49 Gelston (2010, 70) similarly explains the shift as lexical ignorance.
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Powan / éggdapav] This is a contextual shift from 2mp to 3p, keeping with the subject o

Maog pov “my people.”*® There is also a shift from yiqtol to aorist (Dnip’ “they rise up” >

avtéot “they resisted”) to make explicit the time frame for the Israelites’ rebellion. (See

85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

02PN / agerécdan] This is a minus 12 “from” and shift from mp participle to aorist

infinitive. Though agapée “remove” is not the most common rendering for 92v “pass
over,” it is rendered this way eight other times in the LXX (six of those rendering the
Hiphil).>! The translator possibly read a Hiphil infinitive construct 2"apin “to cause to
pass over,” confusing the initial mem with a he in the Assyrian square script (%/) and
metathesising the yod and bet (the final mem was read with the following word nva

“securely” as explained in the next paragraph). The translator may alternatively have read

a Hiphil participle 021 “removing” (cf. 1 Sam 2.24 for verbal form and 2 Sam 3.10
for meaning “to take away”) and nva “hope” as the object of the participle (Gelston
2010, 99%).

nva / érida] Perhaps the final mem of 0™2aYn “those crossing” was read with nva

“securely” ending up with nvan “confidence” which is rendered most commonly with

gkric “hope.” Gelston (2010, 99*) offeres a different explanation in which the translator

%0 Gelston (2010, 99%) suggests the shift may have been made to make sense of the context.
5L Exod 13.12; 1 Kgs 15.12; Esth 8.2, 3; Isa 40.27; Jer 11.15; Ezek 48.14; Mic 2.8; Zech 3.4.
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rendered the noun as the object of ©™2pn “from those crossing” rather than as an

adverb.5?

j) W/ suvrpyppov] CE. Wolff (71, n. 8e). The translator likely read 92w “crushing” (also

Gelston 2010, 70) (32w “crushing” rendered with cuvtpupog “ruin” in Jer 4.20 and Zeph

1.10) by missing the vav and confusing the yod/resh in the Assyrian square script (4/*).
Schwantes’ (1962, 70) emendation nnn%n ©¥aWh nva o*'apn “removing trust, plotting

war” is possible but does not help to explain covtpiupov “ruin.”

439 Micah2.9

MT 0917 170 IR 7799 S0n TapR man muyun by v
You drive out the women of my people from her delightful house;
From her children you take my splendor forever.
LXX &1 to010 1yo0pevol Aaod Hov AmoppipricovTol £K TV OIKIAV TPLETG oOTMY S10 TA TOVNPa
gmundevpata ootV EEmatnoayv Eyyicate dpectv aiwviolg
Therefore, leaders of my people shall be cast out of their luxurious houses
Because of their evil practices they have been expelled,;
Draw near the everlasting mountains.
a) 9/ dw tovro] This is a plus. It was supplied to explicitise the relationship between 2.8
and 2.9 as cause and effect. As a result of God’s people resisting in hostility, the leaders
will be cast out of their luxurious houses. 2.9b provides additional reason for the

judgment. Then, the plus &yyicate “draw near” informs the audience of their expected

action in response to the promised judgment.

%2 3 “securely” is commonly rendered with €imig “hope” (18x).
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"W1 / fyodpevor] The translator read either X*w3 “ruler,” which is the rendering six times
in the LXX (also Gelston 2010, 70) (plural construct form is *X*w1 “rulers”), or a Niphal

mp construct participle from X3 “to lift up” ("8Ww3 “lifted up ones”). TRV K1 “ruler of

your people” occurs in Exod 22.27 but the rendering is &pyovtag tod Aaod cov “rulers of

your people.”

PWInR / anopprpiesovran] This is a shift from Piel yigtol 2mp to future passive 3p.

YR N'3AN / ék tdv oikidv Tpueiis avtdv] This is a shift from singular n°a “house” to

plural Tav oiki@dv “houses” and from 3fs suffix to 3p pronoun to harmonise with the plural

object w1 “women” (which was read as *X*w1 “rulers” or *X3 “lifted up ones”).

3’5'?17 5o / du Ta movnpd émndedpara avrdv] The shift from a 3fs suffix to a 3p
pronoun served to harmonise with the plural object *w3 “women” (which was read as
"Ww1 “rulers” or *Rw3 “lifted up ones” earlier in the same verse). The shift in meaning
may have resulted from parablepsis (reading m5%vn “her [evil] deeds” for 9% Swn
“from her children”). Spn “from” was rendered first as &w “because” then read with
999 “her children” and rendered i movnpa émtndevpota avtdv “their evil practices.”
The weakness of this explanation is that nowhere else in the LXX is 5vn “from” rendered

Sw. “because.” Gelston (2010, 70) suggests that Sun “from” was vocalised instead as Hpn
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“unfaithfulness”; however, the plus dwx “because” still has to be explained. Similarly,

’7‘31_;?; “deed” is by far the most common word behind the rendering émdsvuo “practice,”

including three other times in Micah (2.7; 3.4; and 7.13). Gelston (2010, 70) simply says

smndevpata avtdv “their practices” is derived via the root V95.

PR / é&Edednoav] This is a shift from 2mp to 3p and from active to passive in order to

harmonise with the context. In the vast majority of occurrences, np5 “to take” is rendered

Maupave “to take” (808x) and this is the only time it is rendered by é€wbéw “to drive out.”

e&wbéw “to drive out” usually renders m71 “thrust” (including Mic 4.6). Might the

translator have read 1171 “they were scattered”?

& | éyyicate] This is a plus. It usually renders Wil “draw near” or 27 “approach” but

nothing in the verse resembles these verbs (orthographically or phonetically). Perhaps the

translator read M “to wait for,” rendered with éyyiw “to draw near” in Hos 12.7. More

than likely, this is an example of theological intervention by the translator to guide his

target audience in the remedy to judgment—namely, drawing near the Lord.

™70 / 8peowv] This was read as *371 “mountains of” (cf. Ps 76.5 [Gk 75.5]). However,

the construct ™11 “mountains of” followed by BYip% “forever” is syntactically

unintelligible. There are examples of construct nouns before prepositional phrases but not

lamed prepositional phrases (cf. Waltke and O’Connor 1990, 155). Gelston (2010, 99%)
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suggests that the translator misread 377 “my splendor” via 973 “mountain” and added

gyyicorte “draw near” to make sense of it.

10 Micah 2.10

P01 52m Hann ARNY Mapa AmIRa DR °3 1391 Imp
Arise and go, for this is not the resting place;
On account of it being unclean, it destroys and the destruction is grievous.

LXX &vaomd koi mopedov 811 ovk &6 oot abt 1 dvamavoig Evexev dxadapoiog Siepdipnte

b)

¢Bopd
Arise and go, for this rest is not for you,
On account of uncleanness you were utterly corrupted.

luihtohy NNNY / o0k Eomi oo o 1 avamavews] The plus cou “for you” as part of the

shift from “this is not the resting place” to “this rest(ing place) is not for you” may have

anticipated the 2s object from 2.11 (?[’? “to/for you”).

RNV / axeBopoiog] The Cairo codex of the prophets vocalises the consonantal text as a

Qal 3fs gatal. The Leningrad codex (reflected in the MT) vocalises the consonantal text

as a noun, which is how the LXX translator read it.

5;_11313 | drepBapnte] This is a shift from the active to passive voice; perhaps the translator

understood it as a Niphal but Prov 13.13 contains the only attested Niphal of ‘7;13 “to be

ruined.” This is also a shift of conjugation from a yiqtol to an aorist indicative, a shift in

the subject of the verb from Am3mRA “resting place” to the audience and a shift in person

from 3fs to 2p. | agree with Gelston (2010, 100*) that the translator understood the verb

53 £otwv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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as 2p because he read the vav conjunction in the next word as the 2p ending of the verb.
The shift in time again reflects a period in Israelite history that is different from that of

the target audience. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

d) 5;}1;!'; / @00p@] The minus vav “and” is explained in the previous paragraph.

e) Y3/ xoredudyOnre] (GK from 2.11) pan “to be grievous” occurs only three other times

in the MT and each time it is rendered differently (1 Kgs 2.8 — 6dvvnpoc “with grief”; Job

6.25 — padrog “worthless”; Job 16.3 — napevoyrém “cause difficulty [for]”). This is likely a

slot translation based on the translator’s understanding of the following verb ?[‘?a “to go”
rendered as duvko “to pursue.” Gelston (2010, 100*) suggests it was translated via \/Pﬁ
“he ran.” Though the 2p form of \/Ph does not resemble PR3 “grievous” the translator

may have had this root in mind while translating. In Joel 2.4 37 “he ran” is rendered with

karodidke “1 pursue closely” and six times it is rendered by dwbko “I pursue.”>*

4.3.11 Micah 2.11

MT  Apo opR 90 My 2w 7 77 908 212 R N 120 UK
If a man pursuing wind and falsehood would lie,

“I will prophecy (drip [foam]) for you in exchange for wine and beer”
Then he would be a prophet (dripper [of foam]) of this people.

LXX «kotedidydnte oddevog Sidkovtog mvedpa Eotnoe®® yeddog dotdhaéé® oot eic oivov kol
pébvopa kal Eoton €k Tiig oTaYOVOC Tod Aood TOHTOV
You were pursued closely; no one pursuing (the) spirit has established
falsehood;
It has dropped on you for wine and beer.
But it will be that from the dropping of this people,

54 Jer 51.31 (3x); Amos 6.12; Hab 2.2; Hag 1.9.
%5 Z5tnoev in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
% ¢otahatév in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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WY [ ovdevag] The translator understood the independent hypothetical particle 15 “if”

to be &% “no, not.” Mur attests &% “no, not” (Milik 1961, 193). Gelston (2010, 100%*)

posits that the original consonantal text was probably &1% which could be vocalised as

either 815 “if” or RiY “no, not.” The alef was lost through haplography.

795 / Sudkovrog] Gelston (2010, 70) suggests this is a case of assimilation based on Lev

26.17 and 36.

N3 / avedpa] The translator understood 137 as “spirit” not &vepog “wind.”

213 WPYW / Eotmoe yebdog] This is a unique rendering of &otoe “established” for 213

“lied” but the sense of the clause is rendered effectively. The translator may have read

“no one pursues the spirit and has lied with falsehood.” Gelston’s (2010, 100%)

suggestion that the translator may have read 5pw* “he will weigh” is unnecessary.

qoR / s¢otaraté] This is a shift from yiqgtol to aorist and from 1cs to 3s. The translator

knew the concrete meaning of V1 “to drop, drip” but probably did not know the

metaphorical meaning to preach or act the prophet (cf. Mic 2.6, 84.3.6). Here Schwantes

(1962, 76) suggests the translator confused the Hiphil yigtol with the Aramaic Afel.
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f) a1 / éx Tiic otayovec] The translator likely read the in “from” preposition plus some

nominal form of qv3 “to drop, drip” (perhaps V3 “drop,” which is rendered in Job 36.27

as otayoveg “drops [of rain]™).

4.3.12 Micah 2.12

MT 973 1793 IN¥2 AR T ORI NTIRY PARN PAR 772 2pY ADRK AN

DTRA MIRAN NIT0 TN
I will surely assemble, O Jacob, all of you;
I will surely gather the remnant of Israel.
I will set them together like sheep in an enclosure,
Like a flock in the midst of its pasture, bleating (in fear) of men.

LXX ocuvvayouevog cuvaybfoeton lakop cOv nacty £kdeyouevog ékdEEopon ToO¢ KoTaAoinovg Tod
IoponA €mi T avTO BMcopat TV ATOGTPOPTV aVT®Y MG TPoPota &v OAlyel Mg Toiuviov &v
pHéc® Koitng ant®dv EEarodvral €5 avBpoTmv
Jacob will surely be gathered together with everyone.

I will surely receive® the remnant of Israel together,

I will establish their return like sheep in affliction,
Like a flock in the midst of their fold they will leap forth from men.

a) DR / ovvayépevog] This is a shift from active to passive. The infinitive absolute is

rendered with a passive participle. °® Since there is no infinitive absolute in Greek, the
translator rendered infinitives absolute in various ways throughout Micah. %° Both
infinitives absolute in this verse are followed by yiqgtol conjugations of the same verbal
root. These Hebrew constructions are rendered as participles with the same finite verbs

(or verbs with similar semantics).®® It is possible, though not likely, that the translator

57 Muraoka 2002, 159.

8 Aejmelaeus (1993a, 8) notes this translation choice (with the finite form of the same verb) as one of
six uses of the participium coniunctum.

% Mic 1.10 (mistake), 2.4 (dative of the cognate noun — noted by Thackeray [1909, 48] as one of the
two most common renderings for Hebrew infinitive absolute plus yiqtol), 2.12 (explained in the present entry),
6.8 (present infinitive plus adjective), and 6.13 (future indicative).

80 See Thackeray (1909, 48).
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read here a Niphal participle o83 “being gathered” or Pual participle qoxn “being

gathered.”

nORY / cuvayBijesTan] 2P’ “O Jacob” was read not as a vocative but as the subject of

nORN 0K “I will surely assemble.” For this rendering we would expect D&’ “he was

gathered/assembled.” This possibly resulted from a misreading of alef for yod in paleo-

Hebrew script (/7). See 88 4.3.7 and 5.5.2.4 for significance of vocative shift.

792 / obv maow] Plus cdv “with.” Since app? “O Jacob” was read not as a vocative but as

the subject of AORK& AOR “I will surely assemble,” the shift here was purposeful to make

sense of the syntax (possibly reading D’?Q “all of them” for '[’7:) “all of you” by

misreading kaf for mem in the Assyrian square script [¥/#]). Gelston (2010, 100*) says

“G is probably trying to make sense of a difficult passage.”

P3ARR PaR / éxdeydpevog txdicopan] PP “to gather” is usually rendered cuvayw “to gather

together” (71x, including Mic 1.7 and 4.12) but where éxdéyopan “to receive / welcome” is

used, it usually renders pap “to gather” (cf. Hos 9.6 and Nah 3.18). éx&&yopa “to wait for
/ expect” also renders 270 “to take/give on pledge” (Gen 43.9; 44.32; Ps 119.122 [Gk
118.122]). In Mic 4.6, yap “to gather” is rendered cicdéyopor “to welcome.” In both

contexts (here and 4.6) qoRX “to assemble” is used first. This may reflect the translator’s
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desire for lexical variation. More likely it was the translator taking the opportunity to

explicitise the Lord’s emotion of acceptance.

T / émi 1o avro] No lexical shift. éxi 10 avto is a common Greek idiom meaning

“together” or “at the same time”; in the Twelve Prophets, the sense is predominantly

“together” (cf. Hos 2.2; Amos 1.15; 3.3). The translator read Tm? “together” with second

stich.

NRWR / Bijoopon Ty drostpogiv avtdv] It appears that the 3ms suffix was explicitised

as v amoctpoenv avtdv “their return.”

n%a / &v Bhiyer] Understood as “enclosure for sheep,” this is a hapax legomenon in the

MT. The translator read it as 172 “in distress” (Gelston 2010, 71) or possibly 77xa

“destitution.”

370 / woitng avrdv] 72T “pasture” occurs only here and Isa 5.17. It is likely the

translator did not know the meaning of the word and rendered it with a slot translation

according to context.

RN / garodvran] DIN in the Hiphil “to be noisy” occurs only here and Ps 55.3 [Gk

54.3], where it is rendered &rapaydnv “I was troubled.” It is likely a slot translation.

Gelston (2010, 71) similarly classifies this rendering as liberty with regard to semantics.
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4.3.13 Micah 2.13

MT M 03 0350 137 13 I8EN WY Mapn w79 077 pidn nw
DWNI2
He who breaks out will go up before them;

They break through and pass over (the) gate and go out by it.
And their king passes over before them with the LORD at their head.

LXX 8w 1fig dakomiig mpd Tpocdmov adtdv diékoyay Kai d1ijAbov moAny kai EfjABov d1” avtig
Kol EENABEY O PaGIAELG DTGV TPO TPOCHTOV AVTAV O O€ KVPLOG 1YNCETOL ADTMV
They have broken through the breach before them
And have passed through the gate and gone out through it.
And their king has gone out before them but the Lord shall lead them.

a) Y180 N / dui Tijg Sraxomijg] The translator possibly read 1*9w “through it” (the Greek
noun tic daxonfic “the breach” is feminine) and ya&7 “the one breaking through”
appositionally as P87 “the breach” (3¥75 “they break through” was read with the first
stich and provides its main verb).®! & with genitive “through” is the rendering for Sp

“on, for” in Zeph 2.15; Ezek 16.8; 45.17.

b) 93" / kai £&ija0ev] It is not clear why the translator rendered this with é&¢pyxopa “to go

out” instead of diépyouar “to pass through.”

c) MM/ 6 8¢ woprog] Out of 180 occurrences of the vav “and” conjunction in Micah, only

three are rendered 8¢ “but” (here, 4.5, and 7.7). Aejmelaeus (1993c, 51) notes,
“[connectives and other grammatical words] convey no information by themselves, but

become meaningful only in the context of other words, thus participating in the meaning

61 Gelston (2010, 71) suggests haplography (of the he on n’gy “he goes up”). This explanation is
similar to the one | provided.
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of the whole.” The use of 8¢ “but” instead of xai “and” likely served to explicitise that it

will not be the king but the Lord who will lead them.

DWNI3 / yiieston avtév] This is not the most common rendering of w3 “head” but it is

used 10 times including here and Mic 3.9 and 11. There is a shift from the prepositional
phrase with possessive pronoun to a verb with direct object. fyéopon “to lead” concretises
the metaphor of being at the head. Gelston (2010, 71) explains the shift as liberty with

respect to syntax.

Micah 3

1 Micah 3.1

MT  vawnang nuT? 027 8% ORI 102 PEpI 2P WK RIIYHY DR

And | said, “Listen, you heads of Jacob
And rulers of the house of Israel,
Is it not for you to know justice?

LXX «oi épel dkodoate 61 tadto ol dpyai oikov Iokwp koi oi katdAouror oikov Iopani ovy duiv

a)

go11%2 10D yvdvar 10 kpipa

And he will say, “Hear now these things, you heads of the house of Jacab,
And you who are left of the house of Israel,

Is it not for you to know judgment?

R / kai £pei] This is a shift from first person wayyigtol to third person future (same

shift in S). The consonants are the same for wgatal and wayyiqtol forms. Though this
shift does not exhibit a change in the consonantal text, it is a shift nonetheless, because it
reflects the translator’s tendency to adjust the message according to his own ideology.
This shift dramatically increases the level of authority for the following rebukes. No
longer is it the prophet who reprimands the “heads of Jacob” and “rulers of the house of

Israel”; it is Yahweh himself who warns the “heads of the house of Jacob” and those “left

62 ¢ot1v in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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of the house of Israel.” The translator had the perfect opportunity to interfere without

risking acceptability (no textual shift). This shift also represents a historicising shift

congruent with the shift later in the verse from ’731}'?7 n'a "¢ “and rulers of the house

of Israel” to «ai oi katdAowror oikov Iopon) “and you who are left of the house of Israel.” It
was necessary for there to be a future command if the translator’s contemporary audience

were to also receive the warning. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

@ [ rodta] This is a plus. This harmonisation from 3.9 (also Gelston 2010, 71) may refer
to o pruora “words” (but Adyog “word, saying” in 1.2) motivated by expectation for

direct object (same in S).

@ | oixov] This is a plus oikov “house.” It reflects another harmonisation from 3.9 (same

in S).

WP/ oi katdrouror] Many commentators suggest that the shift here (and in 3.9) reflects
a mistaken reading of "¢ “chief, ruler” as some form of prp “to cut off,” ¥ “end,” n¥p

“to cut off,” or n¥p “end.”®® A better explanation is that it was a historicising shift

motivated by an ideological agenda. Aaron Schart (2011, 2285) argues that the shift here
reflects the translator’s intention to include the diaspora in the threats to follow. The
diaspora has already been mentioned in 2.12 in the context of future gathering and
restoration. Here (and in 3.9), the diaspora Jews in Alexandria are grouped together with
the rulers in Jacob to be chastened, reflecting the translator’s post-exilic historical

context. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.) This explanation is strengthened by the

83 Gelston 2010, 71; Magary 1995, 377; Taylor 1890, 76; Wolff 1990, 90n.1d; Schwantes 1962, 84;

Hillers (1984, 41n.d) suggests that this explanation is ad hoc but does not offer any other explanation.
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fact that the renderings in 3.1 and 3.9 are unique in the LXX. In the majority of

occurrences of pxp “chief, ruler,” the rendering reflects an idea of rulership (Judg 11.6,

11; Isa 3.6, 7 — apynyoc “leader”; Isa 1.10; 22.3 — Gpywv “ruler”; Prov 25.15 — Baciieng

“king”).

4.4.2 Micah 3.2

MT  oningy Hpn 0IRWI D190 07 918 P71 197 "20R) 210 R
You haters of good and lovers of evil
You who tear their skin from them
And their flesh from their bones.
LXX ol oodvteg 10 koAd kai {ntodvieg ta movnpd apralovieg Ta déppata otV Ar’ avTdv Kol
TAG GAPKOG ODTAV GO TAV OGTEMV ODTAV
You haters of good [things] and seekers of evil [things]

Who tear off their skin from them
And their flesh from their bones.

a) Y7 AR/ kai {nrodvreg o movnpd] There is a parallel to this Hebrew clause at Ps 52.5

[Gk 51.5]. “To seek harm” is a more common notion in the Bible (Num 35.23; 1 Sam
24.10; 25.26; 1 Kgs 20.7; Ps 71.13, 24; and Esth 9.2) and each of these occurrences
(except 1 Sam 24.10 where the yoyr “soul” of David is being sought and intent is to do
him harm; minus at Esth 9.2) are rendered in Greek with {ntéw “to seek” plus xoxo¢ “bad,

evil,” xaxio “malice, evil” or xaxomoiée “to do evil, harm.” Everywhere else in the Twelve

Prophets, forms of 273& “to love” are rendered with forms of ayaraw “to love” (except in

Hosea where Israel’s lovers are rendered with gpactng “lover”). Hillers (1984, 41) says,

“the LXX may represent *wWpan” but that “the MT is preferable because it has the rare

form.” This shift should not be viewed as a mistake or as a rendering from a different

Hebrew Vorlage. Instead, it should be explained as the translator explicitising what it
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means to love evil, an idea that would resonate with the target audience. Gelston (2010,

71) explains this shift as an assimilation to Amos 5.14 where the audience is exhorted to

“seek good and not evil.”

b) DIRYI/ kai titg sGpkag avr@v] This is the common rendering for axw “flesh” (3x).%

443

MT

LXX

Micah 3.3

WK W01 INRE DINHRY IR VWO D90 O] MY IRY 198 WK
nn%p 7ina “wa o3

Who eat the flesh of my people

And strip their skin from them

And break their bones in pieces

And scatter like that which is in a pot
And like flesh in a cauldron.

OV TpOTOV KaTEPaAYOV TOG GapKag ToD AaoD pov kai Td Sépuota avtdv am’®® avtdv £E£5e1pay
Kol T0 00Té DTAV cLVEBLaoaY Kol EuéAioay mG odpkag gic AEPnTa Kol dg Kpéa &ig yOTpaV
As they devoured the flesh of my people

And stripped their skin from them

And crushed their bones

And cut (them) in pieces like flesh in a pot

And like meat in a cauldron.

a) WK1/ dv tpomov] v tpomov “as” typically renders TWRD “as” or the preposition 2 alone.

But it also renders WX “which” at Lev 7.38; Num 34.13; Deut 2.22; Ezek 42.3; Mic 5.7,

and Zech 11.13. Wolff (1990, 91) suggests the translator read WNX3a “as” but this is

unlikely given the rendering of av6’ dv “because” for TWK2 “because” in v.4.

5 Mic 3.2, 3a (and likely 3.3b); Ps 78.27 [Gk 77.27].
% gro followed by t@v dotéwv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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b) WD / xei épéheav] This is a unique rendering. Typically, peiiCo “I cut into pieces”

renders 13 “he cut into pieces.” Gelston (2010, 101*) is likely correct in understanding

the Hebrew text as an “orthographic variant of ©3a.”

C) N3/ ag sapxag] This is most likely not a shift but a translation of a different Hebrew

Vorlage. We see the same rendering in 3.2b and 3.3a for xW “flesh.” Parallelism in the

last stich (3221 “and like flesh™) strongly supports this conclusion. The defective MT

text arose by metathesis of alef and shin.®®

4.4.4

MT

LXX

Micah 3.4

W K2 KRN0 D DD 112 N0 BIIR MY KO MR 1PRT I
0770n

Then they will cry out to the LORD

But he will not answer them

And he will hide his face from them at that time
Because they made their deeds evil.

0UT®G KEKPAEOVTOL TPOG KVPLOV Kol OVK EIGOKOVGETUL ADTAV KOl ATOGTPEYEL TO TPOCOTOV
adTod A’ DTV &V TG Kapd keive avO’ OV Emovnpedoavto &v Toic EmmSsDUUcY aDTHY
En’ avTog

Thus they will cry out to the Lord

But he will not listen to them

And he will turn his face from them at that time

Because they did evil against them in their practices.

a) I/ ottwg] This is an unusual rendering. ™ “then” is rendered ottwg “thus™ only one

other time in the LXX (Job 11.15), where the translator renders 182 “surely then” with

% Also Lust, Eynikel and Hauspie (2003, 549); Gelston (2010, 101%).
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ottag yap “for thus.” In Ezek 32.14, the translator renders 1 “then” with ottwg tote “so

then.” tote “then” is by far the most common rendering for 1} “then.”

N / eicaxovoerar] This is not the most common rendering but it is common enough in

the LXX (22x)® that it should not be considered a shift.

ION / kai aroctpéye] Gelston (2010, 72) considers this an exegetically motivated

rendering. This is difficult to confirm given that it is the most common rendering in the

LXX (28x),%8 along with xpvrte “to conceal” (27x).%°

WK / ave’ &v] Though this is an unusual rendering, it is attested in Jer 5.19. The typical
rendering is ka0 “just as.”

D | ¢n” avroig] Hillers (1984, 42 n. n) suggests the plus might be due to dittography
(@950 > 0w “upon them”)™ but admits that these words are very different. This

explanation does not account for the phrase év toic émundedpacy avtdv “in their
practices.” Perhaps this is a theological shift in which the translator added the preposition

and pronoun to remind the reader that the target of the rulers’ evil deeds is God’s people.

67 Job 9.15; 30.20; 35.12; Ps 4.2; 13.4; 18.42; 22.3; 27.7; 38.16; 55.3; 69.17; 86.7; 91.15; 102.3; 120.1;

143.7; Prov 1.28; 21.13; Isa 46.7; 58.9; Jonah 2.3; Mic 3.4.

8 Exod 3.6; Deut 31.17, 18; 32.20; Ps 10.11; 13.2; 22.25; 27.9; 30.8; 44.25; 51.11; 69.18; 88.15. 89.47;

102.3; 104.29; 143.7; 1sa 8.17; 50.6; 54.8; 57.17; 59.2; 64.6; Jer 33.5; Ezek 39.23, 24, 29; Mic 3.4.

% Gen 4.14; Num 5.13; Deut 7.20; 1 Sam 20.2, 5, 19, 24; 23.19; 1 Kgs 17.3; 2 Kgs 11.2; 2 Chr 22.11;

Job 13.20, 24; 14.13; 28.21; 34.22, 29; Ps 38.10; 54.2; 55.13; Prov 25.2; 27.5; Isa 29.14; 32.2; Jer 16.17; 23.24;
Hos 13.14.

0 Also Wolff (1990, 91); Gelston (2010, 101%).
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445 Micah 3.5

MT

WK1 DIYY IRIP) DIRWA DY MYTNR DONRD DRAITTOD M 0K 09
NQTIZR 120 WP DPaTHY I

Thus says the LORD concerning the prophets who are misleading my people,

Who bite with their teeth

And proclaim peace

But when a man puts nothing in their mouth,
They consecrate against him war.

LXX 1dde Aéyel kOplog €nl TOLG TPOPNTAC TOVG TAAVDVTOG TOV AAOV OV TOVG dAKVOVTOC £V TOIG

a)

b)

000dcy aOTOV Kol KNpOooovTag €T’ a0TOV EPNVIV Koi ovk £€300n €ig 1O otopn avT®dV

fyepov &n’ adTOV TOAEUOV

Thus says the Lord against the prophets who are misleading my people,

Who bite with their teeth

And proclaim peace to him,

But when nothing was put in their mouth

They raised up war against him.
@D | ¢’ avrov] This is a plus. The reconstruction of Hev (én’ avt]ov) (Tov 2003, 37)
allows for the possibility that the Hebrew text contained this prepositional phrase in its
Vorlage (Gelston 2010, 101*). However, if it did not, the translator’s addition fits his

tendency to explicitise (see the plus én” adtovc “against them” in the previous verse).

1 / £660m] The shift from active to passive may have been motivated by the lack of an

explicit subject in Hebrew. The translator may have read the Niphal (103 “it is / will be

given”).”™ There is also a shift from yiqtol to aorist indicative which is not easily

explained apart from an intentional change to refer to the past actions of the false

prophets, which led to them waging war (following shift from 1wT1 “they consecrate” to

fiyewav “they raised up”). (See §5.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

"L Gelston (2010, 72) also posits a different vocalisation but does not provide it.
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c) WP / fiyewpav] This is a unique rendering. There are only two other occurrences of

WTp “to consecrate” in the Piel stem with the sense of commissioning/preparing for war,

each rendered differently in the LXX (Jer 6.4 napackevalm “to prepare” and 22.7 éndyw
“to bring upon”).”? The shift only regards time (consecutive perfect to aorist indicative).
The fact that out of 55 consecutive perfects in MT-Micah only one is rendered with an
aorist (and four with imperfects) lends support to this being an intentional historicising
shift in conjunction with the previous yigtol to aorist indicative shift. (See 85.5.2.4 for

further explanation.)

446 Micah 3.6

MT 020 TR DX°I0750 WRWn N3 Dbpn 03 nawm 1inn 09 1712127

oo
“Therefore, it shall be night to you without a vision
And it will grow dark for you without divination.”
And the sun will go down over the prophets
And the day will be dark over them.

LXX & todto vo& dpiv Eotan €€ Opaoewg kai okotio VUIv Eoton £k pavteiog kai dvoetor O flog
€Ml TOLG TPOPNTOG KOl GUOKOTAUCEL €T ADTOLG 1| UEPAL
Therefore, it will be night to you without a vision,
And darkness to you without divination
And the sun will set upon the prophets
And the day will grow dark upon them.

a) WM/ kai oxotia] This is a shift from a verb to a noun through alternative vocalisation

(N2wn “darkness”).™

20" corrects to Tyyiooav “they sanctified.”
3 Gelston (2010, 101%).
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4.4.7 Micah 3.7

MT

DO 7IpR PR 3 092 Da-HY Y 0PI 1AM OThN WA
And the seers will be embarrassed

And the diviners will be ashamed

And all of them will cover (the) moustache

For there will be no answer (from) God.

LXX «oi kotoioyovOncovtar ol Opdvieg td évomvio kKol koatoyehooHiooviol ol paviels Kol

a)

b)

KOTOAOANOOVOY KOT aOT®V TAVTEG 0DTOl 010TL 00K £6TOL O ElCAKOV®V AOTOV
Those who see dreams will be put to shame

And those who divine will be ridiculed

And they will all speak against them

For no one will listen to them.

oM / oi dpdvreg Ta Evomvia] This is a plus ta évomvia “dreams.” Often the MT provides

an object for what the seer sees (e.g., Isa 47.13; Ezek 13.9, 16). However, it is not
uncommon for the MT to simply refer to the office of seer and not specify what they see
(e.g., 1 Sam 9.9; 2 Sam 15.27; Isa 29.10; Amos 7.12). Elsewhere, the LXX translator
leaves “seer” without an object (e.g., Amos 7.12; 2 Chr 33.18) so it is likely that here, in

Mic 3.7, ta évomvia “dreams” was added to explicitise the profession of “seer.” 6paw “to

see” + évomviov “a dream” usually renders o “to dream” or ©91 “to dream” + oion

“dream.” Gelston (2010, 72) labels the shift amplification.
17997 / kai korayehasOicovrar] katayehdo “to ridicule” usually renders prnw “to laugh

at” or .u_J‘g “to deride.” It is not clear why the translator did not choose a word with a

closer meaning to 781 “to be ashamed” such as aioyvvopar “to be ashamed.” Perhaps the

translator produced an interpretive shift to change the focus from how the seers and
diviners would feel to what would be done to them. This explanation coincides with the

shifts in the third and fourth stichoi (see paragraphs (c)-(e)).
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Dgﬁy"?l] o) / xai ketohatjcovowy kat’ avradv] Hillers (1984, 44 n. h) explains as the

translator not understanding the idiom Daw-5p 1w “and they will cover the mouth.” It

seems that the translator sought to shift the focus from what the seers/prophets will do

(cover their moustaches) to what others will do to them (speak against them). The

translator may have understood oY “to wrap, grab” as v'» “to scream”’* (cf. 1 Sam

25.14) and Doy “moustache” as onaw “their lip” (cf. Ezek 24.22), which was then

concretised as ovtdv “them.””®

1N / 6 sicaxovwv] Perhaps the translator read an Hiphil participle n3vn “one causing to

answer” (also Gelston 2010, 72) (cf. Eccl 5.19).

D’d’?g;; | avrév] Perhaps the translator read Da"zg “to them” (also Gelston 2010, 72),

DR “to them,” or DP%Y “to them.” If not a mistake, it may have been an intentional

shift to keep the focus on how others will treat the seers/prophets (consistent with the

shifts in the first three stichoi).

448 Micah 3.8

MT  ipwa apph 7305 71935 LAY MY MR N MKRHN 73R 07K

inxvn YR
But as for me, | am filled with power, with the spirit of the LORD

And with justice and strength to declare to Jacob his transgression
And to Israel his sin.

4 Gelston (2010, 72) offers the same solution.
7 Gelston (2010, 101*) suggests that the mistaken rendering of DAW “(the) moustache™ resulted from

the “erroneous interpretation of 1OY1.”
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LXX  &av un éyo éuminow ioybv &v mvedpott Kupiov Kol kpipatog kai duvaocteiog Tod dmoryyeilon

a)

b)

d)

1@ lokmp doePeiag avtod kol Td lopani auaptiog ovTod

If not I will fill up with strength in the spirit of the Lord

And of judgment and power to declare to Jacob his impious acts
And to Israel his sins.

D'?m] / &av pmy] This is a unique rendering; usually D‘}m is rendered axré “but” or ov pnv

8¢ ara “however” (¢av 8¢ “but if” in 1 Kgs 20.23 [Gk 21.23]). Since this is the only

occurrence of D‘?m “but” in the Latter Prophets, the translator may not have known the
meaning of the word (cf. transliteration of 115 D‘ym “but Luz” as Oviaprovg “Ulam-luz”
in Gen 28.19). The conditional likely refers to the mistranslated previous stich ( "X "3

ooR n3pn “for there will be no answer [from] God” > 16t ok Eotat 6 gicaKobEY AHTEOHV

“for no one will listen to them”). In other words, if it comes to pass that the people do
listen to the false prophets, then Micah will fill up with strength in the spirit of the Lord
and of judgment and power to declare to Jacob his sins. The present shift influenced the

next shift from gatal to future.

’n&'?fg | égnmijem] The previous shift to a conditional influenced this shift from gatal to

future.

WA / aoepeiog avrod] This is a shift from singular to plural. (See explanation in §5.5.2.3

for more details.)

inRYN / apaptiag avrod] This is a shift from singular to plural. (See explanation in

§5.5.2.3 for more details.)
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4.49 Micah 3.9

MT N1 LIWR D3RNRA SRIYY M3 PR3 3PY I3 WK NNT RIYHY
WRY! Y702

Listen to this you heads of the house of Jacob
And you rulers of the house of Israel
Who abhor justice
And twist everything that is straight.
LXX dxovocote &f tadta oi fyoduevor oikov lakof xai oi katdhowmor oikov Iopand oi
Boehvooduevol kpipa kol mhvto té OpHa dacTpépovteg
Hear now these things, you leaders of the house of Jacob
And you who are left of the house of Israel,
Who abhor judgment
And distort everything that is upright.

a) NNt/ revra] This is a shift from singular to plural. It may refer to ta ppara “words” (but
Moyog “word, saying” in 1.2; Mic 4.4 xvpiov mavtokpéropog éhdAncev tadto “the Lord

Almighty has spoken these [words]”).

b) *WRI/ oifyyodpevor] This is the same ideological shift as 2.13 and 3.11.
C) W¥P1/ oi katdarowror] See explanations in §84.4.1 and 5.5.2.4 for further explanation.

d) N/ té 6pba] This is a common rendering (13x);’® however, the more common

rendering is 00 “upright” (31x).”

4.4.10 Micah 3.10

MT ﬂ51ﬂ: Df?\?ﬁ’] 073 1R Tlgh
Who builds Zion with blood,
And Jerusalem with iniquity.

8 Prov 4.11; 8.9; 11.6; 12.6, 15; 14.12; 16.13, 25; 21.8; Jer 31.9; Ezek 1.7; Mic 2.7; 3.9.

7 Judg 14.3; 1 Sam 12.23; 2 Kgs 10.15; Ezra 8.21; Neh 9.13; Ps 7.11; 11.2; 19.9; 25.21; 32.11; 33.1;
36.11; 37.14; 49.15; 64.11; 94.15; 97.11; 107.7, 42; 111.1; 112.2, 4; 125.4; 140.14; Prov 2.13; 20.11; 28.10;
29.10; Isa 40.3; 45.13; Hos 14.10.
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LXX ol oikodopodvteg v v aipact’® kai Iepovoainu év dducioug
Who build Zion with blood,
And Jerusalem with unrighteousness.

a) 133/ oi oixodopoivreg] This is a shift from singular to plural. Wolff (1990, 92) suggests

emending the Hebrew to a plural participle but it is difficult to imagine why the Hebrew
text would have reverted to a singular participle (which seems to be the more difficult
reading, probably referring to the king). Instead, the versions (including the LXX

translator) shifted from singular to plural to harmonise with the context.’®

4.4.11 Micah 3.11

MT 330w mi-5p) bRy 23 18721 1 PINa 17309) VAW TYa WK

AY7 %Y RIADTRD 137p3 M RO RS
Its heads judge for a bribe,
And its priests teach for a price,
And its prophets divine for money,
And upon the LORD they lean saying,
“Is not the LORD in our midst?
No calamity will come upon us.”

LXX ol pyoduevor avtiic petd dopov Ekpvov Kol ol iepeic avtiic petd uobod dnekpivovto kai oi
TPOQTITOL AVTHG UETA APYVPIoL EUOVTEDOVTO Kol ETTL TOV KVOPLOV EMAVETADOVTO AEYOVTEG Oyl
KOP10G €V NIV £0Tv 0V uny EmEAON €@ MUAGS KOKA
Her leaders were judging for gifts,
And her priests were giving answer for a wage,
And her prophets were divining for money,
And upon the Lord they were resting saying,
“Is the Lord not among us?
Evil will not come upon us.”

The four conjugation shifts in this verse from yiqtol to Gk imperfect indicative reflect

historicising shifts. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

a) "WRY/ oifiyodpevor avtijg] This is the same concretising shift as in 2.13 and 3.9.

8 gipoow in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
7 Gelston (2010, 101*); Andersen and Freedman (2000, 382-383).
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b) 0&WYW* / ékpwvov] This is a shift from yigtol to Gk imperfect indicative.

c) 1" / anexpivovro] This is a shift from yigtol to Gk imperfect indicative. It is a unique

rendering; usually 3154oxe “to teach” or cuupiBalm “to instruct.” dmoxpivopar “to answer”

usually renders 73v “to answer” or 23w in Hiphil (+ 9237) “to return an answer.” The

graphical resemblance of 339 “they teach” and either 73D “to answer” or 23w “to return”

is not close enough to suggest there was an orthographic error. It was possibly an
intentional shift based on an understood role of priests as intercessors between the people
and God for the purpose of receiving answers (however, there are also many examples of
priests teaching the law — cf. Lev 10.8-11; Deut 24.8; 2 Kgs 12.3; 17.27, 28; 2 Chr 15.3).
Gelston (2010, 102*) highlights the role of priests in answering ritual questions (e.g., Hag
2.11, 13; Zech 7.3).

Another possibility is that the translator connected teaching law with soliciting
answers from God. This connection could be drawn from Exod 18.15-16, for example,
which links inquiring of God for answers and being taught the law in response (Ps 99.6

[Gk 98.6] identifies Moses as one of God’s priests).

d) DR/ épavrevovro] This is a shift from yigtol to Gk imperfect indicative.

e) WYY/ émavemadovro] This is a shift from yiqtol to Gk imperfect indicative.
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4.4.12 Micah 3.12

MT 9w ningy man 9o man My 0w wann T e 03523 127

Therefore, because of you

Zion will be plowed (like) a field

And Jerusalem will become heaps of ruins

And the mountain of the house as high places of thicket.

LXX & todto 8 dudc Zimv m¢ aypog apotprodnoetar kai lepovoainu dg Onmpo@uAdkiov Eoton

a)

Kol 1O Opog Tod 0ikov gig GAG0G dpvUOD

Therefore, on account of you

Zion will be plowed as a field

And Jerusalem will be like a hut for a garden-watcher
And the mountain of the house into a grove of a thicket.

7Y / o aypog] Formally, this is a plus ag “like” but it is implied in the Hebrew.

b) ™ / o domwpoguraxiov] This is a plus m¢ “as,” a shift from plural to singular and the

same lexical shift as in 1.6 (see 4.2.6a for the explanation of the lexical shift). Along with
the employment of érnopogurdxiov “a hut for a garden-watcher” as a “euphemistic cliché”
(Theocharous 2012, 106), the addition of &g “as” served to soften the impact of the
judgment on Judah. The idea that translators might choose to soften the impact of God’s

judgment on Judah may be supported by Jer 26.18 [Gk 33.18] where the elders of Judah

quote Mic 3.12. Instead of 0™ “heaps of ruins,” LXX-Jeremiah 33.18 weakens the force

by rendering it éBarov “untrodden.”

m‘n:j? | €ig dhoog] This is a shift in number and meaning. The same rendering occurs in

Jer 26.18 [Gk 33.18]. The typical renderings are dvynioc “high” and Boapa “Bama”

(transliterated proper place name). Gelston (2010, 102*) posits that the versions may have

rendered this word in the singular “in assimilation to ™p.”



4.5

4.5.

MT

123

Micah 4

1 Micah4.1

YN RIN KW 0™M00 WNIA 1123 M3 0 MY 0 nnKa
DBY oY 10N
And it will be at the end of days
That the mountain of the house of the LORD will be established at the top of
the mountains

And it will be lifted up more than the hills
And peoples will flow over it.

LXX «oi goton €’ éoydtmv 1@V NUEPDV EUPAVES TO OPOG TOD KLPIov ETOLUOV £l TAG KOPLPAS TOV

a)

b)

dpéov Kol petempiodfoetar Vepdvm TV Pouvdv kol orevcove1® Tpdg oHTd Aaoi
And it will be in the last days

The mountain of the Lord will be manifest

Prepared upon the tops of the mountains

And it will be raised to a height above the hills

And peoples will hasten to it.

nva / J] This is a minus. Isa 2.2, which is part of a parallel passage to Mic 4.1-4, reads

like the MT here (mn™n*2 31 “mountain of house of the LorD”). Hillers (1984, 49b)

suggests n'2 “house of” was added in MT Mic 4.1 and lIsa 2.2 possibly under the

influence of Mic 3.12 and 4.2. The Gk of Isa 2.2 reads 10 8poc kvpiov kai 6 oikog Tod Ogod

“the mountain of the Lord and the house of God.” n1’"n"a 73 “mountain of house of the

LoRrD” occurs also at 2 Chr 33.15. A simple explanation from Gelston (2010, 73) is that

the translator was assimilating to Mic 4.2.

i [ éneavig] The translator rendered 777 “it will be” as énpeoaveg “manifest” because he

read 1323 “it will be established” not as the complement verb of 777 “it will be” but as the

main verb in the following clause. Gelston (2010, 102*) is probably correct in positing a

80 srevoovoty in Rahlfs-Hanhart.



d)

9)
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double rendering of 7123 “established” with éueavég “manifest” and &rowov “prepared.”

Where 1123 “established” occurs in the parallel Isa 2.2 it is rendered éupavég “manifest”;

then &rowpov “prepared” is translated in the position that 7121 “established” occurs in Mic

4.1.

1123 / Erowpov] This is a shift from a verb to an adjective but there is no semantic shift.

KW / kai pereoprotijesrar] This is a unique rendering. petewmpiCo “to raise to a height”

typically renders 017 “to be high.”

NI / D] This is a minus; it was likely deleted to harmonise with Isa 2.2, which also lacks

the pronoun (also Gelston 2010, 73).

1 / vrepavw] This is not a shift. The translator correctly rendered the comparative 11

“from.”

19031 / xoi emevoovar] This is a unique rendering. It is rendered fike “to come” in Isa 2.2

and Jer 31.12 [Gk 38.12]. It was either confused for 331 “to hasten” (Gelston 2010, 73)

or it was an intentional shift created to heighten the urgency/motivation for going to the

mountain of the Lord.



45.2

MT

LXX

125

Micah 4.2

DT A AP TOR MaHRY MIaTOR Np 135 o' o7 129m
QoW M7 1IN RYA 1R 03 PRRnka 02

And many nations will come

And they will say, “Come, let us go up to the mountain of the LORD

And to the house of the God of Jacob

And he will teach us his ways

And we will walk in his paths.”

For out of Zion instruction will go out

And the word of the LORD from Jerusalem.

Kol opgvcovtatl £0vn moAld kol €podotv dedTe AvaPdpev €ig O Opog Kvpiov kal €ig TOV
oikov 10D 0god laxmp kai deifovoty Muiv Ty 680V avtod Kol mopevcdueda v Toic TpiPoig
adTod OTL €k X1wv €Eghedoetan vOUOG kal Adyog kupiov €& lepovoainu

And many nations will come

And they will say, “Come, let us go up to the mountain of the Lord

And to the house of the God of Jacob

And they will show us his way

And we will walk in his paths”

For out of Zion law will go out

And a word of the Lord from Jerusalem.

a) WM / kei dei&overy Npiv] This is a shift from 3ms to 3p. 77 (in Hiphil) “to teach” is

usually rendered &iwaoxom “to teach” or cvupipale “to instruct.” The same rendering

occurs at Exod 15.25 (there in the sense of “show”), 1 Sam 12.23 and Job 34.32 (the

sense of Hebrew could be “teach” or “show”). Perhaps the translator read 131%3" “and

they will show us” (Hiphil of A7) or 1371 “and they will teach us” (as in 1Qlsa?) for

1377 “and he will teach us” (metathesis of vav/resh). Alternatively, 2py” OR M2

“house of the God of Jacob” > oikov tod 0god Ioxwp “house of the God of Jacob” was

understood as the people of Israel who will not be teaching but simply directing the

nations toward God’s ways (this understanding may coincide with reading 1317" *“and
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they will teach us” for 137" “and he will teach us” with the intentional shift to

“showing”).

b) ¥27TR / v 680v avtod] This is a shift from plural to singular (the only difference in

consonants between the plural and singular is a yod). Given that the plural *nnaRk3a “his

paths” is maintained in the next stich, the present shift likely does not represent an

intentional shift for ideological/theological reasons.

453

MT

LXX

Micah 4.3

DRXY DIPNIIN INARY PINTTY DY DY MIiM oI DRY 13 oY)

nnnon TV RN 290 3OK 13 IR NS ninmY ornhm
And he will judge between many peoples
And decide for strong nations far away
And they will beat their swords into plowshares
And their spears into pruning hooks.
Nation will not lift up sword against nation
And they will not learn war anymore.

Kol Kpwel ava pécov Aadv moAA®dv kol E€edéyEel €Bvn ioyvpa €mg €ig yiiv Hokpdy kol
Kataxoyovot®! Tag poupaiac avtdv el Epotpa kai To ddpata odTOV gig Spémava. kol 0vKETL
un Gvépn E0vog &n” E0voc popaioy kai ovKkéETL pr nidwo1®? molepeiv

And he will judge among many peoples

And reprove strong nations far away

And they will cut their swords into plows

And their spears into pruning hooks

And nation will no longer lift up sword against nation

And they will learn war no more.

a) T / kai £€eréy&er] This is the common rendering. é&eAéyym “to reprove” falls within

the semantic range of 12 in the Hiphil “to decide, rebuke” but the parallelism with vaY

81 xatokdyovoty in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
8 naBwaotv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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d)
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“to judge” indicates a sense of settling disputes. All renderings of Vaw “to judge” in the

LXX have the sense of rebuke, reprove, reproach or refute (except for Gen 24.14, 44,

where 12* means “prepare, appoint” and is translated by étowalw “to prepare”).

IR / kai karaxéyovet] The same rendering of N> “to beat” occurs in Mic 1.7, Zech

11.6, Num 14.45 and 2 Chr 34.7 (also, cvyxénto “to break up” in Deut 9.21; Ps 89.24 [Gk

88.24]; Isa 2.4; and Joel 4.10).

D’mg'? | €ig apotrpa] The Hebrew word means “plowshare” but the Greek broadens the

reference to the entire plow. Though Greek has the technical term d&potpomoug

“plowshare,” it never renders nN& “plowshare.” The occurrences of nN& “plowshare” are

rendered &potpov “plow” (Mic 4.3; Isa 2.4; Joel 3.10), 0épiotpov “sickle”(1 Sam 13.20) or

6800¢ “tooth” (1 Sam 13.21).

IRWT™ND / ovkém iy avrapy] This is a plus ovkén “no longer.” Tiy...&5 “no longer” is not
present in this Hebrew stich but it is present in the following (last) stich Tip u'rp‘x'&’?}

“and they will not learn anymore.” It is likely that the translator added ovkétt “no longer”

to harmonise the two phrases.

454 Micah 4.4

MT 937 niRaY M 072 NN PRY INIRD NNNY 1193 NNR WK 12W7

And every man will sit under his vine and under his fig tree,
And there will not be anyone causing terror
For the mouth of the LORD of hosts has spoken.
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LXX «oi dvomavoetor EK0oTOC DIOKAT® GUTEAOL aOTOD Kol £KOGTOG DIOKAT® CULKTG avTod Kol

a)

b)

oK &otat 6 EkQoPadV 81611 TO 6TOHN KVpiov TovTokpdTopog EAdAnce® tadto
And each one will rest under his vine and each one under his fig tree,
And there will not be anyone causing terror

Because the mouth of the Lord Almighty has spoken these things.

12V / kai averadveerar] This is a shift in number from plural to singular. Semantically, it

is a unique rendering. When referring to “sitting,” 2w is usually rendered with xabi¢w “to

sit down” or xabnuon “to sit.” The translator was likely explicitising the action of resting

as the purpose of sitting. Other positive references to the vine and fig tree occur in 1 Kgs

5.5 [Gk 1 Kgs 2.469] (2w “and he dwelt” > koi katdrer “and he was dwelling”); 2 Kgs

18.31; Isa 36.16; Joel 2.22; Zech 3.10 (MIRD NOR~OR] 193 NOR™OR NP WK IRPH

“you shall invite each man his neighbor under a vine and under a fig tree” > cvyxolécete
gkaoTog TOV TAnciov avtod Vmokatem dumélov kai vmokdtm cuvkig “you shall call together
every man his neighbor under a vine and under a fig tree”). Mic 4.4 and Zech 3.10 are

both references to the peaceful existence in the eschaton (day of the LORD).

W / £kastog] This rendering falls within the semantic range of W& “man, each.”

@ | #xastog (2™ occurence)] This is a plus. Though it was unnecessary to repeat this
adjective, the translator may have added it to distinguish between those sitting under

vines and those sitting under fig trees.

8 ghdAnocev in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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4.5.

MT

129

niRAY / mavrokpdaropog] This is a shift in semantics and in number from plural to

singular. niX2¥ 77 “LORD of Hosts” is rendered xopiog mavtokparop “Lord Almighty” in

Jeremiah and the Twelve Prophets but xvpiov capoawd “Lord of Hosts” in Isaiah.

@ | tavra] This is a plus. It was added also in 3.1 in order to harmonise with 3.9. It was
added here because of the expectation of a direct object, possibly referring to & priporta

“words” (cf. Loyog “word, saying” in 1.2).

5 Micah 4.5

TY1 0719 1OR MM OW3 79 NN PIOR 0W3A WK 1357 0pintH3a 09

For all the peoples will walk each one in the name of his god,
But we will walk in the name of the LORD our God forever and ever.

LXX 6t navteg ol Aaol mopedoovral £kaotog THY 000V avtod Muels 6& mopevoopedo év dvopaTL

a)

Kupiov Beod NUAV gig TOV aidva Kol Enékeva
For all the peoples will walk each his own way
But we will walk in the name of the Lord our God forever and beyond.

'l’a'?R DW3 WK 13'??_ | mopedoovran Ekactog Tiy 680V avrot] The string [T57 + T17/MR +

o'n9R/] “to walk in the ways / paths of God” is a well-known idiom in the Bible (Deut

8.6; 19.9; 26.17; 28.9; 30.16; Isa 2.3) as well as the near context of Mic 4.2. The string

[757 + 0w + onHK] “walk in the name of God” is only attested in Mic 4.5 and the closest

parallel is “coming in the name of the LORD” in Ps 118.26 [Gk 117.26] but this idea is not
the same as walking or living in God’s ways. Wolff (1990, 113) does not provide an
explanation for his claim that “Gk interprets by adding.” Hillers (1984, 50) simply points

out the difference and says “the MT is preferable because it is unique.”



b)
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LXX Mic 4.5 does not picture the people still walking in the names of their gods
(as in the MT) but in their own ways. The translation shift here represents two
phenomena. First, based on the intratextual frame of reference, it is a harmonisation. If in
the last days the raoc “people” will hasten to the mountain of the Lord (4.1) and he will
judge between them (4.3), then it may have seemed inconsistent for them to still be
walking in the names of their gods (4.5). Second, considering the theological frame, the
future idyllic state pictured in Mic 4.1-4 should not involve the Ladg “people” walking in
the names of their own gods. Instead, they should be attracted to and submitting to the
God of lIsrael. Mic 4.5a, then, reflects ideological and theological translation shifts.
Similarly, Gelston (2010, 102*) claims “G evidently wishes to avoid giving implicit

recognition to the existence of other gods.”

T93 1ININY / fipeis 5 mopevuoépeda] This is one of the three shifts from vav “and” to &

“but” (out of a total of 180 occurrences of vav “and” in Micah). (See 84.3.13c for further
explanation.) Here it serves to highlight the important contrast between those (all the
peoples) who will walk in their own ways and those (the prophet with God’s people) who

will walk in the name of the Lord their God.

W1 O%Y / sig Tov aidva kel énékewa] This is a unique rendering. Besides here, the

Hebrew phrase occurs 7x in the MT.! In each occurrence except Micah, the phrase is
essentially rendered &ic tov aidva tod aidvog “for ever and ever.” This does not represent a

shift but either ignorance of the Hebrew idiom in Exodus, Psalms and Daniel, or possibly

a misreading for 7Y “more.”

L Exod 15.18; Ps 9.6; 119.44 [Gk 118.44]; 145.1 [Gk 144.1]; 145.2 [Gk 144.2]; 145.21 [Gk 144.21];

Dan 12.3 (the Theodotion version of Dan 12.3 renders the Hebrew phrase as &ig tobg aidvog kai £t “forever and
presently”).
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45.6 Micah 4.6

MT Y0 WK A¥apR AnTIm nx;’;’-:za TODR MO RN 092
On that day, declares the LORD
I will assemble the lame female

And the female who is driven away | will gather
Even her whom I injured.

LXX  év tf] quépa ékeivn Aéyel KOPlog cuvalm TNV GUVTETPIUUEVNY Kal TNV EEmopévny elcdéEopon
Kol 00 AT@CaNV
In that day says the Lord,
I will assemble her who is crushed
And her who is driven out I will welcome?
And those whom | rejected.

a) ng‘z'}ztl [ v cvvrerpiupévyv] Outside of Mic 4.6 and 7, ;7‘_7}3 “to limp” occurs only two
times (Gen 32.32 and Zeph 3.19). In Gen 32.32, the translator renders y‘yg “to limp” with

gmokalm “to limp” and, in Zeph 3.19, renders 37‘_713 “to limp” with éxmélo “to oppress.” So

here (and in 4.7), the rendering is either a slot translation or the translator was focusing on

the action that resulted in lameness.

b) PR3P / cicdopon] This is not an instance of the translator’s lack of adequate semantic

knowledge. pap “to gather” is rendered with the most common word cvvayo “to gather”

in Mic 1.7 and 4.12. However, his rendering in this verse may not represent a shift

because sicdéyopan “to receive, welcome” is used 13 other times in the LXX for yap “to

gather.”? Perhaps the translator deviates from the parallelism between 5o& “to assemble”

2 Muraoka (2002, 153).
3 Jer 23.3; Ezek 11.17; 20.34, 41; 22.19, 20; Hos 8.10; Hab 2.5; Zeph 3.8, 19, 20; Zech 10.8, 10.
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and pap “to gather” in order to communicate God’s positive emotion (“I will welcome”)

as he assembles his people.

WK1/ kai oig] The difference in number resulted from an interpretive decision and does

not represent a shift. Because the object is not specified, it is likely that the Hebrew
author was referring to the singular female objects already specified in the verse (i.e., the

lame and driven-out females are those whom God has afflicted). The translator

explicitises the ambiguous WX “who” as a reference to all those in Israel who have been

afflicted/rejected by God. In 4.7, o M 7901 “and the LorD will reign over them”

probably motivated this rendering.

MY / arnosapnv] This is a unique rendering. Y7 “to injure” is typically rendered

kakow “to harm,” movnpevopar “to act wickedly,” or xoxomoiéwm “to do wrong.” This shift is
likely an example of the translator mitigating the implications of God injuring his people.
Instead, LXX softens God’s actions to merely rejecting his people for their sin. This is

supported by the translator choosing one of the common Greek verbs movnpevopon “to act

wickedly” to render yp7 “to injure” in 3.4 because the action is carried out by unjust

rulers in Jacob.



45.7

MT

LXX

133

Micah 4.7

9% 03 DR M T2 DAY i IRGIIN MIRWY NU2RATNR HRY!

o%iy-T Npwn
And | will make the lame female a remnant
And her who is removed a strong nation
And the LorD will reign over them on mount Zion
From that day until eternity.

Kol Onoopot TNV GUVTETPUUEVTV €1¢ DTTOAEIUIO Kol TNV dnocuévny gig E0vog ioyvpdv kai
Boactlevoel KOPLog En” avTovg &V Opel Ziwv Ao Tob VOV Koi Em¢ &ig TOV aidva

And | will make her who is crushed a remnant

And her who is rejected into a strong nation

And the Lord will reign over them in mount Zion

From now until eternity.

a) nxg'z';m / Tijv cuvtetpupévnv] See comment on this rendering in 4.6.

b) nz;z'?qgm | xai v arwopévyyv] This is a hapax legomenon in the MT. drnwdéw “to reject”

typically renders o®n “to reject,” mar “to reject” or wvl “to forsake.” This likely

represents a slot translation based upon its usage in 4.6 to render Y3 “to do harm.” It

harmonises the reference to ob¢ dnwoaunv “those whom the Lord rejected” in 4.6 with v

anoouévnv “her who is rejected” in 4.7. Gelston (2010, 102*) suggests the translator may

have “guessed at the meaning by picking up its rendering of the final words of v.6, or it

may have interpreted via m;z‘?,j (perhaps in the light of AnTan).”

45.8

MT

Micah 4.8

nann NIWRID M7WURRD ARI AOKRD TV 1P N3 590 THOTIn ANk
DY

And you, O tower of the flock, hill of the daughter of Zion,

To you it will come;

And it will come, the former dominion,
Kingship for the daughter of Jerusalem.



LXX

134

Kol 60 TOPYOG ToLViov avyumong Boyotep Ziwv énl o& et kal sloededoetal 1 Gpyn 1 TPMTN
Bactreio €k Bafuidvog tii Ouyotpl Iepovcoinu

And you, O dusty tower of the flock, daughter of Zion,

Upon you it will come and enter in,

The former dominion,

A kingdom from Babylon to the daughter of Jerusalem.

a) '79'}7 | adynddnc] Perhaps the translator read 98 “dust,” mistaking lamed for resh (07/"\

[script from Isaiah scroll, ca., 2" ¢. B.C.E.]), but this is an unlikely orthographic mistake.

Instead, he may have associated 589 “tower” with 5a& “darkness” (Gelston 2010, 102%*;

Hillers 1984, 56 n. c¢). This could have resulted through a phonological mistake.

b) @/ éx Bapoidvog] This plus was an ideological addition to identify the attacker unveiled

in 4.10. Instead of understanding the verse as part of the future restoration of the exiles,

the translator read it in connection with the verses of judgment to follow (4.9ff).

45.9

MT

LXX

Micah 4.9

T2 PN TR TR TRYPTOR TITR 7200 1100 nn Ny
Now why do you raise aloud a shout?

Is there no king among you?

Has your counselor perished

that pain has seized you like a woman in labor?

kol VOV va Tl yvorg kaké pur Bactiedg odk fv 6ot | 1} PovAr] Gov TOAETO HTL KATEKPATNGAV
GOV MOIVEG MG TIKTOVGTG

And now, why did you know calamities?

Was there no king for you?

Or did your counsel perish

Because birth pains prevailed over you like one giving birth?

a) 1R / xai vov] This plus koi “and” may have been added to harmonise with the structure

in4.11.
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b) *w™n / &vaoc] Perhaps the translator read *vTn “you will know” or *v*7in “you will

make known” for *p*n “raise a shout” (common resh/dalet confusion in the Assyrian

square script [%/4] or paleo-Hebrew script [4/A4] and missed yod or added vav). Gelston
(2010, 102*) posits that this rendering derived from either \Vnpn (with V) or \p

(through resh/dalet confusion).

As in 2.8 and 2.10, the shift here from yiqtol to aorist indicative is an example of

historicising (a harmonisation with gatal 728 “he perished” in the same verse). The

translator attributes their past calamities to an absence of good leadership and counsel.

(See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)

c) 1/ xexa] The tranaslator read 3 “evil, bad” for p7 “a shout.” 3 “shout” is correctly

rendered ¢iroig “friends” in 7.5 (meaning Il for ¥ “friend”). Having read it as 7 “evil,

bad,” we should classify it as a shift also in number to plural xaxé “calamities”— similarly

in 1.12; 2.1, 3. (See explanation in §85.5.2.3 for more details.)

d Tars '['mn | m Pasiredg ovk 1y oot] Though the adverb of negation X “there is/was

not” can be understood as referring to past time, this is an example of exegetical
explicitisation. In the light of the following question about the counselors having
perished, the translator took the opportunity to clarify the time reference for the target

audience. (See 85.5.2.4 for further explanation.)



136
e) YV / q povrj cov] This was a shift from a concrete to an abstract noun. We would
expect Bovin “counsel” to render n¥Y “counsel.” Gelston (2010, 102*) suggests the

translator either presupposed Tnxw “your counsel” or rendered freely.

f) 5n / @divec] This was a shift from singular to plural. However, 511 “pain” does not occur

in the plural and of the six times it occurs,* five are rendered with plural &&iv “birth

pains” (Jer 22.23 is the exception).

0) TR1ND / xarekpatodav cov] Gelston (2010, 74) identifies this as an indeterminate shift.
However, V11 in the Hiphil stem is rendered with the same verb in Jer 8.5; 50.43 and

Nah 3.14 (the Piel of Vptr in Nah 3.14 is rendered in the same way).

4.5.10 Micah 4.10

410 MT DKTU' 5;;'7;] nKRA ﬂf[iy; 13;;\?] PR RXD AnYT2 ﬂj‘?i’; 1R-na ’Ui] ~‘7m
TR 920 M ToRY OW 50N
Writhe and burst forth,®> O daughter of Zion, like a woman in labor
For now you will go forth from the city and dwell in the open country.

You will go to Babylon, there you will be rescued,;
There the LorD will redeem you from the hand of your enemies.

* Exod 15.14; Jer 6.24; 22.23; 50.43; Mic 4.9; Ps 48.7.

5°113] This could be an imperative from 1% “burst forth” or 133 “push.” The versions do not help with
the decision.
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LXX  ®dwe kai avopilov kai &yyile O0yotep Tiwv @¢ tiktovoa 610t viv €Eeledon &k

TOAEMG Kol KOTAOKNVOGELS &v medi kal Hi&eig Eng Bafuidvog ékeibev phoetai g

Kol £keibev Avtpmoetai o KHplog 6 Bedc cov Ek elpoc £xOpdY Gov

Suffer birth pangs and be courageous and come near, O daughter of Zion, like
one in labor

For now you will go forth from a city and dwell in the open country

And you shall come as far as Babylon.

From there he will rescue you

And from there the Lord your God will redeem you from the hand of your
enemies.

"IN / ddwve kai avdpigovs] The first two Greek verbs seem to be double renderings of the
one Hebrew command *51m “writhe.” &dwe “suffer birth pangs” is a common rendering
for 5'n “to writhe,” while &vdpiopar “to be courageous” usually renders PIn “to be
strong.” The double rendering may have come about through a confusion of *5111 “writhe”

with some form of 5'1 “to be strong.” The Syrohexapla reflects Satewvov “exert yourself”

instead of avdpiov “be courageous” (Ziegler 1943, 216), which may represent another

attempt to translate "3 “writhe.”

M3/ kai Eynge] £yyiCo “to come near” usually renders Wil “to draw near” (the imperative
fs form is *w3 “draw near” so a shin/khet confusion could have caused the misreading) or

27p “to approach” (with no orthographic similarity). n*3 “to burst forth” is rendered

variously in Gk — énépyopar “to come to” in Judg 20.33; popdoom “to rush out” in Job
38.8; mpookpovw “to beat against” in Job 40.23; and kepariw “to push” in Ezek 32.2. This

was likely a slot translation.
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C) "_73;1_-1 | pveerai og] This was a shift from a Niphal yigtol 2fs to a future 3s with a 2s direct

object plus. The translator likely harmonised with the 3ms yigtol + 2ms suffix in the last

stich (mm ?[‘213,}7 “the LorD will redeem you™). Gelston (2010, 74) categorises this shift

as contextual assimilation.

d) &/ é 0g6¢ sov] This is a plus. In Mic 6.8, the translator adds xvpiov “Lord” to ?[’;i‘?;;;

“your God.” The addition here in 4.10 serves to explicitise the identity of the Lord as the

audience’s God who will rescue the Israelites from Babylon.®

4.5.11 Micah 4.11

MT PPy Pea mn) 9ann 0RRD 0737 03 ’[7'?3,3 el s pigiyyl
And now many nations are assembled against you;

They say, “Let her be defiled,
And let our eyes gaze upon Zion.”

LXX «oi vdv émovvipyOn €ni o 6vn moAld ol Aéyovieg Emryapodueda Koi Emdyovtot £nl Ziwv ol
O0pOoApol UMV
And now many nations have been assembled against you;
They say, “We will rejoice
And our eyes shall gaze upon Zion.”

a) [N / émyapodpedo] This is a shift in person, voice, number and meaning. émyaipo “to

rejoice over” usually renders N “to rejoice.” In the context of the positive statement in

the last stich, this rendering likely reflects an ideological shift. Gelston (2010, 75)

suggests it is a contextual assimilation.

& Support for this conclusion can be found in Wade’s (2003, 161) assessment of the pluses 6 0g6¢ cov
“your God” (Exod 13.5, 11) in the Tabernacle Accounts. She claims that the pluses identify the Lord referred to
in the LXX as God.
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4.5.12 Micah 4.12

MT

LXX

1373 "RYD DYaR *2 iNRY 1R 89 MY niawnn wT & Anm

And they do not know the thoughts of the LORD

And they did not understand his counsel

For he has gathered them as sheaves (to the) threshing floor.

kai’ ovTol 00K Eyveooav TOV AOYIGHOV Kuplov Kai 0O ocuviikav THY BovARv adtod Ot
GUVITYOYEV ODTOVE AOG dparyporta GAmvoC

And they did not know the thought of the Lord

And they did not understand his counsel

For he has gathered them together as sheaves of a threshing floor.

a) niawnn / tov hoywopov] This shift from plural niawnn “thoughts” to singular tov

Moywopov “thought” indicates the broader shift from not knowing the LORD’s thoughts in

general to not knowing the specific plan of the LORD. Again, Gelston (2010, 75) classifies

this shift as contextual assimilation.

4.5.13 Micah 4.13

MT

LXX

0RY NPT MWINI DR TNDISY Y173 DR TR [Pena Wi i

MRNM DAPW2 11T87 02 Dpga iy ©
Avrise and thresh, O daughter of Zion
For I will make your horn iron
And | will make your hoofs bronze
And you will beat to pieces many peoples
And you will devote their gain to the LORD
And their wealth to the lord of all the earth.

avaotnO kol dAoa avtovg Buyatep Tiwv 6Tl Ta KEPATH cov Oncopon cdNpa Kol TG OTAAS
cov Ofoopon yodkdg koi karatnéelg’ Aaovg moAlovg kai dvabnoeig 1@ Kvpio 1O mATOog
adTAV Kol TV ioYdV avT®dV T@ Kupim Taong Thg YNg

Avrise and thresh them, O daughter of Zion,

For I will make your horns iron

And your hoofs | will make bronze

And you will liquidate many peoples,

And devote their multitude to the Lord

And their strength to the Lord of the whole earth.

7 8¢ in postpositive position instead of «oi in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
8 Archaic form of the 2fs (GKC, §44h).
% Followed by év adtoic £0vn kol Aemtuveic in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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& | avtovc] This is a plus. Phelan (1982, 168) says perhaps it is based on a Hebrew

Vorlage that contained 0w “and thresh them.” Before positing a different Vorlage, we

should consider the possibility of an intentional, if not subconscious, shift. Since W7 “to

thresh” is usually followed by the object that is threshed, the translator likely supplied the

expected object (e.g., Judges 8.7 D2WanXR w7 “and | will thresh your bodies” and

D13 WITH “you thresh the nations”).

b) TR / i képatd cov] This was a shift from singular to plural. Throughout the Bible 177

“horn” is used metaphorically for power and strength (e.g., 2 Sam 22.3; Ps 148.14; Lam

2.17). Here, the translator seems to be understanding it metaphorically but in a different

sense than the Hebrew—along with n©72 “hoofs” > omAag “hoofs,” képata “horns” were

understood metonymically, representing the entire animal that will thresh and crush many

peoples.

NPT / xai karatiéeg] The Greek rendering is a hapax legomenon in the LXX. Several

Gk manuscripts (A", Q, 198, 233’, 534, 764) attest Aentoveic “you will make fine” (Ziegler

1943, 216), which Schwantes (1962, 119) explains as a misreading of nipan from pPp9

“to spit.” It appears that he meant nip7 “thin” (Gen 41.20, 27) in which case there would

be no reason to suggest a misreading because Gen 41.3, 4 attest nip7 “thin.” Further, the

most common rendering for pRT “to beat to pieces” is Aentove “to make fine” so it is far
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more likely that Aertove “to make fine” was added later in place of the hapax legomenon

katotiko “to liquidate.”

d) mRINM / kai avabioeic] Phelan (1982, 168) suggests a Hebrew Vorlage of nnanm.

While his suggestion is possible, another explanation is that the Greek rendering is not a
translation shift. It may, instead, preserve an archaic form of the 2fs (GKC, 844h) that
was not corrected by the Massoretes nor marked by the Qere reading (cf. Jer 2.33; 3.4, 5;

31.21; 46.11).1°

Even if the Hebrew verb should be understood as a 1cs ("nnnm “and | will

devote”), the translator has intervened so frequently in this context that it likely happened
here as well. The LORD has commanded daughter Zion to arise and thresh that he might
strengthen her and that she might defeat her enemies and devote their wealth to the LORD.

A switch to the prophet speaking in the last two stichoi would not have made sense to the

translator, leading him to render *nnANa as a second person singular. Given the

translator’s tendency to clarify the text for his target audience (e.g., supplying the object
avtovg “them” earlier in the same verse), we should resist the temptation to explain these
differences as reflecting a different Hebrew Vorlage (unless, of course, something in the

context points to a different Hebrew Vorlage [cf. 2.1 and 5.6 (Gk 5.7)]).

e) DY¥a/ mkijBog avtdv] This is a unique rendering. Usually yxa “wealth” is rendered with

mheovetia “greediness” (3x) or oeérew “gain” (2x).1? Gelston (2010, 75) suggests it is

an instance of semantic liberty taken by the translator.

10 Schwantes (1962, 120) cites *TTANM “muster” in Mic 4.14 as another example of the preservation of

the archaic form. However, this is the normal Hitpolel yiqgtol 2fs form.
11Ps 119.36; Jer 22.17; Hab 2.9.
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MT

142

14 Micah 4.14 [5.1]

S8 VAW NR MOV 137 VAW P DY TivD TN TTNA APy
Now gather in the troops, O daughter of troops;

He has laid a siege against us;

With a rod they strike upon the cheek

The judge of Israel.

LXX  viv guppaydioeton Quydtnp?® duepayud®* covoyny Etatev &’ Nudc &v PaPdo

a)

b)

natd&ovoty €mi craydva Tog puAag Tod loponi
Now the daughter will be walled in with a wall;
He appointed a siege against us

With a rod they will smite upon the cheek

The tribes of Israel.

*T30R / énepaydijestan] Hitpolel of 771 “to gather” is rendered variously in Gk— «onto

“to strike” (Jer 41.5 [Gk 48.5]; 47.5 [Gk 29.5]), évtopidag ov pn momowowv “to make bald”

(Jer 16.6), xatoldo “to lodge” (Jer 5.7), xoratéuve “to cut in pieces” (1 Kgs 18.28), and

poBam “to cleanse” (Deut 14.1). The verb 773 “to gather in troops” was mistaken for 373

“to wall up” (also Gelston 2010, 75) (common dalet/resh confusion). The translator may

have missed the final yod, resulting in the shift from 2fs to 3s.

TN / Buydmp épepoypd] N2 “O daughter of” was not understood as part of the

vocative phrase but as the subject of éuppaybficeran “she will be walled in.” 7373 “troop”

is usually rendered povoimvoc “lightly armed man” (10x)* or yedsovp “troop” (5x),%° and

guppaynog “a wall” occurs only here and Sirach 27.14 so it is impossible to determine

what it normally renders. The lexical shift was a mistake (similar to reading 373 “to wall

12 Job 22.3; Ps 30.10.

13 Followed by E@poup in Rahlfs-Hanhart.

14 év ppayud in Rahlfs-Hanhart.

152 Sam 22.30; 2 Kgs 5.2; 6.23; 13.20, 21; 24.2 (4x); Job 29.25.
161 Sam 30.8, 15 (2x), 23; 1 Chr 12.22.
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up” for 773 “to gather in troops” earlier in the verse) where the noun 7373 “troop” was

mistaken for 973 “wall” (common dalet/resh confusion).*’

C) ¥R / svvoyiv] This was also rendered cvvoyn “siege” in Jer 52.5. Usually it is rendered

with meproyn “blockade.”

d) vaW / tag euric]'® guay “tribe” typically renders nwn “tribe” or VAW “tribe.” The

translator likely misread vlw “tribe” for VAW “judge” mistaking pe for bet in the

Assyrian square script (3/2).

4.6

46.1

MT

LXX

Micah 5

Micah 5.1 [5.2]

"Win nba? Ky 9 TR NTIN 5783 NPTY DY AN19N DNY 3 AN
0%y " oTpn TRRYIN SR

But you, O Bethlehem Ephrathah,

Too little to be among the thousands of Judah,

From you shall go out for me

One who is to be ruler in Israel
And his goings out are from of old, from ancient days.

xai 60 BnOiegp oikoc tod Eppada dAyoostog £l tod eivot &v yiboty lovda éx cod

pot ééelevoeton Tod eivor gig dpyovra év Td Iopani kai ai EEodot adtod &’ dpyfic &€ HuepdY
aldvog

And you, O Bethlehem, house of Ephratha,

Are (too) few in number to be among the thousands of Judah;

One from you shall go out for me

To become a ruler in Israel

And his goings out are from the beginning, from ancient days.

17 Also Gelston (2010, 103%).
18 This shift is not noted by Gelston.
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a) @/ oixog] This is a plus. Schwantes (1962, 126) suggests that the plus may have resulted

from dittography but this is unlikely because of the spacially intervening Dr_j‘g “bread.”

Perhaps the translator, aware of 1 Chr 2.50-51, where Bethlehem is identified as the
grandchild of Ephrathah, added oixoc “house” to clarify the relationship between

Bethlehem and Ephrathah. Furthermore, Ephrathah and Bethlehem are parallel in Ruth

4.11. Alternatively, nn7a8 n'a “house of Ephrathah” may have been original and

onY-na “Bethlehem” was a later gloss.*

4.6.2 Micah 5.2 [5.3]

MT 5877 2275 2w vog a0 A7 AT70 NR-TY 0 127
Therefore, he will give them up
Until the time when she who is in labor has given birth;
Then the rest of his brothers
Will return to the sons of Israel.

LXX 8w todt0 ddhoet avtodg Emg kKopod tiktovong té€etat kai ol EmiAomol TV AdEAPMDV
aOTAOV EMOTPEYOLVOY €L TOVG LIOVG lopani
Therefore, he will give them up
Until the time when she who is in labor gives birth,

And the rest of their brothers
Will return to the sons of Israel.

a) nj'?: | t¢€eran] Though gatal to future indicative is rare, it should not be considered a

shift. The setting of the verse is clearly future and the gatal was used in a persistent

(future) perfective sense (Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §30.5.1d).

b) YR / tav adehodv avrdv] This is an interpretive shift from a 3ms suffix to a 3p pronoun

to harmonise with the 3p object pronoun in the first stich.

19 Hev attests kai o0 oirkolg ...e]lppada (Tov 2003, 41) which is potentially reconstructed as “and you,
hous|[e of E]phratha.”
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4.6.3 Micah 5.3 [5.4]

MT

PIRTDIRTTY TN AL 330N MUK NI OW IR M D3 0 ToD)
And he will stand and shepherd (his flock) in the strength of the LORD,

In the majesty of the name of the LoRD his God,

And they shall dwell (secure)

For then he will be great to the ends of the earth.

LXX «oi otioeton kai dyeton kai molpavel T moipviov antod £v ioyvt kupiov Kol &v i

a)

b)

86&n T0d dvopaTog Kupiov Tod Beod adtdv VdpEovct?® Siott viv ueyalvvOncetar Eng dkpov
TG VNS

And he will stand and see and tend his flock in the strength of the Lord

And they will exist in the glory of the name of the Lord their God

For now he shall be great to the ends of the earth.

@D | xai dyeron] This is a plus. Following Ryssel (1887, 85), Schwantes (1962, 131-132)

argues that dyetar “he will see” resulted from a confusion of 7Y7 “to shepherd” for X7

“to see,” which was later corrected but “both original mistranslation and correction were

left standing side by side.”

@ | o moipviov avrod] This is a plus added to explicitise the object of his tending.

1w 1"ﬂ5R M DY 1iRI3 / xoi év TR 86&N ToD ovéparog kvpiov ToD Ozod avTdV
vap&ovor] The translator omits the vav conjunction on 12w7 “and they will dwell

(secure)” because he apparently read this word together with the preceding words. This

misreading motivated the harmonising shift of the 3ms suffix on 1*;[‘7;5 “his God” to the
3p pronoun in tod beod avtdv “their God.” In the Hebrew syntax, 12w “and they will

dwell (secure)” is a new clause and P& M oW 1iR32 “in the majesty of the name of

D vrapEovoty in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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the LorD his God” modifies w71 “and he will shepherd.” The translator read this clause

as a modifier for how they will exist (brapEovot “they will exist”).

d) ¥awn / vnap&ovew] This is the not a common rendering (Ps 55.20 is the only other

example). It is unclear why the translator chose this rendering.

4.6.4

MT

LXX

Micah 5.4 [5.5]

AYIAW 19 NHRPM IPNINIRD TIT D) VIR R NWR DIYY Ay M
DX *2'03 MW o9
And he will be (their) peace.
When the Assyrian comes into our land
And tread in our palaces,

Then we will raise against him seven shepherds
And eight princes of men.

kai Zotan oty eipnvn Accvp? drav? Enéhon &mi T v VudV Koi dtav EmPR i

TNV YOPAv DUAV Kol EneyepficovTol T’ avToOV ENTA TOWEVES Kol OKTM dNyuata avOphrov
And this will be peace.

When Assour comes against our land

And when he embarks on our country

Then seven shepherds will be stirred up against him

And eight stings of people.

a) M1/ avmy] This is an interpretive shift from a masculine to a feminine pronoun, which

results in the depersonalisation of the people’s peace. Instead of it being embodied by the

shepherding ruler, it is merely a peaceful circumstance.

b) WDININA / émi v ydpav dpdv] At least three explanations exist. First, the translator

read 1'n3NIRA “in our palaces” as 13NATRA “in our open country” (resh/dalet confusion

2L Acovprog in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
22 Occurs before Aoc¥ptog in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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and omission of the first nun). Tov (1984, 57-58) points to other renderings of 7PN

“palace” as yfj “earth” or ympa “country.” Second, the translator made an intentional shift

to maintain the parallelism with 31¥982 “in our land.” Third, a mistranslation occurred at

Amos 3.9 (niinR “fortresses” > g ydpag “countries” [2x]),2* which influenced all

subsequent translations of this word in the Twelve Prophets. Before Amos 3.9, it is
rendered with the expected 0csuérov “foundation” (Hos 8.14; Amos 1.4, 7, 10, 12, 14;
2.2, 5). After Amos 3.9, it is rendered with the unexpected (erroneous) yopo “country”

(Amos 3.10, 11; 6.8; Mic 5.4). The third explanation seems most likely.

PR / xai éneyspbnoovran] This is a shift from Hiphil weqatal 1cp to future passive 3p.

Perhaps the translator read a Hophal 3207 “and they will be raised up” (omission of

nun).

20} / djypara] This is a hapax legomenon in the Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible

(it also occurs in Wisdom 16.5, 9). 701 “prince” normally renders épyov “ruler” (Jos

13.21; Ps 83.12 [Gk 82.12]; Ezek 32.30). Hillers (1984, 68) suggests that the translator’s

rendering of 701 “prince” may have come from W3 “a bite” (also Wolff 1990, 132n4e;

Schwantes 1962, 134; Gelston 2010, 76).

23 Gelston (2010, 80*) suggests “G may have misread a possibly damaged Vorlage as NinTx.”
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4.6.5 Micah 5.5 [5.6]

MT Nil:":;) MWRN ‘mm 'mnaa 'I"W?;J PIARTAR] 27N3 MWK PARTOR PN

ﬂJ‘?ﬂ:.}; Tﬁ'[? 21 IRRA
They will shepherd the land of Assyria with the sword
And the land of Nimrod at its entrances;
And he will deliver (us) from the Assyrian
When he comes into our land
And when he treads within our border.

LXX  «ai mopovodci?* 1ov Accovp &v popgaig kol thv yijv 100 NeBpmd &v T tappm adriig
Kol pooeTal Ek To0 Accovp dtav EmELOT Emi TV Y[V VUGV kol dtav EmPT| &l Ta Opla DUDY
And they will tend Assour with the sword
And the land of Nebrod with her ditch
And he will rescue (us) from Assour
When he comes against our land
And when he embarks upon our borders.

a) PININ / D] There are at least three possible explanations for the minus. First, unlike

texts where the construct chain 3WX PR “the land of Assyria” is rendered év xdpa

Acocvpinv “the country of Assyrians” (Isa 7.18), &v tfj ydpa v Accvpiev “the country of

the Assyrians” (Isa 27.13) and yfic Acovpiov “the land of Assyrians” (Hos 11.11), in Mic

5.5 WK “Assyrian” is rendered tov Accovp “Assour.” Here in 5.5 [5.6], the translator

likely deleted P& “land” in order to harmonise the context. It is an individual (Assour)

who will be dealt with and lands are typically not associated with an individual. Second,

PR “land” may have been lost through homoioarchon (alef at beginning of & “land”
and MWK “Assyrian”). Third, P& “land” was inserted into the Hebrew text (before it

was translated into Greek) to parallel its use with 7923 “Nimrod” in the following stich

(Hillers 1984, 68; Schwantes 1962, 135).

2 mowpwavodotv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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b) 'mnda / év i} Taepe avrijc] This is a hapax legomenon in the LXX. The typical

rendering is 6vpa “door.” Perhaps a metathesis caused the translator to read nna “pit”

(also Gelston 2010, 76). Since mna “entrance” does not parallel 271 “sword” the

translator may have struggled with the rendering (o’, trying to maintain the parallelism,

rendered it ev ocepopoctarg ovtng “with its spears”). Another possibility is that the

Hebrew Vorlage was nr'naa “dagger.”

C) u'zu.}a / t& 6pra Opdv] This is a shift from singular to plural.

4.6.6

MT

LXX

Micah 5.6 [5.7]

WK 3ppmhy DIITR M N Y02 031 DRY 1NP3 3R WY M)

DR 7127 S 89 WrRH MR
Then the remnant of Jacob will be in the midst of many people
Like dew from the LORD
Like showers on the grass
Which do not wait for a man
Or delay for the sons of man.

kol £oton 10 VIoAepa Tod lakwp &v 1oic E0vecty &v péo® Aadv TOAADY Og dpdGOg

napd Kupiov TimTovsa Kol MG dpvec &n’2° &ypmotiv dtmg ur cuvaydii undeig unde drooti &v
vioig avOpomwv

And the remnant of Jacob shall be among the nations

In the midst of many peoples

Like dew falling from the Lord

And like lambs in the grass

In order that none among the sons of men will assemble or resist.

a) D/ &v 10ig £0veowv] This is a plus. The absence of this phrase in the MT disrupts the

parallel structure both in v. 6 [Gk v. 7] and between v. 6 and v. 7 [Gk v. 7 and v. 8]. It is,

therefore, likely that the Hebrew Vorlage of v. 6 contained 032 “among the nations”

% ¢mi in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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d)
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and was lost through homoioarchon (bet at beginning of 032 “among the nations” and

2723 “in the midst of”). Gelston (2010, 104*) suggests that the clause was in the

Hebrew Vorlage in v.7 [Gk v.8] but added here. Hev and 4QXII9 are followed by a

lacuna but the space does not seem to allow for the additional word.

& | mintovea] This is a plus supplied to explicitise how the dew comes from the Lord

(cf. 2 Sam 17.12, which states that pocog “dew” ninter “falls” on the ground).

D'2'272 / kai ég apveg] The same addition occurs in the parallel construction in 5.7 [Gk

5.8] (77222 “like a young lion” > kai dg oxdpvog “and like a lion cub”). Gelston (2010,

104*) suggests the addition “may be merely stylistic or contextual assimilation.”

D272 / og dpveg] It is difficult to explain this lexical shift given the parallelism of 50

“dew” and 0227 “showers.” Perhaps the translator did not know the meaning of 0227

“showers” and provided a slot translation (out of the five other times it occurs in MT, it
is rendered ctaymv “drop” [Ps 65.11 (Gk 64.11); 72.6 (Gk 71.6)]), vigetog “falling snow”
(Deut 32.2), mownv “shepherd” (Jer 3.3) and minopovy “fullness” (Jer 14.22). The

rendering in Jer 3.3 (mownv “shepherd”) may have influenced the translator of Micah.
Alternatively, 027272 “like showers” became 0272 through haplography of a bet/yod
cluster, then through metathesis and a bet/kaf confusion the translator read 023 “like

he-lambs” (cf. Jer 51.40 [Gk 28.40 = apnv “lamb”]). Gelston (2010, 104*) posits “inner-

Greek corruption of pavidec.”



9)

h)

4.6.7
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WK / 6mwg] This is an unusual rendering, but WX “which” or WK1 “and which” is

rendered this way twelve other times?® in the LXX (out of 4,952).

M2? / ouvaydi] The translator likely read mp? “he/it will be collected” (Niphal of 71p)
instead of 13 “he/it will wait” (the same translation shift occurs in Gen 1.9 and Jer

3.17; in Jer 8.15, the translator rendered the Piel stem of 71 with cuvéaye “to gather”).

\D’N'? | D] This is a minus. This was deleted because it was unnecessary for the new syntax

(the combined parallel Hebrew lines into one Greek line).

'7132; / bmootii] This is a unique rendering. Usually ‘71j: “to wait” is rendered é\riCo “to

hope, expect” (15x),%” vmopéve “to remain, wait” (6x, including Mic 7.7)% or énehnitw

“to base hope” (6x).2° The proximate renderings (especially in Mic 7.7) indicate that the

translator knew the meaning of ‘713; “to wait” but rendered it this way to fit the context,

which had already shifted from waiting (717” “it will wait”) to assembling (cvvay67 “he

will assemble”). The last two Hebrew lines describe the dew from the LORD and the
showers on the grass. The translator adjusted their purpose to describe how the remnant
of Jacob being scattered among the nations will deter the nations from assembling

against or resisting God’s people.

Micah 5.7 [5.8]

1.8.

% Exod 20.26; Deut 4.10; 6.3; 1 Kgs 22.16; 2 Chr 1.11; Neh 8.14, 15; 13.1; Eccl 7.21, 22; 8.12; Dan

27 ps 31.25; 33.18, 22; 38.16; 42.6, 12; 43.5; 69.4; 71.14; 130.5, 7; 131.3; 147.11; Isa 42.4; 51.5.
282 Kgs 6.33; Job 6.11; 14.14; 32.16; Lam 3.21; Mic 7.7.
2 Ps 119.43, 49, 74, 81, 114, 147.



152

MT 932 72 ninGa3 MND 0371 DAY 13 D73 pY) IIRY

280 PRI AT01 DAY 1Y DX WK INETITRE
And the remnant of Jacob will be among the nations
In the midst of many peoples
Like a lion among the beasts of the forest
Like a young lion among flocks of sheep
Which when it passes through, tramples down and tears (its prey),
There is no deliverer.

LXX  «oi £otar 10 vnoreyppa 100 lokmp év toig E0vectv &v péo® Aadv TOAADY (¢ Aémv év
KTAVESY &V T® dpLUG Kol MG oKOUvVog €v moyviolg mpofdtov 0v Tpoémov Otav S1EADN Kol
Sracteilag apmaon koi pf 1 6 EEapovduevoc
And the remnant of Jacob shall be among the nations
In the midst of many peoples
Like a lion among animals in the forest,

And like a lion cub among flocks of sheep,
As when it passes through and after making a selection,
It seizes (its prey) and there is no deliverer.

a) 923 / koi dg oxdpvog] A similar xai “and” addition occurs in the previous verse
(02272 “like showers” > koi dg Gpveg “and like lambs”). It is not noted by Gelston but it is

also likely a stylistic assimilation.

b) DR YR / 6v tpémov btav] This phrase normally renders TWX2 “as when.” It is a unigque

rendering in the LXX but does not seem to represent a translation shift.

c) ©nMN / kei dweteirag] This is a unique rendering. ©n7 “to trample” is usually rendered

xotomatéo “to trample underfoot” (9x),%° cvpmotée “to trample underfoot” (5x),3 or

302 Chr 25.18; Ps 7.6; 91.13; Isa 16.4; 28.3; 41.25; Ezek 26.11; 34.18; Dan 8.10.
812 Kgs 7.17, 20; 9.33; 14.9; Nah 3.14.
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natém “to trample” (2x).% swotédio “to make a selection” usually renders ‘7‘[;1 in Hiphil

“to divide” (13x).%

770y / apmaon] There is a minus vav “and” conjunction. This is the most common

rendering for 77V “to tear.” Schwantes (1962, 139) suggests this is a “free” rendering,

but this seems unlikely since it is usually rendered this way.®* As for the minus vav “and”

conjunction, the deletion was linguistically motivated. Aejmelaeus (1993c, 55) claims,

“the omission of 1 in an apodosis has quite a different significance from its omission in

an ordinary clause. In an apodosis «ai is incorrect in Greek, and the omission corrects the
mistake.”3® In the same way, a koi “and” in the second clause of a temporal sentence is
incorrect Greek syntax. Therefore, in order to maintain correct Greek syntax, the
translator did not render the vav “and.” Aejmelaeus (1993c, 57) further states, “the
choice between the two alternatives, xai or omission, is not indifferent. The decision for
the latter shows that the translator saw the problem and wanted to avoid a grammatically

unacceptable expression.”

4.6.8 Micah 5.8 [5.9]

MT

M IR TWHY T 090
Your hand will be lifted up over your adversaries
And all your enemies will be cut off.

32 1sa 1.12; 26.6.
33 Lev 10.10; 11.47; Num 8.14; 16.9; Deut 10.8; 19.2, 7; 29.20; 1 Kgs 8.53; Ezra 8.24; Ezek 22.26;

39.14; 42.20.

2.13.

34 Gen 37.33; Ps 7.3; 22.14; 50.22; 104.21; Ezek 19.3, 6; 22.25, 27; Hos 5.14; 6.1; Amos 1.11; Nah

3 Technically there is no mistake; however, choosing not to render the vav “and” avoids a mistake.
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Vywbnoetot 1 ¥elp cov €nt tovg OAPovTdg oe Kal Tavteg ol ExBpoi cov
€€olebpevOnoovtan

Your hand will be lifted up against those oppressing you,

And all your enemies will be utterly destroyed.

a) T™M¥ / tovg OAiPovtag og] This is a shift from a plural noun + 2ms suffix to mp participle

+ direct object 2s pronoun. There is one occurrence in the MT of the participial form of

My “to treat as an enemy” in Esth 8.11. The translator likely read 7% “your

adversaries” as ™% “those treating you as an enemy.”

b) N7 / &EoreBpevticovran] This is the usual rendering. The second most common

rendering is Swrifnu “to decree,” which is typically used in the context of making a

covenant (N3 N7 “to cut a covenant™).

4.6.9

MT

LXX

Micah 5.9 [5.10]

TNIZI0 HTIRT] T3IPR TOIO A1 MADRI KIATEPI W)
But it will happen on that day, declares the LORD,

That I will cut off your horses from your midst
And | will destroy your chariots.

Koi Eoton &v T fuépa dketvn®® Aéyet khprog éEohedpediom Tovg tnmovg Gov &k pésov
o0V Kol AImoAd TO dpuaTé GO

And it will be in that day, says the Lord,

I will utterly destroy your horses from your midst

And | will destroy your chariots.

a) MM / éokebpeiom] This is a minus vav “and.” See analysis in §4.6.7d for the

explanation of this linguistically constrained translation shift (deleted vav “and”). See

analysis of the previous verse (84.6.8b) for the explanation of the lexical shift.

% Occurs before tfj |uépq in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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4.6.10 Micah 5.10 [5.11]

MT

LXX

TR0 MOUM TYIR MW R
And | will cut off the cities of your land
And throw down all your fortifications.

Kol €£0AeBpebom TG TOAELS TG YIS GOV Kol £E0P@ TAVTO TO OYVPDUATE GOV
And | will utterly destroy the cities of your land
And remove all your strongholds.

a) MM/ kai éEoreBpeiom] See analysis in 5.8 [Gk 5.9] for the lexical shift.

b) 'mYIM / xai £€apd] This is a unique rendering. 0777 “to throw down” is usually rendered

by xabapém “to throw down” (16x)%’ or kotackénte “to tear down” (11x).%8 éfuipo “to

remove” usually renders o1 “to pull up” (39x)* or 12 “to cut off” (19x).*° This is

likely an example of the translator shifting the metaphor of throwing down fortifications

to the concrete idea of removing them (concretising).

4.6.11 Micah 5.11 [5.12]

MT

LXX

TP N DRWm TR D9Y3 Ha
And | will cut off sorceries from your hand,
And there will be no soothsayers among you.

Kol €Eap@ TO PAPUAKE GOV €K TAV YEPDV G0V Kol AmopOeyydpevol o0k Ecovtal €v 6ol
And | will remove your sorceries from your hands,
And there will be no diviners among you.

37 Exod 23.24; Judg 6.25; 1 Kgs 19.14; 2 Kgs 3.25; Ps 11.3; 28.5; Isa 14.17; 49.17; Jer 24.6; 31.28, 40;

42.10; 45.4; Lam 2.2, 17; Ezek 36.36.

1.17.

3 1 Kgs 18.30; 19.10; 1 Chr 20.1; Prov 11.11; 24.31; 29.4; Jer 50.15; Ezek 13.14; 16.39; 36.35; Joel

3 Gen 35.5; Exod 13.20; 14.19 (2x); 15.22; 19.2; Num 1.51; 2.9, 16, 17, 24, 31, 34; 4.5, 15; 9.19; 10.5,

6, 12,13, 14, 17, 18, 21, 22, 25, 29, 33, 34, 35; 12.15, 16; 21.11, Judg 16.14; Ezra 8.31; Eccl 10.9; Jer 4.7; Zech

10.2.

401 Sam 20.15 (2x), 16; 1 Kgs 8.25; 9.5, 7; 2 Chr 7.18; Ezek 14.8, 13, 17; 17.17; Jer 1.5; Joel 1.5, 9;

Obad 9, 10; Mic 5.11; Nah 2.1; Zeph 1.3, 4.
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a) MM/ kai £Eapd] N2 “to cut off” is more commonly rendered with é€oAebpedw “to

utterly destroy” (80x, including Mic 5.8, 9, 10, 12 [Gk 5.9, 10, 11, 13]) or Swzidnu “to

decree” (72x). Though é&aipo “to remove” is used nineteen times to render N33 “to cut

off,” the choice to use &aipow “to remove” here seems to be a clear departure from the

norm in this context.

Wolff (1990, 158) notes that o'aw2 “sorceries” refers not only to the practice of

sorcery but the means used in the practice. The means “refers to objects that can be cast
‘from the hand,” such as arrows, oracular lots, liver (Ezek. 21:26), staves (Hos. 4.12),
peeled rods, and mandrakes (Gen. 30:14f., 37ff.).” If he is correct, then the translator
may have shifted to a verb with the sense of removing because once the means of sorcery

is removed from the hand, the source of evil power is removed (see the explanation

below [84.6.11a] for the concretising shift 571 “from your hand” > ¢k v xepdv cov

“from your hands”). It is interesting that the sorcerers will not be removed, only their
means for evil and destruction. This may be explained by the following suggestion from
Wolff (1990, 158): “The destruction of such implements of sorcery means the end of the
sorcerers.”

It is also possible that this shift was not intentional and resulted from parablepsis
in transmission. After copying cov “your” at the end of 5.10 [Gk 5.11] the translator’s
eye went back to cov “your” earlier in the same verse and he recopied «ai é€opd “and |
will remove.” Then his eye saw the end of the original xoi é€oiebpedow “and I will utterly

destroy” and he continued copying with & eappaxé cov “your sorceries.”
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b) ©™WI / ta gappexa cov] This is a plus 2s pronoun cov “your.” This plus was likely

motivated by the other 2s suffixes in vv. 9-14 [Gk 10-15] (Schwantes 1962, 140; Wolff

1990, 151).

C) TN/ éx tédv xepdv cov] This is a shift from singular to plural. The Hebrew seems to

treat “hand” metaphorically, referring to possession. The translator shifts from the

“hand” metaphor to literal hands (concretising) that hold the implements of sorcery; see

explanation earlier in the verse (84.6.11a) for the shift from *n7271 “and | will cut off” >

xod &Eapd “and 1 will remove.”

d) DM / kot amogdeyyépevor] The most common rendering is kindovieo “to practice

divination” (3x)*! but this should not be considered a shift.

4.6.12 Micah 5.12 [5.13]

MT T nipn? Ty monwn-&o) 739pR THEYm 7208 "R
And | will cut off your idols and your pillars from your midst
And you will no longer bow down to the work of your hands.

LXX  «oi £é€oreBpevom 10 yYAuntd 60V Kol TOG GTHANG GOV 6K LEGOV GOV KO ODKETL )
TPOGKLVTCT|G TOIG EPYOIS TV YEPHDY GOV

And | will utterly destroy your carved images and your steles from your midst
And no longer will you worship the works of your hands.

a) MM/ kai éEolreBpeiom] See analysis in 5.8 [Gk 5.9] for the lexical shift.

b) nwnn’v | toig &pyorg] This is a singular to plural shift. (See explanation in §5.5.2.3 for

more details.)

4l Deut 18.10; 2 Kgs 21.6; 2 Chr 33.6.
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c) 7'/ tédv yepdv cov] This is a singular to plural shift. (See explanation in §5.5.2.3 for

more details.)

4.6.13 Micah 5.13 [5.14]
MT 970 ATAWM 37P0 T YR IYn

And | will uproot your Asherim from your midst
And I will destroy your cities.

LXX kol ékkdym t0 dhon 60v €k HEGOV GOV Kol Apovid ToG TOAEG GOV
And | will cut off your groves from your midst
And | will cause your cities to vanish.

a) PYWNN / xai ékkéyo] This is a unique rendering. Wnl “to uproot” is usually rendered
éEaipo “to remove” (4x)*? or éxtidho “pluck out” (3x).* éxkomte “to cut off” usually

renders N1 “to cut off” (11x),** 121 “to smite” (5x),*> Y73 “to hew” (4x)* or 9p1 “to

bore/dig” (3x).*” The rendering here in Mic 5.13 was not a mistake or the result of a
different Hebrew Vorlage; instead the translator was harmonising with the typical way to

describe (and translate the description) of destroying the Asherim/groves. In the MT, it is

typical to describe the action with n12 “to cut off” + nWK “Asherah”*® and the normal

rendering in the LXX is ékkomto “to cut off” + dhcog “grove.”*?

42 Deut 29.27; 2 Chr 7.20; Jer 12.17; 18.7.

3 Jer 24.6; 42.10; 45.4.

4 Exod 34.13; Deut 20.19, 20; 1 Kgs 15.13; Job 14.7; Jer 6.6; 10.3; 22.7; 44.7, 8; 46.23.
5 Gen 32.9; 36.35; Josh 15.16; 2 Chr 14.13, 14.

46 Deut 7.5; Judg 21.6; 2 Chr 14.2; 31.1.

4 Num 16.14; Judg 16.21; Prov 30.17.

8 Exod 34.13; Jgs 6.25, 26, 28, 30; 1 Kgs 15.13; 2 Kgs 18.4; 23.14; 2 Chr 15.16.

4 Exod 34.13; Deut 7.5, 12.3; 1 Kgs 15.13; 2 Chr 14.2; 31.1.
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b) g™WR / t& dkon oov] This is the common rendering (33x).>° nWR “Asherah” is

rendered similarly in Isa 17.8 and 27.9 (8évdpov “tree”). Day (1992a, 485) argues that the

“ancient versions failed to recognize that OT Asherah was the name of a goddess.”

Furthermore, when the LXX translators render 7w “Asherah” as some form of living

tree, they may not recognise its cultic association. Day (1992a, 486) claims that “it is
impossible to suppose that the Asherim were living trees.” Though the rendering in 2 Chr
34.7 (bucootyprov “altar”) betrays a connection with the cult, the translator understood it
as an altar upon which sacrifices were made instead of a wooden pole representing the
goddess.

The renderings toic Actaptaig “the Astartes” in 2 Chr 24.18 and tfj Actapty “to
Astarte” in 2 Chr 15.16 betray an understood connection between the Asherim and the
Canaanite goddess who was the consort of Baal. Day (1992b, 492) suggests that the
plural rendering for this goddess may be a way of referring to Canaanite gods and
goddesses generally (parallel to the use of “Baals”).

It is unlikely that the rendering here in Mic 5.13 represents a translation shift.
Instead, it betrays the understanding that cutting off groves of trees and causing cities to
vanish is the way the Lord will execute vengeance on the nations that did not obey

(5.14).

C) MTAVWM / kai agavid] This is a common rendering (12x — all except two are in the

Hiphil stem; the exceptions are Judg 21.16 and Prov 14.11).%! We also see £EoAeOpevem

0 Exod 34.13; Deut 7.5; 12.3; 16.21; Jugs 3.7; 6.25, 26, 28, 30; 1 Kgs 14.23; 15.13; 16.33; 18.19; 2
Kgs 13.6; 17.10, 16; 18.4; 21.3, 7; 23.4; , 6, 7, 14, 15; 2 Chr 14.2; 17.6; 19.3; 31.1; 33.3, 19; 34.3, 4; Mic 5.13.

51 Judg 21.16; 1 Sam 24.22; 2 Sam 22.38; 2 Kgs 10.17, 28; 21.9; Esth 3.6, 13; Prov 14.11; Ezek 14.9;
Dan 11.44; Mic 5.13.
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“to utterly destroy” (33x)%? and &tuipw “to remove” (13x — all except one are in the

Hiphil stem; Hos 10.8 is the exception).>3

4.6.14 Micah 5.14 [5.15]
MT  pnw 89 WK D30 N DRI 1HAN2I 83 Dy

And in wrath and anger | will execute vengeance on the nations
That did not listen.

LXX  «xoi mowjom &v dpyfj ko &v Buud éxdiknoty &v toic E0veoty avO’ GV ovk giorikovsay
And in anger and wrath I will execute vengeance on the nations
Because they did not listen.

a) WX / ave’ ov] This is a shift from WK “that” as a relative pronoun (to introduce a

relative clause which modifies “the nations”) to the causative construction é&ve’ &v

“because,” which introduces the reason God will take vengeance. TWR “that” is rarely
used in the causative sense (cf. Gen 30.18; Joel 4.19). Out of the 4,952 times where WX

“that” or WK1 “and that” occurs, it is rendered with avti “for” + 8¢ “which” only 6 times

(including this verse).>* Here the translator is explicitising the cause of the Lord’s
vengeance. Instead of merely identifying who will receive the Lord’s vengeance, the

translator reminds the audience why the nations will be punished.

52 Deut 1.27; 6.15; 7.4, 23, 24; 9.3, 8, 14, 19, 20, 25; 12.30; 28.20, 45, 48, 61, 63; 31.3, 4; Josh 9.24;
11.20; 23.15; 24.8; 2 Sam 21.5; 1 Kgs 15.29; 2 Chr 20.10; Ps 37.38; 83.11; 92.8; 106.23, 34; 145.20; Jer 48.8.

% Num 33.52; Josh 7.12; 2 Sam 14.7, 11, 16; 1 Chr 5.25; 2 Chr 33.9; Hos 10.8; Amos 2.9 (2x); 9.8
(2x); Zech 12.9.

54 Gen 30.18; Ezek 39.29; Joel 4.5, 19; Mic 5.14 [Gk 5.15]; Zech 1.15.
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4.7 Micah 6

471 Micah6.1

MT ?[‘gip m’y;ga TIJ,UDWW D00NR 27 03P R mn’-wwx DR N;'WQW
Hear what the LORD says,
Arise, plead your case with the mountains
And let the hills hear your voice.
LXX éakovcate 81 Adyov kvpiov kOprog imev avaotOl kpintt mpdg Td dpn Kol AKOLGATOGAV
Bowvoi®® pwviv cov
Hear now a word of the Lord,

The Lord has said, Arise, render judgment before the mountains,
And let hills hear your voice.

a) WX DR / Aéyov wvpiov] Some commentators (e.g., Robinson 1964, 144) suggest
inserting 2277 “the word” or M1'27 “the word of the LORD” to reconstruct the

Hebrew Vorlage. Another explanation seems more likely. The 9w clause is a covertly

headed (also referred to as a “null head” or “headless”) relative clause. Holmstedt (2002,
71) notes that “What is significant for our understanding of these covertly headed
relatives is that the semantic content of the phonologically null head must be inferred
from the context.” While it is certainly possible that a word or phrase was lost from the
Hebrew text, it is more likely that the LXX rendering reflects the translator explicitising

for the reader what had to be inferred from the context. It was a word of the Lord that the

translator wants his audience to hear. A form of 927 “word” following the command to

listen is common in the Twelve Prophets (Hos 4.1; Amos 3.1; 4.1; 5.1; 7.16; 8.11; Zech

7.12; and 8.9; also, see the explanation of Mic 1.2 in 84.2.2a).

b) =R / €inev] This is a shift from a participle to an aorist verb.

%5 oi is present before the noun in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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C) Nipa3n / pouvei] This is a minus article. Gelston (2010, 105*) claims that the minus

reflects a different Hebrew Vorlage but he does not provide the rationale for his

conclusion. The article is present in various Greek manuscripts as well as o’, ¢” and 6’,

reflecting that it was likely lost in translation through haplography and later added to

correct toward the Hebrew text.

4.7.2

MT

LXX

Micah 6.2

‘mji:v?'m;] iny-op nln”? 2% 73 PIR PTON DANKRD MY IR D0 WY
namy

Listen, O mountains, to the case of the LORD

And (listen), you enduring streams, foundations of the earth,

For the LORD has a case against his people
And with Israel he will contend.

dovcote Aaoi® v kpictv Tod kvpiov kai ai eapayysg Oepéha tfig Yic 81t Kpicig T® Kupin
TPOG TOV AoV odToD Kol peta Tod lopoan diedeyybnoeton

Hear, you peoples, the judgment of the Lord

And (hear), you chasms, foundations of the earth

For the Lord has a judgment against his people

And with Israel he will dispute.

a) 0"/ reoi] A similar shift occurs in Hab 3.10 (0371 “mountains” > Looi “people”). The

present rendering may have been influenced by 1.2 (ony 1wnw “Hear, O peoples” >

axovcate Aaoi “Hear, O peoples”) (also Gelston 2010, 77). This overt theological

intrusion by the translator shifts the audience of the divine speech from merely witnesses

of the trial scene to the witnesses and those on trial.

b) DanRM 5 | kai i @apayyes] This is a unique rendering. IR “enduring stream” is

usually rendered with a word for “ruler” dvvaotg (e.g., Job 12.19), “power” kpérog (e.9.,

% Bovvoi in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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Gen 49.24), or “strong” ioyvpog (e.g., Num 24.21). Muraoka (1973, 22) argues that the

translator was ignorant of the meaning of Dn&n “the enduring streams” and resorted to

a parallel summoning in Ezek 6.3. There, the LORD commands Ezekiel to call out to the

mountains (@*7) and hills (npa3), ravines (O'p'aXk > odapayE) and valleys (n'NRJ).

Theocharous (2012, 215) suggests a “certain monocularity” to Muraoka’s approach due
in part to his assumption that LXX-Minor Prophets and LXX-Ezekiel (o) were translated

by the same person. Instead, Theocharous argues that the translator of LXX-Micah

rendered DanN7 “the enduring streams” according to the association of 5na “wadi” and
1R “perennial” in Amos 5.24 and Deut 21.4 (given that ¢apay¢ “ravine” most
commonly renders 5m1 “wadi” in the LXX). Whether the translator drew his
understanding of & “perennial” from Ezekiel, Amos, Deuteronomy or simply the
immediate context (appositional Y& *70MH “foundations of the earth”), it seems clear that
he did not know its exact meaning and provided a slot translation.

c) N/ dwereyyOjoeran] This is the only occurrence of the Hitpael of n2? “to contend” in

MT but Niphal of n2? “to reason together” is rendered with diehéyxo “to dispute” in Isa

1.18.

57 Some commentators suggest emending to *TR: “give ear” based on its parallel with 3WRW “listen”
here as well as in Isa 1.2 and Judg 5.3 (Wolff 1990, 164; Smith 1984, 50).



4.7.3

MT

LXX

164

Micah 6.3

"2 Y RN N 7 iR Ry
O my people, what have | done to you?

And how have | wearied you?
Answer me!

A0OG pov Ti émoinod oot 1 Tl EMOTNod o€ 1 Tl mapnvadYAncd ot dmokpitnti pot
O my people, what have | done to you?

Or how did I grieve you?

Or how did I annoy you?

Answer me!

a) TIRYD N/ §j i évdmod ok i Ti TapyvéyAned cot] IR “to be weary” occurs only here

in the Twelve Prophets. Perhaps the translator did not know the meaning of the term and

rendered it two different ways (double translation) to increase the likelihood that he

would catch the meaning in one of the renderings (cf. Wolff 1990, 165; Schwantes 1962,

147; Hillers 1984, 76 n. e). Elsewhere in the LXX it is rendered napéyo “to contend” (Isa

7.13 [2x]), d0vauor “to be able” (Exod 7.18 and Prov 26.15), xoméw “to toil, become

weary” (Isa 16.12 and 47.13), ékiow “to become weary” (Jer 12.5), and nopordo “to

weaken” (Gen 19.11).

4.7.4

MT

LXX

Micah 6.4

IR MWD 7387 MWK TOMTE 0VTaR M3 0N PIRD T0%00 D
o7y
For I brought you up from the land of Egypt

And from the house of slavery | ransomed you
And | sent before you Moses, Aaron and Miriam.

31611 dvipyaydv oe £k yijc Alyvmtov® £ oikov dovleiag EAvtpmoduny ot koi é€anéoteiho Tpd
TPOGMTOL 5oL TOV Mmuctiv kol Aapwv kol Maplap

For I brought you up from the land of Egypt

From a house of slavery | redeemed you

And | sent before you Moses and Aaron and Mariam.

%8 Followed by kol in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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1908 / kei Aapov] This is a plus kai “and.”

4.75 Micah 6.5

MT

DVWTR AT DYY3 IR IV AR 720 P73 pUITD RITITBY
M NipTY NYT wn% 99307

O my people, please remember what Balak the king of Moab devised
And what Balaam son of Beor answered him

(remember what happened) from Shittim to Gilgal

In order that you may know the righteous acts of the LORD.

LXX  Xadc pov pviebnt on ti EPoviedoato katd cod Bolak Paciiede Moap kai ti dmekpion

a)

b)

d)

avt®d Bolaap viog Tod Bewp dno 1@V oyoiveov £oc 100 I'odyod dmwg yvocbi] 1 dikatocuvn
oD Kvpiov

O my people, now remember what Balak king of Moab devised against you

And what Balaam son of Beor answered him

(remember what happened) from the reeds as far as Gilgal

In order that the justice of the Lord might be known.

@ | xord oo®] The same plus occurs in S. This is perhaps a case of the translator
explicitising the people as the subject of the offense.
D"wWn / tdv oyoivev] Three times in the LXX it is rendered as the proper noun Zortiv

“Sattin” (Num 25.1; Josh 2.1; 3.1). Twice it is rendered tav oyoivov “the reeds” (Mic 6.5

and Joel 4.18).

nYT / yvooof] This is a shift from Qal infinitive construct to aorist passive subjunctive

3s.

DNiPTR / ©| dwcanosdvn] This is a shift from plural to singular, which appears to shift from

calling on the audience to know the righteous acts of the LORD to recalling that the



166

LorD’s involvement with Balak, Balaam and the events from the reeds to Gilgal were

intended to show forth his righteous character.

4.7.6 Micah 6.6
MT 7w 13 ovwa nivipa BRTRRD 01 *HHRYG 928 M 07PN 1H3
With what should I approach the LORD?

(with what) should I bow myself to God on high?
Should I approach him with burnt offerings, with calves a year old?

LXX év tivi xataddBo tov kbplov avtikiuyopotl 0od pov dyictov & KaToAfuyopal avTov £V
OAOKAVTOUACTY £V LOGYOIC EVIONGIOIG
With what should I lay hold of the Lord?
(with what) should I secure my God most high?
Should I lay hold of him with whole burnt offerings, with calves a year old?

a) DIRPR / xarardfo] DTR “to approach” is rendered with xatohapBave “to lay hold of”
only here and 6.6c. D7 “to approach” is usually rendered with mpogBave “to come

before” (15x)*° or cuvavtae “to meet with” (4x).%° The verb 0T “to approach” occurs

nowhere else in the Twelve Prophets except Jonah 4.2 where its sense is “to make haste”

not the normal “to approach” and is rendered with mpogbave in the sense of “to

anticipate.” xotolapBéve “to seize” usually renders 33 “to overtake” (27x)% or 'r;’g “to

capture” (19x).%2 It is likely that the translator knew the meaning of the verb DTR “to

approach” (113 occurrences in MT) but harmonised its rendering with what he perceived

to be the meaning of 728 “I will bow myself” in 6.6b. It seems that the translator also

%92 Sam 22.6, 19; 2 Kgs 19.32; Job 30.27; Ps 17.13; 18.6, 19; 21.4; 59.11; 68.26; 88.14; 95.2; 119.147,
148; Jonah 4.2.

8 Deut 23.5; Neh 13.2; Job 3.12; Isa 21.14.

61 Gen 31.25; 44.4; Exod 15.9; Lev 26.5 (2x); Deut 19.6; 28.15, 45; Josh 2.5; 1 Sam 30.8 (3x); 2 Sam
15.14; 2 Kgs 25.5; Ps 7.6; 18.38; 40.13; 69.25; Prov 2.19; Isa 35.10; 51.11; 59.9; Jer 52.8; Lam 1.3; Hos 2.9;
10.9; Zech 1.6.

52 Num 21.32; Josh 8.19; 11.10; 19.47; Judg 1.8; 7.24; 9.45, 50; 2 Sam 5.7; 12.26, 27, 29; 2 Kgs 18.10;
2 Chr 22.9; 33.11; Neh 9.25; Job 5.13; Prov 16.32; Isa 20.1.
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d)
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seeks to evoke an emotional response in the target audience. It is not enough to
“approach” and “bow down to” God; one must “lay hold of” and “secure” God most
high. This shift from “approach” to “lay hold of” is an example of what Munday (20123,
22ff) calls the affect parameter in the attitude domain of appraisal and represents a
theological shift.

%198 / 0z0® pov] This plus 1s pronoun may reflect a misreading of the construct or,
more likely, given the other shifts in the verse, it reveals the theological intervention of
the translator, making God more personal for the target audience.

qaR / avrimpyopar] This is a unique rendering. 792 “to bow down” occurs only four

other times in the MT (Ps 57.7 [Gk 56.7] — xataxdunto “to bow down”; 145.14 [Gk

144.14] and 146.8 [Gk 145.8] — xoteppaypévoug “broken down”; and Isa 58.5 — kéaurto

“to bow”). avriapPavope “to secure” typically renders p1m “to seize” (10x).%% Here, the
translator seems to understand 552 “to bow oneself” as a denominative from 52 “palm”

or a form of 192 “to subdue,” which occurs once in Prov 21.14.

BRTRRD / xarakipyopar avtov] See discussion of same rendering in §4.7.6a.

83 Lev 25.35; 1 Kgs 9.9; 2 Chr 7.22; 28.15; 29.34; Isa 41.9; 51.18; 64.6; Jer 23.14; Ezek 16.49.
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4.7.7 Micah 6.7

MT  nRON 302 ™12 VWS 77133 AR 1RYT9NI NIAI13 DR 1978 MY 1YY

"wal
Will the LORD be pleased with thousands of rams
With tens of thousands of rivers of oil?
Shall I give my firstborn for my transgression,
The fruit of my belly for the sin of my life?
LXX &l mpoodéEetan kOprog &v xibot® kpidv ) &v poptéot® yedppov movev el 8d npotdtord
Hov doefeiag kapmov kotkiog pov®® auoptiog yoyfic pov
Will the Lord welcome thousands of rams
Or tens of thousands of rivers of fattened (animals)?

Should I give my firstborns for ungodliness,
The fruit of my belly for the sin of my life?

a) n¥M/ mposditeran] N¥7 “to be pleased with” is usually rendered with evdoxém “to think

it well” (22x) but mposdéyopar “to welcome, receive well” is also common (12x).

b) 1YW / movev] Despite “rivers” relating better to oil than fat, the translator read ;3w “oil”

as mévev “fat” (likely based on the parallel with ©%& “rams”). Gelston (2010, 105%)

suggests, “The variants in G and V are probably occasioned by the unfamiliar notion of

sacrifices of oil.”

) 193/ mporéroxa pov] This is a shift from singular to plural. The difference occurs only

in the pointing so the shift might even be expected in the context of a myriad of
sacrifices. It must reflect an understanding of firstborn animals because a human cannot
have multiple firstborn children (interpretive shift). Perhaps this was an ideological shift

intended to avoid the idea of child sacrifice.

84 yiudowv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
% nvpiéotv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
% Followed by vmep in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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"WWa / acepeiog] There is a minus 1cs suffix. Along with the previous singular to plural

shift (*7122 “my firstborn” > mpwtétoka pov “my firstborns™), the present deletion

indicates an interpretive shift from the prophet speaking (hypothetically) about offering
his firstborn child for his own transgression to him offering his firstborn animals for the
ungodliness of Jacob. Everywhere else in LXX-Micah, dacéBeia “ungodliness” is
attributed to God’s people (1.5 [2x], 1.13, 3.8, 6.12 and 7.18). This interpretive shift does
not, however, negate the prophet’s acknowledgement of his own (hypothetical)

culpability (as demonstrated by an absence of any shifts in the last stich).

4.7.8 Micah 6.8

MT

TOM NANRI VAW NIYY-DR " FAN WIIT M- 2010 0TR 79 T30
THORDD N27 DIY)

He has told you, O man, what is good
And what the LORD seeks from you
But to do justice and to love mercy
And to walk humbly with your God.

LXX &l dvnyyéln oot dvbpomne ti kaAdv i i kOplog Ekintel mapd cod GAA’ i ToD TolEly kpipa Kai

a)

dyomdv Ereoc®” koi Erowov etvon tod mopedesOar petd kKupiov Beod cov
Has it been told to you, O man, what is good

Or what the Lord seeks from you

But to do judgment and to love mercy

And to be ready to walk with the Lord your God?

T30 | €l avnyyédn] Perhaps the translator read 7373 “it has been told” for 7% “he has

told.” However, the he of the Hiphil stem seems to have been read as an interrogative he
so that one he would have been lost through haplography. Wolff (1990, 165) argues
instead that the translator correctly understood the verb as having an indefinite subject. If

the translator understood the Hebrew text and intentionally changed it, then the change

67 &eov in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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would represent a theological shift which calls into question whether the audience has

yet been informed about what is good or what the Lord seeks from it.

b) vOWRA / kpipa] This is the usual rendering (kpipa “judgment” 172x and kpioig “judgment,

justice” 134x in the MT).

c) LI¥M / xai £rowpov] This is a hapax legomenon in MT. The translator rendered the

Hebrew infinitive absolute followed by an infinitive construct with an adjective plus two

present infinitives (n3‘7 p1vm “and to walk humbly” > «ai &rowpov eivar Tod mopevesbon
“and to be ready to walk”). &rowog “ready” usually renders 132 “to be ready, established”

(15x),% 1ion “a fixed place” (9x)*° or v “polished” (3x).” This appears to be a slot

translation (S likely follows Gk) based on the translator’s lack of adequate semantic

understanding.

d) ?{’a_"7§ | xvpiov Bgod sov] This is a plus xvpiov “Lord.” Ryssel (1887, 100 n. 3) suggests

that the translator added wxvpiov “Lord” because of the mental connection with the
common phrase ?[’;i‘?;;; M “the LorD your God” in the Pentateuch (e.g., Exod 20.5, 7,
10; Deut 6.1, 2, 5). This is a reasonable explanation but the translator could simply have

been harmonising with the same phrase later in the same book (7.10) or elsewhere in the

Twelve Prophets (Hos 12.10; 13.4; 14.2; Zeph 3.17).

% Exod 19.11, 15; 34.2; Josh 4.3; 8.4; 1 Sam 26.4; 1 Kgs 2.45; Ps 38.18; 57.8 (2x); 93.2; 108.2; 112.7;
Hos 6.3; Mic 4.1.

8 Exod 15.17; 1 Kgs 8.39, 43, 49; 2 Chr 6.2, 30, 33, 39; Ps 33.14.

0 Ezek 21.15, 16 (2X).
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4.7.9 Micah 6.9

MT

PRI TYIN YN WAY TW ART MWIN KIPT H M Hip7t
The voice of the LORD cries out to the city

And it is sound wisdom to acknowledge your name.
Hear, O tribe, and assembly of the city.

LXX oewvn kupiov 1] moAel EnikAnOfioeton kol cdoel poPovpévong 10 Gvopa avtod Gkove GLAR

a)

b)

Kol Tig Koounoel TOAY

The voice of the Lord will be proclaimed in the city
And he will save those who fear his name.

Hear, O tribe, and who will adorn a city?

R / émucmOnoeton] This is a shift from active to passive so the agent doing the

proclaiming is not the same in the Hebrew and Greek. The shift is understandable for two

reasons: 1) the Niphal contains the same consonants (X3p? “it will be proclaimed”) and,
2) it is common to call out with a loud voice (X3p “to call” + ‘7175"71.7::1 “with a loud

voice™) but there is only one other instance where 5ip “voice” is the agent doing the

calling (Isa 40.3). Gelston (2010, 106*) simply says “G interprets the verb as a passive.”
I think this is true but that choice reflects the translator’s interpretation of the passage.
This is an ideological shift which reflects an understanding that it is not the Lord

speaking directly to the city but the prophet speaking in the name of the Lord to the city.

7ANY / kai odest] MR “sound wisdom” occurs 12x’2 in the MT (in Prov 2.7 it is
rendered with compiav “salvation”). cole “to save” typically renders some form of yw?

“to save.” Perhaps the translator read »'wim “and you will save” (which is close

L MT ATYY "3 + TiY of 6.10; emendation following Wellhausen (1963, 148).
2 Job 5.12; 6.13; 11.6; 12.16; 26.3; 30.22; Prov 2.7; 3.21; 8.14; 18.1; Isa 28.29; Mic 6.9.



d)

e)
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orthographically and phonetically to 7*wim “and sound wisdom™) then shifted to third
person (along with a pronoun shift AW “your name” > 1o &vopa avtod “his name”).

Another possibility is that the translator read L*wim “and he will save.”

Y / popovpévong] This is a shift from Qal yigtol 3ms to present middle accusative mp
participle. The MT 17 “he sees” carries the sense of “regard” or “acknowledge” (as in
Deut 33.9; Isa 5.12; 26.10). The translator understood the verb as 87 “to fear” instead of
N7 “to see” (same mistake in S). The latter reading/mistake makes sense given the

context and the identical consonants (A&7 “fear” v. AR “he will see”). It is also a

much more common concept to fear the name of the LORD rather than to see the name of

the LoRrD. This likely reflects a theological shift.

AW / 10 dvopa avtod] Though this could have been an orthographic error (confusion of

kaf and nun), it is more likely an intentional shift to harmonise with the third person
reference to the Lord (to whom the “name” refers) in the first stich. Gelston (2010, 78)

understands the shift as syntactical facilitation.

PN TN / kol tig koomiear mlv] koopée “to adorn” usually renders 7Y “to adorn.””
It is likely the translator read 7'y 77 *m “and who will adorn a city” (nTv “to adorn”™

instead of Tw* “to appoint” or TRiN “assembly”).

73 Jer 4.30; Ezek 16.11, 13; 23.40.
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4.7.10 Micah 6.10

MT

AWRANMIPT 1T DA™Y YW1 iR ywa A s
Can I forget, O wicked house, the storehouses of wickedness
Or the scant, hated ephah?

LXX pm mdp xoi oikog avopov [Incavpilmv]’® Oncavpode dvopong koi pétpov HPpeng adikio

a)

b)

(Is there) not a fire and a lawless house
[Storing up] lawless treasures and a measure of arrogance—unrighteousness?

nWRD / py adp] The Hebrew text may have had Wi “is there””” when the translation

was made, which would have been easily misunderstood as an interrogative + WX “fire.”
The expected positive answer could have motivated the addition of the negative particle
in pn wop “(Is there) not a fire?”

YW NIRR / [Bncavpilev] Bnsavpodg avépovg] Oncavpilwv “storing up” is a tentative

plus (it is omitted by ms 106 and, hence, bracketed by Ziegler). Hillers (1984, 81n.h)

considers it to be an interpretive expansion. Alternatively, it resulted from a dittographic

error in the Hebrew text (e.g., ¥R “storing up”), then after being translated, it was lost in

the proto-MT.

1117 / 6ppewg] This is a unique rendering. 7117 “scant” occurs only two other times in the

MT with the sense of leanness, scantness or wasting, both times rendered differently in
the LXX (minopovy “gratification” in Ps 106.15 [Gk 105.15]; drwia “dishonor” in Isa

10.16). The rendering could represent a slot translation or the translator may have read

4 Also Gelston (2010, 78).

S MT WD “is there”; TV “still” at beginning of verse emended and added to end of 6.9.

6 Omitted by ms 106.

7 Also Gelston 2010, 106*; see W “there is” in 2 Sam 14.19 and WX in Prov 18.24 (Fox 2009, 647).
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the more common 1171 “insolence” (metathesis of zayin and dalet and dalet/resh

confusion). The rendering of 5ppi “arrogance” for {371 “insolence” is the most common

(4X).78

d) w1 / éducie] This also is a unique rendering. Typically our “to be indignant” is

rendered with a word for anger (6pyn),”® indignation (éuppipmpa),® or cursing
(catapaopa®! / émkatapdouo®?). This rendering seems to be an evaluation of the actions

of the lawless house—unrighteous (cf. Mic 3.9-10).

4.7.11 Micah 6.11
MT 7770 338 ©°23 PP aINna 1m0

Shall I acquit (a man) with wicked scales
Or with a bag of deceptive weights?

LXX i dikonwbroeton &v uoyd Gvopog kai &v popsinnm otéduie S6A0
Shall a lawless one be justified by a pair of scales,
Or deceitful weights in a bag?

a) NI/ &i ducanwdnoeTan] This is a shift from active 1cs to passive 3s. 121 “to be/make

clean” occurs only 8 times in the MT. The most common rendering is dwcado “to justify”

(here and Ps 73.13 [Gk 72.13]).

b) YW MNNA / v Luyd dvopog] This is a shift in class from a noun (W) “wickedness”) to

an adjective (&vopog “a lawless one”). Instead of the scales being modified by yw9

8 Prov 11.2; 13.10; Jer 50.32; Ezek 7.10.

7 Ps 7.12; 38.4; 69.25; 78.49; 102.11; Isa 10.5, 25; 26.20; 30.27; 50.25; Ezek 21.36; 22.24; Dan 8.19;
11.36; Nah 1.6.

8 |Lam 2.6.

81 Num 23.8 (2x).

8 Num 23.7.
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“wickedness,” the LXX understands évopog “a lawless one” as the subject of the verb and
the one who undergoes the action of justifying. In the MT, the object of aquitting is
implicit and his moral character is not explicit. In the LXX, the person’s character is

explicit (*lawless one”) but the first stich does not tell us that the scales are dishonest.

4.7.12 Micah 6.12

MT  Dir03 mn7 DY TRY-INIT PaWh 0RnINoD TYY TR
Because her rich are full of violence
And her inhabitants have spoken falsehood
And their tongue is deceitful in their mouth,
LXX && Gv 1ov mhodtov avtdv dosPeiag EmAncav kol oi karotkodvieg oty EAGAOVY Wevdi Kai 1
YAGGGO, ATV VYMON &V T® oTOUOTL DTV
From these they filled their wealth with ungodliness

And her inhabitants were speaking lies
And their tongue was lifted up in their mouth.

a) WK / £ ov] This is a shift from causal relative 7WR “because” to a preposition +

pronoun referring to the deceitful weights of 6.11 (both neuter plural). It seems that the

translator understands the relative as “by which.”

b) onn 18:7?'3 WY / tov mhottov avtdv doepeiog Emdnoav] Instead of the rich themselves

being full of violence, the translator understood the Hebrew to be describing the people

(inhabitants) gaining wealth through ungodly means. This may have been motivated in

part by reading the Qal m‘?p “they are full” as a Piel m’?p “they fill” so that the agents

of filling are the people.

C) YWY/ tov mhoirov avrdv] This is a shift from a 3fs to a 3pl suffix.
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d) ™Y/ dyeén] The translator read 77 “deceit” as a form derived from D17 “to be

high.” Gelston (2010, 106*) proposes the same explanation, noting the difficulty the

LXX translator had in Hos 7.16 with the same word.

4.7.13 Micah 6.13
MT  goNOn-5Y DRWA 07 910 IR"0N

I will make (you) sick by striking you,
Making (you) desolate because of your sins.

LXX  «oi éy®d GpEopan Tod motdéon o€ Apavid o€ £mi Taig GuopTiong cov
And | will begin to strike you,
I will cause you to vanish because of your sins.

a) MIRDN / xai ¢ye] This is a minus 03 “also.” DX “and also / because / besides” is often

rendered with only xoi “and” / “also.”

b) *n9mn / dpgopar] The translator misread 1m0 “to be sick” as 5 “to begin.” In 1.12, the

translator read 1% “she writhes” as a form of 55 “to begin.”

c) DRW/ apavid og] This is a plus o¢ “you” supplied to explicitise the object of the Lord’s

destruction. This is also a linguistically constrained shift from infinitive absolute to

future active indicative 1s. Because dgovilw “to cause to vanish” is the common

rendering for DRW “to make desolate,” there is no lexical shift.
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4.7.14 Micah 6.14

MT  3pm 737p3 T2 3PN 891 SN NNK07aN W 07900 871 S 3907 &
nR
You shall eat but you will not be sated,
And your emptiness will be within you,
You will capture (prey) but not carry (it) off,
And what you carry off I will give to the sword.

LXX ob @ayeocar kai o0 iy éuminc6iic kai okotdoel &v ool Koi £kvensel Kol ov un dtoucmOfic kol
6oot éav dtacwbdoty i poupaioy Tapadodncovial
You will eat and you will not be sated,
And it shall grow dark in you,
And he will turn aside and you will not escape,
And all who might escape will be handed over to the sword.

a) NN / kai exotacer] This is a hapax legomenon in the MT. Not knowing the meaning
of the word, the translator read it as Jwn “to grow dark” (metathesising the shin and
khet) (also Gelston 2010, 107%).

b) awWN) / xai éxveveer] This is a shift from 2ms to 3s which appears to be an interpretive
shift (along with 0’7913 “you will carry off” > Suacwbdow “he might escape,” explained in
the following paragraph). It seems likely that the translator did not read 3wny “and you

will capture” (emended form) but 30 in Hiphil “to displace” yet the rendering is

semantically unique.® It is usually rendered with dmootpépm “to turn away” (8x),%

8 Emended from 3on1 “and you will displace” (Hillers 1984, 81 n.o).
8 Emended from Piel stem 0’;75_)13 “you will deliver” to Hiphil stem 0‘7;1_-1 “you will carry off.”

8 Aquila and Symmachus both attest forms that reflect the emended Hebrew 3pn1 “and you will

displace” (kai katadinyn “and you will overtake” and kai £€gig “and you will have,” respectively).
8 2 Sam 1.22; Ps 35.4; 40.15; 70.3; 78.57; 129.5; Isa 42.17; Jer 38.22.
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apiotnu “to keep away” (4x),% or petarionm “to bring back” (3x).88 Still, it captures the

sense of 210 in Hiphil “to displace” so it should not be considered a semantic shift.

vhan 891/ xai o0 pi) Swwewsiig] V20 851 “and you will not carry (it) off” (cf. Isa 5.29
where the only other occurrence of w‘?@ “to escape” in the Hiphil stem is used for a lion
carrying off his prey) was likely read as a Qal stem (with the following Piel stem U‘;?gu;
“you will deliver”) which differs in consonants only by yod.

D'_?gzj WK1 / kai door sav Sresw@maewv] This is a shift from Hiphil yigtol 2ms to aorist

passive subjunctive 3pl (this is an interpretive shift like xwny “and you will capture” >

xai ékvevoer “and he will turn aside” earlier in the verse). Wherever the construction écot
gav “all who” occurs in the LXX, an aorist subjunctive third person always follows (Deut

4.6; Josh 2.19; Mic 6.14; Zech 14.16, 17; Jer 27.8 [Gk 34.8]).

D8 / mapadodijcovrar] This is a shift from yiqtol 1cs to future passive indicative 3p. The

Greek rendering reflects 11m* “they will be given” which has too little orthographic

similarity with the Hebrew to suggest a visual error. Instead, this reflects a theological

shift intended to distance the Lord from actively handing over his people to the sword.

87 Ps 44.19; 80.19; 59.13, 14.
8 Deut 27.17; Prov 23.10; Hos 5.10.
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4.7.15 Micah 6.15

MT

LXX

ARwn K91 Wi 1w 7Ion RS N0 AR Tivpn 891 yn nox
You shall sow but not reap

You shall tread olives but not anoint with oil
And (you shall tread) new wine but you will not drink wine.

oV OTEPETS Kol 00 Uf) dprong ov méoelc haiav kol ov un dAeiym Elatov Kai oivov Kol ov un)
winte kol apavicOnoetol voupua Aaod pov

You will sow but you will not reap

You will press the olive but you will not anoint with oil

And (you will press) wine but you will not drink (it)

And the precepts of my people will vanish.

a) TN/ méoec] This is a unique rendering. 777 “to tread” is usually rendered émBaive “to

embark” (11x),%° natéw “to tread” (8x),%° or odnyéw “to guide” (4x).%* Nownhere else in

the MT is the verb 777 “tread” used with n°1 “olives” so this may have motivated the

shift.

b) WM/ kai oivev] The author gapped 7370 “you shall tread” from the previous stich and

used winn “new wine” metonymically for grapes. The translator rendered it concretely

(olvog “wine™).

) M IRYn N5 / kei o0 pi minte] The minus 1 “wine” likely occurred because the

translator did not have another Greek word to provide lexical variety. (oivog “wine” is

used in the LXX for both 1 “wine” and wWin “new wine.”)%

8 Deut 1.36; 11.25; 33.29; Josh 1.3; 14.9; 1 Sam 5.5; Ps 91.13; Amos 4.13; Mic 1.3; 5.4, 5.
% Deut 11.24; Judg 9.27; Neh 13.15; Job 22.15; 28.8; Isa 42.16; Jer 48.33; Lam 1.15.
91ps255,9;107.7; 119.35.

% The only semantic variation for | “wine” and Wi “new wine” occurs in Job 32.19 where y\ebkoc

“sweet new wine” renders 1" “wine.”



180

d) ™my nipn MRYN / kei agavicdiesTor voppa reod pov] The Hebrew phrase is

connected with 6.16 and analysed there (84.7.16a and b).

4.7.16 Micah 6.16

MT

LXX

TOR "R N7 Dnikpha 125Mm IRNRTI APYD 591 RY NiPN RRYY
YR BY NEVM AR 3w Y

For the ordinances of Omri are kept

and all the works of the house of Ahab

And you have walked in their counsel

So that I will give you over to waste

And its inhabitants to a hissing
And you shall bear the reproach of my people.

kai®® wévta o Epya ofkov Ayaof kol émopeddnte dv toic Bovlaig adTd®V dmmc Tapadd o gig
AQUVICUOV Kol TOLG KOTOIKODVTAG aThV €ig GUPIoUOV Kol 0veidn Aadv Anuyecte

And all the works of the house of Achab

And you have walked in their counsels

That I will hand you over to a vanishing

And its inhabitants to hissing

And you will receive reproaches of peoples.

a) MPYM / xoi agavietijesrar] Translation is from the previous verse. The translation

reflects a reading of TRRW" “and it will be destroyed” through a resh/dalet confusion

(cf. Mic 5.13 [Gk 5.14]).

b) "V / hao® pov] Translation is from the previous verse. The translator missed the resh

and misread ™Y “Omri” as *RY “my people.”

c) 'nn / neped®d] This is a change from infinitive construct + 1cs suffix to aorist active

subjunctive 1s but semantically it is the same. Because an equivalent grammatical

% Followed by £épuAa&ag ta dikonmpata Zapppt kai in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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construction (infinitive + suffix) does not exist in Greek, it should be considered a shift

due to linguistic constraints.

d) N / xei éveidn] This is a shift from singular to plural. Perhaps the translator read

niaam “reproaches.” More likely this is an ideological shift emphasising the extent of

the punishment.

e) "nY /radv] The minus 1cs suffix was possibly influenced by the more generic phrase in

Ezek 36.15 (0w na7n “reproach of peoples™).

4.8 Micah 7

481 Micah7.1

MT  wa1 npix 123 51aR7 YWy wra nbha pipmaora 07 02 79 9N
Woe is me!
For | have become like (one at the time of) the gathering of summer fruit,
Like (one at the time of) the gleanings of the harvest
There is no cluster to eat
(No)®* early fig which my soul desires.

LXX ofppor 811 éyevouny ®¢ cuvlywv kaAduny &v auite kol O¢ EmeuAlida &v tpuyritm ovy
VIAPYOVTOC POTPLOC TOD PAYEIV TO TPOTOYOVO OO YOYN
Woe is mel
For | have become like one gathering stubble at harvest,
And as (one gathering) grape-gleanings at vintage,
When there is no cluster (for me) to eat the firstlings,
Woe is me, O soul.

% Miller (2005, 52) notes the conditions negative ellipsis “Ellipsis of the negative without the verb (or
verb phrase) can be understood to have occurred only when a number of syntactic features are present: the two
clauses must be coordinate, the negative must appear in initial position in the first clause, and the constituent
structures of the two clauses must be identical with the constituents either in identical order or in chiastic order.”
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a) PRTROR2 / g ovvayov warapnv &v apire] Schwantes (1965, 176) offers the

explanation that the Gk includes both the mistaken xoAaunv “stubble” for wp “stubble”

(most common rendering) as well as the corrected év auito “at harvest” for Pp “summer

(fruit).” Jer 8.20 may lend support to Schwantes’ explanation but it is difficult to know if

the translator there rendered &unrog “harvest” for p*p “summer (fruit)” or if he switched

the first two phrases and rendered duntog “harvest” for ¥p “harvest” and 0¢pog

“summer” for ' “summer (fruit).” Given the high frequency in which 7' “harvest” is

rendered &unrog “harvest” and the infrequency in which y'p “summer (fruit)” is

rendered &untoc “harvest” (only Mic 7.1, Prov 26.1 and possibly Jer 8.20), the latter
option for understanding the translation in Jer 8.20 seems more likely.*

The simplest explanation is that the translator took the opportunity to insert into
this woe oracle a term (xaraun “stubble”) associated throughout the Twelve Prophets

with judgment (cf. Joel 2.5; Obad 18; Nah 1.10; Mal 3.19). This verse also reflects a shift

from the preposition + construct plural noun *2o&2 “like the gatherings of” to a

preposition + singular participle ¢ cvvaywv “like one gathering.” Gelston (2010, 107%)

suggests this shift resulted from the translator reading a participle with Aireq compaginis

(20K2).

% Symmachus’s wg ev 1015 eoyatolg g omwpag “as in the last (gleanings) of the fruit” reflects a
reading of PYP™"20R2 “like the gathering of summer fruit” as PR™"DANRI “as the ceasing of the summer fruit”

(in Isa 45.22 and Jer 16.19, DAN “ceasing, end” is rendered with Zoyatog “last”). Schwantes (1962, 176) offers

a similar explanation for Symmachus’s reading but he twice mistakes DA “ceasing, end” for JOR “to gather.”
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b) PR / ody dmapyovrog] sini “lI am” is by far the most common rendering for P& “none,

there is none” but vrapye “to exist” occurs frequently enough (31x),% including in the

next verse, that this should not be classified as a shift.

c) 23/ ta mpotoéyova] The only shift here is reading 7122 “early fig” with the third

stich instead of the last, which was likely motivated by the misunderstanding of N “I

desire” in the last stich (see the immediately following explanation).

d) nnR / oippor] The translator read 7122 “early fig” with the fourth stich. As a result, he

had to render *wa1 AR “my soul desires” independently. Hillers (1984, 83 n. c)

suggests that the translator connected nmR “I desire” with "R “woe” (also Schwantes

1962, 177). Though "X “woe” is rendered oiupor “woe” in Jer 4.31, 15.10 and 45.3,

orthographically nnx “I desire” is much closer to A8 “alas” (cf. Ezek 9.8, 11.13; Joel

1.15). Perhaps the translator did not recognise the ellipsis of the negative "X “none, there

is none” across the fourth and fifth stichoi.

e) WAl / yoyq] This is a minus possessive pronoun. While it is possible that the translator

failed to read the yod possessive prounoun, there is precedence for rendering the vocative

"wa1 “O my soul” without the possessive pronoun (Ps 42.6 [Gk 41.6]; 42.12 [Gk 41.12];

43.5 [Gk 42.5]).

% Gen 42.13, 32; Exod 14.11; 22.2; Ps 37.10; 59.14; 69.21; 72.12; 103.16; 104.35; Prov 11.14; 29.18;
Isa 59.10; Jer 5.13; 7.32; 46.19; 50.20; Lam 1.2; 5.3 (2x); 5.7 (2x); Ezek 26.21; 28.19; 38.11; Joel 1.18; Mic 7.1,
2; Hab 3.17; Hag 2.3; Zech 8.10.
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MT

LXX

a)

b)
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Micah 7.2

TR IPTIRTIN WK 1T D0T? 092 T DTRD T PIRITIR 7O TaN
0N

The faithful has perished from the land
And there is no one upright among men;
They all lie in wait for blood;

They hunt, each his brother, (with) a net.

0Tl amolwAev evAuPnc amd Th¢ Yiic kol Katopfdv &v avOpdmolg ovy Vmapyel mTOVTIEC €ig
aipara ducdlovion Ekactog TOV TAnciov adtod EkOAiPovoty EkOMPT

Because the devout has perished from the land

And there is none among people who is upright

All give judgment for blood

They afflict, each his neighbor, with affliction.

@ | 6m] This plus was inserted so that this verse explains the prophet’s feelings in 7.1

and to explicitise the causes (7.2-7.4b) for the judgment (7.4c).

1298 / dwagovren] This is a unique rendering. dwalw “to judge” often renders 277 “to

contend” so perhaps the translator read 327 “they contend” for 1298? “they lie in wait”

(metathesis of alef and resh plus alef/yod confusion in paleo-Hebrew script [¥/7]).
Gelston (2010, 80) similarly attributes the shift to the translator reading some form of

\am.

ITIR? / éxOLipovotv] This is a unique rendering. 7% “to hunt” is rendered ten times by

Onpevo “to hunt” and was therefore likely known by the translator. pix in the Hiphil

stem “to distress, bring into straights” is rendered twice with ékx0Aipw “to afflict” (Isa

29.2 and Judg 16.16) so perhaps the translator of Mic 7.2 read 1p°¥* “they distress” for
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TR “they hunt”—qof/dalet and yod/vav confusion in Assyrian square script (/4 and

AN).

d) D71/ éx0mpij] This is a hapax legomenon in the LXX. If the explanation above for the
shift (previous paragraph) from 3718 “they hunt” > éxbripovowv “they afflict” is correct,

the translator read 071 “net” as some form of 071 “a thing devoted to destruction” (also

Gelston 2010, 107%).

4.8.3 Micah 7.3

MT &7 1wal min 137 Yimm oidwa vawm H8W awn 2vnY oo yino
nav
Upon evil are (their) hands to do (it) well,
The prince asks and the judge (asks) for a bribe,

And the great man speaks; it is the desire of his soul
And they weave it together.

LXX émi 10 xaxov tag yeipac avtdv étoipndlovoty 0 dpymv aitel kai O kpitng eipnvikodg Adyouvg
ghéAnoe® katadopov yoyfic avtod {0t koi EEehodpon o dyadd avTdv
Upon evil they prepare their hands,
The ruler asks and the judge has spoken peaceful words,
It is the desire of his soul.
And I will take away their good things

a) D"™@3 / tag ysipag avtdv] This is a plus avtadv “their.”” BHS (1967, 1042) suggests

emending the Hebrew text to Di'23 “their hands.” However, suggesting emendation

(i.e., positing a different Hebrew Vorlage) is unnecessary given the tendency of the

9 gMdAnoev in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
% goTv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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translator to add pronouns to explicitise (cf. 7.11 [ph “ordinance, boundary” > voppé

cov “your ordinances™]; 7.16 [18 “mouth” > 10 otopa avtdv “their mouth™]).

b) :’\p’a’? | growpalovowv] sroalm “to prepare” usually renders 132 “to prepare, establish.”
The Hiphil 3p form of 132 “to prepare, establish” (33'273) does not show enough

orthographic similarity to :’p’a‘? “to do well” to suggest an orthographic error. | agree

with Phelan (1982, 184) who suggests, “Difficulty in conveying the sense of the

infinitive construct 2"0’n% (to do well) combined with a propensity for explanatory

additions rather than a variant Hebrew text account for the Greek reading.”

c) 1A% 51‘[;}{!] oiHwa vawm O58W N / 6 dpyov aitel Kai 6 kPTG EipVIKOdS Adyoug

éhddnog] The Hebrew here (and in 7.3a) is difficult and many commentators suggest
emending it in different ways.®® If we analyse the MT as it is, then we see that the

translator divided the verse differently—the ruler asks and the judge has spoken peaceful

words. (The translator connects 127 ’71"rgtn: “and the great man speaks” from the third

stich with the second stich.)

d) 127 Him3m oHWa / sipnvicong Aéyovg] DIPW “bribe” occurs only two other times in the

MT (lIsa 34.8 and Hos 9.7) so it understandable why the translator would have read this

as 07w “peace.” The translator either rendered 127 5i13m1 “and the great man speaks”

% Hillers (1984, 84, n. g), for example, claims, “The MT is corrupt beyond convincing restoration, and
where the versons are more intelligible they seem to have wrested a meaning from the same Hebrew text, rather
than to have had a better one.”
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together as Aoyovg “words” (perhaps a great word = many words) or he omitted ’71’7;}0}

“and the great one.”

mMNAYM / kai £Eerodpan] NIV “to weave, wind” is a hapax legomenon in the MT. éEmpéo

“| take away” renders 921 “to rescue” the vast majority of times in the LXX. Perhaps the

translator did not know the meaning of the Hebrew verb and read it as the Hiphil stem of

72y ("mapm “and | will cause to pass™) (Gelston 2010, 108*). The numerous graphical

differences between *n72pm “and | will cause to pass” and 7inap7 “and they weave it

together,” however, weakens this proposal. Whatever the correct explanation, the

translator read the present verb with D270 “their good” from the next verse.

D2V (from 7.4) / ta dyoda avrédv] This is a shift in number. In Mic 7.4, D20 “their

good” is the subject of the verbless clause p7n2 D2iv “the best of them is like a briar”

but here the translator read it as the object of kai é&ghodpon “and I will take away.” This is
likely a theological shift. It seems that the translator, given the difficulty of the passage,
took the opportunity to insert a comment about the consequences for the evil that is being

carried out—the Lord will take away their good things.

484 Micah7.4

MT

ON2130 M0 ANY 7R3 TNTRS TEYH OF NNDAN W) PTN? 02fY
The best of them is like a briar

The upright is from a thorn hedge.

The day of your watchmen, of your visitation, has come;

Now will be their confusion.
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LXX &g ong éxtpadymv kol Badilov éml kavovog &v Nuépa okomdc [ovai ovoi]*® ai dkdiknoeig cov

b)

d)

fikaow viv Ecovtot KAavOpol avtdv

Like a consuming moth

Walking on a rod

In the day of watching

Woe! Woe! Your punishments have come
Now will be their weeping.

D2V / ta dyadi avrédv] GK from previous verse (see comments on 7.3 for analysis).

PIN32 / oc o éktpdynv] Perhaps this rendering resulted from reading a participle of

70 “to grind teeth” (P12 “as a tooth grinder” — cf. Ps 37.12) and understanding it as

ong éktpdynv “a consuming moth.”

W / kol Badicov] This is a plus xai “and.” BadiCwv “walking” may have come from

reading the participle of 9w “to go straight” (cf. 1 Sam 6.12).

1270RR / éni kavéveg] 12100 “hedge” is a hapax legomenon in the MT and its rendering

kavovog “canon, rod” appears nowhere else in the LXX as a rendering for any Hebrew
word (i.e., this Greek word only appears in LXX books that are not part of the MT
canon). There is no need to suggest (as does Gelston 2010, 108*) that there is a minus

here in the LXX.

P88 / oxomig] This is a minus 2ms suffix and a shift from plural to singular.

100 Bracketed by Ziegler (1943, 224) due to its marking as a plus in the Syrohexapla.
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f) &/ ovai ovai] This plus is bracketed by Ziegler (1943, 224) due to its marking as a plus
in the Syrohexapla. It may be an ideological insertion to mark the arrival and urgency of

the judgment.

0) INIRY / ai éxdumoeig sov] This is a shift from singular to plural. This is likely a

theological shift emphasising the extent of the judgment.

h) mnn / ésovran] This is rendered in the plural in order to agree with the following word

rendered in the plural.

1) DnaR / khavBpoi avtdv] This is shift from singular to plural. This Hebrew word occurs

only here and Isa 22.5 where it is rendered with miéavnoig “a making to wander.” Usually

Khowbpég “weeping” renders *23 “weeping” (22x)** or a form of 723 “to weep” (3x);'%?

here it seems that the translator understood the word as derived from 123 “to weep.”

485 Micah 7.5

MT 797002 9hY 70 N2aWn 5983 INVINTOR 1713 PARNOR
Put no trust in a neighbor;
Do not be confident in a friend,;
From her who lies (in) your bosom,
Guard the openings of your mouth.

LXX un xatamotedete év @idoig kol pn EAmilete émi fyovpévolg amo Tiig cuykoitov cov evAagon
ToD GvabécBor T avTh
Put no trust in friends,
And do not hope in leaders;
From your bedmate,
Guard against declaring anything to her.

101 Gen 45.2; Judg 21.2; 2 Sam 13.36; 2 Kgs 20.3; Ezra 3.13; Job 16.16; Ps 6.9; 30.6; 102.10; Isa 15.3;
16.9; 22.12; 38.3; 65.19; Jer 3.21; 31.9, 15, 16; 48.5, 32; Joel 2.12; Mal 2.13.
102 Job 30.31; Isa 30.19; Jer 22.10.
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a) WNKRD / karamotedere] This is a unique rendering. Out of the 51 occurrences of 11X in

the Hiphil stem “to believe,” all expect three are rendered with motevw “to believe” (the
three exceptions are éumictevw “entrust” in 2 Chr 20.20 and Jonah 3.5, and neibo “to

trust” in Prov 26.25).

b) 72/ év girerg] This is a shift only in number.

C) INVAR-SR / ko pi éhmicere] This is a plus ko “and.”

d) Invan / érilere] The most common rendering for M2 “to trust / be confident” is neibo

“to trust” (73x)!% but énilw “to hope for” is used enough in the MT (47x)'°* to not

classify this as a shift.

e) l'ﬁ'?tg; | &mi fyyovpévorg] This is a shift in number. It is a unique rendering. The common

rendering is fiyepdv “leader” which reflects one of the meanings of 715& “leader.” The

rendering here with the verb wyéouon “to lead” captures the same meaning but the

translator missed the parallelism in the Hebrew with p7 “friend/neighbor.” Perhaps the

translator did not know the other meaning of 515& (“friend,” rendered giroc “friend” only

in Prov 16.28 and 17.9) and did not interpret the second stich as synonymous parallelism.

103 ) ev 25.18, 19; Deut 28.52; 33.12, 28; Judg 8.11; 18.27; 1 Sam 12.11; 1 Kgs 5.5 2 Kgs 18.19, 20, 21
(2x), 22; 19.10; 2 Chr 32.10; Job 11.18; 39.11; 40.23; Ps 25.2; 49.7; 115.8; 118.8; 125.1; 135.18; 146.3; Prov
3.5, 23, 29; 10.9; 11.28; 14.16; 16.20; 28.1, 25, 26; 29.25; Isa 12.2; 31.1; 32.11, 17; 36.4, 5, 6 (2x), 7, 9; 37.10;
42.17; 47.8; 50.10; 59.4; Jer 5.17; 7.4, 8, 14; 9.3; 12.5; 17.7; 23.6; 28.15; 29.31; 32.37; 39.18; 46.25; 48.7; 49.4,
11; Ezek 16.15; 33.13; Amos 6.1; Hab 2.18; Zeph 3.2.

104 Judg 9.26; 20.36; 2 Kgs 18.5, 24; 1 Chr 5.20; Job 24.23; Ps 4.6; 9.11; 13.6; 21.8; 22.5 (2x), 6; 26.1;
27.3; 28.7; 31.7, 15; 32.10; 33.21; 37.3, 5; 40.4; 41.10; 44.7; 52.10; 55.24; 56.4, 5, 12; 62.9, 11; 78.22; 84.13;
86.2; 91.2; 115.9, 10, 11; 118.9; 119.42. 143.8; Isa 26.4; 30.12; Jer 13.25; Hos 10.13; Mic 7.5.



f)

9)

191

Another possibility is that the translator did know both meanings of §19& but chose

“leader” to expand the number of relationships with which one must be wary (friends,

leaders and bedmates in this verse and the list continues in 7.6).

T2'0 NAWN / and Tijg ovykoitov cov] cvykorrog “bedmate” is a hapax legomenon in the

LXX so we are not aided by other occurrences. The translator maintains the same
feminine gender but renders it directly rather than with a circumlocution as in the

Hebrew. This is an example of explicitisation.

707008 MY / goreim Tod avadicOar T avtij] T avthi “anything to her” is a plus. Also,
the Hebrew 7*57'nna 90w “guard the openings of your mouth” literally means to be

careful about what one speaks. The translator renders 90w “to guard” literally but

concretises “guarding the openings of the mouth” to “being careful to avoid saying

anything to her.”

48.6 Micah7.6

MT

M2 WIR WK TR ANDNa ﬂ?? ARRA AP N3 AR 521137
For a son treats (his) father with insolence;

A daughter rises up against her mother;

A daughter-in-law (rises up) against her mother-in-law;

A man’s enemies are the men of his house.

LXX &6t viog dnpdler motépa Ouydtnp éravactioston i TV untépa avtiic vouen &mi v

nevlepiy avthig £x0poi avpoci® oi Gvipeg oi év 16 oikm odTod

For a son dishonors (his) father;

A daughter will rise up against her mother;

A daughter-in-law (will rise up) against her mother-in-law;
A man’s enemies are the men who are in his house.

105 Followed by mavteg in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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'7;;1; [ anwpéaler] This is a unique rendering but it captures the sense of the Hebrew (non-

shift).

48.7 Micah 7.7

MT

TR AW WY IORG NPT NEYR M2 N
But as for me, | will closely watch the LORD;

I will wait for the God of my salvation;
My God will hear me.

LXX éya 8¢ émi tov xoplov EmPréyopat dropevd &ni 1 0@ T® cwtiipi pov gicakovoetal pov 6

a)

b)

0g0¢ pov

But as for me, | will anticipate the Lord;
I will wait for God my savior;

My God will hear me.

nIR1/ ¢yé 82] This is one of the three shifts from vav “and” to 5¢ “but” (out of a total of

180 occurrences of vav “and” in Micah). (See 84.3.13c for more explanation.) Here it
highlights the contrast beween the deeds (e.g., familial dysfunction) of the unfaithful in

the land and the prophet’s faithfulness as he waits for God’s salvation.

MiPa / émi tov koprov] The 2 preposition “in” is rendered v “in” 8786 times but £xi “on,

above” only 712 times. This rendering (along with the same rendering of the %

preposition “to, for” later in the verse) contributes to the theological shift explained in

the next paragraph.

noRR / émpriéyopar] This rendering occurs only here and Ps 66.7 [Gk 65.7]. The

translator could have chosen other verbs to render 8% “to watch closely” (e.g., ckxonéw

“to contemplate,” dmockonevw “to keep watch,” and opaw “to see”). His choice of the
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verb ‘mprénw “to anticipate” for nox “to watch closely” exemplifies a subtle

intervention by the translator. Though the Greek word falls within the semantic range of
the Hebrew word, 1% the translator’s lexical choice represents a translation shift. Munday
(2012a, 33) discusses “engagement” as a term that refers to “the stance adopted by the
text producer to a phenomenon or object and the relative position the producer allows to
the text receiver.” The translator’s stance falls along a cline from monogloss
(constrictive) to heterogloss (expansive). In 7.7, the translator constricts the way the
target audience can receive the message of the verse. The reader’s theological
interpretation of the idea of “closely watching the Lord” is constricted to “anticipating
the Lord” for judgment, salvation and sustenance (cf. 7.8ff). The shifts in this verse
served to highlight these positive response of the prophet to anticipate the judgment,

salvation and sustenance of the Lord.

d) oW 198G / éni 1 0:d 16 coriipi pov] YW “salvation” is more commonly rendered

with the noun cempia “salvation” but LXX translators also use cwtp “savior” (as here),
especially in the Psalms and lIsa (cf. Ps 24.5 [Gk 23.5]; 25.5 [Gk 24.5]; 27.1 [Gk 26.1];
65.6 [Gk 64.5]; Isa 17.10; 62.11). Out of the 85 times vropéve “to wait” occurs in the

LXX (including the Apocrypha), only here is the verb followed by éri “upon.” As for the

rendering of the preposition, 5 “to, for” is translated sic “into” 2305 times but éri “on,

above” only 219 times.

16 According to Muraoka (2003, 212), the semantic range for émpAémew “to anticipate” (in the
Pentateuch and the Twelve Prophets) includes “to look or watch attentively: caringly, with affection” and “to
look forward to, anticipate.”
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4.8.8 Micah 7.8

78 MT Y9 IR MM TWN3 2WRTD HOR 703 "2 77 RIR MRYAON
Do not rejoice, O my female enemy, over me;
When | fell, | rose;
When I sit in darkness,
The LorD will be light to me.
LXX  un ériyonpé por 1 éxBpd pov 611 méntmka Kol dvactioopot 10Tt £av kadicm &v 1@
GKOTEL KUPLOG POTLET LOL
Do not rejoice over me, O my female adversary,
For I have fallen but I will rise;

For though I will sit in darkness,
The Lord will give me light.

a) 'PRR / xai avaomiicopar] There is a plus xai “but” and a shift from gatal to future. The

prophet (standing for God’s people) argues in the last three stichoi why their enemy

should not rejoice about the LORD judging his people. In the past, they fell but then they

rose ("n%83 “I fell” + *nnp “I rose” without conjunction); in the future, they will sit in
darkness but the LorD will be their light (F7wna 2wy “I will sit in darkness” + =9I MW

"5 “the LorD will be light to me”). The translator added the xai “but” to contrast the past

“fall” with the future “rising.” Perhaps the translator was pointing forward to the details
in v.9. In that case, the “fall” to which he refers is the sin the prophet (or Israelites)
committed against the Lord and his (or their) “rising” is the Lord’s vindication. This is an

ideological shift.

b) " 7ir MM / koprog poriel por] It is likely that the future time inherent in 2wW& “I will

sit” guides the tense of this verbless clause ("9 iR M “the Lorp will be light to me”).
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The translator may not have read this as a verbless clause but as a gatal finite verb 9iR

“he became light” or as an ms participle 9iR “he/it is shining.”

4.8.9

MT

LXX

Micah 7.9

NG WP VIYR APYY T 1T WK T 1 MRON "2 KPR M 01
iNRTE3 NNIK

I must bear the anger of the LorD for | have sinned against him
Until he pleads my cause

And executes judgment for me.

He will bring me out into the light;

I will see his vindication.

OpYNV Kupiov Hoicw &L HLapTov AVTA EC TOD dkaidoal aOTOV TNV KNV LOL Kol TOoEL
7O Kpipo pov kol €EAEeL Ue €1g TO PAS OyouaL TNV dIKAOGHLVNY 0DTOD

I will endure the wrath of the Lord because | sinned against him

Until he will vindicate my cause

And he will execute my judgment

And he will lead me into the light;

I will see his justice.

a) "M 27 / 1o dwkadoon avtov Ty diknv pov] Normally 23 “to contend” and 2™

“cause” are rendered with kpivo “to judge” (25x)°" and «piciwc “judgment” (27x),%®

including Mic 6.1-2. However, there are instances outside Mic 7.9 where 27 “to

contend” and 2 “cause” are rendered dwodw “to justify” (cf. Isa 1.17) and &ikn

“cause.” % This is not a shift.

107 Gen 26.21; Judg 21.22 (2x); 1 Sam 24.16; 25.39; 2 Chr 19.8; Job 9.3; 10.2; 13.19; 31.13; Ps

119.154; Prov 22.23; 23.11; lIsa 19.20; 49.25; 50.8; 51.22; Jer 2.9 (2x); 50.34; 51.36; Lam 3.36; Hos 2.4 (2x);

Mic 6.1.

108 Exod 23.3, 6; Deut 17.8; 1 Sam 24.16; 25.39; 2 Sam 15.2; 2 Chr 19.10; Job 13.6; 40.2; Ps 119.154;

Prov 15.18; 22.23; 23.11; 30.33; Isa 1.23; 3.13; 34.8; 41.21; 58.4; Jer 25.31; 50.34; Ezek 44.24; Hos 4.1; 12.3;
Mic 6.2 (2x); Hab 1.3.

109 Job 29.16; 33.13; Ps 35.23; 43.1; 74.22; Lam 3.58; Amos 7.4.
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4.8.10 Micah 7.10

MT 7Y A3 APRIN PP THYR M) PR YR TI0RD NI 7RI DN KM
nivin v'Y3 ORY AR

Then my female enemy will see and shame will cover her
Who says to me, “Where is the LORD your God?”

My eyes will look at her;

Then she will be for trampling like mire in the streets.

LXX  «oi dyeton 1 £x0pa pov kai mepifodeiton aioydvny 1 Aéyovoa mpdc pe mod kOplog 6 0£d6¢ Gov
o1 0@Oaipol pov Emdyovtar ad TV VOV E6TOL €1 KOTOTATILLO G TNAOG &V TOIC 0001
And my female adversary will see and she will be covered in shame,
She who says to me, “Where is the Lord your God?”
My eyes will look at her;
Now she will be for trampling like the clay in the streets.

a) 1AM / kol mepiporeiran] This is a shift from active to passive. Perhaps the translator

chose to depersonify the inanimate subject “shame.”

4.8.11 Micah 7.11

MT  ph-pnY 83a0 of 77773 niaa of
A day for the building of your walls.
In that day the boundary will be extended.

LXX muépac drowpfic mhiviov EEarenyic cov N Nuépa éxeivn xoi dmotpiyeton voupd® 1 fuépa
gketvnt
A day of forming brick;

Your obliteration will be that day;
That day will rub out ordinances.

a) ni:;l'? | érowpijc mhivlov] This is a unique rendering. The translator likely understood the
infinitive construct of n3a “to build” as a nominal form of 7335 “brick.”**? Though

Schwantes (1962, 193) argues the translator read (unattested) m’:;‘? “bricks,” the plural

110 Followed by cov in in Rahlfs-Hanhart.

111 The second M fiuépa éxeivn phrase begins v.12 in Rahlfs-Hanhart.

112 Gelston (2010, 82) explains as a different vocalisation and an amplification but does not specify any
motivation for the amplification.
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form in the MT is D’;;‘? “bricks.” So, either the translator did not know the plural form

of 1325 “brick”and assumed its plural was formed like normal feminine nouns, or he

misread the vav-tav ending as a he (the rendering mAivbov “brick” is a singular noun). In
either case, the translator has expanded (and hence, explicitised) the translation from “a
day of brick” to “a day of forming brick.” Schwantes (1962, 193) suggests that the

translator’s choice of arowpfic “forming, smearing” was a play on his understanding of the

subsequent 77773 “your walls” as a form of p33 “to diminish,” rendering it é&aAeryic cov

“your obliteration / wiping away” (in Num 27.4 $akeipw “to obliterate / wipe away”

renders Y73 “to diminish”).

T / arewyic oov] 77773 “your walls” was understood as some form of 73 “to

diminish” (in Num 27.4 ¢&oeipw “to obliterate / wipe away” renders »73 “to diminish”)

(Schwantes 1962, 193). Though this is the best explanation, there are difficulties with

it—1) a nominal form of P73 “to diminish” is not attested in the MT, and 2) this

explanation assumes (at least) that the translator missed the yod, and confused the

dalet/resh and the resh/ayin (a/4 and 4/9 [script from Lachish inscriptions]).

P / xai anotpiyeran] This is a plus xoi “and.” Rendering pr7 “to be distant / make

distant” arotpifw “to rub out” is unique in the LXX. It is usually rendered with poxpive
“to prolong,” paxpav “far” (by itself or + moiéw “to make,” yivouor “to become,” or eiui
“to be”), apiomu “to be/keep away” (by itself or + paxpav “far”), anéyw “to be distant”

(by itself or + paxpav “far”) or noppo “far” (by itself or + noidw “to make,” yivopor “to
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become”). amotpifw “to wear out, rub out” occurs only twice (the other instance is in Hos

8.5 to render na1 “to reject”). It is doubtful that the translator did not know the meaning

of this word; instead, because he rendered P “ordinance, boundary” as vouué cov “your

ordinances” (84.8.11e), it made better sense in the context that their ordinances would

disappear, not be extended (perhaps he read pm7 “to be distant / make distant” as prn

“to annihilate,” Ann “to rub/wipe out” or MR “to make bald”).

The context is difficult to sort out. In vv. 8-10, a female speaker (possibly Zion)
tells of her fall but eventual restoration. In vv. 11-13, the MT positively describes how
Zion’s boundary will expand and foreigners will fill it. However, in the LXX, vv. 11b-13
are entirely negative for God’s people (obliteration, loss of ordinances, leveling of cities,
water and uproar). This interpretive difference affects the individual translation decisions

in this section.

NI 0V / f quépa ékeivn] This phrase is part of 7.12 in the Hebrew (as well as in Rahlfs-

Hanhart). Nevertheless, it was clearly read by the translator with 7.11 as the subject of

anotpifm “to wear out, rub out.”

ph / véupa sov] The plus cov “your” was added to explicitise the ordinances as theirs.

There is also a shift in number from singular to plural and in meaning from pn

“boundary” to vouud “ordinances.”
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4.8.12 Micah 7.12

MT 907 9m O7 07 037 TY) ivn 305 7in M) MWK 0k K1 7701 80 07
That day even to you he will come,
From Assyria and the cities of Egypt,
From Egypt to the river,
And from sea to sea,
And from mountain to mountain.

LXX xai ai moreg cov fiEovowv i dpatiopdv kai eig Stapepiopdv [Accvpiov]'™® kai ai morelg
cov ai dyvpoi gi¢ Stapepiopdv dmd Topov Enct* motapod i Huépa Hdatoc kai BopHRov
And your cities will come to a leveling
And (come) to a dividing [of the Assyrians]
And your strong cities to a dividing

From Tyre as far as a river—
A day of water and uproar.

a) NN 0¥/ 0 qpépae éxeivy] This phrase is rendered in 7.11; see 7.11 for analysis.

b) ’;_U_J'?ﬂ RN W NV ’;_U_J'? NI TV / kai ai wéherg oov TjEovory gig dpaiepdv Kai ig

dwpepopov [Accvpiov] kai i moreig cov ai oyvpai cig dwpepopov] This section
demonstrates a complex interplay between mistakes and harmonisations / interpretive
shifts. It is difficult to discern, in any given instance, the cause of the shift—translator

deficiency or divergent interpretation.

First, through a dalet/resh confusion the translator read "0 “and your cities”

for 777 “even to you.” Second, he translated =Wy *3n% “from Assyria” in reverse

113 This is a later editorial insertion intended to provide the accurate rendering for JTWR “Assyria” (the

mistaken translation remains as well).
114 Followed by to® in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
115 Followed by Xvpiag in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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order.'® The rendering eic opaiiopov “to a leveling” suggests the translator read "W
“Assyria” as a denominative of the Piel stem of 7w’ “to make level” (Ziegler [1943, 225]
deams Acocvpiwv as questionable). Third, ’;7;‘? “from” appears twice and is rendered the
same way (eig dwpepiopov “to a dividing”) via some denominative form of 7in “to
number, apportion.” (The koi “and” is added to smooth the syntax.) Fourth, though 9ixn
“Egypt” in 7.12c was mistakenly rendered ano Topov “from Tyre,” the present 3ixn
“Egypt” is preceded by the construct *v “cities of” leading the translator to make a
different mistake—understanding ikn “Egypt” as a modifier of cities (“strong cities”).
This mistake arose either from understanding 3i2n “Egypt” as “strong” like the translator
of 2 Chr 8.5 or misreading it as 7I®a “fortified” through a mem/bet confusion (in 13
instances the LXX renders 7xa “fortified” with oyvpég “strong™).**” There is also a plus
cov “your” to explicitise who possesses the strong cities.
c) T8N/ amd Topov] Instead of understanding 7ixn “Egypt” as the poetic form of o™yn

“Egypt,” the translator read it as jn “from” + 78 “Tyre” (S read it the same way).

d) on/quépa] The translator read oi* “day” likely through the metathesis of yod and vav.

116 Gelston (2010, 109*) describes one the difficulties with this verse: “It is clear from the repetition of
€ig dopepiopov later in the verse that it represents 119, but why the two words are inverted here in G, and how

MWK comes to be rendered by eic opoiioudv, remain obscure.”

117 Num 13.28; Deut 3.5; 28.52; 2 Sam 20.6; 2 Kgs 18.13; 19.25; 2 Chr 17.2; 19.5; Isa 25.2; 36.1;
37.26; Ezek 36.35; Zeph 1.16.
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e) D'/ 6darog] The translator read o' “water.”

f) 900 301/ xei 8opdPov] 66pvPog “uproar” usually renders 1307 “uproar.” It seems that the

translator used his understanding of the context to sort out the strange sequence of

consonants (97777).

4.8.13 Micah 7.13

MT

LXX

DiR%00 M9 AYHY NRRYH paRn nmm
And the land will be a waste on account of her inhabitants
Because of the fruit of their deeds.

Kol EoTon 1) ¥ €l AQAVIGUOV GUV TOIG KATOWKODOV aDTHV €K KOPTAV EMITNOELUATOV DTV
And the land will be destroyed together with them that inhabit it
Because of the fruit of their practices.

a) 9V / ovv] This rendering, though it reflects an uncommon meaning of v “with,” falls

within its semantic range (cf. Gen 32.12; Exod 35.22). However, the translator’s choice

reflects a strikingly different theology. Not only will the land be destroyed (MT) but so

will all those who inhabit it.

4.8.14 Micah 7.14

MT

071 ' 7Y W3 WY 92 TiN3 T TT7 W50 0701 1N 7RIV THY 1Y)
Shepherd your people with your staff,

The flock of your inheritance

Who dwell alone,

A forest in the midst of a garden-land;

Let them graze in Bashan and Gilead as in the days of old.
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LXX moipoive Aadv cov év papdm cov tpdfoata kKAnpovouiog cov kataoknvodviag Ko £avutodg

a)

dpopov év péow t0d Kapuniov vepncovion v Bacavitv kol v Foloodity kobog ot
nuépat Tod aidvog

Shepherd your people with your staff,

The sheep of your possession,

Inhabiting alone

A forest in the midst of Carmel,

They shall feed in Basanitis and Galaaditis as the days of old.

INR / mpéBara] This is a shift from singular to plural.

b) "2V / keraoknvodvrag] This is a shift from ms to mp participle (agrees with previous

d)

f)

shift in subject number).

W7 / vepjoovran] The same verb is used here for the people/sheep grazing (V) as is

used at the beginning of Mic 7.14 to command the leaders to shepherd. The translator
renders the command with the expected mowaive “to shepherd” but since the semantic
range of nowaive “to shepherd” does not include “grazing,” the translator rendered it

véuw “to feed.” This would be considered a linguistically constrained shift.

'7{;1:;) / Tot Kapuijhov] This is not a shift; the Hebrew could be translated with the place

name.

W32 / Ty Basavitwy] The usual rendering is Bacov “Basan” (38x) but the present

rendering occurs 13 times. 8

'rxj?.; | v Tedaadinv] The usual rendering is Todaad “Galaad” (90x) but the present

rendering occurs 9 times. 1

118 Josh 13.11, 12, 30, 31; 17.1; 20.8; 21.27; 22.7; Ezek 27.6; Amos 4.1; Mic 7.14; Nah 1.4; Zech 11.2.
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4.8.15 Micah 7.15

MT

URIN TIYND PIRA TOKRY INIRYDI 120
As in the days when you came out of the land of Egypt,
I will show him marvelous things.

LXX  «oi katd tag nuépag £0diag cov €€ Ailyvmrov Oyecbe Hovpaotd

a)

b)

And according to the days of your departure from Egypt,
You will see marvelous things.

D7IRA PIND / £€ Aiydmrov] There is a minus PIRn “from the land.” Phelan (1982, 185)

suggests it is a stylistic simplification. Schwantes (1962, 200) suggests (based on meter)

that yax8n “from the land of” was likely a later intrusion due to dittography or the

frequency of the phrase 0™ ¥n PR “land of Egypt.” Given the similar consonants shared

by pxn “from the land of” and o1 “Egypt,” it is likely that y&n “from the land of”

was lost during the transmission of the Hebrew text through homoioarchon. If this

explanation is correct, then the translator had a different Hebrew Vorlage. Alternatively,

PR “the land of” could have been dropped through parablepsis during the translation

process.

RN / 6yecbe] This is a shift from yiqgtol 1cs in Hiphil to future middle indicative 2pl

and a minus 3ms suffix. If the translator understands the speaker to be the prophet, then
this shift is theological, suggesting that the prophet would not have the ability to show

them marvelous things. Further, the second person perspective has already appeared in

this verse (FNKRY “when you came out”).

119 Josh 13.11; 17.1; 2 Sam 2.9; 1 Chr 26.31; Ezek 47.18; Amos 1.13; Obad 19; Mic 7.14; Zech 10.10.
120 Many commentators suggest reading 138773 “show us” (Hillers 1984, 88 n. o; Wolff 1990, 214

n.15b; Schwantes 1962, 201). Andersen and Freedman (2000, 592-593) leave the consonantal text and suggest
reading it as an archaic preterit recital from Yahweh “I showed him.”
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4.8.16 Micah 7.16

MT

LXX

nIYIND DR N97HY T v onIa3 Han WA orir IRy
Nations will see and be ashamed

Of all their might;

They will put (their) hand over mouth;

Their ears will be deaf.

Oyovtor £€0vn kol KotaoyvvinicovTol €k mdong TG ioyvog avtdv émfncovcty yeipag éml To
oTOUA DTV T6 OTA CDTOV AToKOP®OMGOVTAL

Nations will see and be put to shame

From all their might;

They will place (their) hands upon their mouth;

Their ears will become deaf.

a) ng-%y T / ygipag &mi 10 otopa avrdv] There is a shift in number (70 “hand” > yeipag

“hands”) and plus avt@v “their.” The MT ng-Sg T “hand over mouth” is idiomatic; the

LXX concretises the idiom with y&ipag £ni 10 otopa adtdv “hands upon their mouth.”

4.8.17 Micah 7.17

MT

LXX

WP IIND WTON MR DIPNVDRR WY PR "2012 UNi2 18D 1307
il

They will lick dust like a serpent,

Like the crawling things of the land;

They will (come) trembling from their strongholds
To the LORD our God they will (come) in dread;
And they will fear because of you.

LeiEovoit?! yodv dg 8¢p1g? chpoveg YRV cuyLORcovVToL &V GUYKAEIGU DTGV &l T® Kupin
0e@®d MOV ékotoovtal kol pofnoncovrol and cod

They will lick dust like a snake;

While dragging soil;

They will be confounded in their enclosure;

They will be amazed at the Lord our God

And they will fear because of you.

121 )gikovotv in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
122 3peic in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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d)

205

YNt / sbpovres] M1 with the sense of “to crawl” occurs only one other time in the MT

(Deut 32.24) and there it is also rendered with copw “to drag.” The translator understood
this plural participle as referring to the nations in 7.16—instead of introducing another
creature that compares to the nations, the participle was understood as further modifying
what snakes do when they crawl on the ground. Perhaps the translator ignored the kaf
preposition. Another possibility is that the translator understood the Hebrew word as an

infinitive construct with kaf preposition (“when crawling” > “while dragging™).?®

PR / yijv] Whereas P8 “earth” is in a construct relationship, yijv “earth” is the direct

object (accusative) of the particle cvupovreg “while dragging.”

137 / suyyvbncovrar] Though this is not the most common rendering for 137 “to tremble”

(more common is tapéoom “to throw into confusion”*?* and dpyitw “to be angry”%), it is

also rendered cvyyém “to confuse” in Joel 2.1 and 10. Where suyyéw “to confuse” is used

in the LXX, it renders 137 “to tremble” most often. This appears to be a lexical shift. The
translator could have used csio “to shake, tremble.”

D NeRRN / év cvykieiopd avtdv] This is a shift in number but not in semantics
(n730n “stronghold” is most commonly rendered cvykieiopog “enclosure” in the LXX).

The shift in preposition (jn “from” to év “in”) was motivated by the previous shift from

123 In Mic 3.11 the infinitive construct is rendered with a participle.
124 Deut 2.25; 2 Sam 19.1; Ps 18.8; 77.17; Isa 64.1; Amos 8.8; Hab 3.16.
125 Gen 45.24; Exod 15.14; 2 Kgs 19.28; Ps 4.5; 99.1; Prov 29.9.
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137 “to tremble” to cvyyéw “to confuse” in the same stich. Gelston (2010, 109*) suggests

the translator misread the preposition mem as bet.

e) ¥TND! / ékemjcovtan] TNA “to fear, dread” is usually rendered with goBog “fear”*% or

poPéw “to fear” but is also rendered é&iotn “to be amazed” in Hos 3.5. This is likely an

instance of maintaining variation in vocabulary—other examples of this variation are Ps

27.1 [Gk 26.1] (87 “to fear” > gopéo “to fear”; Tna “to fear, dread” > detuaw “to be

timid”); Prov 3.25 (X7 “to fear” > gopéw “to fear”; T4 “dread” > nronoig “terror”).

4.8.18 Micah 7.18

MT i8R 7% o &Y inomna nmRwS pwatSp 12 iy ’Wwi 7in2 S0

R 70T AN
Who is God like you,
Pardoning iniquity and passing over transgression
For the remnant of his inheritance?
He does not retain his anger forever
Because he delights in steadfast love.

LXX 1ic 0g0g domep o0 £Eaipov ddikiog kai VmepPoivov doePeiag Toic kataroimolg TG
KAnpovopiog adtod Kol 0O GUVEGYEV €ic LapTOpLoV dpynv adTod OTL BEANTNC ELEovg EoTiv
Who is God like you,
Removing unrighteousness and passing over ungodliness
For the remnant of his possession?
And he did not retain his anger for a witness,
Because he is one who desires mercy.

a) '{1'1] | adwiag] Singular to plural shift. (See explanation in 85.5.2.3 for more details.)

b) VW3 / deepeiag] Singular to plural shift. (See explanation in §5.5.2.3 for more details.)

126 Gen 31.42, 53; Deut 28.67; 1 Chr 14.17; 2 Chr 19.7; Esth 8.17; Job 3.25; 13.11; 15.21; 21.9; 25.2;
31.23; 39.16; Ps 14.5; 31.12; 36.2; 53.6 (2x); 64.2; 91.5; 105.38; 119.120; Isa 2.10, 19, 21; 24.17, 18; Jer 30.5;
48.44; Lam 3.47.
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c) PN / ovvéoyev] This is a unique rendering but still captures the sense of the Hebrew

(God does not / did not remain angry).

d) 'rx_J? | gic paptoprov] The translator read TP “witness” for T “forever.” This section (vv.

18-20) describe the general character of God. There has been question in the OT about
whether or not God will remain angry forever (e.g., Ps 85.6 [Gk 84.6]) and the question
has been answered elsewhere (e.g., Psa 103.9 [Gk 102.9] and Jer 3.12). Here, the MT
affirms that the answer is “no,” he will not retain his anger forever but will show

compassion, faithfulness and steadfast love. The translator likely does not disagree with

the idea of God not retaining his anger forever; however, he understood P’TDU'&s “he

does not retain” with a past time reference and that does not fit with the future oriented

time reference of 'rx_J‘g “forever.”

4.8.19 Micah 7.19

MT  omxwen-52 o nidyna TOwUN wniy was upny v
He will again have compassion on us;

He will tread down our iniquity.
You will cast into the depths of the sea all their sins.

LXX gmotpéyer’? kai oiktipricetl Nudc kotadvoser tog ddikiag Nudv koi dmoppiyel? gig o Padn
g BaAdoong mhoag Tag apaptiog MUY
He will turn and have compassion on us;
He will cause our unrighteousness to sink
And he will cast all our sins into the depths of the sea.

127 preceded by awtog in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
128 gmopprpricovtar in Rahlfs-Hanhart.
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MW / émotpéyer kai] The LXX (like S) treats this verb as a separate action instead of an

auxiliary verb (in other words, the LXX translator did not understand the Hebrew idiom).

This understanding necessitated the addition of the kai “and” conjunction.

W31 / katadves] This is a unique rendering. kotadvm “cause to sink” occurs in the LXX

only four times and each time it renders a different Hebrew word (occurrences outside

Micah: Exod 15.5 — 770 “to go down”; Jer 51.64 — ppw “to sink”; Amos 9.3 — 71D “to

hide”). It is likely that the translator did not know the meaning of w13 “to tread

underfoot” and relies on the context of the next line “casting sins into the depths of the

sea” (slot translation).

?["?x?m | xai amoppiyer] This is a shift from second to third person singular. The

translator harmonised with the third person in first two stichoi.

omINON / tag apaptiag pdv] This is a shift from a 3mp suffix pronoun to 1p pronoun.

Just as the translator harmonised the verb in this stich, he harmonised this pronoun with

the pronouns in the first two stichoi.

4.8.20 Micah 7.20

MT

You will show faithfulness to Jacob,
Steadfast love to Abraham,
Which you swore to our fathers from days of old.
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LXX ddoeig aribeiav 1@ lakmp Eheov 1@ APpaop kabOTL GUOCAS TOIG TATPAGY UMY KOTO TOG
Nuépag tag Eunpoctev
You will give truth to Jacob,
Mercy to Abraham,
Just as you swore to our fathers in former days.

a) nRY/ amlswav] This is the common rendering.

b) DR "NR / xatd Npépag Tag Enmposbev] Schwantes (1962, 207) suggests the rendering

resulted from a kaf/mem confusion. A better solution comes from Magary (1995, 462)

who argues that the translator is “harmonizing with two previous *1'2 time references in

close proximity: D?W 2 = kabog ai fuépar Tod cidvog (7.14), and JNKRY "I = kotd 4G

uépag &€odiag cov (7.15).” Gelston (2010, 109*) allows for the possibility of a different
Vorlage but claims “the rendering may be simply free or assimilation to v. 14.” The other

versions support MT.

49  Conclusions

Through the detailed comparison of coupled-pairs in MT/LXX-Micah some
interesting and profitable data have emerged. | have found differences due to translator (or
scribal) errors (e.g., 1.10, 4.9, and 5.5) as well as instances potentially reflecting a different
Hebrew Vorlage (2.1, 5.6 [Gk 5.7] and 7.15). The more intriguing differences involved
apparently purposeful translation shifts. Among these shifts | found several additions (e.g.,

g Ouyarpog “of the daughter” [1.15], é€amva “suddenly” [2.3], éx Bafuravoc “from Babylon”

[4.8], and xupiov “Lord” [6.8]) and, less frequently, deletions (e.g., 52 “all” [1.2], -1 “the”

[1.4], - “and” [2.2], 1 “from” [2.8], "2 “house of” [4.1], and 1 “wine” [6.15]).
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The most valuable discoveries were those shifts that exhibited patterns. For instance, |
noticed that the translator did not always render verbal conjugations according to what I
expected. And, it seemed that these unexpected conjugation renderings occurred in close
proximity with one other. When | organised the data in chapter 5, | realised that this pattern
communicated important information. There are shifts from w°gatal to imperfect indicative
(2.2 [4x]) or aorist indicative (3.5), and yiqtol to imperfect indicative (2.1; 3.11 [4x]) or aorist
indicative (2.4 [2x]; 2.8 [2x]; 2.10; 3.5; 4.9). These were historicising shifts that altered the
vantage point of the text from that of the author of the Hebrew text to that of the translator
who was communicating to 3™ or 2" century B.C.E. diaspora Jews.

Another historicising pattern emerged with certain Hebrew vocatives. Of the 14
Hebrew vocatives, the translator renders 5 of them as the subject of the main verb (1.2, 13;
2.7, 12; 4.14 [Gk 5.1]). In 2.7 and 2.12, the shifts likely represent historicising shifts (in
congruence with other historicising shifts in this chapter [esp. in 2.1-4]). The translator
viewed the addresses to the house of Jacob (2.7) and Jacob (2.12) to be contemporary with
the original prophecies, not with his own historical context.

I also noticed that certain types of singular nouns were rendered in the plural. After

categorising the shifts, | realised that these nouns often referred to sin and punishment. For

instance, in Mic 1.12, 2.1, 2.3 and 4.9, the translator rendered P “evil” as koxa “evil deeds”

(singular to plural). In Mic 2.1 1& “wickedness” was rendered xomovg “troubles.” And in 3.8,

there are shifts from ipwa “his transgression” to doePeiag avtod “his impious acts” and iNRVM

“his sin” to auoprtiog avtod “his sins.” It seems that these shifts were made because the
translator understood that the sins of Jacob must have been numerous and great in order to

warrant the punishment they endured. Further, it seems that the translator may be
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harmonising with the plural iniquities and sins of Jacob in 7.19, where God’s lovingkindness,
faithfulness and compassion to forgive are described.

The shifts described in this section are only a selection of the kinds of shifts that
emerged from the detailed analysis in this chapter. In chapter 5, | will categorise the verbal
correspondences, the errors and all of the translation shifts discerned in chapter 4. Then | will
explain the stylistic, functionalist, theological and ideological translation patterns that
emerge. In this way, the ideological and theological stance of the translator and of his

translated text can be discerned.
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Chapter 5: Categorisation of Translation Shifts

5.1 Introduction

Translation technique is often a complicated mixture of conscious and subconscious
translation decisions based on linguistic constraints of the target language, the translator’s
style and desire to clarify, and the translator’s idiosyncratic ideology and theology. In this
chapter, 1 will categorise the shifts noted and partially explained in chapter 4 and draw out the
tendencies of the translator as discerned by the translation patterns. The first section of this
chapter details the correlation of each Hebrew conjugation with its respective mood and tense
in Greek. Percentages as they relate to Greek mood are also provided. In the second section, |
categorise translation shifts according to morphology, semantics and syntax. Morphological
shifts involve person, number, and voice. Semantic shifts involve primarily shifts in meaning.

Syntactic shifts include differences in word order, class shifts as well as plusses and minuses.

5.2 Verbal correlations

MT LXX Occurrences # % of

total
Perfect Indicative Aorist: 49 | 94%
(Qatal) 1.1 -1 > éyévero;

1.1 -7 > &idev;

1.7 — n¥ap > cvvyayey,

1.9 - IR > NAbev;

1.9 — Y33 > fyaro;
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1.11 — IRRY > &&ijAe;

112 - 15ﬂ > fip&arto;

112 — 77 > xortépn;

1.16 - 153 > NyuoAoTevdnoay;
2.4 —11TW] > drodaumopicapey;
2.7 — %P1 > mopdpyios;
2.11 — 212 > otnog;

2.13 - 18718 > ditkoyav;
3.3- 153& > KatéQayov;

3.3 —0Wan > éédepay;
3.3 = 1R > cuvébhaoay,
3.3 -0 > éuéhcay,

3.4 — 71 > érnovnpevoavto;
4.4 — 9327 > éMdAnoev;

4.6 — Y0 > dnocaumy;

4.9 — 72K > dndAreto;

49— TR > Katekpdody;
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4.11 — 190K > émoovvidn;

4.12 -7 > &yvocav,

4.12 — 1727 > cvvijkay;

4.12 — DRap > cvviyayev (awtodg);
4.14 [GKk 5.1] — oW > &ragev,

5.14 [Gk 5.15] - WnW > cicfikovoav;
6.3 — "D > énoinod;

6.3 - :[’ngz‘?a > é\vmmod (og) and

napnvoyinea (cot) (double rendering of

one verb)

6.4 — :[’n‘wn > aviyayov (og);
6.4 — 7072 > wrpocauny (og);
6.5 - pu* > £Bovievoaro;

6.5 - NIV > anexpion;

6.8 — T30 > avnyyéin;

6.12 - JR?Q > Eminooav;

7.1 =01 > éyevopmy,




215

7.9 = nRVN > Huaptov,
7.18 — PMNI] > cuvéoyey;

7.20 — nYaY1 > dpoocag.

Present:

2.3 =N > Aéyey,
3.5 — MR > Aéyer,

Future:

5.2 [Gk 5.3] - ‘4'517’ > téEetan;
6.13 - ’ﬂ"?l'lﬂ > Gp&opat;

7.8 =P > dvooTicopo.

Imperfect:

6.12 — 17327 > éldiovy.

Perfect:

7.2 — TR > dndrwAey;
7.4 — R > fikacy,

78— ’1;1’?5; > TénTOKO.

Subjunctive

Aorist:

3.8- ’DN'?IQ > gumiow;

4%
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5.7 [Gk 5.8] —72p > &igron.

Participle Present: 1 2%
2.4 =R > Aéyov.
Consecutive Indicative Future: 55 | 95%

perfect (wqatal)

1.3 — 7 > karaPriceto;

1.3 - 7797 > émProeta;

1.4 —30n1 > calevdnoceta,

1.6 —*nnw > drjcopa;

1.6 — "3 > kataondoco;

2.4 - 1N > Opnvnonoceta,

211 - i > gotay,

3.6 — 12WM > okotia...Eota;

3.6 — R > dvoeta,

3.6 = TP1 > cvokotdoer,

3.7 — W13 > katoioyvvOicovta (passive);

3.7 =301 > kotoAalicovoty,

4.1 — RWN > peteopiodoetor (Passive);
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4.1 — 1700 > onedoovoty,

42— 135ﬂ1 > nopegdoovat;

4.2 — 1K1 > épodoy,

4.3 — VAV > Kkpuvel,

4.3 — "2im > é&ehéyéey;

4.3 —1nN21 > xatakdyovoy,
4.4 — 12w > avamaoetoy,

4.7 - N1 > Mooy,

4.7 - 1501 > Baocilevost,

4.8 — N2 > eicedevoeton,
4.10 — NI2W > kaTooKNVOGEL;
4.10 — nRAY > figerg;

4.13 - NPT > kotatiée;
4.13 - RN > avabioelg;
5.3 [GK 5.4] — TV > otoetay,

5.3 [Gk 5.4] — (Mv7) > dyetan, either a

plus or one of the double renderings; see
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explanation in 84.6.3

5.3 [GK 5.4] — 312w > vrapEovot,

5.4 [GKk 5.5] — M > oy,

5.4 [GK 5.5] — 13hpm > éneyepbficovray,;
5.5 [Gk 5.6] — 71 > mopavodot;

5.5 [Gk 5.6] — & > poosto;

5.6 [Gk 5.7] — "M > otay;

5.7 [Gk 5.8] — MM > oy,

5.9 [Gk 5.10] — 1 > Eota;

5.9 [Gk 5.10] — 11211 > éE&okebpeton;
5.9 [GKk 5.10] - "RTaRM > dnoAd;

5.10 [Gk 5.11] — 112111 > éEohebpevon;
5.10 [GK 5.11] = nDM > &&opd;

5.11 [Gk 5.12] — "m0 > éEapd;

5.12 [Gk 5.13] - "m12M > &forebpeton;
5.13 [Gk 5.14] — "RWni > ékxéyo;

5.13 [Gk 5.14] — "RTRWM > dpavid;
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5.14 [GK 5.15] — "1 > moujow;
7.9 — NYY > moujoey,
7.13 - N0 > éotan.

Imperfect:

2.2 -3TRM > énebvpovv,

2.2 - 15Tl1 > dmpmalov;

2.2 = IRWN > katedvvacTevoy;
2.2 —pwp > dupnalov.

Aorist:

3.5 =W > fyepav.

Subjunctive | Aorist: 1 2%
5.7 [Gk 5.8] — 7701 > apmaon.
Participle Present: 2 3%
3.5 —IRIP1 > knpvocoviag.
Aorist:
5.7 [Gk 5.8] — oM > Swroteilog.
Imperfect Indicative Future: 108 | 79%
(vigtol) 1.2 =" > Eota,

1.4 —1ppan’ > taxmoovra,
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1.6 - ﬂt')JN > QmoKaAOY;
1.7 —3n2 > xataxdyovoty,
1.7 =197 > éumpricovow;
1.7 -o0'WR > 6noopon;

1.8 — NT7HOR > koyetay,
18- 117"?’?5 > Opnvrioet;
18- ‘l;:?’t;l > nopeloetal,
1.8 — NWYN > nowjoertoy,
1.11 - np? > Mpyeta,
1.14 —"1nn > dwoeg;

1.15 - RI2 > figey;

2.4 — RY > Mpednoeta,
2.5 - > Eotay,

2.6 — 3D > danmoetan;

2.7 =320" > giow;

2.9 - 1WIIR > anopprpricovtar (Passive);
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2.12 = 1"WR > bnocopar (tiv dmocTtpoeiy
avTdOV);

3.4 —IpP1 > xexpaoviar;
3.4 — NJY* > sicakovoeta;
3.4 — PP > dnoctpéyet,
3.12 —wnn > apotprobnicetan (Passive);
3.12 - AR > éotoy,

4.1- 7 > gotay,

4.2 — 1371 > dei&ovory (piv);
4.2 - ﬂDz7J1 > opevoducda;
4.2 — XXD > éEeledoetan,

45 — ’IDI?] > nopedoovial;

4.5 - 791 > nopevcbpedo;

4.6 — NOOR > cuvaiw

4.6 — NRAPR > eicdélopan,
4.8 — NNRD > ey,

4.10 —"Rxn > é&ehevon,
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4.10 - *H¢an > pooetai;

4.10 - 151;21’ > Mvtphoetai (og);

4.11 - 7Inn > émyapovueda;

4.11 - M > éndyova;

4.13 - DWR (2x) > Ofoopa (2X);

4.14 [Gk 5.1] = *7730D0 > dugpaydocetay;
4.14 [Gk 5.1] —12" > natdEovow;

5.1 [Gk 5.2] — RY > éEehevoetan;

5.2 [Gk 5.3] — i > ddoet (avTovg);

5.2 [GK 5.3] = 123w > émotpéyovoy;
5.3[Gk5.4] - ‘77:(’ > peyahovOnocetar,
5.8 [Gk 5.9] — D3R > vywbmosetay,

5.8 [Gk 5.9] = 1n72? > é&okebpevdncovron,
5.11 [Gk 5.12] — 171 > &covray,

6.2 — N2 > SiekeyyOioeton,

6.6 — 2R > avrimypyopor,

6.6 — NTRRA > KatoAjuyopat;
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6.7 — N¥"] > mpocdéetan,

6.9 — RIP’ > émuchnBnoeTan (passive);
6.11 — N2IRD > SwkouwbroeTon (Passive);
6.14 — 58N > edyeoa;

6.14 — 2wn > éxvedoey,

6.14 — 10X > napadodncovrar (passive);
6.15 — YIN > onepels;

6.15 — 79N > méoeg;

6.16 [Gk from 6.15] — nnwn >

apavicOnoeton (passive);

6.16 — IRWN > Mpyeobe;

7.4 — 7N > Ecovray,

7.7 = N2¥R > émPréyopoan,

7.7- ‘li?’lflibl > DIOUEV®;

7.7 =23pnW? > gicakobvoetoi (Hov);
7.8 — AWK > kabicw;

7.9 — RWK > vmoiow;
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7.9 = IRRY > £8aen (ue);

7.9 = IRIR > Syoua;

7.10 — KM > Syeta;

7.10 — 792N > nepiPaleita;
7.10 = 1RIP > éndyovra,

7.10 - AR > Eotoy,

7.11 - PN > anotpiyeta;

7.12 — R > fi&ovoy;

7.14 — 397" > vepmjoovra,

7.15 — 13RI > Syecbe;

7.16 — IR > dyovroy,

7.16 —W2M > kataucyvvincovroy,
7.16 — W > émbricovow,

7.16 — MIWINRN > dnokwemdncovar,
7.17 - 1Dﬂ5’ > Leiovoy;

7.17 =137 > ovyyvbncovro,

7.17 =119 > éxomooviay,
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7.17 = RM > goPnoncovra;
7.19 — 2 > émotpéyey,
7.19 — 1NN > oiktipnoey,
7.19 — w32 > karodioet,
7.19- T’5Wﬂ1 > dmoppliyet,
7.20 — 10N > ddozlg.

Imperfect:

2.1 - MY > cuveréhovy (adtd);

3.11 —0aW? > Expvov,
3.11 — 179" > dmekpivovro;
3.11 —ndp? > épaviebovro;

3.11 — 1pW" > énavenadovro.

Aorist:

1.7 =12 > cuvéotpeyey,
2.4 = > kotepetpnon;
24— P?UZ > SiepepicOnoay;

2.8 — DRIP? > avtéom,
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2.8 —11owan > é&édepav;

2.10 - 53ﬂﬂ > SiepOapnte (passive);

2.11 - 9VR > éotdhatéy;

3.5 — 11 > £600n (passive);

4.9 — "N > Eyvac.

Present:

7.2 — TR > éxOAifovoty.

Subjunctive

Aorist:

1.15 -"2R > aydyo;

2.3 -10n > dpnre;
2.3 - D?Ij > mopevdite;
3.11 — Nian > énédon;
4.2 — 15011 > avaPdpey;
4.3 —IRW? > avidpn;
4.3 - 7 > pédooy,

5.4 [Gk 5.5] — Ri2? > £néron;

22

16%
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5.4 [Gk 5.5] - 717" > émpii;

5.5 [Gk 5.6] — Ri2) > éméroy;

5.5 [GK 5.6] = 7977 > ¢mpBi;

5.6 [GK 5.7] = M > cuvaydi;

5.6 [Gk 5.7] = 5m > vroor;

5.12 [Gk 5.13] - mnRWnN > nposkuviiong;
6.6 — DTPR > katakdfo;

6.7 — 108D > (&i) 36

6.14 — pawn > éunkncbig (passive);
6.14 — v'990 > Swcwhiig (passive);
6.14 — ©991 > Swcwhdow (passive);
6.15 — 7i¥PN > Guiong;

6.15 — 7I00 > dhsiyy;

6.15 — NNWN > xinte.

Imperative

Present:

2.6 — 191 > dakpuéTmoay.

Aorist:

2.9 - D > gyyioars;

2%
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6.1 —WnW > drxovodtmoay.

Participle

Present:
3.9 —WRY? > dwoTpépovieg;
6.9 — N8I > poPovpévous.

Future:

2.4 —wn > 6 kolooov (past time

determined by imperfect nv “there was”)

2%

Infinitive

Aorist:

7.9 = 27 > Sikudoar.

1%

Past narrative

(Wayyigtol)

Indicative

Aorist:

2.13 —72p1 > Siijrbov;
2.13 — IR¥"M > g&fAOov;
2.13 —72pM > E&ijAbey;
6.4 — ﬂ'?WM > Eanéotella;

6.16 — 1327131 > gnopedOnte (passive).

Future:

3.1 —nRI > £pei;

7.3 = 7N3YM > é&ehodpon.

100%

Negated imperfect

Indicative

Negated Present:

33%
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(58 + impf)

7.5- 43’7_3{*513'276 > U1 KOTOMIGTEVETE,

7.5 - IM0AROR > 1 éAnilete.

Imperative

Present:

1.10 — 173058 > pi| peyohoveste;
1.10- 43;1;1'53 > ur| Gvoikodopeite;
2.6 — 19VN"OR > 1 Khaiete;

7.8 - ’npiyﬂ‘5§2 > R Eniyoupé.

66%

Imperative

Imperative

Aorist:

1.2 —wnW > axovoare;

1.10 - ’nw‘?sm > katandcocde;
1.16 —'mp > &opnoay,

1.16 — "3 > «eipay,

2.10 — 3P > avaomoy,

3.1 - RIWPNW > drovoore,

3.9 — RIWPNVW > drovoore;

4.13 — RN > avaomoy,

6.1 — RIIPNW > drovoore,

23

100%
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6.1 — DIP > aviotmoy,

6.1 — 2" > kpiont;

6.2 —WnWY > dxovoare;
6.3 — NIY > dmoxpiOnti;

6.5 — RI™271 > pvnodnm o,
7.5 =W > poragon.

Present:

1.2 —*2Wpn > npooeyéto;
2.10 - 43’?1 > opeHov;
4,10 - ’z?ﬂ'l > ddwve;

4.10 — 131 > avdpitov;
4.13 — Wi > dhoa,

6.9 —WNW > dxove;

7.14 — PY7 > noipauve.

Participle

Indicative

Present:

1.3 — RY¥Y > gknopeveta;

2.3 — 2vWN > hoyilopa;

10

22%
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6.8 — WIIT > kel
7.3 - HRW > qirs;
7.3 — 127 > éhdAnos;

7.6 - z73373 > dmpalet.

Perfect:

2.7 — 7911 > nendpevvran.

Aorist:
2.10 [Gk 2.11] = PR3 > kotedibydnte
(passive);

6.1 — R > einev.

Future:

7.6 = NP > énovaocTiceToL.

Participle

Present:

1.4 — 00 > katagepopuevov;

1.11 — n2WT (2X) > xarowodoa (2X);
2.1 —12wWN > hoyopevor,

2.1- ’z?,'gb’l > gpyalopevot;

25— T[v‘yx:y'p > Baov;

34

76%
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2.7 =KD (Qal passive) > 6 Aéyov

(act);

2.11 — 791 > subkovrog;

3.2 — "RV > ol oodvreg;

3.2 — 20K > {nrodvreg;

3.2- ’571 > apmalovrec;

3.5 - 0NN > 1obg mAavdvTog;
3.5 — 0"™WiN > 1ovg dakvovrag;

3.9 — 0 2pNND > oi fdeAvocduevor,

3.10 — 133 > oi oikodopodvreg;

4.4 — 710N > 6 EkeoPdv,

4.9 - 273 > (i) rktovong;

4.10 - ﬂj‘?i’:j > (&g) TikTovoa;

4.11 — 0™MIRRD > oi Aéyovreg,
5.2[Gk5.3] - ‘lj{?i’ > TIKTOVOTG;

5.7 [Gk 5.8] — 21 > 6 éapodpevoc;

5.11 [Gk 5.12] - D3ipm >
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amopBeyyouevol;

6.12 — "2V > oi karotkodvteg (o0TV);
7.10 — 7RRA > 7 Aéyovoa,

7.13 = 73W* > 10ig katowovow (owTiv);
7.14 — 12V > kotacknvodvtog,

7.17 - ’51‘!'(3 > GUPOVTEG,

7.18 — RW3 > éeaipov;

7.18 - 73371 > vnepPaivav.

Perfect:

4.6 - ﬂ,U%RTI > THV GUVTETPIUUEVV
(passive);

4.6 — NN > myv éémopévnv (passive);
4.7 - -m‘nzn > TNV GUVIETPIUUEVV

(passive);

4.7 — AR9NIM > Ty anoopévny (passive).

Infinitive Aorist: 2%
2.8 —0™M2aYN > aperécbon.
Infinitive Indicative Present: 8%

construct
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7.3 - J’O’tlt? > ¢rowdlovotv.

Subjunctive

Aorist:

6.5 — NYT > yvoodi;

6.16 — NN > nopadd.

15%

Participle

Present:

3.11 — 9RY > réyovrec.

8%

Infinitive

Aorist:

3.1- DK_J'[? > yvdva,
3.8- 'l";_IU? > amoryyeihon,
6.13 — 01270 > notaéa (o€);

7.1- z71:)&‘7 > payeiv.

Present:

5.1 [Gk 5.2] — N9 (2x) > eivau (2X);
6.8 — NIWY > notely;
6.8 — NAONY > dyandv,

6.8 — n:‘7 > mopevecbol.

69%

Infinitive absolute

Indicative

Future:

6.13 — DRWI > apavid.

16.5%

Participle

Present:

33.5%
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2.12 — 9OR > cuvayouevog (passive);

2.12 — yap > éxdeyouevog (middle).

Infinitive Present;: 1 16.5%

6.8 — & > sivan (+ adjective).

Other Dative of cognate noun: 2 33.5%

2.4 — TV > tadamopig.

Mistake:

1.10 - 23 > oi év Ak

The correlation between Hebrew conjugations and Greek moods and tenses
demonstrates certain important translation tendencies. First, in the vast majority of instances,
the translator renders the Hebrew verbs in the expected way. For instance, gatals and
wayyigtols are usually rendered with aorists, yigtols and wfgatals are usually rendered with
futures and infinitives construct are usually rendered with Greek infinitives. We can
conclude, therefore, that the translator had a good grasp of Hebrew and Greek grammar and
he sought fidelity to his Hebrew Vorlage. Where he encountered a Hebrew form that has no
exact equivalent in Greek (i.e., infinitive absolute), he chose a Greek verbal or nominative
form that would convey a similar meaning.

There are, however, instances where the translator deviates from a direct verbal
correspondence. In those instances, a historicising pattern emerges which reflects intentional
changes to the time reference of the verbs. There are shifts from wegatal to imperfect

indicative (2.2 [4x]) or aorist indicative (3.5), and yiqtol to imperfect indicative (2.1; 3.11
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[4x]) or aorist indicative (2.4 [2x]; 2.8 [2x]; 2.10; 3.5; 4.9).! These two important
grammatical changes clarify that, from the vantage point of 3™ or 2" century B.C.E. diaspora

Jews, the sins leading to exile (and exile itself) occurred in the past. For instance, in Mic 2.2,

there are four Hebrew verbs in the consecutive perfect conjugation (31nm, 191, WRw,

PWYY) that are rendered as Greek imperfects (éneBopovv, Sdmpmalov, kotedvvaotevov,

dmprnalov). These shifts change the timing of the sins from the present (covet, steal, take,
oppress) to the past (desired, were plundering, were oppressing, would plunder).
Furthermore, the choice of Greek imperfect (instead of aorist) reflects the view of the
translator that the Israelites were regularly sinning and this is what invited their exile. What
follows in 2.3 in the MT and LXX is a declaration by the LORD about the future judgment
that will result from the wickedness. The accumulation of shifts in Mic 2.1-4 suggests that the
translator intended to update the message to reflect his post-exilic context rather than the pre-

exilic context of his Vorlage.

5.3  Morphological, lexical and syntactic shifts

Type | Shift

Morphological Voice

Active > Passive:

2.4 — R “he will lift up” > Anpednoetar “it will be taken up”;

2.4 — i “and he will sing (a lament)” > 6pnvnbriceton “(a

dirge) will be sung”;

! Intentionality is more conspicuous in rare conjugation shifts. Following are the percentages
represented by these rare shifts: wegatal to imperfect indicative (7.3%) or aorist indicative (1.8%), and yiqtol to
imperfect indicative (4.6%) or aorist indicative (8%).
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2.4 — 1 “he changes” > katepetpnn “it was measured out”;
2.4 — P “he alots” > Siepepichnoav “they have been divided”;
2.10 - ‘7;1313 “it destroys” > diepOapnte “you were corrupted”;
2.12 — qdR “gathering” > cuvayopevog “being gathered”;

2.12 — qORK “l will assemble” > cuvoydnoetan “hefit will be
gathered”;
3.5 -1 “he puts” > 8566m “it was put”;

6.8 — 731 “he has told” > &i avnyyéin “has it been told”;

6.9 — 877 “he will cry out” > érnucknBroeton “it will be
proclaimed”;

6.11 — N2 “shall I acquit” > &i ducarwbioetan “shall it be
justified”;

6.14 — 108 “I will give” > napadodricovtar “he will be handed

over”;

7.10 — oo “and it will cover her” > koi nepiBoieiron “she will

be covered”.

Passive > Active:

1.7 —n2 “they will be crushed” > kotaxoyovowy “they will

cut”;




238

1.7 =197’ “they will be burned” > éumpncovow “they will
burn”;
2.6 — 30" “it will be turned away” > anmoetan “he will remove”;

2.7 —nR7 “is it being said” > 6 Aéyov “one says”;

4,10 - "?ggm “you will be rescued” > pvcertai oe “he will rescue

7

you”;

4.11 — 7100 “let her be defiled” > émyapodpebo “we will
rejoice”;
6.12 — 1890 “they are full” > émnoav “they filled” (shift is from

a stative intransitive to a transitive).

Conjugation (verb): see 85.2.1 above.

Person (verb, pronoun, suffix)

First singular > Second singular:

4.13 = nnana “l will devote” or “you (fs) will devote” (if read

as archaic 2fs ending) > avadroceic “you (s) will devote”.

First singular > Second plural:

7.15 = 1RIR “l will show him” > 6yecbe “you (p) will see”.

First singular > Third singular:

1.8 — 7908 “I will wail” > koyetan “she will lament™;

18- ‘li?’:?’tj; “I will howl” > 6pnviicer “she will walil”;
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1.8 - 129"% “1 will go” > mopevoetan “she will go”;

1.8 — nwpK “I will make” > nowjoeron “she will make™;
2.4 =9 “from me” > qotov “him”;

2.7 =127 “my words” > oi Aoyor avtod “his words”;

2.11 — oK “I will prophecy (drip [foam])” > éotaratév “it has
dropped”;

6.11 —n2ma “shall I acquit” > i duconwdoetan “shall it be
justified”;

6.14 —n& “l will give” > napadodncovrar “he will be handed

over”.

First plural > Third plural:

5.4 [Gk 5.5] —11npm “then we will raise” > «koi €éneyepbfcovon
“then they will be stirred up”.

Second singular > Third singular:

1.2 —*2wpi “pay attention ” > mpooeyéto “let it [the earth] give

heed”;

4.10 - "_7;2;13 “you will be rescued” > puoetai oe “he will rescue

you”;

4.14 [GKk 5.1] = 77300 “gather (2fs) in the troops” >

guppoyOnoeton “she will be walled in”;
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6.9 — TNW “your name” > 1o dvopa avtod “his name”;

6.14 — xwm “and you will capture (prey)” > koi ékvedoet “and he

will turn aside”;

7.19 - ‘[’5\”111 “and you will cast” > kai aroppiyer “and he will
cast” (7.19).

Second singular > Third plural:

212 - '[’73 “all of you” > nacwv “everyone”;

6.14 — V9o WK1 “and what you carry off” > kai 8ot giv
Srucwd®dow “and all who might escape”.

Second singular > Second plural:

1.10- ’w";?gzjn “roll yourself” (fs imperative) (Qere) or

nwana “I roll myself” (Kethib) > xatanacacte “strew” (plural
imperative).

Second plural > Third plural:

2.8 —1owan “you (mp) strip off” > ¢&édepav “they stripped
off”;

2.9 —npn “you (mp) take” > é€hobnoav “they have been
expelled”.

Third singular > First plural:

4.11 — 7100 “let her be defiled” > émyapodpebo “we will
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rejoice”.

Third singular > Second plural:

2.10 — 1 “(it is) grievous” > katedibydnte “you (p) were
pursued”.

Third singular > Third plural:

2.9 — 33un “her delightful” > tpueiig owtdv “their luxurious™;

ﬂ’5?9 “her children” > movnpa Emndedpota adtdv “their evil
practices”;

2.12 — 79277 “its pasture” > koitng awtdv “their fold”;

5.2 [Gk 5.3] = vn& “his brothers” > v adehodv avtdv “their

brothers”.

Third masculine > Third feminine:

1.11 — np* “he will take” > Aquyetan “she will receive” (shift not

marked grammatically but clear from context);

5.4 [Gk 5.5] — A1 “he” > aivmy “this” (F.).

Third plural > First plural:

7.19 — omRwVN “their sins” > tag apaptiog Nuav “our sins”.

Third plural > Third singular:

1.7 =123 “they will return” > cuvéotpeyev “she brought

together”.
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Number (verb, noun)

Singular > Plural:

1.5 — N1 “this” > tadta “these”;

1.7 (2x) — 1an8n “wage” > wobopdtov “wages”;

1.12 -y~ “disaster” > koxo “calamities”;

1.12 — 7pw “gate of” > nodag “gates”;

1.13 — n239na “chariot” > appdarwv “chariots”;

1.13 — w7 “steed” > innevdviov “horsemen”;

1.15 — w7 “a conqueror” > todg kAnpovopovg “the heirs”;
2.1 -8 “wickedness” > komovg “troubles”;

2.1 -y “evil” > xaxa “evil deeds”;

2.1 - mwy? “they do it” > cvvetélovv avta “they accomplished

these things” (direct object pronouns);

2.3 — Y7 “calamity” > kaxa “evils”;
2.9 — "2 “house” > téyv oikidv “houses”;

2.10 — p7n1 “(it is) grievous” > katedibydnte “you (p) were

pursued”;

3.8 — 1ywa “his transgression” > aoePeiog avtod “his impious
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acts”;

3.8 —inRvN “his sin” > apopriag avtod “his sins”;

3.9 — nN1 “this” > tadto “these”;

3.10 — 133 “who (s) build” > oi oikodopodvreg “who (p) build”;
3.12 — v “heaps of ruins” > énwpogpuraxiov “a hut for a

garden-watcher”;

4.2 —137 “and he will teach us” > kai eiovow Muiv “and they

will show us™;

4.9 — p7 “a shout” > xaxa “calamities”;

4.9 — 5 “pain” > ddiveg “birth pains”;

4.11 — 7100 “let her be defiled” > émyapodpebo “we will
rejoice”;

4.13 — 737 “your horn” > ta képata cov “your horns”;
4.14 [Gk 5.1] — vaWw “judge” > tag urac “the tribes”;

5.5 [Gk 5.6] — 1393233 “our border” > té 6pia bpév “our

borders™;

5.11 [Gk 5.12] — 77 “from your hand” > ék tdv xepdv cov

“from your hands”;

6.7 — 7123 “my firstborn” > npwtétokd pov “my firstborns”;
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6.14 - 0’2913 “you will carry off” > Swaucwbdcw “they might

escape”;

6.16 — na7m “and the reproach of” > kai oveidn “and the

reproaches”;

7.4 [Gk 7.3] — D2iv “their good” > & dyaba avtdv “their good

things”;

7.4 —0TPA “your visitation” > ai éxduciogig cov “your

punishments”;

7.4 — on21an “their confusion” > khowBpoi awtdv “their

weeping”;

7.5 =172 “inafriend” > év piroig “in friends”;

75— ‘]ﬂ‘?tﬁ; “in a friend” > &ni fjyovpévorg “in leaders”;

7.11 — ph “boundary” > véuué cov “your ordinances”;

7.14 — 8% “flock” > npoBara “sheep”;

7.14 — 10w “who (ms) dwell” > katacknvodvrag “who inhabit

(mp)”;

7.15 — 18R “l will show him” > 8yecbe “you (p) will see”;
7.16 — 7 “hand” > yeipog “hands”,

7.18 — 13D “iniquity” > adwiag “unrighteousness”;
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7.18 — YWA “transgression” > doePeiag “ungodliness”.

Plural > Singular:

1.5— mRwvn “sins” > apaptiav “sin”;
1.5 - nin3a “high places” > auaptio “sin”;
1.6- ’3;(9:_3‘? “for places to plant” > &ic puteiov “a planting”;

1.7 =123 “they will return” > cuvéotpeyev “she brought

together”;

2.8 —0™apn “from those crossing” > aperécbon “to remove”;
4.2 — 2771 “from his ways” > tiv 63ov avtod “his way”;

4.4 — 12w “they will sit” > dvaradoeron “he will rest”;

4.4 — niR2Y “hosts” > mavrokpdaropog “almighty”;

4.12 — niawnn “the thoughts of” > tov Aoywopov “the thought”;
6.5 — NipTR “righteous acts” > 1 ducaroovvn “justice”;

7.1 — 5082 “like the gatherings of” > g cuvaywv “like one

gathering”;

7.4 — 77881 “your watchmen” > cskomdg “watching”;
7.11 —7m73 “your walls” > ggaenyic cov “your obliteration”;

7.17 — onaaonn “from their strongholds” > év cuykheioud
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avtdv “in their enclosure”.

Lexical

Lexeme/root (verb, noun):

1.2 — 520 “from temple” > &€ oikov “from house”;

1.3 —1en1 “and they will melt” > koi calevdnoeton “and they
will be shaken™;

1.4 —0™31 “being poured” > kotagepdpevov “being carried”;
1.5 - nina “high places” > 1 auaprtia “the sin”;

1.6- ’p‘? “a heap” > ¢i¢ dmwpoguraxiov “a hut for a garden-

watcher™;

1.6 — n73m “and | will hurl down” > «ai kataondow “and | will
pull down”;
1.6 — 235 “into the valley” > &ic yéoc “into an abyss”;

1.7 =71 “and unto” > kai éx “and from”;

1.7 — 32107 “they will return” > cuvéotpeyev “she brought
together”;

1.8 — 01n2 “like jackals” > g dpoaxdvtov “like dragons”;

1.8 — n3p* Ni123 “like ostriches” > dg Buyatépav ceprivav “like

daughters of sirens”;

1.9 — nwuR “incurable” > katexpamoey “it has prevailed”;
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1.10 — 3730-5% “do not tell (it) > pi peyorovesde “do not exalt

yourselves”;

1.10 — 23 “weep” (infinitive absolute) > év Ak “in AKim”;
1.10- D;B“?t:l “do not weep” > u dvorkodoueite “do not

rebuild™;

1.10 — 119y% “Leaphrah” > katdyélota “an object of derision”;

1.10/11 — 03% 72 “pass on your way” > kotdyihota dudv

“your object of derision”;

1.11 — 2w “Shaphir” > kakdg “well”;

1.11 - 7 “nakedness” > tag modelg avtiig “her cities™;

1.11 - HeRn “Ezel” > gyouevov avriig “next to her”;

1.11 - inTRw “its support” > mnyiv 68vvng “a painful blow”;
1.12 -2 “for” > 1i¢ “who”;

1.12 — % “she waits” > fip&ato “he began”;

1.12 — nin “Maroth” > 68vvag “sorrow”;

1.13 — ohn “harness” [imperative] > yégog “noise”;

1.13 — w7 “steed” > innevdviov “horsemen”;

1.13 - WK1 “beginning” > apynyog “founder”;
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1.14 — nwin “Moresheth” > kinpovopiag “inheritance”;
1.14 — 2128 “Achzib” > pataiovg “worthless”;

1.15 - T “again” > Ewng “until”;

1.15 - nwan “Mareshah” > kinpovopia “inheritance”;

1.16 — 707 “your baldness” > v ynpsiav cov “your

widowhood™;

2.1 —"in “woe” > gyévovto “they were”;

2.1 - “there is” > ook fipav “they did not lift up”;

2.1-589 “in the power” > tov Bedv “to God”;

2.4 — 7 “it will be” > év péker “with mourning™?;

2.4 — ) “he changes” > katepetpnn “it was measured out”;
2.4 — 7R “how” > ovk fjv “there was (no one)”;

2.6 — 19058 “do not drip [foam]” > uf khaiete “do not weep”;
2.6 — 1190 “they drip [foam]” > daxpvow “with tears”;

2.6 —19v~XY “they should not drip [foam]” > unée

Saxpuétmoav “neither let them weep”;

2 Translation based on rendering in Ezek 2.10 (7373 “moaning” > péog “member”).
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2.7 —"8pn “is he impatient” > napodpyoev “it provoked”;

2.8 - H1an “from the front of” > katévavr “in opposition to”;
2.8 — m;‘?i_v “outer garment” > tfig iprivng “welfare”;

2.8 =7 “cloak” > v dopav “skin”;

2.8 — nva “securely” > é\nida “hope”;

2.8 — "W “returnees” > cuvtpyupov “ruin”;

2.9 — w1 “women of” > fyyovpevor “rulers”;

2.9 — 199 Hun “from her children” > 81 i movpd

gmndedpato avtdv “because of their evil practices”;

2.9 =70 “my splendor” > épeow “mountains of”;

2.10 — 1 “(it is) grievous” > katedibydnte “you (p) were
pursued”;
2.11 — wR=1H “if aman” > oddevoc “no one™;

2.12 — n7xa “enclosure” > év OLiyer “in affliction”;

2.12 — manrnn “they will bleat” > ¢gatodvran “they will leap

forth™;

2.13 —12p1 “and he passes over” > kai é£fA0ev “and he has

gone out”;
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2.13 - mnm “and the LORD” > 6 8¢ kopiog “but the Lord”;

2.13 — owXI2 “at their head” > fyfoeton avtdv “he will lead

them™;

3.1 -"1%p “rulers of” > ot xatdrowwor “those who are left of”;
3.3 —WK2 “like that which” > g saprag “like flesh”;
3.4 —1& “then” > obtwg “thus”;

3.7 -1 “and they will cover” > kai katohalicovsty “and they

will speak evil”;

3.7- D;iy"?g “over (their) mouth” > xat” avtev “against them?;
3.7 — n3pn “answer” > 6 gicakobwv “one listening”;

3.7 - oy “God” > avtdov “to them”;

3.8 — DR “but” > éav wn “if not”;

3.9 —wRA “heads of” > oi yodpevor “ones leading”;

3.9 —¥p “rulers of” > oi katéhowor “those who are left”;

3.11 — 7"wRA “its/her heads” > oi fjyovpevor avtijg “her leaders™;

3.11 — 379 “they teach” > anekpivovto “they were giving

answer”;

3.12 — v “heaps of ruins” > énwpogpuraxiov “a hut for a
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garden-watcher”;

3.12 - m’n;’? *“as high places” > a¢ éAcog “like a grove”,;
4.1 — i “it will be” > énpavég “manifest”;
4.1 — 101 “they will flow” > orevcovey “they will hasten”;

4.2 — 371 “and he will teach us” > «oi dei&ovoy fpiv “and they

will show us”;

4.4 — 2w’ “they will sit” > avarovcetor “he will rest”;
4.4 — niR2Y “hosts” > mavrokpdaropog “almighty”;

4.5 - 58 owa “in the name of his god” > tiyv 65ov avtod “in

his way”;

4.6 - nxg‘zizztl “the lame female” > v cvvretpyupévy “her who is

crushed™;

4.6 — nxapR “I will gather” > gicde&opar “I will welcome”;
4.6 — nyn “l injured” > anwcaunv “I rejected”;

4.7 — AR9n3m “and her who is removed” > kai iy droopévy

“and her who is rejected”;

4.8 = 5ap “hill” > avyudsng “dusty”;

4.9 —vn “you (fs) will raise a shout” > &yvag “you (s) knew”;
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4.9 — 1 “a shout” > kaxé “calamities”;

4.9 — ¥ “your counselor” > 1 BovAr cov “your counsel”;

4.10 —'ni “push forth” > &yyile “draw near”;

4.11 — 7100 “let her be defiled” > émyapodpebo “we will

rejoice”;

4.13 — nipT77 “you will beat to pieces” > karotiéeig “you will

liquidate”;

4.14 [GKk 5.1] = 77300 “gather (fs) in the troops” >

guppoyOnoeton “she will be walled in”;

4.14 [GK 5.1] = 7373 “troop” > éuepaypd “with a wall”;

4.14 [Gk 5.1] — vaWw “judge” > tag urag “the tribes”;

5.4 [Gk 5.5] = 1'ninaR3a “in our palaces” > éxi tv ydpav vudv
“upon our country”;

5.4 [Gk 5.5] — 201 “princes of” > &fypora “stings”;

5.5 [Gk 5.6] — 'nna3 “at its entrances” > &v 1§ tappw avtig
“with her ditch”;

5.5 [Gk 5.6] — 02272 “like showers” > ag dpveg “like lambs™;
5.6 [Gk 5.6] — M1 “it waits” > cvvaybij “that he might

assemble™;
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5.6 [Gk5.7] - ‘71333 “it will delay” > vmootii “he might resist”;

5.7 [Gk 5.8] — o7 “he tramples down” > kai dwcteirag “after

making a selection”;

5.10 [Gk 5.11] = "no7m “and | will throw down” > kai é&apd

“and | will remove”;

5.11 [Gk 5.12] —*m72m “and | will cut off” > «oi £é€apd “and |

will remove”;

5.13 [Gk 5.14] —'nwn) “and | will uproot” > koi ékkoye “and |
will cut off”;

5.14 [Gk 5.15] — WK “that” > 4vB” dv “because”;

6.1 — WK NR “that which” > Loyov kupiov “a word of the
Lord™;

6.2 — 0™ “mountains” > Aaoi “people”;

6.2 — 01nKRM “and you enduring streams” > kai ai paporyyeg

“and you chasms”;

6.3 — 78971 N1 “And how have | wearied you?” > ij ti
gMmnoa oe i T mopnvayAnod cot “Or how did | grieve you? Or
how did I annoy you?”;

6.6 — 0TPR “I will approach” > kotalapw “I will lay hold of”;
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6.6 — 528 “I will bow down” > avtidquyopa “1 will secure”;

6.6 — 1RTPRA “how should I approach him” > &i karaAyopon

avtov “should I lay hold of him”;

6.7 — 1w “oil” (based on the context of rivers) > méveov “fat”;
6.8 — vax¥m “and humbly” > «ai &rorpov “and to be ready”;

6.9 — n*wim “and sound wisdom” > kai cioet “and he will

save”;

6.9 — X7 “he will see (acknowledge)” > goBovuévoug “those

who fear”;

6.9 — 7701 TYIM “and assembly of the city” > «oi tig koouroet

nolv “and who will adorn a city”;

6.10 — nwKD “can | forget” > um nop “not fire™;

6.10 — 1117 “scant” > Hpewg “pride”;

6.10 — N1 “hated” > aducia “unrighteousness”;

6.12 — WK “because” > ¢ ov “from these”;

6.12 — 1737 “deceit” > vydon “it was lifted up”;

6.13 - 'nynn “I will make sick” > ap&opon “1 will begin”;

6.14 — qnW “and your emptiness” > kai okotdoet “and it shall
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grow dark”;

6.14 — v*%an &5 “but you will not carry (it) off” > xai o uf

dacw0iic “and you will not escape”;

6.14 — vhan WK1 “and what you carry off” > kai oot éav

Srucwd®dow “and all who might escape”;

6.15 — 797N “you will tread” > méoeig “you will press”;

6.16 — pW" “and he keeps” > kai apavicOioeron “and it will

vanish™;

6.16 — "D “Omri” > Laod pov “my people”;

7.1-nmR “l desire” > oippor “woe is me”;

7.2 =1 “they hunt” > éxbAipovow “they afflict”;

7.2 — 070 “net” > éxOmpq “with affliction”;

7.3 — 2015 “to do well” > éroyélovsw “they prepare”;
7.3 — othwa “for a bribe” > eipnvikove Adyoug “peaceful”;

7.4 — P12 “like a briar” > ag ong éktpdyov “like a consuming

moth™;

7.4 — 2w “upright person” > Baditwv “walking”;
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7.4 — n2vonn “from a hedge” > éxi kavovog “upon a rod”;

7.4 —on21an “their confusion” > khavbpoi avtav “their

weeping”;

75— ‘]ﬂ‘?tﬁ; “in a friend” > &ni fjyovpévorg “in leaders”;

7.5 —=7pR'1 n22wWn “from her who lies (in) your bosom” > amo

fig suykoitov cov “from your bedmate”;

7.5 =797 nna 7w “guard the openings of your mouth” >

pvAEar Tod dvabécOar “guard against declaring”;

7.11- m’:;‘? “to build” > arowpfic mAivoov “forming brick”;

7.11 =773 “your walls” > ggahenyic cov “your obliteration”;
7.11 — ph “boundary” > véuué cov “your ordinances”;

7.11 - pry “it will extend” > arotpiyeran “it will rub out”;
7.12 — 77701 “even to you” > kai oi moAeg cov “and your cities”;
7.12 — WR “Assyria” > opolopov “a leveling™;

7.12 (2x) — 2115 “from” > eig Sapepiopdv “to a dividing”;

7.12 —7ixn “Egypt” > ai oxvpai “strong”;

7.12 —9ixn “Egypt” > ano Topov “from Tyre”;

7.12 — on “and sea” > quépa “a day”;
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7.12 — o' “to sea” > Hdarog “of water”;

7.12 =277 7m “and from mountain to mountain” > «ai Bopvov

“and uproar”;

7.14 — 397 “let them graze” > vepnoovran “they will feed”;

7.17 =137 “they will tremble” > cuyyvbicovran “they will be

confounded™;

7.17 — 1187 “they will (come) in dread” > ékotioovtan “they

will be amazed™;

7.18 — Y “forever” > &ig paptoplov “for a witness”;

7.19 — w322 “he will tread” > katadvoet “he will cause to sink”.

Syntactic

Minus element (conjunction, pronoun, article, preposition,

noun, verb, adverb):

1.2 -5 “all”;

1.2 - M “the LORD™;

1.4 - -7 “the” (also 1.6; 1.13; 6.1);
1.10 —-9 (also 1.13; 2.4);

1.11 - nwAa “shame”;

2.2 —-1*"and” (also 2.10; 5.7 [Gk 5.8]; 5.9 [Gk 5.10]);
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2.7 (2x) - - 11 (interrogative);
2.8 —1n “from”;

4.1 — n"a “house of”;

4.1 — R “it”;

5.5 [Gk 5.6] — x-n& “land of”;

5.6 [Gk 5.7] — W& “for a man”;

6.7 — 1cs suffix (also 6.16; 7.1, 4);

6.11 —w'RnNK “the man” (elided);

6.13 — 03 “also”;

6.15 — 1™ “wine”;

7.3 = 5113m “the great man”;

7.15 - pxn “from the land of”;

7.15 = 1RIR “l will show him” (3ms suffix);

7.18 — -3 “like”.

Plus element: (conjunction, pronoun, article; particle
preposition, noun, verb, adverb, adjective):

1.1 (2x) — xai “and” (also 1.2; 1.4;1.6; 1.9; 2.4; 2.7; 4.9; 5.6 [Gk
5.7]; 5.7 [Gk 5.8]; 6.4; 7.4; 7.5; 7.8; 7.11; 7.12; 7.19);

1.1 — mepi “concerning/about/around”;
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1.2 — mavreg “all”;

1.3 — i “the”;

1.5 — oixoc “house” (also 3.1; 5.1 [Gk 5.2]);
1.15 - Aoy “Lachis”;

1.15 — i bvyarpog “of the daughter”;

2.1 — ovx “not”;

2.1 - dpeavovg “orphans”;

2.13 — éEamva “suddenly”;

2.14 — &v oyowio “with a line”;

2.7 — avtog “him” (also 2.8 [2x]);

2.9 — 3w todto “therefore”;

2.9 — ¢yyiCo “to draw near”;

2.10 — oo “for you”;

2.12 — obv “with”;

3.1 — tavta “these” (also 4.4);

3.4 - én’ avtodg/avtov “against/to them” (also 3.5);
3.7 — 10 évimvia “dreams”;

3.12 — &g “as”;

4.3 — ovkén “no longer”;

4.4 — gxootog “each”;

4.8 — éx Baporavog “from Babylon”;

4.10 - 6 0ed¢ cov “your God”;

4.13 — avrovg “them”;

5.3 [Gk 5.4] — xai dyeron “and he will see”;

5.3 [Gk 5.4] =10 noipviov avtod “his flock”;
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5.6 [GKk 5.7] — év toig £06vestv “among the nations”;
5.6 [Gk 5.7] — nintovoa “falling”;
5.11 [Gk 5.12] - cov “your”;

6.5 — xatd cod “against you”;

6.8 — xvpiov “Lord”;

6.10 — pn “not”;

6.10 — [Oncavpilwv] “storing up”;
6.13 — o€ “you”;

7.1 — xarapny “stubble”;

7.2 -6 “because”;

7.3 — avtdv “their”;

7.3 = LMdyovug “words”;

7.4 — ovai ovai “woe, woe”;

7.5 — 1 avtj “anything to her”;
7.12 — cov “your”;

7.12 - &ig “to”;

7.16 — adtayv “their”.

Preposition:

1.10 = 232 “in Beth-" > £& oikov “from a house”;
1.12 -5 “to” > éni “upon”;
7.4 —1n “from” > éxi “upon”;

7.17 — onaaonn “from their strongholds” > év cuykheioud

avtdv “in their enclosure™;




261

7.20 — 07pR 0 “from days of old” > katd tag Huépag Tag

EunpocOev “in former days”.

Word order (elements are there but have been

adjusted/switched/moved):

2.1 - pww IRWI “so they take (them) and they oppress” >
Kai...katedvvaotevov koi Smpralov “and they were oppressing
and they would plunder”;

4.10 — 91 “writhe” > ddwe kai avdpiCov “suffer birth pangs and

be courageous” (double rendering);

6.3 — 7891 "1 “And how have | wearied you?” > i ti
g\omnod og | T mapnvayinoed cor “Or how did | grieve you? Or
how did | annoy you?”;

7.3 — 127 SiT3m DIvWa vawm HRW wn “The prince and the
judge ask for a bribe, the great man speaks” > 6 &pywv aitei xoi 6

KprThg ipnvikodg Adyoug Ehdincev “The ruler asks and the judge

has spoken peaceful words”;

7.3-4 — 021V “their good” (subject in MT 7.4) > ta dyada ovtdv

“their good things” (object in Gk 7.3);

7.11-12 — X7 0¥ “that day” (part of 7.12) > 7 fuépa éxeivn “that

day” (read with 7.11);

7.12 — WK ’3!_3:? “from Assyria” > gi¢ dpatouodv koi gig
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Sopepropov “to a leveling and to a dividing”;

7.17 — X “earth” (in construct relationship) > yijv “earth”

(accusative).

Class shift

verb->noun:

1.13 — of7 “harness” [imperative] > yogog “noise”;
2.4 — 71T “ruined” > tahoumwpiq “in misery”;

2.11 — gvn “prophet (dripper [of foam])” > tfic otayovog “the

dropping”;

3.6 — 12wm “and it will grow dark” > kai oxotia “and

darkness”;

7.11 - ni125 “to build” > érowpiig Thiveov “forming brick”.

verb->adjective:

4.1 - e “it will be” > éneaveg “manifest”;
4.1 —1123 “established” (Niphal participle) > &rowpov “prepared”;

7.1 - MR “Il desire” > oippot “woe is me”.

noun-> verb:

1.11 — 7501 “wailing” > koyacar “to mourn”;

1.13 - w37 “steed” > innevéviov “those riding horses

(horsemen)”;




263

2.4 — :x;n'w"? “to the apostate” > 1od dmootpdyar “to turn away”;

2.13 — owXI2 “at their head” > fyfoeton avtdv “he will lead

them™;

7.8 -5 18 MmN “the LorD will be light to me” > kboprog potiel

uot “The Lord will give me light”.

noun-> participle:

1.14 - ombw “parting gifts” > éanooterhopévoug “ones being

sent”;

3.7 — n3pn “answer” > 6 gicakobwv “one listening”;
3.9 — WX “heads of” > oi fyodpevor “ones leading”;
3.11 — 7"wRA “its/her heads” > oi fjyovpevor avtijg “her leaders™;

5.8 [Gk 5.9] — 7™% “your adversaries” > tovg 6AiBovtdg oe

“those oppressing you”;

7.1 — 0082 “like the gatherings of” > g cuvayev “like one

gathering”.

noun—>adjective:

1.14 — 2128 “Achzib” > poraiovg “worthless”;
3.1 -"1xp “rulers of” > ot kardrowwor “those who are left of”;

3.9 —7¢p “rulers of” > oi kardhowror “those who are left”;
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6.11 — ywn “wickedness” > évopog “a lawless (act)”.

adjective->participle:

7.4 — w1 “upright person” > BadiCwv “walking”.

participle->noun:

2.13 - y2b87 “he who breaks out” > ti¢ Siaxoniig “the breach”.

object suffix=>noun+pronoun:

2.12 — 1nwR “l will set them” > bicopor iy drocTpoey avTdV

“l will establish their return”.

vocative->subject:

12— P 0 earth” > i vij “the earth”;

1.13 — n2wi “O inhabitant” > katowoboa “she who dwells”;

2.7 —2pp~na “O house of Jacob” > otkog lokwB “house of

Jacob™;

2.12 — 2pp “O Jacob” > Taxwp “Jacob”;

4.14 [ Gk 5.1] —73737n2 “O daughter of troops” > Gvydmp

guppayud “the daughter with a wall”.

Different Hebrew Vorlage

2.1 - 07 SRY"W? “it is in their power” > ook Apav mpog Tov Oedv

t0g xeipac avtdv “they did not lift their hands to God”;

5.6 [GKk 5.7] — plus v 1oi¢ £0vectv “among the nations”;

7.15 — omen PInn “from the land of Egypt” > £ Aiyontov
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“from Egypt”.

The table above details all the shifts in LXX-Micah apart from shifts in verbal
conjugation. LXX-Micah exhibits shifts in voice (active to passive and passive to active),
shifts in person (both perspective and number), shifts in number (singular to plural and plural
to singular), shifts in meaning (lexical), shifts in class and word order, as well as differences
reflected by pluses, minuses and errors.

In the remainder of this chapter, | will explain those data according to the causes for
the translation differences. In 85.4, | will describe the differences due either to translator error
or to a different Hebrew Vorlage. In 85.5, | will discuss the operational norms that emerge
from both obligatory and non-obligatory shifts in LXX-Micah. In 85.5.1, | will explain and
illustrate obligatory shifts due to linguistic constraint. In the last two sections (85.5.2 and
85.5.3), | will address the non-obligatory shifts when the translator understood his Hebrew
text and when he apparently did not. In addition to the examples | use to illustrate the
translation differences, | have provided references to other clear examples of the phenomenon

from Micah in footnotes.

54 Differences due to translation, transcription and transmission errors or a

different Hebrew Vorlage

5.4.1 Translation, transcription and transmission errors
This section highlights errors that occurred in the process of translation, transcription

or transmission (though it is often difficult to pinpoint the precise stage during which the
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error was introduced).® One such error may reflect the translator’s attempt to adequately

render the Hebrew through etymologisation.* For example in 2.8, nf;‘?i_u “outer garment” is
rendered tfc eipivng avtod “his welfare.” The translator etymologised some form of m"w’

“wholeness, peace” or D‘;\y' “complete, at peace” to render the Hebrew. The 3ms pronoun can

be explained in two ways—either he read the heh as an archaic 3ms heh pronoun or he added

the pronoun to explicitise whose welfare was being threatened.

Another example of an etymologising error occurs at Micah 6.6 (728 “I will bow

down” > avriijuyopar “I will secure”). This is a unique rendering. 582 “to bow down” occurs

only four other times in the MT (Psa 57.7 [Gk 56.7] — xaraxéunto “to bow down”;

145.14 [Gk 144.14] and 146.8 [Gk 145.8] — xateppayuévovg “broken down”; and Isa 58.5 —

kapnto “to bow”). avtilappavopor “to secure” typically renders P “to seize” (10x). Here,
the translator seems to understand 722 “to bow oneself” as a denominative from 52 “palm”

or a form of 193 “to subdue,” which occurs once in Prov 21.14.

Another type of translation (or transmission) error involves visual mistakes (in textual
criticism these include scribal errors such as mistaken letters, metathesis, haplography, and

dittography).® The following verses reflect orthographic errors (see chapter 4 for

explanations): 1.10 (22 “weep” [infinitive absolute] > év Ak “in Akim” [84.2.10b]); 2.9

(w1 “the women” > tyovpevor “the leaders”) [84.3.9b]; 4.9 ("v™n “you [fs] will raise a

3 The verses with differences due to translation, transcription or transmission errors in Micah are 1.2,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14; 2.4, 8, 9; 4.2, 9, 10, 14 [Gk 5.1]; 5.3 [Gk 5.4], 5.5 [Gk 5.6], 5.6 [Gk 5.7]; 6.6, 9, 13, 16; 7.1,
2,3,11,12.

4 Cf. Tov (1997, 172).

5 Cf. Tov (1997, 123ff).
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shout” > &yvag “you [s] knew”) [84.5.9b]; 7.1 (AR “I desire” > ofupor “woe is me”)

[84.8.1d]. A few errors due to metathesis occur in 4.2 (1371 “and he will teach us” > «ai

deitovow Nuiv “and they will show us™) [84.5.2a] and 5.5 [Gk 5.6] (7'nn5a “at its entrances”

> gv i} taepe avtiic “with her ditch”) [84.6.5b].

5.4.2 Different Hebrew Vorlage

Since we do not have access to original manuscripts, it is impossible to confirm
conclusions that a particular apparent shift reflects a different Hebrew Vorlage.® Therefore,
we should be conservative with this explanation, using it only when there is internal evidence
or there are evidences from other manuscripts or versions.” Further, we must evaluate each
shift on a case-by-case basis and, when there is no evidence for a different Hebrew Vorlage,
consider the operational norms that may explain the shift. Wevers (1985, 38) offers the
following warning: “It is imperative that one have some clear understanding of the mind of
the translator and how he operated before drawing textual conclusions which presuppose a
different parent text.”® Sailhamer (1981, 7), similarly, offers an approach that gives priority
to translation technique but necessitates a “hermeneutical circle” between analysis of
translation technique and Hebrew Vorlage: “neither the translation technique nor the Source
text of the LXX can be determined in isolation. There is a hermeneutical circle that must be

embraced if advancement is to be made in either area.”

6 The differences due to a different Hebrew Vorlage in Micah are 2.1; 5.6 [Gk 5.7]; 7.15.

" Tov (2012, 117) concludes that “although there are thousands of differences between MT and the
translations, only a fraction of them was created by a divergence between MT and the Vorlage of the
translation.” Cf. Jan de Waard (1978, 339); Olofsson (1990, 67); Bertram (1936, 109).

8 Wiirthwein (1994, 70), similarly, emphasised this priority: “[The LXX] can be useful for textual
criticism only after a careful appreciation of its nature, its various translation techniques, and its history. We
must beware of attempting to reach the underlying Hebrew text through a simple and direct back-translation of
the Greek text into Hebrew.”
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Let us consider how another LXX scholar discerns the Hebrew Vorlage and then we
will evaluate the evidence for two apparent shifts in Micah that reflect a different Hebrew
Vorlage. Phelan (1982, 164) says the following: “The most effective method by which to
compare the Septuagint text to the Massoretic Text involves the process of retroversion, the
retranslation of the Greek text back to its Vorlage, the postulated Hebrew original. This
process first necessitates a reliable Greek text and secondly an understanding of the
Septuagint translator’s technique.” Unfortunately, Phelan’s approach to assessing the LXX
translators’ techniques is faulty. One faulty presupposition is that the LXX translators adopt a
philosophy of translation as either literal or free (1982, 165 n. 25) and “only those verses in
the Septuagint which display literal technique are useful in retroversion” (1982, 165-6).
Translators alternate between literal and free approaches to the text they are translating. A
methodology that relies upon the labels literal or free is much too simplistic.

Phelan suggests two lexemes in Micah 4.13 that reflect a different Hebrew Vorlage

(underlined in the Greek text and translation below).

413 MT  ©BY NpTH AWIN DR 7091 Y13 DR TR 1 Na Wi mip

PIRTO2 117X DM DYY MY D) 23
Arise and thresh, O daughter of Zion
For I will make your horn iron
And | will make your hoofs bronze
And you will beat to pieces many peoples
And | will devote their gain to the LORD
And (and I will devote) their wealth to the lord of all the earth.

LXX  avaomnOt xai dhoa avtode O0yatep Zimv 611 td képotd cov Oncopar o1dnpa Kol Tog
OmAAG G0V BNoopan YoAKAS Kol KatatnEELG AoVg TOALOVS Kal Avadnoelg T Kupim To
TAT00¢ adTdOV KOl TV IoYDV aDTOV T@ KLPi® TAGNS THS YIS
Avrise and thresh them, O daughter of Zion,
For I will make your horns iron
And your hoofs | will make bronze
And you will liquidate many peoples
And you will devote their multitude to the Lord
And (you will devote) their strength to the Lord of the whole earth.
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He provides the following explanation: “The Greek reading suggests m1"> RN (second

person singular) as its original Hebrew reading. Perhaps the additional avtoug in the

Septuagint version represents a Vorlage reading of *w171 with an additional final mem” (1982,

168). Phelan’s (lack of) explanation for his conclusion that the Greek text reflects a different
Hebrew Vorlage is the very type of analysis we want to avoid. Phelan failed to adequately
consider the translation technique in LXX-Micah. If he had considered the operational norms

of the translator, he might have suggested that the translator consciously or subconsciously

supplied the expected object of w37 “to thresh.” Further, recognising the translator’s tendency

to clarify the text for his target audience might have led Phelan to conclude something

different about *nnnM “and you will devote.”® In the context of the verse, the LORD has

commanded daughter Zion to arise and thresh that he might strengthen her and that she might
defeat her enemies and devote their wealth to the LORD. A switch to the prophet speaking in

the last two stichoi would not have made sense to the translator, leading him to render

*nRNM as a second person singular. Given the translator’s tendency to clarify the text for

his target audience (e.g., supplying the object avtotvg “them” earlier in the same verse), we
should resist the temptation to explain these differences as reflecting a different Hebrew
Vorlage (unless, of course, something in the context points to a different Hebrew Vorlage [cf.

2.1 and 5.6 (Gk 5.7)]). Interestingly, Phelan does not comment on another shift in the verse

(7372 “your horn” > 1t képata cov “your horns”). For some reason, this shift does not meet

the criteria he uses for suggesting a different Hebrew Vorlage.

9 Archaic form of the 2fs (GKC, §44h).
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Phelan points to two other shifts in Mic 1.12 that reflect a different Hebrew Vorlage.

He claims that n9m~"2 “for she writhes” (which he translates “because he waits”) was 1

nom “who waits” and wwh “to the gate of” was ™wWY “to the gates of” (1982, 170).

However, the translator’s operational norms reveal a common tendency to render singulars in
the plural. At times, the shift is theologically motivated, especially when it involves the sins
of Jacob (e.g., 2.1; 3.8; 7.18). At other times, the shift seems to reflect a collective singular

understanding (e.g., 5.11 [Gk 5.12]; 7.14, 16). The first shift in 1.12 is partially explained as

an orthographic error (*n “who” for "2 “because”). The rest of the explanation involves the

translator reading nn “she began” (from 55n “to begin™) for A%n “she writhes” (from 5Im

“to writhe”). The same consonantal text was vocalised differently.

Now let us consider an apparent shift in 2.1. The difference between the Hebrew in

2.1 07 SRY"W? “it is in the power of their hand” and the Greek translation ook fipav mpog tov

Oeov Tag yeipag avtdv “they did not lift their hands to God” has multiple possible explanations.

The other occurrences of the idiom 7> 585-w» “there is power in the hand” are Gen 31.29,
Proverbs 3.27 (with n*12 “when there is” rather than w? “there is”), and Deut 28.32 and Neh

5.5 (with negative particle & “there is not” rather than W “there is”). In each of these

occurrences, the LXX captures the sense of the Hebrew, which leads us to believe that the

Micah translator understood the Hebrew idiom.!* Several possible explanations present

themselves: 1) the translator confused w? “there is” for a form of the verb XWw1 (3RW1 or W3

10 Strangely enough, Phelan (1982, 165 n. 25) acknowledges that the unvocalised Hebrew text was a
source of difficulty for the translators.
11 Cf. Cécile Dogniez (2002) for a discussion of LXX translators’ treatment of Hebrew idioms.
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[Eze 39.26]) “they lift up” and the added the negative particle ook “not” (cf. Deut 32.40 for
use of lifting hands to heaven and swearing; 2 Sam 18.28 for use of lifting hands against the
king; Ps 28.2 for David lifting his hands toward the sanctuary as he cries for help); 2) the
translator intentionally changed the sense of this verse in order to attribute the cause of their
misdeeds to their failure to pray to God (i.e., not aligning themselves with God in order to do
what is right in his eyes); 3) the LXX rendering reflects a different Hebrew Vorlage (at least
in the positive sense of praying to God, which is how the Peshitta renders the Hebrew).!2 The
LXX and Peshitta both reflect readings having to do with prayer (not power to carry out
wrongdoing) yet the Greek claims that the people did not pray and the Syriac that the people
do pray. It seems that this does not reflect polygenesis®® but a different Hebrew Vorlage that
reflected the idea of prayer. Then, based on different understandings of the context, the
translators of the LXX and Peshitta rendered their texts differently.

The plus in 5.6 [Gk 5.7] (2v toi¢ &0vecv “among the nations™) likely reflects that the
translator was reading a different Hebrew text than the MT. The absence of this phrase in the

MT disrupts the parallel structure both in v.6 (Gk v.7) and between v.6 and v.7 [Gk v.7 and

v.8]. The Hebrew Vorlage of v.6 contained 032 “among the nations” and was lost through

homoioarchon (bet at beginning of 032 “among the nations” and 173 “in the midst of”).

Similarly, paxn “from the land of” in 7.15 may have been lost during the transmission

process through homoioarchon.**

12 Given that S renders this idiom in Mic 2.1 similarly to the LXX (though it does not render the idiom
negatively), S may have relied on the LXX, where the LXX translator made a mistake, intentionally shifted the
translation, or S was reading a different Hebrew Vorlage. If the Hebrew Vorlage contained the idea of praying
(or not praying) to God, the translators may have arrived at their translations independently.

13 “Translational polygenesis occurs when two versions coincidentally have the same reading due to
similar translation behavior or error” (Tully 2012, 311).

1 Alternatively, P& “the land of” could have been dropped through parablepsis during the translation
process.
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55 Operational norms

We know that translators have a certain amount of freedom in their activity. Though
they are guided by preliminary norms, they negotiate difficult grammar and syntax, unknown
vocabulary, and the presence of their own ideology and theology in different ways at
different times. Therefore, it is prudent to resist analysing a text based on a general reputation
of “literal” or “free.” Barr (1979, 7) was correct in noting that translators in antiquity would
tend to “combine the two approaches in a quite inconsequential way.”

In the following discussion, | provide the obligatory and non-obligatory shifts in
LXX-Micah according to their various categories. These categories reveal the operational

norms used by the translator.

5.5.1 Obligatory shifts

The obligatory translation shifts in Micah are those that were linguistically
constrained.’® These shifts are required by the linguistic system (Toury 1995, 59); non-
obligatory shifts are those decided upon by the translator based on factors of culture, ideology
or style (Bakker et al 1998, 228). Micah 7.14 reflects a linguistically constrained shift based

on different semantic boundaries for particular words in biblical Hebrew and septuagintal

Greek. v “to shepherd, graze” appears twice in 7.14, first as a command to the leaders to

shepherd their people and second as a charge to the leaders to allow their people to graze. The
translator renders the command with the expected nowaive “to shepherd” but since the
semantic range of mowoivo “to shepherd” does not include “grazing,” the translator was

linguistically constrained by the target language to render it véuw “to feed.”

15 The obligatory shifts in Micah are 1.10; 2.4, 12 (2x); 5.7 [Gk 5.8], 5.9 [Gk 5.10]; 6.8, 13, 16; 7.14.
16 Cf. Olofsson’s discussion of Hebrew semantic range (2009, 54ff).
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There are six infinitives absolute in Micah. Since no grammatical form that is
comparable to the infinitive absolute exists in Greek, the translator was constrained to shift

the translation. In Mic 2.4 the Hebrew infinitive absolute plus yigtol construction 137w T17W

“we are utterly ruined” is rendered as a participle and cognate noun in the dative case
tohoopia stodamopicapey “we suffered intense misery.”t’ In 2.12 both infinitives absolute

are followed by yigtol conjugations of the same verbal root. These Hebrew constructions are

rendered as participles with the same finite verbs (or verbs with similar semantics) (708

together”; PapR vap “I will surely gather” > éxdeyopevog éxdécopon “I Will surely receive”).

In Mic 6.8, the translator rendered the Hebrew infinitive absolute followed by an infinitive

construct with an adjective plus two present infinitives (n;‘g v “and to walk humbly” >

xad Erotpov eivon Tod mopevesor “and to be ready to walk”). It is likely that the translator did

not understand the hapax legomenon infinitive absolute and rendered it to the best of his

ability. In 6.13, the infinitive absolute is rendered with a future indicative (DRWI “making

[you] desolate” > apavidd “I will cause [you] to vanish”).

Finally, there are two instances in LXX-Micah where the vav “and” conjunction is not
rendered (5.7 [Gk 5.8] and 5.9 [Gk 5.10]). Both minuses occur in temporal clauses where a
xai “and” in the second clause of the temporal sentences would be grammatically incorrect in
Greek syntax. Therefore, in order to render acceptable Greek syntax, the translator was

linguistically constrained to delete the conjunctions.

17 Thackeray (1909, 48) notes the use of a participle and the dative of the cognate noun as one of the
two most common renderings for the Hebrew infinitive absolute plus yigtol.
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5.5.2 Non-obligatory shifts (when text understood)
The following operational norms were used when the translator apparently understood
the source text: style (lexical variation and syntactic smoothing), clarity (explicitisation,

concretisation, harmonisation and interpretation), theological and ideological.

5.5.2.1 Style
The two primary stylistic non-obligatory operational norms!® involve lexical
variation'® and the smoothing of syntax. Lexical variation is reflected in two ways in LXX-

Micah. The first occurs when a repeated Hebrew word is translated with different Greek

words. In Micah 2.6, we see the sequence 18VR-5R...19v~X5 “do not drip (foam)...they

should not drip (foam)” rendered with two different Greek verbs (un xiaiete “do not weep”
and unds daxpuvétwoav “neither let them weep” for). This is a clear example of the translator’s
desire to vary the lexicon in the translation.?°

Another type of lexical variation occurs when there is a limitation in the Greek

lexicon. In 2.12, the infinitive absolute + yiqtol sequence HOXRX 70X “I will surely assemble”

is rendered cuvayouevog cuvoydrcetan “he will surely be gathered together” (the infinitive
absolute is rendered as a participle because of the linguistic constraint whereby Greek lacks a

form comparable to the infinitive absolute). Then when the infinitive absolute + yiqtol occurs

in the next stich papR yap “I will surely gather,” the translator has already used the most

common rendering for ap “to gather” in the first stich so he provides variety with éxdéyopon

18 The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was understood) due to style preference in Micah are 1.3, 9,
14; 2.6, 12; 6.15 (minus motivated by inability to provide lexical variation); 7.12, 17.

19 Toury (1991, 188) identifies this translation tendency as “one of the most persistent, unbending
norms in translation in all languages studied so far.” Cf. Joosten (2005) regarding the tendency in the Minor
Prophets to eliminate verbal repetitions.

20 van der Kooij (2014) provides an interesting analysis of the translator employing lexical variation
(évowcéom and katowém) in LXX-Isaiah not for style but to distinguish two different groups of inhabitants.
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“to wait for / receive.” Later in the book, Mic 4.6, when the translator again encounters yap

“to gather” he chooses a verb different than the ones used in 2.12 (cicdéyopar “to

receive/welcome”). In 6.15, a word is deleted because the translator did not have another

Greek word to convey a meaning comparable to the meaning in the Hebrew. There &‘73
P nwn “but you will not drink wine” is rendered «oi ov pf ninte “and you will not drink”
because otvog “wine” was already used earlier in the same stich to render win'n “new wine”

(olvog “wine” is used in the LXX for both 1 “wine” and wi7n “new wine.”)

Another type of translation style involves the smoothing of syntax. In 1.3, the

translator added an article (P& “land” > tijc yiic “the land”) to improve the syntax. This is

supported by the fact that 1QpMic (Y] &1 “the land”; Horgan 2002, 134), V, S, and T all

contain the article, which likely reflects the tendency for translators in general to smooth out

syntax. Similarly, the following shift occurs in 7.12: 93w ’m’? N2 T*7U7 “even to you they

will come from Assyria” > xai ai nokelg cov fEovoty gig dpatopov koi eig Sopepropov “and
your cities will come to a leveling and (come) to a dividing.” Here the translator has made
some interesting adjustments (see §4.8.12 for explanation). The stylistic change, though, is
reflected in the addition of xai “and” to make the Greek syntax smoother than the Hebrew

syntax which lacks the expected (according to the translator) vav “and.”

5.5.2.2 Clarity
Clarification is a norm related to the translator’s skopos. It is high priority for the

translator of LXX-Micah to clarify the message for his target audience. There are four
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primary ways that he clarifies the text: explicitisation, concretisation, harmonisation and

interpretation.

55221 Explicitisation

Explicitisation is a common operational norm in LXX-Micah and throughout the
LXX.2! Vinay and Darbelnet (1995, 342) define this norm as “a stylistic translation technique
which consists of making explicit in the target language what remains implicit in the source
text because it is apparent from either the context or the situation.” It is, therefore, distinct
from a theological (85.5.2.3) or ideological shift (85.5.2.4) that is not necessarily motivated
by the context or situation but by the translator’s / target culture’s ideological/theological
agenda. Pal Heltai (2005, 46) distinguishes between explicitisation that involves the use of
words with increased meaning?? and explicitisation to improve comprehension.® Here 1 will
not distinguish between the two types of explicitisation; rather, I will discuss the different
manifestations of explicitisation in LXX-Micah. | will begin with some of the less intrusive
shifts such as the supplying of a pronoun or prepositional phrase and end with the more
intrusive shifts involving explicitising time reference or clause connection.?*

In 4.10, we have an example of the translator explicitising through supplying the

unspecified subject. The shift from ‘?ggm “you will be rescued” to pvoerai o “he will rescue

you” exhibits a shift from Niphal yiqtol 2fs to future 3s with 2s direct object plus. The

2L The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was understood) due to explicitisation in Micah are 1.6, 7,
10, 11, 12, 14, 15; 2.8, 9, 12, 13; 3.2, 5, 7; 4.4, 6, 9 (2x); 10; 5.3 [Gk 5.4], 5.6 [Gk 5.7], 5.14 [Gk 5.15]; 6.1, 5,
13; 7.2, 3,5, 11 (2x), 12.

2 Tully (2012, 262) calls this “Syntactical Explicitation” because “the translator operates at the
syntactical level, filling in perceived gaps and clarifying the relationship between words.”

2 Tully (2012, 262) refers to this explicitisation as “Exegetical Explicitation” because “it specifically
communicates [the translator’s] understanding of the text and is farther reaching.” Anthony Pym (2008, 325)
suggests that translators tend to reduce the risk of a translation or the translator being rejected by reducing the
opportunity for misinterpretation.

24 Note that the intrusiveness of a particular shift is ultimately context specific; the supplying of a
pronoun (e.g., 2.8) can sometimes be more intrusive than explicitising a time reference (e.g., 1.11).
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translator supplied the implicit subject (in congruence with the 3ms yiqgtol + 2ms suffix in last

stich M 7983 “the LorD will redeem you™) to explicitise the rescuer as the LORD.

The following two shifts explicitise the relationship between clauses. In 2.9, the
translator supplies & tobto “therefore” to clarify (explicitise) the relationship between 2.8
and 2.9 as cause and effect. As a result of God’s people resisting in hostility, the leaders will
be cast out of their luxurious houses. 2.9b provides additional reason for the judgment. Then,
the plus éyyicate “draw near” informs the audience of their expected action in response to the
promised judgment. Similarly, the plus in 7.2 (6t “because”) was inserted to explain the
prophet’s feelings in 7.1 and explicitise the causes (7.2-7.4b) for the judgment (7.4c).

In 4.13, the translator supplied the object pronoun avtotg “him” following d&ioa

“thresh.” Phelan (1982, 168) suggests it is perhaps based on a Hebrew Vorlage that contained

o'W “and thresh them.” Before positing a different Vorlage, we should consider the

possibility of an intentional, if not subconscious, explicitising shift. Since w7 “to thresh” is

usually followed by the object that is threshed (Judg 8.7; 1 Chr 21.20; Isa 25.10; 28.27;
28.28; 41.15; Amos 1.3; Hab 3.12), the translator likely supplied the implicit object.

In 2.4 and 4.10 we see examples of the translator explicitising through supplying
prepositional phrases. In 2.4, the plus is év oyowion “with a line.” This plus was influenced
either by the idea of casting the line by lot in Micah 2.5 or by the appearance of katopetpim
“to measure out” and év oyowiep “with a line” together in Amos 7.17 (the latter is especially
likely if there was indeed a single person or single group responsible for translating the
Twelve Prophets). Micah 4.8 also contains an explicitising plus. The phrase éx BapvAdvog
“from Babylon” was added to identify the attacker unveiled in 4.10. Instead of understanding
the verse as part of the future restoration of the exiles, the translator read it in connection with

the verses of judgment to follow (4.9ff).
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The following two examples exhibit explicitisation through the addition of possessive

pronouns. The shift from nf;‘?i_v “outer garment” to tfic eipnvng avtod “his peace” clearly

involved the translator reading some form of %W “wholeness, peace” or 09w “complete, at

peace.” However, the plus ovtod “his” can be explained two ways (besides a different
Hebrew Vorlage, which is always possible). The translator may have read the heh ending as
an archaic 3ms heh pronoun and rendered it accordingly. Alternatively, the translator added

the pronoun to explicitise whose welfare was being threatened. Similarly, in 5.11 [Gk 5.12]

we see the shift from D'2W2 “sorceries” to to pappakxa cov “your sorceries.” This 2s pronoun

plus was likely motivated by the other 2s suffixes in 5.9-14 [Gk 5.10-15].%°

In an unusual instance, the translator explicitised through adding the participle
nirtovoa “falling” (5.6 [Gk 5.7]). It seems that it was supplied to explicitise how the dew
comes from the Lord (cf. 2Sam 17.12, which states that dpococ “dew” minter “falls” on the
ground). The plus dncavpilwv “storing up” in 6.10 is tentative (it is omitted by ms 106 and,
hence, bracketed by Ziegler). Hillers (1984, 81 n. h) considers it to be an interpretive
expansion in which case it would be an explicitising addition.?®

Another type of explicitisation occurs when the translator shifts from an apparent

collective singular to a plural. One common example in Micah is the repeated shift from 33

“bad thing” to xoxa “evil things/calamities” (1.12, 2.1, 2.3 and 4.9). Another example occurs

in 1.12 where we see a shift from singular pw “gate” to plural molag “gates.” Singular W

ny “gate of my people” in 1.9 was rendered with singular moing Aaod pov “gate of my

%5 Cf. Schwantes (1962, 140); Wolff (1990, 151).

% Alternatively, it resulted from a dittographical error in the Hebrew text (e.g., XK “storing up”), then
after being translated, it was lost in the proto-MT.
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people” but Mic 1.12 is the only occurrence in the MT of singular 9pw “gate” in construct

with 09w “Jerusalem” (the phrase 07w MW “gates of Jerusalem™ occurs eight times in
MT - Jer 1.15; 17.19, 21, 27; 22.19; Lam 4.12; Neh 7.3; 13.19). The rendering in the LXX

may have been motivated by the unexpected singular form.

This type of shift occurs also with pronouns as in 1.5 (nXT “this” > todra “these”).

The plural pronoun likely refers to the multiple punishments to follow in 1.6-7. However, in

1.8 the translator maintains the singular (n"9"&1 77908 N8T=5Y “because of this | will wail

and how!” > gvekev tovtov kOyeton koi Opnvrioet “on account of this she will lament and wail”)
apparently referring to the punishment to come upon Israel. It is possible that the neuter
singular tovtov “this” in 1.8 points to neuter singular kpiuo “judgment” (despite not being
explicit in the context).

Explicitisation sometimes involves shifts which utilise more specific lexemes. In 6.1,

the translator rendered W& nN& “that which” as Adyov kvpiov “a word of the Lord.” Most

commentators suggest inserting 9273 “the word” or m1’~127 “the word of the LORD” to

reconstruct the Hebrew Vorlage. While it is certainly possible that a word or phrase was lost

from the Hebrew text, this more likely reflects the translator’s expectation for a form of 327

“word” to follow the command to listen (cf. similar circumstances in the Twelve Prophets:
Hos 4.1; Amos 3.1; 4.1; 5.1; 7.16; 8.11; Zech 7.12; and 8.9; also, see the explanation in
84.2.2 for Mic 1.2). In line with his expectation, he explicitised for his target audience the

direct object.

In 7.5, the translator renders the ambiguous T2°1 N22wn “from her who lies (in) your

bosom” more specifically with ano tfic cvykoitov cov “from your bedmate.” “Bedmate”
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(cvyxorrog) is a hapax legomenon in the LXX so we are not aided by other occurrences. The
translator maintains the same feminine gender but renders it directly rather than with a
circumlocution as in the Hebrew.

A final set of explicitising shifts occur in LXX-Micah 1.10-15. Here we see several
instances where the translator chose not to transliterate place names exhibiting wordplay in
the Hebrew text.?” Rather, he rendered them according to their semantic significance. If the
target audience was not fluent in Hebrew, then the significance of these placenames would be
lost. These shifts represent the translator’s priority to retain the sense of his Vorlage for his

target audience.?

55.2.2.2 Concretisation

Concretisation involves shifting a metaphorical image into a concrete idea. This
translation technique serves to clarify for the target reader the meaning behind the
metaphor.?® The transfer of meaning through metaphor and imagery is especially difficult
when crossing cultural boundaries. Antje Labahn’s explanation of metaphors being bound to
a particular language elucidates the challenge of translating metaphors.

Language denotes a metaphor in a certain way; however, language is bound to a
specific sociological and cultural framework. Hence, the language of a particular
metaphor has to be common to the sociological framework of its hearers and readers.
Their environment enables them to decode a possible meaning of a metaphor and to
adapt it to their specific situation. The language of a metaphor therefore has to fit the
sociological code of an individual or that of the group, to which the individual
belongs. The mode whereby a metaphor establishes an extension of meaning is due to
the communicative process provided by a coherent social group sharing the same
cultural framework (Labahn 2005, 70).

2 Ausloos et al (2010, 373) claim, “Indeed, although the LXX Song of Songs was in the past
characterised as slavish—though without a thorough analysis of the translation technique—this research has
clearly shown that the Greek translator couches the majority of the Greek equivalents for the fifteen hapax
legomena in the Song of Songs in a way that is indeed faithful with respect to the content and meaning of the
Hebrew Vorlage, but that, at the same time, appears to be a ‘free” Greek rendering.”

28 Similarly, Ausloos (2012, 63-64) examines the possibility of the LXX translator of Judges attempting
to replicate the intended double entendre of his Hebrew Vorlage.

2% The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was understood) due to concretisation in Micah are 1.5, 16;
2.13;3.7,9, 11; 5.10 [Gk 5.11]; 5.11 [Gk 5.12]; 6.15; 7.5, 16.
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The following examples illustrate this operational norm. In 1.5, there is a shift from

the use of nNina “high places” as a metonym for many types of sins to the concrete and literal

apaptia. “sin.” In 2.13, the metaphor of being at the head (DWN73 “at their head”) is

concretised to leading (fyfoeton avtdv “he will lead them”). In 5.11 [Gk 5.12], the Hebrew

uses “hand” metaphorically to refer to possession. However, the Greek rendering concretises

“hand” to the literal hands that hold the implements of sorcery (771 “from your hand” > ¢«

TV yepdv cov “from your hands”).

One more example will suffice to illustrate the norm of concretisation. In Mic 7.5, we

see the shift from 7°9-nna MW “guard the openings of your mouth” to gvia&ur t0d

avabécBon “guard against declaring.” In rendering it this way, the translator shifts the

metaphor to the concrete idea of being careful with what one says.

55.2.2.3 Harmonisation
Aejmelaeus (1993d, 91-2) claims,

“Harmonization is a practice that far better suits the working habits of a copyist than
of a translator. The copyists often knew their text by heart, and for this reason
parallels to the passage they were copying could easily occur to them...it could be
argued that the translators also knew the text by heart. Nevertheless, the attention of a
translator, while working, was directed to quite different things from that of the
copyist. The copyist could advance fairly quickly, working mechanically most of the
time, with his thoughts free to discover connections with parallel passages, discrepant
statements etc. The translator, on the other hand, had to concentrate on the few words
he was translating.”

The harmonisation we see in LXX-Micah involves connecting referents in ambiguous
contexts with referents in explicit contexts.®® Additionally, the translator harmonises (or

levels) ambiguous grammatical categories. The harmonisation in 2.7 represents grammatical

%0 The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was understood) due to harmonisation in Micah are 1.5, 7,
10; 2.4, 7,9 (3x); 3.1 (2x), 10; 4.1, 3, 4,5, 7,9, 10, 5.2 [Gk 5.3], 5.3 [Gk 5.4], 5.5 [Gk 5.6]; 5.13 [Gk 5.14]; 6.6,
8,9;7.7,12, 19 (2x), 20.
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leveling. The Qal passive participle 9387 “is it being said” occurs nowhere else in the MT,

The translator used a rendering that harmonises with the attested forms (6 Aéyov “one says”).
In Micah 1.7, several shifts occur, none of which demonstrate a definciency in
grammatical, lexical or syntactic understanding on the part of the translator. The first two
stichoi exhibit shifts in agent from the LORD as the passive subject to the strong nations (from
Mic 4.3) as the active subject (carved images passively crushed > they will cut the carved

images; her wages passively burned > they will burn her wages). In the last stich there are

shifts in meaning and tense of the verb as well as a shift in subject (121w “they will return” >

ovvéotpeyev “she brought together”). The MT claims that by the wage of a prostitute she
gathered (1.7ba), and unto the wage of a prostitute they will return (1.7bp). The LXX renders
the Hebrew in a parallel sense—from the wages of whoredom she gathered and she brought
together. Wolff (1990, 58) is correct in understanding Micah’s message as addressing the
“commercial goods and tribute” Samaria gave to Assyria in return for the “wages” used to

build the royal residences that will be returned (*“stones hurled down” and “foundations

uncovered” in v.6). The LXX renders 72t “whore” as an abstract noun nopveiag “whoredom”

and likely understands Samaria to be the subject of cuviyayev “she gathered” and cuvéstpeyev
“she brought together” while her idols are the objects. The translator’s understanding of the

last two stichoi as parallel lines motivated the present shifts. The translator did not read a

Hiphil 3fs n2wi (“she brought back™) for 123w “they will return” but shifted the meaning to

fit the understood context.
Translators are often faced with having to render words whose meanings they do not

know and the context helps them with the translation. Two different Hebrew words in 4.6

(Y7 “to injure”) and 4.7 (851 “to remove”) are rendered with the same Greek word énwbéw
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“to reject.” The verb in 4.7 is a hapax legomenon in the MT but drwbiwm “to reject” typically

renders ORn “to reject,” Ni1 “to reject” or Wi “to forsake.” This is a slot translation based

upon its usage in 4.6 to render Y7 “to do harm.” It harmonises the reference to obg dnwcauny

“those whom the Lord rejected” in 4.6 with tv drocuévnv “her who is rejected” in 4.7.

55.2.2.4 Interpretation

Johann Cook (2009, 18) posits the following: “Since all translation is in essence
interpretation, one should accept that each translator is at pains to make evident what he
perceives to be the intention of his parent text.” Interpretive shifts occur when the translator
possesses a certain understanding of a passage and adjusts elements in the passage to reflect
his interpretation.®® This operational norm is distinct from explicitising and
ideological/theological shifts. It does not involve the supplying of lexemes in order to clarify
ideas in the passage. Nor does it involve the translator infusing his ideology or theology into
the passage.

Micah 4.9 is a good example of a chain reaction of translation decisions.®? The

translator read TR “you will know” or *»*7in “you will make known” for *b™n “raise a

shout” (common resh/dalet confusion in the Assyrian square script [%/4] or paleo-Hebrew

script [4/a] and missed yod or added waw). This mistake was likely influenced by reading p1

“evil, bad” for v “a shout.” The two gatals 728 “he perished” and TR “it has seized

you” influenced how the translator rendered tense in &yvwc “you knew” and s Baciiedg ovk

31 The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was understood) due to interpretation in Micah are 1.10;
2.8;3.7;4.1, 8,10, 11; 5.2 [Gk 5.3], 5.4 [Gk 5.5]; 6.3, 7, 6.9, 10, 14 (2x); 7.8, 11, 12.
32 C.f. Tov (1984, 61-64).
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nv oot “was there no king for you?” Though the adverb of negation "% “there is/was not” can

be used for past time, in the context the Hebrew would be most naturally understood in
present time. However, the translator took advantage of the grammatical ambiguity to clarify

the time reference for the target audience.

Later in the same chapter (4.13), the translator renders *nnanm “and | will devote” as

xai avadioeig “and you will devote.” This is an example of the translator intervening to reflect
his interpretation of the context. The LORD has commanded daughter Zion to arise and thresh
that he might strengthen her and that she might defeat her enemies and devote their wealth to
the LORD. The switch to the prophet speaking in the last two stichoi did not make sense to the
translator so he rendered the main verb in the fifth stich as second person singular (which
dictated the gapped verb in the last stich). And given the translator’s tendency to clarify the
text for his target audience (e.g., supplying the object avtovog “them” earlier in the same
verse), we should resist the temptation to explain these sorts of translation shifts as reflecting
a different Hebrew Vorlage (unless, of course, something in the context suggests that a
different Hebrew Vorlage lies behind the translation [cf. 2.1 and 5.6 (Gk 5.7)]). Another
possible explanation for the shift from 1cs to 2fs is that the Hebrew form represents an
archaic form of the 2fs that was not corrected by the Massoretes nor marked by the Qere
reading (cf. Jer 2.33; 3.4, 5; 31.21; 46.11).

Another type of interpretive shift is reflected by double renderings. These occur when
the translator is either unsure of the precise meaning of the Hebrew term or concludes that

more than one Greek word is necessary to communicate the source text. An example of this

solution to a difficult reading occurs in 4.10. There the translator renders 51 “writhe” as

Oowve kol avdpilovs “suffer birth pangs and be courageous.” The verb ®dwe “suffer birth

pangs” is a common rendering for 51 “to writhe,” while &vdpitopor “to be courageous”
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usually renders P11 “to be strong.” The double rendering may have come about through a

confusion of *51m “writhe” with some form of 511 “to be strong.” The Syrohexapla reflects

dwatevov “exert yourself” instead of avépiCov “be courageous,” which may represent another

attempt to translate "3 “writhe.”

Another example of double rendering is 6.3 where the translator renders 7857 i

“And how have | wearied you?” as { ti éAdnncd o § ti mapnvdyinca cor “Or how did | grieve

you? Or how did I annoy you?” Since nz;z‘; “to be weary” occurs only here in the Twelve

Prophets, the translator likely did not know the meaning of the term and rendered it two

different ways to increase the likelihood that he would be correct on one of the renderings. 3

5.5.2.3 Theology

Septuagint theology is a debated topic within Translation Studies and Septuagint
Studies. Cook and Rdsel argue that a theology of the Septuagint should be written as long as
the theological nuances of individual books are maintained. Cook (2010a, 605) says one
should expect “many theologies, or exegetical perspectives” to emerge from the various LXX

books. Similarly, Rosel (2006, 240) provides the following premise: “a ‘Theology of the
Septuagint’ cannot be based on the leveling of differences among the individual books or the
specific profiles of the translators for the sake of a common edifice of ideas.” However, he
procedes to explain the value in identifying unifying themes among the individual books.
Douglas (2012) and McLay (2010) are more skeptical about the feasability of writing

a theology of the Septuagint. Douglas’ main concerns involve our ability to determine which

books make up the LXX and our ability to discern the original intent of the translators (2012,

33 Cf. Wolff (1990, 165); Schwantes (1962, 147); Hillers (1984, 76 n. e).
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104). Connected to his second concern is the challenge of parsing out translator initiated
differences from those that arose because of a divergent Hebrew Vorlage (Douglas 2012,
112). | agree with Rosel (2006, 251) who argues, “Even if we cannot be sure in every
instance whether the translator, the Vorlage used, or a later redactor is responsible for these
theological characteristics, it has to be stated that they are in the Greek text and therefore
belong to the history of reception of the Septuagint.”

McLay (2010) exhibits reluctance about writing a theology of the Septuagint because
of the traditionally narrow scope of the pursuit along with an insufficient definition of the
field of theology. Regarding the former concern, he argues, “theology of/in the Septuagint is
not limited to or controlled by the intentions of the translator” (2010, 608). He believes the
theology must also be informed by the translator’s religious and cultural context. Our goal,
however, is explicitly limited to the (perhaps incomplete) theology reflected by the patterned
shifts in the translated text.

While there are questions about the scope, methodology and definition of Septuagint
theology, most agree it would be beneficial to attempt to describe the theologies of individual
books within the Septuagint. It seems to me that there are three levels of investigation into
Septuagint theology: 1) the individual books, which represent unique themes and historical
contexts; 2) the individual translator or group of translators, who may possess unique
linguistic capacities, translation techniques and theological perspectives; 3) the entire
Septuagint collection which may exhibit common themes already present in its Vorlage or
resulting from translational interdependence. The third level of investigation lies outside the
scope of this thesis. However, if LXX-Micah is in fact part of the larger LXX-Twelve
Prophets corpus, the present conclusions could be improved with research in other books of

the Twelve Prophets.
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It is important to note that the theological shifts in LXX-Micah do not reflect a
polished, or even consistent, system.®* Yet, through patterned theological shifts, the translator
of Micah reveals his idiosyncratic perspective (though likely not much different than that of
his historical milieu). Joosten (2000, 46) offers an appropriate caution: “les auteurs de la
Septante visent le plus souvent a transmettre le sens de I’hébreu tel qu’ils le percoivent, et
non a corriger la teneur théologique de leur textesource d’apres leur propre agenda.” While
this is true of LXX-Micah, where the translator does adjust the content of his source text, he
usually does this where the syntax is difficult, where the vocabulary is rare, or where letters
can be interchanged with orthographically similar consonants. In other words, the translator
often capitalised on ambiguous contexts to infuse his ideas.®® Whether or not the translator
actually understood the Hebrew text, we should, nevertheless, classify these as free
renderings. And free renderings, as Aejmelaeus (1993c, 50) says, “are like fingerprints that
the translators have left behind them.”

Among the more visible translator intrusions involve words for sin and punishment.®

InMic 1.12, 2.1, 2.3 and 4.9, the translator renders P “evil” as koxa “evil deeds” (singular to
plural). Similarly, in Mic 2.1 the )& “wickedness” is rendered xémoug “troubles.”3’ In 3.8, we
see shifts from pwa “his transgression” to doePeiog awtod “his impious acts” and inXvVN “his

sin” to apaptiog avtod “his sins.”38 In 1.5, the shift from NNt “this” to tadta “these” probably

3 Cf. Tov (2012, 120-121); Sysling (2007, 291). The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was
understood) due to differences in theology in Micah are 1.5, 8, 12; 2.1, 3, 8, 9; 3.1, 4, 8 (2x); 4.5, 6, 9; 6.2, 6
(2x), 8,9, 14; 7.3, 4,7, 13, 15, 18 (3x).

35 palmer (2006, 319) noticed the same pattern in LXX-Zechariah.

36 Cook (2005, 73) detects a similar emphasis on evil in LXX-Proverbs.

37 The same shifts occur in Hab 1.3; 3.7; Zech 10.2.

% See T nipgr;'? “to the work of your hand” > toic &pyoic @V yepdv cov “to the works of your
hands” (5.12 [Gk 5.13]) referring to the idols and sacred pillars they constructed, and 73V “iniquity” > éduciog

“unrighteousness” / YW3 “transgression” > doePeiog “ungodliness” (7.18).
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serves to illuminate the extensive future judgment described in 1.6ff.3 This pluralising shift
does not occur, however, in 6.7 because it is the sin of the female speaker that is described.
These shifts were made because the translator understood that the sins of Jacob must have
been numerous and great to warrant the punishment they endured. Further, it seems that the
translator may be harmonising with the plural iniquities and sins of Jacob in 7.19, where
God’s lovingkindness, faithfulness and compassion to forgive are described.

The four shifts in 1.8 from first person to third person are also theologically
motivated. The context describes the punishment the LorRD will bring upon Samaria for her
misdeeds. In 1.8, the prophet describes his own mourning as a result of the punishment
Samaria will endure. The translator either himself read the mourning as a description of how
the LorRD would lament or worried that his target audience would read it this way. The LORD
lamenting in nakedness was likely too scandalous for the translator. Therefore, he rendered
the verse in such a way (four shifts in person) that the audience would understand the acts of
mourning as those that Samaria would carry out.*® Gelston (2010, 96*) suggests that the
shifts were “perhaps caused by doubt as to the identity of the subj.” It seems more likely that
the translator understood the subject to be the prophet but did not want to risk his audience

reading the Lord as the subject of the present context.*

In 2.1, we see the following shift: o7 585w “it is in their power” > obk fipav Tpog

TOVv 00V 10¢ Yeipag avtadyv “they did not lift their hands to God.” Though it is possible that the
LXX translator was reading a different Hebrew Vorlage, other translations (o, ¢’, 8" and T)
reflect the MT. It is also possible that the translator did not understand the Hebrew idiom and

was doing the best he could to render it adequately. Evidence against this explanation

3 There is also a shift in the opposite direction (from plural to singular) in 1.5 but this can be explained
by the singular entities equated with impiety and sin—Samaria and Jerusalem.

40 S shifted to 2fs imperatives and T shifted to 3p yiqgtols presumably for the same reason.

41 palmer (2006, 319) finds in LXX-Zechariah an emerging “exegetical tradition which softened down
anthropomorphisms and other ‘inappropriate’ expressions.”
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involves the other occurrences of this idiom which the LXX renders in the same sense.*?
Instead, the translation reflects an intentional theological shift. He intentionally changed the
sense of this verse in order to attribute the cause of their misdeeds to their failure to pray to
God (i.e., not aligning themselves with God in order to do what is right in his eyes).

The shifts in 6.9 seem to imply that they could have been rescued if they had feared

God. There are three shifts in a single clause (7AW AR MwWIN “and it is sound wisdom to

acknowledge your name” > «kai omoet popovpévoug 1o Svoua avtod “and he will save those who
fear his name”).** As discussed in §84.7.9b-d, the first two shifts may have resulted from
orthographic/phonological errors. Yet, it is likely that the translator took the opportunity to
infuse his salvation theology into the context of judgment (6.9c-16).

In 2.8, we can discern a subtle theological shift through the translator’s rendering of

2R “enemy.” In the vast majority of occurrences, it is rendered with &y0poc “enemy,” an

adjective functioning as a noun (250x, includes Mic 4.10; 5.8; 7.6). Four times in the LXX

(including Mic 2.8, 7.8 and 7.10; also Isa 63.10) it is rendered with the noun &y0pa “hostility.”

&Opo “hostility” normally renders nIw “hatred” but also n2'& “enmity.” So, given the great

frequency that 2*R “enemy” is rendered with &0poc “enemy” in the LXX (including three

times in Micah), the present rendering is a shift away from calling God’s people “enemies of
God” to people who merely acted in hostility against God. It is a subtle shift away from a
focus upon the character of the Israelites to a focus upon their actions. In sum, it serves to

highlight the temporary, reformable rebellious posture of the people.**

%2 The other occurrences of the idiom 7> PX2~U “there is power in the hand” are Gen 31.29, Prov 3.27
(with N1>732 “when there is” rather than ¥ “there is”), and Deut 28.32 and Neh 5.5 (with negative particle "X
“there is not” rather than ¥ “there is”).

43 Hillers (1984, 80 n. a) understands these shifts as interpretive.
44 palmer (2006, 319) notes a similar shift in Zech 11.8 where the posture of the shepherds is softened

from loathing God (?172) to crying out to him (énopdwm).
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In 3.12, m'n:f? “as high places” is rendered a¢ &icog “like a grove.” The typical

renderings are vynioc “high” and Bauo “Bama” (transliterated proper place name). The same
rendering occurs in Jer 26.18 [Gk 33.18]. The shift was likely motivated by the association

of high places with sin (cf. Mic 1.5; 1 Kgs 13.33).

In 4.6, Yu7 “to injure” is rendered arwcauny “I have rejected.” Typically it is rendered

kakow “to harm,” movnpevouon “to act wickedly,” or xaxomoiéw “to do wrong.” This shift is
likely an example of the translator mitigating the implications of God injuring his people.
Instead, LXX softens God’s actions to merely rejecting his people for their sin. This is

supported by the translator choosing one of the common Greek verbs movnpevopor “to act

wickedly” to render 3 “to injure” in 3.4 because the action is carried out by unjust rulers in

Jacob.

A similar shift occurs in 6.14, where 10X “I will give” is rendered napodobicovon

“they will be handed over,” which is a shift from yiqtol 1cs to future passive indicative 3p.

The Greek rendering reflects 13m “they will be given” which has too little orthographic

similarity with the Hebrew to suggest a visual error. Instead, this reflects a theological shift
intended to distance the Lord from actively handing over his people to the sword.

In 4.10, the translator combines the actions of rescuing and redeeming to have one
subject, namely the LORD. In the Hebrew of 4.10d, the LORD is the subject who redeems
Daughter Zion; in 4.10c, the subject of the rescue is ambiguous. The translator removed the
ambiguity by shifting from the Niphal yigtol 2fs to a future middle (deponent) 3s with a
(plus) 2s direct object.

One final example will suffice to illustrate this prominent operational norm in LXX-

Micah. In 7.7, the translator intentionally rendered the bet and lamed prepositions with éri
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“on, above,” which is very unusual. He also chose an unusual rendering for nax “to watch

closely” (émprénw “to anticipate”). Together these shifts served to highlight the positive
responses of the prophet to anticipate the judgment, salvation and sustenance of the Lord (see

84.8.7b-c for further explanation).

5.5.2.4 1deology

Crisafulli (2002, 34-35) suggests that the main problem of translation analysis is
striking the correct balance between “norm-governed (the trans-individual or collective
dimension, which verges on the sociological) and the idiosyncratic behavior (the individual
dimension, which foregrounds the human agent)...translators are not simply in the grip of
powerful translation and poetic norms; they may have their own ideological agendas.” In the
case of LXX-Micah, the translator’s ideology emerges in both overt and covert ways.*

The primary means by which the translator infused his ideology was adjusting the
historical perspective of the text—historicising.*® These shifts became apparent when |
classified the verbal correspondences. Because the translator typically rendered Hebrew
verbal constructions in expected ways, his deviations often revealed historicising motivations.
These shifts provide a separation or distance between Micah’s original audience and the
translator’s target audience.*’ There are two instances where the historicising shifts occur

through lexical changes (3.1, 9).48

%5 The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was understood) due to differences in ideology in Micah are
2.1, 2 (4x), 4 (2x), 7, 8 (2x), 9, 10; 3.1 (3x), 5 (2x), 9 (2x), 11 (4x); 4.8, 9 (2x), 11; 6.7, 9; 7.4, 8, 11.

46 The subset of non-obligatory ideological shifts occur in the following verses: 2.1, 2 [4x], 4 [2X], 7, 8
[2x], 10; 3.1, 5 [2x], 9, 11 [4x]; 4.8, 9 [2x]. These references are included in the list of ideological shifts.

47 Dines (1991, 314) notes similar historicising shifts in Amos 2.14f and 4.4; Ausloos (2014, 487-488)
notes shifts in Malachi (3.23 [Gk 3.22]) and Joel (2.11 and 3.4) regarding the Day of the LORD which may
reflect historicising or may have been the result of a different Hebrew Vorlage or a translation mistake.

8 Dines (1991) recognise a similar type of historicising in LXX-Amos. She claims with regard to the
prophetic utterances that the translator of Amos understands them to be “speaking to and about contemporary
(or at least recent) events.” With regard to salvation prophecies, though he believed they were not yet fully
realised, they would soon be completely fulfilled (Dines 1991, 314). Similarly, the historicising approach of 4™-
5" century C.E. commentators Dines studied—Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Cyril of
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Micah 2.1-4 illustrate well this type of shift. In Mic 2.1, the MT explains employs two

participles and a yiqtol to describe the current actions of the wicked. However, the LXX

shifts the timing of these actions to the past by rendering *in “woe” with yivopa “to be”

before the two participles. Additionally, he renders the yiqgtol with a Greek imperfect,

effectively shifting the timing to the past and emphasising the ongoing nature of the wicked

actions. In 2.2, there are four Hebrew verbs in the consecutive perfect conjugation (3710,

a‘m], IRWN, pww)) that are rendered as Greek imperfects (énebopovv, Sujpmalov,

kateduvaotevov, diipralov). The intentionality of these shifts is further substantiated by the
fact that there are 55 occurrences of consecutive perfect in MT-Micah and only five are
rendered other than future (four are rendered as imperfects in 2.2; one is rendered as an aorist
in 3.5). What follows in 2.3 in the MT and LXX is a declaration by the LORD about the future
judgment that will result from the wickedness. Mic 2.4 then describes a taunt song and
lament that will be sung on that judgment day (parable and dirge in LXX). Though the
content of the lament is clearly present time in the MT, the LXX reflects several shifts that set
the timing of the dirge in the past. The accumulation of shifts in Mic 2.1-4 suggests that the
translator intended to update the message to reflect his post-exilic context rather than the pre-
exilic context of his Vorlage.

Similarly, in 3.11, there are four Hebrew imperfects that are translated with Greek
imperfects. Typically, Hebrew imperfects have a future or present time reference and Greek
imperfects have a past time reference. The translator has clarified for the target audience that

these negative actions already occurred and judgment will follow.

Alexandria and Jerome—emphasises the major conquests (Assyrian and Babylonian), Babylonian exile and the
return of the Judean remnant as it affects the parousia of Christ.
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In 3.1 and 3.9 the translator rendered ‘7;121};77 n'a et “and rulers of the house of

Israel” as «ai oi katédouror oikov Ispani “and you who are left of the house of Israel.” Many

commentators suggest that the shifts reflect a mistaken reading of ;¢ “chief, ruler” as some

form of pxp “to cut off,” pp “end,” n¥p “to cut off,” or ¥y “end.”*® A better explanation is

that it was a historicising shift motivated by an ideological agenda. Aaron Schart (2011,
2285) argues that the shift here reflects the translator’s intention to include the diaspora in the
threats to follow. The diaspora has already been mentioned in 2.12 in the context of future
gathering and restoration. In LXX 3.1 and 3.9, the diaspora Israelites are chastened along

with the rulers in Jacob. This argument is strengthened by the shift in 3.1 from a 1cs

wayyiqtol to a third person future indicative (77R] “and | said” > kai épet “and he will say”).

It was necessary for there to be a future command if the translator’s contemporary audience
were to also receive the warning. These shifts expand the warnings from only the pre-exilic
Israelite rulers to the post-exilic diaspora living in Alexandria in the 3 or 2" B.c.E.%°

Other historicising shifts are reflected through shifts from vocatives to subjects of
main verbs. According to Miller (20104, 48), the definite article is not usually present with
vocative common nouns. We should not assume, then, that the LXX translator would have
looked for a definite article to mark the vocative noun. Therefore, the shifts in LXX-Micah
from vocative to the subject of the main verb cannot be explained by means of the absence of
the definite article. Instead, we must posit other explanations for these shifts. In 2.7 and 2.12,

the shifts likely represent historicising shifts (in congruence with other historicising shifts in

49 See also Gelston (2010, 71); Magary (1995, 377); Taylor (1890, 76); Wolff (1990, 90n.1d);
Schwantes (1962, 84). Hillers (1984, 41n.d) suggests that this explanation is ad hoc but does not offer any other
explanation.

%0 A similar translation technique is noted by Wagner (2013, 148) with regard to OG Isa 1.21-31. He
claims, “By adhering closely to his Vorlage at pivotal points (vv. 21, 23, 26, 28), the Greek translator faithfully
preserves the overall shape of the source text. At the same time, the translator consistently modifies Isaiah’s
judgment oracles so that they more specifically target the leaders of Jerusalem.”
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this chapter [esp. in 2.1-4]). The translator viewed the addresses to the house of Jacob (2.7)
and Jacob (2.12) to be contemporary with the original prophecies, not with his own historical
context. The latter shift (2.12) may have also been motivated by a desire to harmonise with

the parallel second stich in which “remnant of Israel” is not a vocative.

5.5.3 Non-obligatory shifts (when text apparently not understood)

There are also non-obligatory shifts which seem to reflect that the translator did not
understand the text he was translating. In some of these cases he will do the best he can to
translate the text utilising the context (a common situation resulting in slot translations). At
other times, he will simply omit what does not fit the context or shift (e.g., person) to make

sense of the context.

5.5.3.1 Slot translations

At times, the translator does not know the meaning of a Hebrew word and utilises the

context to help him with its rendering. | refer to these as slot translations.®* For example, N’?a

“to be removed,” which occurs in 4.7 is a hapax legomenon and the translator likely did not

know its meaning. The translator rendered it anwbéw “to reject” yet this word typically

renders ORR “to reject,” Mar “to reject” or Woi “to forsake.” This shift likely represents a slot

translation based upon the use of anw0éw “to reject” in 4.6.

Another example occurs in 2.10 (Greek rendering in 2.11), where Y71 “to be

grievous” is rendered xatedioydnte “you were pursued” likely based on the translator’s

understanding of the following verb ?[‘_7,3 “to go,” which was rendered dbkw “to pursue.”

51 The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was apparently not understood) reflected by slot translations
in Micahare 1.4, 9, 11, 13; 2.6 (3x), 8, 10, 12 (2x); 3.12; 4.6, 7 (2x), 10; 5.6 [Gk 5.7]; 6.2, 8, 10; 7.19.
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This is supported by the rare occurrence of 1 “to be grievous” in the MT and the fact that

each of the four times it occurs, it is rendered differently (1 Kgs 2.8 — 65vvnpog “with grief”;

Job 6.25 — padrog “worthless”; Job 16.3 — mapevoyréom “cause difficulty [for]”).

One more example will suffice. In 7.19, Wa2* *he will tread” is rendered xatodvoet

“he will cause to sink.” This situation is the reverse of that in 2.10. In 2.10, the Hebrew word
is rare and is rendered differently in each context; in 7.19, the Greek word xatadvm “cause to
sink” is rare®? and renders a different Hebrew word each time it is used. Still the translator

uses context (the following line “casting sins into the depths of the sea”) to render it.

5.5.3.2 Omissions

At times, the translator will omit what he does not understand.>® For example, in 2.7,

the interrogative pronoun on a¥p7 “is it short” does not fit his understanding of the verse.

Instead of the second stich involving a question about the spirit of the LORD growing
impatient, the translator understood it as a statement that the house of Jacob has provoked the

spirit of the Lord to anger (see further explanation in 84.3.7c).

Another example occurs at 1.11. There the translator has rendered ='2W nawy

nwa-nMw “inhabitant of Shaphir, in nakedness and shame” as katowoboa kaldg Tag TOAELG

avtic “she inhabits her cities well.” As a result of the mistakes in this rendering (as explained

in §84.2.11b-d), nwa “shame” does not fit and is, therefore, omitted.>

52 1t occurs in the LXX only four times and each time it renders a different Hebrew word (occurrences

outside Micah: Exod 15.5 — 77 “to go down”; Jer 51.64 — YPW “to sink”; Amos 9.3 — 70D “to hide”).

%3 The non-obligatory shifts (when the text was apparently not understood) resulting in omissions in
Micah are 1.11; 2.7; 5.3 [Gk 5.4].

% Other reasons for omitting content are unintentional mistakes and intentional omissions for
interpretive, ideological or theological reasons.
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5.6 Summary

It is not enough simply to identify translation shifts; they must be organised and
categorised in order to discern translation patterns (operational norms). Patterns discerned
throughout a corpus are extremely valuable for explaining individual translation shifts.
Discovering the translation patterns in LXX-Micah was the primary purpose of this chapter.

These patterns emerged through the categorisation of the data from chapter 4. The
first table (85.2) details the verbal correspondences between the Hebrew and Greek verbs.
The second table (85.3) presents the morphological, lexical and syntactical shifts throughout
LXX-Micah. In addition to findings related to traditional textual criticism (i.e., scribal errors
and differences due to a variant Hebrew Vorlage) (85.4), | note the obligatory shifts
motivated by target language linguistic constraints (85.5.1). I also describe two types of non-
obligatory shifts introduced when the translator apparently did not understand the Hebrew
text (85.5.3).

In 85.5.2, | present the non-obligatory shifts influenced by the translator’s style, desire
for clarity, theology and ideology. In terms of style, | found that the translator preferred to
vary his lexical choices and smooth the syntax. In order to present a clear and unambiguous
text, he utilised explicitisation, concretisation, harmonisation and interpretation. He also
introduced changes that reflected his own theology. Through several shifts from singular
“evil” to plural “evil deeds” the translator suggests that the sins of the Israelites were
numerous and great to have warranted the punishment they endured. Similarly, they alone
were culpable for their sins and God was justified in punishing them. Other shifts seem to
indicate that God did not save them because they did not turn to him in prayer and they did
not fear him. Ideologically, shifts occurred primarily through the technique of historicising.
The translator effectively distinguished the Israelites of the past that had brought upon

themselves the exile from the diaspora Jews living in the 3 or 2" century B.C.E. Alexandria.
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However, through two other shifts the translator included the post-exilic Jewish diaspora in
God’s threats of future judgment.

In chapter 6, 1 will summarise the preceding chapters and provide concluding remarks
on the character of LXX-Micah as unique work of literarure in the target culture. I will also
discuss the ways the translator has intervened in the text to communicate with his target

audience.
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Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions

6.1 Introduction

“The fundamental requisite of an ideal translation is complete independence of
expression coupled with absolute dependence of idea” (Rife 1933, 245). The reality is that an
ideal translation does not exist. “Translations are never perfect; something is always left out,
hidden, covered up” (Gentzler 2008, 2). This is what makes their analyses interesting and
complex.

The complexity of LXX-Micah is addressed in this study as it employs proven text
critical approaches as well as the most recent advances in translation theory. The goal was to
describe LXX-Micah through understanding the purposeful, idiosyncratic shifts introduced
by the translator. The theoretical framework for this study is the recognition that translations
exist within a cultural and literary polysystem where the translator affects change in the
polysystem and the polysystem exerts some control over translation norms. This study
utilises Chesterman’s causal model (2000) because it incorporates the strengths of both the
comparative and process models of translation. The causal model accounts for three
important aspects of the translation: the preliminary norms (causal conditions), translated text

and translation effects (target culture reception).

6.2 Summary
6.2.1 Chapter1

In chapter 1, I discuss the difficulty with assigning labels to works of translation. The
problem lies in determining what constitutes translation equivalence. Much progress has been

made to understand translation in terms of a particular skopos, or the communicative function
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of the translation. Additionally, if we understand the translator as an agent of change, then we
will expect to see idiosyncratic thought reflected in his/her work.

I then describe the fields of Translation Studies and Septuagint Studies and explain
how merging the two disciplines can yield better results in the analysis of the LXX. | discuss
the importance of understanding general scribal technique/error but also acknowledge the
potential for translators to make adjustments based on their unique perspectives or purposes
in producing the translations.

Next | discuss the methodology | employed to analyse LXX-Micah. | used the causal
model within DTS, which incorporates both the comparative and process models. The causal
model accounts for three important aspects of the translation: the preliminary norms (causal
conditions), translated text and translation effects (target culture receptance).

Finally, I explain why I chose to analyse LXX-Micah instead of perhaps the entire
Twelve Prophets or another book in the LXX corpus. | ended the chapter with a description

of the organisation of my study.

6.2.2 Chapter 2

In chapter 2, | survey three scholars that specifically focus on LXX-Micah—Taylor
(1890), Schwantes (1965) and Magary (1995). While they are valuable from a text-critical
perspective, they do not describe the character of LXX-Micah nor the ideology of its
translator. | then provide a chronological overview of the studies which address translation
technique in the Latter Prophets. Some of these have methodological problems; others, are
too selective with either data or the scope of their investigations. Many of these studies,
including those by and Dines (1991), Palmer (2006), Van der Louw (2007), Glenny (2009),
O’Hare (2010) and Tully (2012) help advance our understanding of the Tendenz of LXX

translators.
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6.2.3 Chapter 3

Chapter 3 provides the theoretical and methodological framework for my description
of LXX-Micah. The theoretical framework for this study is the recognition that translations
exist within a cultural and literary polysystem where the translator affects change in the
polysystem and the polysystem exerts some control over translation norms. Based on this
theoretical framework, Descriptive Translation Studies scholars have developed three
primary translation models—comparative, process and causal. Of these, Chesterman’s causal
model (2000) was chosen for this study because it incorporates the strengths of both
comparative and process models. The causal model addresses three critical aspects of
translation: preliminary norms (causal conditions), translated text and translation effects
(target culture reception).

I considered the preliminary norm that emerged from the influence of the Book of
Aristeas, which served to infuse the LXX with authority and validity. As a result, the LXX-
Micah possessed these qualities simply because it was a part of the LXX corpus.
Additionally, the Book of Aristeas functioned as a metatext for the translations subsequent to
LXX-Torah. This metatext, on some level, guided the translation process of LXX-Micah.
Also in chapter 3, | described the high level of acceptance of the LXX within Judaism in the

2191t centuries B.C.E. and early Christianity in the 1%-2"9 centuries C.E.

6.2.4 Chapter 4

Chapter 4 presents the raw data for this study. It involves a verse-by-verse comparison
of MT and LXX-Micah. Each translation shift is documented as a coupled-pair and
explained. Septuagint Studies and textual criticism provided the tools necessary to explain
differences due to orthographic errors or the linguistic incompetancy of the translator as well

as differences due to a Hebrew Vorlage which was different than the MT. The other
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differences described in this chapter involve apparently purposeful translation shifts. There
are shifts in verbal conjugation, morphological shifts (in person, number, and voice),

semantic shifts, and syntactic shifts (in word order, class shifts, pluses and minuses).

6.2.5 Chapter5

In chapter 5, | categorised the data from chapter 4 to draw out the tendencies of the
translator as discerned by the translation patterns. There are two tables presented at the
beginning of this chapter. The first table (85.2) details the correlation of each Hebrew
conjugation with its respective mood and tense in Greek. The second table (85.3) presents the
morphological, lexical and syntactical shifts throughout LXX-Micah.

In addition to findings related to traditional textual criticism (i.e., scribal errors and
differences due to a variant Hebrew Vorlage), | note the obligatory shifts motivated by target
language linguistic constraints (85.5.1). | also describe two types of non-obligatory shifts
introduced when the translator apparently did not understand the Hebrew text (85.5.3).

In 85.5.2, | present the non-obligatory shifts (when the translator apparently
understood the Hebrew text) influenced by the translator’s style, concern for message clarity,
theology and ideology. In terms of style, | found that the translator preferred to vary his
lexical choices and smooth the syntax. In order to present a clear and unambiguous text, he
utilised explicitisation, concretisation, harmonisation and interpretation. He also took
advantage of opportunities to infuse into the translated text his own theology and ideology. In
86.3 below | will highlight the more significant findings regarding the style, concern for

message clarity, theology and ideology of LXX-Micah’s translator.
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6.3  Conclusions
6.3.1 Style

Though good style was not the most important operational norm for the translator,
lexical variation demonstrates this norm. Lexical variation is illustrated in instances both
where the translator renders the same Hebrew word differently (e.g., 1.14; 2.6, 12) and where
the translator deletes a word because his Greek lexicon does contain another option (6.15).
The other stylistic shift was motivated by the goal of creating a target Greek text that was
easy to read. In three instances, the translator has adjusted the syntax (smoothed it), not
because there was no corresponding Greek syntax, but in order to make the Greek more

readable (1.3, 1.9; 7.12).

6.3.2 Clarity

A high priority for the translator was to make the message of Micah clear for his
target audience. This was especially true in instances where the text is ambiguous
(explicitisation — e.g., 2.4, 9; 4.10; 6.1) or metaphorical (concretisation — e.g., 1.5; 2.13; 5.11
[Gk 5.12]; 7.15). It was also true when the Hebrew text was clear but the translator wanted to
harmonise his present context with something similar in that verse or elsewhere in Micah
(e.g., 1.7; 4.6). When the message of the Hebrew text differed from the translator’s
understanding, he often made adjustments. When these adjustments were not motivated by a

theological or ideological agenda, they are interpretive shifts (e.g., 4.8, 11, 13).

6.3.3 Theology
A picture of the translator’s idiosyncratic theology (though not completely developed
or consistent) emerges from the shifts he introduced in the translated text. These are instances

where he intervenes to infuse a theology that is unique but that likely reflects his historical
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milieu. Most of the translator’s theological interventions occurred where the syntax is
difficult, where the vocabulary is rare, or where letters can be interchanged with
orthographically similar consonants. In other words, the translator often capitalised on
ambiguous contexts to infuse his ideas.

The translator’s theology reflects a high view of God and a critical perspective toward
those Israelites who caused the exile. His high view of God can be seen in how he protected
his target audience from misinterpreting certain aspects of God. For instance, in 1.8, he made
sure they will not think God is going about naked and barefoot mourning. In 6.14, he also
attempted to shield them from viewing God as one who inflicts harsh punishment on his
people like handing them over to the sword. In 4.6, it seems that the translator wanted his
audience to believe that God did not directly injure his people; he merely rejected them. In
4.10, the translator sought to build up his audience’s view of God by making it clear that it
was the Lord who rescued his people from exile and that that Lord was their God.

The translator also infused the translation with his critique of the Israelites whose sin
resulted in exile. Through shifting words about sin from singular to plural (e.g., 1.12; 2.1;
4.9), he highlighted the grievous nature and abundance of their sins, making it clear that they
alone were culpable and God was justified in punishing them. Similarly, he shifted words of
judgment from singular to plural to illuminate the extent of their punishment (e.g., 6.16; 7.4).
Other shifts seem to indicate that God did not save them because of their failure to turn to

him in prayer (e.g., 2.1) or fear him (e.g., 6.9).

6.3.4 Ideology
Ideologically, shifts occurred primarily through the technique of historicising. The
translator demonstrated a clear desire to update the text to reflect his contemporary historical

setting of the 3" or 2" century B.C.E. Alexandria. He intended to place a separaton between
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the sins of Micah’s original audience that led to their exile and the historical context of the
post-exilic diaspora Jews (e.g., 2.1, 2, 4, 7, 8; 3.5, 11; 4.9). He also wanted to make it clear
that the judgment incurred by the pre-exilic Israelites had already taken place (e.g., 2.1, 2, 4,
10; 4.9). Yet, he made sure to warn his target audience that they should heed their own

actions lest they receive the same judgment (3.1, 9).

6.4 Future perspectives

This study makes unique contributions to Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies.
For Septuagint Studies, my results demonstrate the value of considering preliminary norms
and translation effects for the overall assessment of any work of translation. Additionally, |
show why it is critical to utilise translation patterns (operational norms) for the evaluation of
each and every translation shift. Discerning these operational norms involves first evaluating
the shifts and categorising them but then re-evaluating the shifts based on the operational
norms (feedback process). My analysis also illustrates viable alternatives to explaining
differences through positing a divergent Hebrew Vorlage.

For the field of Translation Studies, this study attempts to demonstrate the fruitful
tools of textual criticism and Septuagint Studies. It illustrates how important it is to consider
scribal tendencies when analysing ancient translations that have a long history of
transcription and transmission. Orthographical and phonological factors led to the confusion
of letters as well as the omission or duplication of letters, words and phrases. Also, because
the translators, transcribers and transmitters were human, they made other mistakes due to
their lexical and grammatical deficiencies.

The intent of this study was to contribute to our understanding of the tendencies of
LXX-Micah’s translator. However, it was a study in only a portion of LXX-Twelve Prophets,

which is only a portion of the entire LXX corpus. Research on Greek Hosea, Habakkuk and
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Haggai, for instance, will likely produce valuable data. Behind each of these books stands a
different historical milieu for the original prophecies in the Hebrew text. Perhaps the different
historical settings in the Hebrew motivated different translation approaches. Hopefully
Translation Studies scholars will analyse other books in the LXX with respect to their
translational patterns in order to add to the overall picture of this rich and diverse work of

translation.



306

Works cited

Aejmelaeus, Anneli. 1993a. Participium coniunctum as a criterion of translation technique.
In On the trail of the Septuagint translators, ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus, 7-16. Kampen,

the Netherlands: Kok Pharos Publising House.

. 1993Db. Septuagint translation techniques — a solution to the problem of the
Tabernacle Account. In On the trail of the Septuagint translators, ed. Anneli

Aejmelaeus, 116-130. Kampen, the Netherlands: Kok Pharos Publising House.

. 1993c. The significance of clause connectors in the syntactical and translation-
technical study of the Septuagint. In On the trail of the Septuagint translators, ed.

Anneli Aejmelaeus, 49-64. Kampen, the Netherlands: Kok Pharos Publising House.

. 1993d. What can we know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint? In On the
trail of the Septuagint translators, ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus, 77-115. Kampen, the
Netherlands: Kok Pharos Publising House.

Albright, William F. 1957. The high place in ancient Palestine. In Volume du Congres,

Strasbourg, 1956. VTSup 4:242-58.

. 1993c. What can we know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint? In

On the trail of the Septuagint translators, ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus, 77-115. Kampen,

the Netherlands: Kok Pharos Publising House.

Alter, Robert. 1996. The pleasures of reading in an ideological age. New York: Norton.

Andersen, Francis I. and David Noel Freedman. 2000. Micah: A new translation with
introduction and commentary. The Anchor Yale Bible 24. New York: Doubleday.

Arietti, James A. 1972. A study in the Septuagint of the book of Amos. Ph.D. diss., Stanford

University.

Ausloos, Hans. 2012. Judges 3:12-30: An analysis of the Greek rendering of



307

Hebrew wordplay. In Text-critical and hermeneutical studies in the Septuagint, eds.

Johann Cook and Hermann-Josef Stipp, 53-68. Leiden: Brill.

. 2014. Mal 3:22-24 (4:1-6) in the Hebrew and Greek: Some remarks

concerning its function in the canon. In In the footsteps of Sherlock Holmes: Studies

in the biblical text in honour of Anneli Aejmelaeus eds. Kristin de Troyer, T. Michael

Law and Marketta Liljestrom, 479-491. Leuven: Peeters.

Ausloos, Hans and Benedicte Lemmelijn. 2010. Content-related criteria in characterising the
LXX translation technique. In Die Septuaginta — Texte, Theologien, Einfllsse, eds.
Wolfgang Kraus, Martin Karrer and Martin Meiser, 357-376. Tubingen: Mohr
Siebeck.

Baker, Mona. 1998a. Norms. In Routledge encyclopedia of translation studies, ed. Mona

Baker, 163-70. London: Routledge.

. 1998b. Translation studies. In Routledge encyclopedia of translation studies, ed.

Mona Baker, 277-86. London: Routledge.

. 2006. Translation and conflict: a narrative account. London: Routledge.

Bakker, Matthijs, Cees Koster, and Kitty van Leuven-Zwart. 1998. Shifts of translation. In
Routledge encyclopedia of translation studies, ed. Mona Baker, 231-38. London:
Routledge.

Barnstone, Willis. 1993. The poetics of translation: History, theory, practice. New Haven:
London.

Barr, James. 1979. The typology of literalism in ancient biblical translations. Mitteilungen
Des Septuaginta-Unternehmens 15. Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Bassnett, Susan and André Lefevere. 1990. Translation: Its geneology in the west. In

Translation, history, and culture, eds. Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere, 14-28.

London: Pinter Publishers.



308

Beck, John A. 2000. Translators as storytellers: A study in Septuagint translation
technique. New York: Peter Lang Publishing, Inc.

Bertram, Georg. 1936. Das Problem der Umschrift und die religionsgeschichtliche
Erforschung der Septuaginta. BZAW 66: 97-1009.

Bock, Darrell L. 1999. Use of the Old Testament in the New. In Foundations for biblical
interpretation, ed. David S. Dockery, Kenneth A. Mathews, and Robert Sloan, 97-
114. Nashville, Tennessee: Broadman & Holman Publishers.

Brotzman, Ellis R. 1994. Old Testament textual criticism: A practical introduction. Grand
Rapids: Baker.

Catford, J. C. 1965. A linguistic theory of translation: An essay in applied linguistics. Oxford:
Oxford University.

Chesterman, Andrew. 1998. Causes, Translations, Effects. Target 10(2): 201-230.

. 2000. A causal model for Translation Studies. In Intercultural

faultlines: Research models in Translation Studies 1 — Textual and cognitive aspects,
ed. Maeve Olohan, 15-27. Manchester, UK: St. Jerome.

Cook, Johann. 2005. “Theological/ideological” Tendenz in the Septuagint — LXX Proverbs: A
case study. In Interpreting translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in honour of
Johan Lust, eds. F. Garcia Martinez and M. Vervenne, 65-79. Leuven: Peeters.

. 2009. On the role of external traditions in the Septuagint. In Septuagint and

reception: Essays prepared for the Association for the Study of the Septuagint in
South Africa, ed. Johann Cook, 17-36. Leiden: Brill.

. 2010a. Interpreting the Septuagint—exegesis, theology and/or Religionsgeschichte?

In Die Septuaginta — Texte, Theologien, Einflisse, eds. Wolfgang Kraus, Martin
Karrer and Martin Meiser, 590-606. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

. 2010b. Towards the formulation of a theology of the Septuagint. In Congress




309

Volume Ljubljana 2007, ed. André Lemaire, 621-640. Leiden: Brill.

Crisafulli, Edoardo. 2002. The quest for an eclectic methodology of translation description. In
Crosscultural transgressions: Research models in Translation Studies Il, ed. Theo
Hermans, 26-43. Manchester, UK: St. Jerome Publishing.

Day, John. 1992a. Asherah. In The Anchor Bible dictionary, ed. David Noel Freedman, 1.

483-487. New York, NY: Doubleday.

. 1992b. Ashtoreth. In The Anchor Bible dictionary, ed. David Noel Freedman, 1.

491-494. New York, NY: Doubleday.

de Saussure, F. 1966. Course in general linguistics. Translated by W. Baskin. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

de Waard, Jan. 1978. Translation techniques used by the Greek translators of Amos. Bib
59: 339-350.

Delisle, Jean and Judith Woodsworth. 1995. Translators through history. Benjamins
translation library, 13. Amsterdam: J. Benjamins.

Dines, Jennifer M. 1991. The Septuagint of Amos: A study in interpretation. Ph.D. diss.,
University of London-Heythrop College.

Dogniez, Cécile. 2002. The Greek renderings of Hebrew idiomatic expressions and their
treatment in the Septuagint lexica. Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 28/1: 1-
17.

Douglas, Alex. 2012. Limitations to writing a theology of the Septuagint, The Journal of
Septuagint and Cognate Studies 45: 104-117.

Even-Zohar, Itamar. 2010. Polysystem Theory (Revised). In Papers in culture research, 40-
50. Tel Aviv: Unit of Culture Research.

Fishbane, Michael. 1985. Lexical and explicative comments. In Biblical interpretation in

Ancient Israel, 44-65. Oxford: Clarendon.



310

Fox, Michael V. 2009. Proverbs 10-31: A new translation with introduction and commentary.
The Anchor Yale Bible 18b. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Garcia Martinez, Florentino and Eibert J.C. Tigchelaar, eds. 1997. The dead sea scrolls study
edition. 1, 1Q1 - 4Q273. Leiden: Brill.

Gelston, Anthony, ed. 2010. The Twelve Minor Prophets. Biblia Hebraica Quinta 13.
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschatft.

Gentzler, Edwin. 1993. Contemporary translation theories. London: Routledge.

. 2008. Translation and identity in the Americas: New directions in
translation theory. London: Routledge.
Glenny, W. Edward. 2007. Hebrew misreadings or free translation in the Septuagint of

Amos? In Vetus Testamentum 57(4): 524-547.

. 2009. Finding meaning in the text: Translation technique and

theology in the Septuagint of Amos. Leiden: Brill.

. 2015. Micah: A commentary based on Micah in Codex Vaticanus. Septuagint

commentary. Leiden: Brill.

Gruen, Erich S. 2008. The Letter of Aristeas and the cultural context of the Septuagint. In Die
Septuaginta: Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten, wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum
Neuen Testament 219, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus, 134-156. Tibingen:
Mohr Siebeck.

Hadas, Moses. 1973. Aristeas to Philocrates. New York: KTAV.

Hatim, Basil, and Jeremy Munday. 2004. Translation: An advanced resource book.
Routledge Applied Linguistics. London: Routledge.

Heltai, Pal. 2005. Explicitation, redundancy, ellipsis and translation. In New Trends in

Translation Studies. In Honour of Kinga Klaudy, ed. Krisztina Karoly and Agata

Foris, 45-73. Budapest: Akademia Kiado.



311

Hengel, Martin. 2002. LXX as Christian Scripture: Its prehistory and the problem of its
canon. Translated by Mark E. Biddle. Edinburgh: T&T Clark.

Hermans, Theo. 1985. Translation studies and a new paradigm. In The manipulation of
literature: Studies in literary translation, ed. Theo Hermans, 7-15. London: Croom
Helm.

Hillers, Delbert R. 1984. Micah: A commentary on the book of the prophet Micah.
Hermeneia. Philadelphia: Fortress Press.

Holmes, James S. 1988. Translated! Papers on literary translation and translation studies,
approaches to translation studies. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Holmstedt, Robert D. 2002. The relative clause in biblical Hebrew: A linguistic analysis.
Ph.D. diss., University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Horgan, Maurya P. 2002. Micah Pesher 1. In The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek texts with English translations, ed. James H. Charlesworth et al. Tibingen:
Mohr Siebeck.

Howard, George E. 2007. “The Twelve Prophets: To the reader.” In A new English
translation of the Septuagint, eds. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, 777-
781. New York: Oxford University Press.

Jakobson, Roman. 2004. On linguistic aspects of translation. In The translation studies
reader, ed. Lawrence Venuti, 138-43. 2" ed. New York: Routledge. Originally
published in R. A. Brower, ed., On translation, 232-239 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1959).

Joosten, Jan. 2000. Une théologie de la Septante?: Réflexions méthodologiques sur
I’interprétation de la version grecque, Revue de théologie et de philosophie 132: 31-

46.

. 2005. A septuagintal translation technique in the minor prophets. In Interpreting



312

translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in honour of Johan Lust, 217-223.

Leuven: Peeters.

. 2012. On Aramaizing renderings in the Septuagint. In Collected essays on the
Septuagint: From language to interpretation and beyond, 53-66. Tubingen: Mohr
Siebeck.

Gesenius, Friedrich Wilhelm. 1910. Gesenius’ Hebrew grammar, ed. Emil Kautzsch. Tran.
Arthur Ernest Cowley. 2nd ed. Oxford: Clarendon.

Kittel, Rudolf, Karl Elliger, and Wilhelm Rudolph. 1967. Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia.
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschatft.

Koller, W. 1989. Equivalence in translation theory. In Readings in translation theory.
Translated by Andrew Chesterman, 99-104. Helsinki: Oy Finn Lectura Ab.

Kraus, Wolfgang and Martin Karrer. 2009. Septuaginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte
Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft.

Labahn, Antje. 2005. Wild animals and chasing shadows: Animal metaphors in lamentations
as indications for individual threat. In Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible, ed. P. van
Hecke, 67-97. Leuven: Leuven University Press.

Lefevere, André. 1992. Translation, rewriting, and the manipulation of literary fame.
London: Routledge.

Lust, Johan, Erik Eynikel and Katrin Hauspie, eds. 2003. Greek-English lexicon of the
Septuagint. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft.

Magary, Dennis R. 1995. Translation technique in the Peshitta of the book of Micah. Ph.D.
diss., University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Marcos, Natalio Ferndndez. 2000. The Septuagint in context: Introduction to the Greek
version of the Bible. Leiden: Brill.

McLay, R. Timothy. 2003. The use of the Septuagint in New Testament research. Grand



313

Rapids: Eerdmans.

. 2010. Why not a theology of the Septuagint? In Die Septuaginta — Texte,
Theologien, Einfllsse, eds. Wolfgang Kraus, Martin Karrer and Martin Meiser, 607-
620. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Milik, Jozef T. 1961. Rouleau des Douze Prophetes (Pl. LvI-LxXl11), In Discoveries in the

Judaean Desert I1: Les grottes de Murabba ét, eds. Pierre Benoit, Jozef T. Milik and

Roland de Vaux, 181-205. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Miller, Cynthia. 2005. Ellipsis involving negation in biblical poetry. In Seeking out the
wisdom of the ancients: Essays offered to honor Michael V. Fox on the occasion of his
sixty-fifth birthday, eds. Ronald Troxel, Kevin Friebel and Dennis Magary, 37-52.

Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns.

. 2010a. Definiteness and the vocative in Biblical Hebrew. Journal of North-west

Semitic Languages 36/1: 43-64.

. 2010b. Vocative syntax in Biblical Hebrew prose and poetry: A preliminary
analysis. Journal of Semitic Studies 55: 347-364.
Munday, Jeremy. 2008. Introducing translation studies: Theories and applications. 2nd ed.

New York, NY: Routledge.

. 2012a. Evaluation in translation: Critical points of translator decision-making.

London: Routledge.

. 2012b. Introducing translation studies: Theories and applications. London:
Routledge.

Muraoka, Takamitsu. 1973. Literary device in the Septuagint. Textus 8: 20-30.

. 1989. In defence of the unity of the Septuagint Minor Prophets. In Annual of the

Japanese Biblical Institute 15: 25-36.



314

. 2003. A Greek-English lexicon of the Septuagint: Chiefly of the Pentateuch and the
Twelve Prophets. Louvain: Peeters Publishers.
Naude, J. A. 1999. A descriptive translation analysis of the Schocken Bible. Old Testament

Essays 12/1: 73-93.

. 2009. The role of metatexts in the translation of sacred texts: The case of the book of
Avristeas and the Septuagint. In Septuagint and reception: Essays prepared for the
Association for the Study of the Septuagint in South Africa, ed. Johann Cook, 281-97.

Leiden: Brill.

. 2011. From submissiveness to agency: An overview of developments in translation
studies and some implications for language practice in Africa. In Southern African
linguistics and applied language studies 29(3): 223-241.

Nida, Eugene. 1969. Science of Translation. Language 45(3): 483-498

. 2003. Toward a science of translating: With special reference to principles and

procedures involved in Bible translating. Leiden: Brill.

Nord, Christiane. 1997. Translating as a purposeful activity: Functionalist approaches
explained. Manchester, UK: St Jerome Publishing.

O’Hare, Daniel M. 2010. ““Have you seen, son of man?”” A study in the translation and
Vorlage of LXX Ezekiel 40-48. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature.

Oloffson, Staffan. 1990. The LXX version: A guide to the translation technique of the
Septuagint. Coniectanea Biblica Old Testament Series 30. Stockholm: Almqvist &

Wiksell International.

. 2009. Translation technique and theological exegesis: Collected essays on
the Septuagint version. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns.
Palmer, James K. 2006. ‘Not made with tracing paper’: Studies in the Septuagint of

Zechariah. Abstract of Ph.D. diss. Tyndale Bulletin. 57.2: 317-320.



315

Peters, Melvin K. H. 1992. Septuagint. In The Anchor Bible dictionary, ed. David Noel
Freedman. 5, 1093-1104. New York, NY: Doubleday.

Phelan, Thomas W. 1982. Translation techniques of the Greek Minor Prophets. Ph.D. diss.,
Bob Jones University.

Pietersma, Albert. 2006. LXX and DTS: A new Archimedean point for Septuagint Studies?
BIOSCS 39: 1-11.

Pym, Anthony. 2008. On Toury’s laws of how translators translate. In Beyond descriptive
translation studies: Investigations in homage to Gideon Toury, ed. Anthony Pym,
Miriam Shlesinger, and Daniel Simeoni, 311-28. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Rabin, Chaim. 1968. The translation process and the character of the Septuagint. Textus 6: 1-
26.

Rahlfs, Alfred. 2006. Septuaginta. Revised by Robert Hanhart. Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschatft.

Reiss, Katharina and Hans Vermeer. 1984. Grundlegung einer allgemeinen
Translationstheorie. Tubingen: Niemeyer.

Renaud, B. 1977. La formation du livre de Michée: Tradition et actualization. Paris: Gabalda.

Rife, Merle J. 1933. The mechanics of translation Greek. JBL 52 (4): 244-252.

Robinson, Theodore H. 1964. Die zwolf kleinen Propheten. Hosea bis Micha. Handbuch zum
Alten Testament, 14. Tubingen: J. C. Mohr (Paul Siebeck).

Rdésel, Martin. 2006. Towards a “Theology of the Septuagint.” In Septuagint research: Issues
and challenges in the study of the Greek Jewish scriptures, eds. Wolfgang Kraus and
R. Glenn Wooden, 239-252. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature.

Ryssel, Victor. 1887. Untersuchungen uber die Textgestalt und die Echtheit des Buches
Micha:Ein kritischer Commentar zu Micha. Leipzig: S. Hirzel.

Sailhamer, John H. 1981. The translational technique of the Greek Septuagint for the Hebrew



316

verbs and participles in Psalms 3-41. Ph.D. diss., University of California-Los
Angeles.

Schart, Aaron. 2011. Dodekapropheton das zwdlfprophetenbuch. In Septuaginta Deutsch:
Erlauterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testament. Eds. Martin
Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft.

Schwantes, Siegfried J. 1962. A critical study of the text of Micah. Ph.D. diss., Johns
Hopkins University, Boston.

Silva, Moisés. 1993. The OT in Paul. In Dictionary of Paul and his letters, eds. Gerald F.
Hawthorne and Ralph P. Martin, 630-642. Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press.

Smith, Ralph L. 1984. Micah-Malachi. Word Biblical Commentary. 32. Waco, Texas: Word
Books.

Sommer, Benjamin D. 1998. A prophet reads scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40-66. Stanford:
Stanford University Press.

Steyn, Gert. 2009. Quotations from the minor prophets in Hebrews. In Septuagint and
reception: Essays prepared for the Association for the study of the Septuagint in
South Africa, ed. Johann Cook, 119-140. Leiden: Brill.

Sysling, Harry. 2007. Translation techniques in the ancient Bible translations: Septuagint and
Targum. In A history of Bible translation, ed. Philip Noss, 279-305. Rome: Edizioni
di Storia e Letteratura.

Taylor, John. 1890. The Massoretic text and the ancient versions of the book of Micah.
London: Williams and Norgate.

Thackeray, H. St. J. 1903a. The Greek translators of Jeremiah. Journal of Theological

Studies 1V: 245-266.

. 1903b. The Greek translators of Ezekiel. Journal of Theological Studies 1V:

398-411.



317

. 1903c. The Greek translators of the prophetical books. Journal of Theological

Studies I1V: 578-585.

. 1909. A grammar of the Old Testament in Greek: According to the

Septuagint. Cambridge: University Press.

Theocharous, Myrto. 2012. Lexical dependence and intertextual allusion in the Septuagint of
the Twelve Prophets: Studies in Hosea, Amos and Micah. New York: Bloomsbury.

Toury, Gideon. 1980. In search of a theory of translation. Tel Aviv: Porter Institute.

. 1991. What are descriptive studies into translation likely to yield apart from
isolated descriptions? In translation studies: The state of the art, ed. Kitty M. van
Leuven-Zwart, Antonius Bernardus, and Maria Naaijkens, 179-192. Amsterdam:

Rodopi.

. 1995. Descriptive translation studies and beyond. Benjamins translation

library. 4. Amsterdam: J. Benjamins.

Tov, Emanuel. 1984. Did the Septuagint translators always understand their Hebrew text? In
De Septuaginta: Studies in honour of John William Wevers on his sixty-fifth birthday,

ed. Albert Pietersma and Claude Cox, 53-70. Ontario: Benben Publications.

. 1986. Background of the Greek-Hebrew alignment. In Computer
Assisted Tools for Septuagint Studies (CATSS). 1: Ruth, ed. J. R. Abercrombie, W.

Adler, R. A. Kraft, and Emanuel Tov. 37-51. Atlanta: Scholars Press.

. 1997. The text-critical use of the Septuagint in biblical research. 2nd ed.

Jerusalem: Simor Ltd.

. 2003 (reprint). Discoveries in the Judaean Desert VIII: The Greek Minor Prophets

scroll from Najal Hever (8 HevXllgr). Oxford: Clarendon Press.

. 2012. Textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. 3 ed. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

Troxel, Ronald. 2008. LXX-Isaiah as translation and interpretation: The strategies of the



318

translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah. Leiden: Brill.

Tully, Eric J. 2012. The translation and the translator of the Peshitta of Hosea. Ph.D. diss.,
University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Tymoczko, Maria. 2007. Enlarging translation, empowering translators. Manchester, UK:
St. Jerome Publishing.

Ulrich, Eugene, ed. 2013. The biblical Qumran scrolls. 2: Isaiah-Twelve Minor Prophets.
Leiden: Brill.

Van der Kooij, A. 1986. Accident or method? On “analogical” interpretation in the Old

Greek of Isaiah and in 1QIs?, Bibliotheca Orientalis XLIII 3/4: 368-370.

. 2012. The Septuagint of Isaiah. In Law, prophets, and wisdom: On the provenance
of translators and their books in the Septuagint version, eds. Johann Cook and Arie
van der Kooij, 63-85. Leuven: Peeters.

. 2014. To settle and to dwell: On lexical variation in the Old Greek of Isaiah. In In

the footsteps of Sherlock Holmes: Studies in the biblical text in honour of Anneli
Aejmelaeus, eds. Kristin de Troyer, T. Michael Law and Marketta Liljestrom, 217-
228. Leuven: Peeters.

Van der Louw, Theo A. W. 2007. Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an interaction
of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies. Leuven: Peeters.

Venuti, Lawrence. 2000. Translation, community, utopia. In The Translation studies reader,
ed. Lawrence Venuti, 468-88. 1% ed. London: Routledge.

Vermeer, Hans J. 1992. Skizzen zu einer Geschichte der Translation, Bd. 1. Anfange — Von
Mesopotamien bis Griechenland, Rom und das frihe Christentum bis Hieronymus.
Frankfurt: Verlag fur Interkulturelle Kommunikation.

Vinay, Jean-Paul, and Jean Darbelnet. 1995. Comparative stylistics of French and English: A



319

methodology for translation. Translated by Juan C. Sager and M.-J. Hamel.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Wade, Martha Lynn. 2003. Consistency of translation techniques in the tabernacle accounts
of Exodus in the Old Greek. Leiden: Brill.

Wagner, J. Ross. 2014. Reading the sealed book: Old Greek Isaiah and the problem of
Septuagint hermeneutics. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Waltke, Bruce K. 1999. Old Testament textual criticism. In Foundations for biblical
interpretation, eds. David S. Dockery, Kenneth A. Mathews, and Robert B. Sloan,
156-186. Nashville: Broadman and Holman Publishers.

Waltke, Bruce K. and Michael Patrick O'Connor 1990. An introduction to Biblical
Hebrew syntax. Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

Wasserstein, Abraham and David Wasserstein. 2006. The legend of the Septuagint: From
classical antiquity to today. Cambridge: University Press.

Wellhausen, J. 1963 (reprint). Die kleinen Propheten. Ubersetz und Erklart. Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter & Co.

Wendland, Ernst. 2008. Contextual frames of reference in translation: A coursebook for
Bible translators and teachers. Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing.

Wevers, John W. 1985. An apologia for Septuagint studies. Bulletin of the International

Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 18: 16-38.

. 1996. The interpretive character and significance of the Septuagint version. In
Hebrew Bible. Old Testament: The history of its interpretation, ed. Magne Szbg, 84-
107. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Wilt, Timothy. 2003. Translation and communication. In Bible translation: Frames of
reference, ed. Timothy Wilt, 27-80. Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing.

Wolff, Hans Walter. 1990. Micah: A commentary. Translated by Gary Stansell. Continental



320

Commentaries. Minneapolis: Augsburg.

Wright 111, Benjamin G. 2008. Transcribing, translating, and interpreting in the Letter of
Aristeas: On the nature of the Septuagint. Scripture in transition: Essays on
Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo, eds.
Anssi Voitila and Jutta Jokiranta, 147-161. Brill: Leiden.

Wirthwein, Ernst. 1994. The text of the Old Testament. Translated by Erroll F. Rhodes.
Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans.

Ziegler, Joseph. ed. 1984. Duodecim Prophetae. 3d rev. ed. Septuaginta XI111. Gottingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.



321

Abstract

This study combines the strengths of both Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies
to describe Septuagint Micah. It employs rigorous text critical tools and methods to assess
translation errors that resulted from the translator’s insufficient grammatical/lexical
knowledge or from orthographical/phonological mistakes. At times, it concludes that the
translator’s Hebrew Vorlage differed from the MT.

An important advance in this study involves the use of the most recent advances in
translation theory to determine purposeful, idiosyncratic shifts introduced by the translator.
The theoretical framework for this study is the recognition that translations exist within a
cultural and literary polysystem where the translator affects change in the polysystem and the
polysystem exerts some control over translation norms. Based on this theoretical framework,
Descriptive Translation Studies scholars have developed three primary translation models—
comparative, process and causal. Of these, Chesterman’s causal model was chosen for this
study because it incorporates the strengths of both comparative and process models. The
causal model accounts for three important aspects of the translation: the preliminary norms
(causal conditions), translated text and translation effects (target culture reception).

The translated text provides the core material of investigation, in which every
coupled-pair (i.e., the source text phrase and the translation of it) is analysed thoroughly to
discern and describe translation shifts. Through categorising these shifts, translation
tendencies and patterns emerged. These reflect the translator’s operational norms, which are
either obligatory (linguistically constrained) or non-obligatory (translation choices).

Among the most important non-obligatory operational norms involve the translator’s
style, concern for message clarity, theology and ideology. His preferred style led him to
provide lexical variation and smooth syntax. Because he valued clarity in the translated text,
he employed techniques of explicitisation, concretisation (rarely metaphorisation),
harmonisation and interpretation. He introduced changes that reflected his own theology. For
instance, through several shifts from singular “evil” to plural “evil deeds” the translator
suggests that the sins of the Israelites were numerous and great to have warranted the
punishment they endured. Similarly, they alone were culpable for their sins and God was
justified in punishing them. Other shifts seem to indicate that God did not save them because
they did not turn to him in prayer and they did not fear him. ldeologically, shifts occurred
primarily through the technique of historicising. The translator effectively distinguished the
Israelites of the past (who had brought upon themselves the exile) from the diaspora Jews
living in the 3™ or 2" century B.C.E. Alexandria who were contemporaneous with the
translator. However, through two other shifts the translator included the post-exilic Jewish
diaspora in God’s threats of future judgment. The intent of this study was to describe LXX-
Micah and reveal how its translator intervened in the text to infuse his own idiosyncratic
theological perspective. The results seem to indicate that he truly was an agent of change.
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Abstrak

Hierdie studie kombineer die sterkpunte van beide die studie van die Septuaginta en
Vertaalkunde met die doel om die Septuaginta van Miga te beskryf. Dit maak van streng
tekskritiese gereedskap en metodes gebruik om die vertaalfoute te evalueer wat ontstaan het
vanuit die vertaler se gebrekkige grammatikale en leksikale kennis as gevolg van ortografiese
en fonologiese foute in die bronteks. Daar is gevalle waar dit blyk dat die vertaler se
Hebreeuse Vorlage verskil het van die Masoretiese Teks.

Die belangrike bydrae in hierdie studie sluit die gebruik van resente ontwikkelinge in
vertaalteorie in met die doel om die doelgerigte idiosinkratese strategieé van die vertaler te
bepaal. Hierdie studie opereer met die aanname dat vertalers binne ’n kulturele en literére
polisisteem werk. Binne hierdie raamwerk affekteer vertalers verandering in die polisisteem
terwyl die polisisteem tot ’n mate beheer uitoefen oor vertaalnorme. Binne hierdie teoretiese
raamwerk het Deskriptiewe Vertaalkundiges drie primére vertaalmetodes ontwikkel--
vergelykend, prosesmatig en oorsaaklik. Hieruit is Chesterman se oorsaaklike model gekies
omdat dit die sterk punte van beide die prosesmatige en oorsaaklike modelle inkorporeer. Die
oorsaaklike metode verantwoord drie belangrike aspekte van ’n vertaling: die inleidende
norme (oorsaaklike voorwaardes), vertaalde teks en die effek van die vertaling (ontvangs
deur die teikengehoor).

Die vertaalde teks voorsien die kern van die materiaal vir die ondersoek, waarin elke
gekoppelde paar (met ander woorde ’n frase in die bronteks en die vertaling daarvan) deeglik
geanaliseer is om vertaalskuiwe te onderskei en te beskryf. Deur hierdie vertaalskuiwe te
kategoriseer kom tendense en patrone te voorskyn. Hulle reflekteer die vertaler se
operasionele norme, wat of verpligtend (linguisties afgedwing) of nie-verpligtend
(vertaalkeuses) kan wees.

Die mees belangrike nie-bindende operasionele norme sluit die vertaler se styl,
besorgdheid met die duidelikheid van die boodskap, teologie en ideologie in. Omdat hy
waarde heg aan duidelikheid in die teks, maak hy gebruik van die volgende tegnieke:
eksplisitisering, konkretisering (selde word metafore gebruik), harmonisering en
interpretasie. Hy stel veranderinge voor wat sy eie teologie reflekteer. Byvoorbeeld, deur die
vertaalskuif tussen die enkelvoud “boos” en die meervoud “bose dade” stel die vertaler die
sondes van die Israeliete as talryk en groot voor om daardeur die straf wat hulle verduur het
te regverdig. Terselfdertyd was hulle ook verantwoordelik vir hulle sondes en God was
geregtig om hulle te straf. Ander vertaalskuiwe wil dit laat voorkom of God hulle nie gered
het nie omdat hulle nie na Hom teruggekeer het in gebed en Hom nie gevrees het nie.
Ideologies kom vertaalskuiwe primér voor deur die tegniek van verhistorisering. Die vertaler
onderskei effektiewelik tussen die Israeliete van die verlede (wie die ballingskap oor hulle
self gebring het) en die Jode van die diaspora wat in die 3de of 2de eeu v.C. in Aleksandrié
gewoon het en kontemporér met die vertaler was. Die vertaler sluit egter deur twee ander
vertaalskuiwe die na-eksiliese Joodse diaspora in God se dreigemente van toekomstige
oordeel in. Die doel van hierdie studie is om die Septuagina van Miga te beskryf en aan te
toon hoe die vertaler ingemeng het in die teks om sy eie idiosinkratiese teologiese
perspektiewe daarin te laat voorkom. Die gevolgtrekkings toon aan dat die vertaler werklik ’n
agent van verandering was.



	Modugno Thesis - front matter, ch 1
	Modugno Thesis - ch 2, 3
	Modugno Thesis - ch 4, pt1
	Modugno Thesis - ch 4, pt2
	Modugno Thesis - ch 5
	Modugno Thesis - ch 6 to end

