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Abstract

This study sets forth a new examination of the translation technique evident in Peshitta
Zechariah. The study defines translation technique as the translator’s process of decision-making
employed in the translation project. The most fundamental aspect of this translation technique is
the translator’s default method of rendering the source text into the target language. The
translator of Peshitta Zechariah segments the text at the level of the phrase, renders the
translation at the level of the word, and values the meaning a word conveys over the specific
word and form employed. The translator’s default rendering characterizes the majority of the
translation, and Peshitta Zechariah, in this regard, is largely within the tradition of the translation
of the Peshitta as a whole.

A second aspect of the translation technique involves cases in which the translator
deviates from the default method of rendering the text in order to achieve overarching
translational goals. The translator of Peshitta Zechariah has four translational goals: to create a
domesticated translation, to create a clear translation, to create a text that is internally consistent,
and to simplify complex semantics or grammar. In order to achieve these translational goals, the
translator employs translational tactics, including transposition, addition, substitution, omission,
lexical domestication, specification, and generalization.

The final aspect of the translation technique involves those cases in which the translator
deviates from the default rendering, and these deviations are not in service of translational goals.

These divergences include stylistic changes, theological or religious concerns, cases where the



iii
translator followed the Greek translation of Zechariah, differences due to implicit vocalization,

and translator errors or misreadings.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction and Overview

1.1 Goal of the Work

The goal of this work is to set forth the translation technique evident in Peshitta Zechariah (P-
Zech). The term “translation technique” is often used imprecisely, and many scholars do not
clearly identify what it is they study when they analyze the translation technique of a translated
work." It is therefore important to clarify how “translation technique” will be used in this work.

Scholars in the field of translation studies have made efforts to clearly map out the study
of translation technique.” While opacity and disagreements still surround the nomenclature,
conceptual framework, and classification of phenomena,” scholars in this field generally
demarcate two realms: global translation technique and local translation technique. Global
translation technique concerns the broad, general understanding of the goal of a translator. The
local translation technique relates to the rendition of textual segments.

This two-fold division is found already in James S. Holmes’s seminal work on
translators’ maps. The translator, Holmes argues, develops a map, a mental conception, of the

target language text, and then, directed by “projection rules,” uses this map as a guide in carrying

" Emanuel Tov, “The Nature and Study of the Translation Technique of the LXX in the Past and Present,” in VI
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies: Jerusalem 1986, ed. Claude E.
Cox, Septuagint and Cognate Studies 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 338.

* The designation of this field as “translation studies” is widely credited to James S. Holmes who, in a paper
delivered in 1972 but not widely available until 1988, argued that “translation studies” was the most appropriate
designation for the field. James S. Holmes, “The Name and Nature of Translation Studies,” in Translated! Papers on
Literary Translation and Translation Studies, Approaches to Translation Studies 7 (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1988).

? See Lucia Molina and Amparo Hurtado Albir, “Translation Techniques Revisited: A Dynamic and Functionalist
Approach,” Meta: journal des traducteurs 47 (2002); Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond,
Benjamins Translation Library 4 (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1995), 23-24.



out the translation unit by unit, that is, on the local level.* Later scholars have developed and
modified Holmes’s formula. Ricardo Mufioz Martin speaks of strategies that focus on the whole
text, and strategies that focus on text segments.” Hans Honig identifies macro-strategies and
micro-strategies.® José Lambert and Hendrik van Gorp speak of priorities that govern strategies.’
Lucia Molina and Amparo Hurtado Albir distinguish translation method from translation
technique, reserving the latter for choices made in individual instances.® Patrick Zabalbeascoa
identifies translation strategies and translation solutions/procedures, adding a third category,
translation methods, by which he means the “relationship between the source text and its
translation and their respective communicative situations.””

Gideon Toury also identifies differences between macro and micro translational
elements, but focuses on the concept of norms, by which he means the translator’s guiding
principles. Toury calls the “a priori global approach of a specific translator to the translation of a

specific text” the translator’s “initial norm,” clarifying that the priority of this norm is logical and

4 James S. Holmes, “Describing Literary Translations: Models and Methods,” in Literature and Translation: New
Perspectives in Literary Studies (Leuven: Acco, 1978), 73.

5 Ricardo Mufioz Martin, “Translation Strategies: Somewhere over the Rainbow,” in Investigating Translation:
Selected Papers from the 4™ International Congress on Translation, Barcelona 1998, ed. Allison Beeby, Doris
Ensinger, and Marisa Presas, Benjamins Translation Library 32 (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2000).

% Hans G. Honig, “Holmes’ ‘Mapping Theory’ and the Landscape of Mental Translation Processes,” in Translation
Studies: The State of the Art, ed. Kitty Van Leuven-Zwart and Antonius Bernardus Maria Naaijkens, Approaches to
Translation Studies 9 (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1991).

7 José Lambert and Hendrik Van Gorp, “On Describing Translations,” in The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in
Literary Translation, ed. Theo Hermans (London: Croom Helm, 1985), 46.

¥ Molina and Hurtado Albir, “Translation Techniques Revisited.”
? Patrick Zabalbeascoa, “From Techniques to Types of Solutions,” in Investigating Translation: Selected Papers

from the 4™ International Congress on Translation, Barcelona 1998, ed. Allison Beeby, Doris Ensinger, and Marisa
Presas, Benjamins Translation Library 32 (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2000).
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not necessarily chronological.'” The initial norm is a macro-level tendency that guides micro-

level decisions, mainly with respect to whether the translation adheres more to the norms of the
source text or to the norms of the target culture.'' On the micro-level, operational norms direct
the “decisions made during the act of translation itself.”'* A third category, preliminary norms,
govern the selection of texts to be translated into a particular culture at a specific time and the
openness to translation of a text from a language that is not the language of the original text.

In using the term “norm” Toury highlights the fact that the way a translator conceives of
the translation task is influenced by the values and ideas shared by the community of which the
translator is a part. Norms are socio-cultural constraints. While Toury calls for the study of
multiple translations into a particular culture at a particular time, he also argues that norms that
have been operational in an individual text can be discovered through an examination of the
text."? Yet, as Toury admits, norms are not absolutes and behavior that flouts prevailing norms is
always possible.'* Therefore, I argue, one cannot analyze one text and from that text describe
norms. Since the identification of a norm requires the attestation of the perceived behavior in
multiple instances, and since the present study addresses only P-Zech, norms are not precisely

the object of study here.

' Gideon Toury, “The Nature and Role of Norms in Literary Translation,” in Literature and Translation: New
Perspectives in Literary Studies (Leuven: Acco, 1978), 87-88.

" Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 56-57.
2 Ibid., 58.

" Ibid., 36-39, 55, 120. Toury also speaks of a “concept of translation” that underlies a text, but he does not clarify
how this concept relates to the norms operational in a text (p. 37).

14 Toury, “Nature and Role of Norms,” 55.



Among scholars who study the ancient translations of the Bible, precisely what is
contained under the rubric “translation technique” varies considerably. Anneli Aejmelaeus
effectively defines translation technique as “the relationship between the text of the translation

and its Vorlage,”15

though she eschews speaking of “translation technique” and prefers
“Ubersetzungsweise.” Ignacio Carbajosa uses the term to refer to “aquellas variantes sirfacas que
difieren respecto a TM a causa de las necesidades de la lengua y del modo particular de traducir
del responsable de la version,” but not those that “difieren respecto a TM a causa de una
particular interpretacién del traductor.”'® Dirksen uses the term to refer to places where P
deviates from the Hebrew text.'” Cook defines the term as “the way a translator actually rendered

his parent text.”'®

Gillian Greenberg, following Tov, sees translation technique to include the
“characteristic approach of the translator” to the source text, the translator’s use of earlier
translations, the translator’s cooperation with other translators, and the work of later scribes on
the original translation."” Aejmelaeus’ and Cook’s definitions are too vague to be of any

significant use. Those by Carbajosa and Dirksen ignore the fact that in places where P can be

said to equal M and in places where P differs from M because of the translator’s interpretation of

15 Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk About When We Talk About Translation Technique,” in X Congress of the
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor, Septuagint and Cognate
Studies Series 51 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 532.

' Ignacio Carbajosa, Las Caracteristicas de La Version Siriaca de Los Salmos: Sal 90-150 de La Peshitta, Analecta
Biblica 162 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2006), 29, 83.

'"P. B. Dirksen, “Some Aspects of the Translation Technique in P-Chronicles,” in The Peshitta as a Translation:
Papers Read at the Il Peshitta Symposium Held at Leiden 19-21 August 1993, ed. P. B. Dirksen and Arie van der
Kooij, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1995).

' Johann Cook, The Septuagint of Proverbs-Jewish and/or Hellenistic Proverbs? Concerning the Hellenistic
Colouring of LXX Proverbs, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum 69 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 30.

19 Gillian Greenberg, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Jeremiah, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute,
Leiden 13 (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 1; Tov, “Nature and Study,” 339.



M the translator still employs a technique to settle on a particular way of rendering the text.
Greenberg’s definition approaches adequate, but is imprecise.

I define translation technique as the translator’s process of decision-making employed in
the translation project, whether that decision is conscious or simply a reflex of the translator’s
socio-historical context.”’ While the idea of translation as decision-making has not been
thoroughly explored within the field of translation studies,?' the concept is nevertheless central in
the works of, for example, Lambert and Van Gorp and Toury.** Translation as decision-making
views translation as the translator’s resolution of questions encountered in rendering the source
text into a target text, calibrated according to the function he envisions for the translation. The
resolutions are both global and local, macro and micro. The global/macro resolutions I call the
translator’s goal, the local/micro I call the translator’s factics, and goal differs materially from
tactic; the latter belonging only to the mechanical movement of elements, set in motion by the
former. That is, the translator’s goal guides the tactics used to resolve individual questions.® The
resolutions chosen by the translator will produce a text that is at times similar to the source text

and at times significantly different from it.

2 For the role of the translator’s unconscious, see Lawrence Venuti, “The Difference That Translation Makes: The
Translator's Unconscious,” in Translation Studies: Perspectives on an Emerging Discipline, ed. Alessandra Riccardi
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, “Translation as Culture,”
Parallax 6 (2000): 13-14. For the role of the translator’s socio-historical context see, among many others, Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak, Outside in the Teaching Machine (New York: Routledge, 1993), 179-200; and Pierre Legrand,
“Issues in the Translatability of Law,” in Nation, Language, and the Ethics of Translation, ed. Sandra Bermann and
Michael Wood (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 35-36.

2! Of those works that have explored the topic, the article by Jiif Levy has been influential. Jifi Levy, “Translation as
a Decision Process,” in To Honor Roman Jakobson: Essays on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, 11 October
1966 (The Hague: Mouton, 1967).

22 Lambert and Van Gorp, “On Describing Translations,” 46; Gideon Toury, “A Rationale for Descriptive
Translation Studies,” in The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation, ed. Theo Hermans

(London: Croom Helm, 1985), 22.

* For examples that demonstrate the difference between goal and tactics, see Chapter 4.



1.2 Contribution of This Work

Understanding the translation technique employed in P-Zech is valuable in two main regards.
First, it is necessary information if P-Zech is to be used in textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.
The ancient translations of the Bible—especially the translations into Greek, Aramaic, Syriac,
and Latin—are of great importance for textual criticism of the Bible, and the Peshitta is the most
important Syriac text in this respect.24 Yet, determining the precise text critical value of a version
is difficult, and one must exercise care in determining what in the version is attributable to the
Vorlage, what is attributable to subsequent transmission, and what is attributable to the
translation process. To this end, one must “know all the intricacies of the exegetical system and
translation technique of the translator.... One needs to have a thorough knowledge of the

) .. . 25
character of each translation unit in order to reconstruct its source.”

Proper text critical use of
P-Zech demands a thorough exposition of the translation technique employed by its translator.
No one has yet thoroughly expounded the translation technique evident in P-Zech.

The second value in knowing the translation technique of P-Zech arises from the fact that
translations are products of the culture in which they are commissioned: “Translation is of
interest as a cultural phenomenon precisely because of its lack of neutrality or innocence,

because of its density, its specific weight and added value. If it were a merely mechanical

exercise, it would be as interesting as a photocopier. It is more interesting than a photocopier in

** Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, “Prolegomena to a Critical Edition of the Peshitta,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 8 (1961):
26.

* Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 2™ ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 123-24. See
also John W. Wevers, “The Use of Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint,” in La septuaginta en la
investigacion contempordnea: V Congreso de la IOSCS, ed. Natalio Ferndndez Marcos (Madrid: Consejo Superior
de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1985), 20-21.



that it presents us with a privileged index of cultural self-reference, or, if you prefer, self-
definition.”*® The present work studies one translation produced by one translator, and we should
not presume that any person fully reflects his or her culture. Nevertheless, the Peshitta translation
reflects and was exceedingly influential in its setting, providing the “cultural self-reference” of
which Hermans speaks.

Translation is never a simple recoding of a text into a new linguistic system.”’ That is to
say, “Though different languages clearly provide some semantic ‘overlap’ in their efforts to
relate to the referential world, this overlap is only partial, as is attested by Benjamin’s famous
example of ‘Brot’ versus ‘pain’ or Saussure’s equally well-known discussion of ‘mouton’ versus
the English ‘mutton’ and ‘sheep.’ If language is not a simple nomenclature for pre-established
and universally recognized ‘meanings,” as most contemporary language philosophers agree,

»28 Moreover,

translation can never be a complete or transparent transferal of semantic content.
even if a complete transfer of semantic content were possible, a literary work conveys more than
information. Both what is said and how it is said are important. Because of the impossibility of

simple recoding, a translated text is dual natured: it is both derivative of another text and it is

itself a text, touching the original text at one point and then leading its own course.”

% Theo Hermans, “Paradoxes and Aporias in Translation and Translation Studies,” in Translation Studies:
Perspectives on an Emerging Discipline, ed. Alessandra Riccardi (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
17.

27 See, in contrast, Eugene A. Nida and Charles R. Taber, The Theory and Practice of Translation (Leiden: Brill,
1969), 12; J. C. Catford, A Linguistic Theory of Translation: An Essay in Applied Linguistics (London: Oxford
University Press, 1965), 20; Legrand, “Issues,” 36.

*¥ Sandra Bermann, “Introduction,” in Nation, Language, and the Ethics of Translation, ed. Sandra Bermann and
Michael Wood (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 5.

* Walter Benjamin, “Die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers,” In Tableaux parisiens, by Charles Baudelaire (Heidelberg:
Weissbach, 1923; reprint, Gesammelte Schriften, edited by Rolf Tiedemann and Hermann Schweppenhéuser, 9-21.
Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1972), 20.



At the point where the translation grazes the original, the former is an inscription of an
interpretation of the latter.”® Thus, studying the translation technique of P-Zech contributes to our
knowledge of how a people understood their scripture (at the very least the translator and, to a
lesser extent, those who influenced him and those influenced by him). Just as “law is part of the
symbolic apparatus through which entire communities try to understand themselves better [and]
comparative legal studies can further one’s understanding of other peoples by shedding light on
how they understand their law,”*' so too religion is part of this symbolic apparatus and studies of
how a people understood and translated their scriptures can further our understanding of that
people. The discovery of this information is possible through the study of translated texts
because language, including translation, “encodes ideological patterns or discursive structures

which mediate representations of the world in language.”

3 See Adele Berlin, “Text, Translation, Commentary,” in Biblical Translation in Context, ed. Frederick W.
Knobloch (Bethesda: University Press of Maryland, 2002), 138; Sandra Bermann, “Translating History,” in Nation,
Language, and the Ethics of Translation, ed. Sandra Bermann and Michael Wood (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2005), 263.

31 Legrand, “Issues,” 41.
32 Roger Fowler, “Critical Linguistics / Critical Discourse Analysis,” in The Linguistics Encyclopedia, ed. Kirsten

Malmkjer (London: Routledge, 2002), 102. Thus also Paul Simpson, Language, Ideology, and Point of View
(London: Routledge, 1993), 88.



1.3 Previous Work on P-Zech™®

Since its inception more than a century ago, modern research on P-Zech has focused on
questions of the influence of other versions on the Syriac version and how P-Zech differs from
M. This has often been to the neglect of an examination of the characteristics of the version
itself. Most of these studies also predate textual resources that are now available, notably a
critical text of P-Zech published by The Peshitta Institute and the manuscripts from the Judean
desert.* Studies that have addressed the translation technique or the translational character of P-

Zech are those by Mark Sebdok, Eiji Asada, Taeke Jansma, and Anthony Gelston.

1.3.1 Mark Sebok

Mark Sebok’s careful examination of the agreements and differences between P, G, M, and T
yields the following conclusions: the Minor Prophets were translated into Syriac by one
translator; the translator endeavored to faithfully represent his source text without being slavish;

there is no essential difference between the translator’s Vorlage and M, though there are

33 Numerous studies have utilized P-Zech in text critical work on M, but have not addressed the translation
technique of P-Zech. Among others, see Benedikt Otzen, Studien iiber Deuterosacharja, Acta Theologica Danica 6
(Copenhagen: Prostant apud Munksgaard, 1964); Magne S&bg, Sacharja 9-14: Untersuchungen Von Text und
Form, Wissenschaftliche Monographien Zum Alten und Neuen Testament 34 (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag,
1969); R. P. Gordon, “Targumic “dy (Zechariah XIV 6) and the Not So Common ‘Cold’,” Vetus Testamentum 39
(1989); Al Wolters, “Targumic n1113 (Zechariah 14:20) = Greek Kopvooaia?,” Journal of Biblical Literature 115
(1996); Al Wolters, “Semantic Borrowing and Inner-Greek Corruption in LXX Zechariah 11:8,” Journal of Biblical
Literature 118 (1999); and David L. Petersen, Haggai and Zechariah 1-8: A Commentary, The Old Testament
Library (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1984).

** Anthony Gelston, ed. The Old Testament in Syriac According to the Peshitta Version: Dodekapropheton (Leiden:
Brill, 1980).

% Karl Credner’s work focuses on the text of Hosea as found in the Peshitta and in Ephrem’s commentaries.
Credner’s work is not a thorough examination of P-Zech. He discusses in any detail only two passages from
Ephrem’s commentary on Zechariah (11:15 and 3:9-10). Karl August Credner, “De Prophetarum Minorum
Versionis Syriacae Quam Peschito Dicunt Indole” (Diss, 1827).
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divergences; the similarities between P and T reveal the translator’s knowledge of Jewish

exegetical traditions; P has many points of contact with G; and a major value of P is that it is a
monument of ancient exegesis.”°

Though Sebok’s work is of continued value, it carries weaknesses. First, Sebok does not
adequately address the text critical problems in the transmission of P. In fact, it is at times
unclear which manuscript or edition Sebsk utilizes.”” Though it is impossible to conclusively
identify the original P text for the whole book, it is important to attempt to distinguish between
readings in P that are more original and those that are a result of subsequent developments in the
textual tradition. This is necessary if one is to describe the translation technique employed by the
translator. Second, Sebok is excessively selective in the textual issues he addresses. Finally,
recent advances in the field of translation studies and the twentieth century discoveries of the

texts of the Judean desert merit a new examination of the profile of the translation of P-Zech.

1.3.2 Eiji Asada

Eiji Asada examines chapters 1 to 8 of P-Zech as part of his attempt “to present the variations in
the different versions and to classify them according to their probable origin.”3 ® With respect to
P-Zech he makes the following conclusions. P, with G, tends to represent the part of speech of

the source text by a different morphosyntactic structure in the target language. P tends to group

%% Mark Sebok, Die syrische Uebersetzung der zwolf kleinen Propheten und ihr Verhiiltniss zu dem massoretischen
Text und zu den dlteren Uebersetzungen, namentlich den LXX und dem Targum (Breslau: Preuss und Jiinger, 1887),
9.

%7 See Anthony Gelston, The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets (Oxford: Clarendon, 1987), xix.

® Eiji Asada, The Hebrew Text of Zechariah: 1-8 Compared with the Different Ancient Versions (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1896), 5.
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words differently. P has only a few additions where G has many and V has none. Omissions are

most numerous in P, nearly double the number found in G; omissions are rare in V and T.
Explanatory glosses are present in P, though there are more in G. Obscure renderings are
characteristic of P.*° P “is, in general, free, obscure, and inaccurate; but many of its variations are
to be accepted in preference to the Masoretic text.”*"

While Asada’s work is valuable in its collation of textual variants, it is unsound with
respect to its conclusions regarding the relationship between M and P. In describing this
relationship, Asada fails to take account of the restrictions the target language places on the
translator, holding the source text and language as the standard to which the target text and
language are to be compared.*' This ignores the fact that translation is a movement between two
distinct linguistic systems, each of which has its own grammar, and each of which holds a
particular relationship between words and their signifying content.*” The particularities of one

linguistic system cannot be entirely reproduced in another.* Theo Hermans highlights the faulty

outcome of such an approach:

¥ 1bid., 27.

0 Ibid., 6.

*! For example, he claims that P is “wrong” in 1:14 and 1:17 in rendering 909 as i=ra, P “destroys the idiomatic
Hebrew” in several places (Hebrew Text, 11), and P “spoils the rhetorical beauty” in 8:9-13 (Hebrew Text, 9).

42 See Roman J akobson, “On Linguistic Aspects of Translation,” in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. Lawrence
Venuti (London: Routledge, 2000), 114; Annie Brisset, A Sociocritique of Translation: Theatre and Alterity in
Quebec, 1968-1988, trans. Rosalind Gill and Roger Gannon (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996), 162.

* See José Ortega y Gasset, “The Misery and the Splendor of Translation,” in Theories of Translation: An
Anthology of Essays from Dryden to Derrida, ed. Rainer Schulte and John Biguenet, trans. Elizabeth Gamble Miller
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), 103, 07. Willard V. Quine holds a stronger view, arguing that in most
cases, two sentences in two languages may be said to share in meaning “only relative to an in large part arbitrary
manual of translation.” Willard V. Quine, “Meaning and Translation,” in On Translation, ed. Reuben Arthur Brower
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959), 171.
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The conventional approach to literary translation, then, starts from the assumption that

translations are not only second-hand, but also generally second-rate, and hence not
worth too much serious attention. A translation may have its limited use as a stepping-
stone to an original work, but it cannot presume to form part of the recognized corpus of
literary texts .... Taking the supremacy of the original for granted from the start, the
study of translation then serves merely to demonstrate that original’s outstanding
qualities by highlighting the errors and inadequacies of any number of translations of it.
The outcome, needless to say, is an invariably source-oriented exercise, which, by
constantly holding the original up as an absolute standard and touchstone, becomes
repetitive, predictable and prescriptive—the implicit norm being a transcendental and
utopian conception of translation as reproducing the original, the whole original and

nothing but the original.**

Moreover, translation can never fully render the original: all translation involves a loss
and a gain.*” The critical issue is not just how a target text differs from a source text, but what
those differences say about the translator’s goal, the translator’s general understanding of the
translational task. Furthermore, the relationship between two texts “can only be sought through a

careful analysis of differences and similarities, and, thereby, of consideration of what difference

* Theo Hermans, “Translation Studies and a New Paradigm,” in The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary
Translation, ed. Theo Hermans (London: Croom Helm, 1985), 8-9.

45 Bermann, “Translating History,” 262.
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and similarity mean.”*® A full description of the translation technique employed in P-Zech must

examine not only the differences, as does Asada, but also the similarities between P and M.

1.3.3 Taeke Jansma

Taeke Jansma’s work on the Hebrew text and ancient versions of chapters 9 to 14 of Zechariah
complements Asada’s work on chapters 1 to 8.7 Jansma rightly highlights the need to consider
the textual history of P, providing a critical correction to the work of Sebok.*® Jansma compares
P to M and describes the translation technique of P as parallelizing, simplifying, and free in its
rendering of grammatical number, tense, mood, gender, parts of speech, and word order. P, he
argues, contains solecisms, additions, omissions, and double translations.

Though he offers a conscientious collation of textual differences, Jansma does not
adequately address the translation technique of P-Zech. His “comments on the translation
technique” of P-Zech amount to a mere catalogue of differences between M and P.* Jansma
does not consider what these differences reveal about the translator’s understanding of the
translation task. A description of the translation technique of a translated work that lacks this is

incomplete.

% Jonathan E. Abel, “Translation as Community: The Opacity of Modernizations of Genji Monogatari,” in Nation,
Language, and the Ethics of Translation, ed. Sandra Bermann and Michael Wood (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2005), 155.

" Taeke Jansma, Inquiry into the Hebrew Text and the Ancient Versions of Zechariah IX-XIV (Leiden: Brill, 1949).
* Ibid., 23-30.
* Ibid., 30-35. Two minor exceptions are his description of P-Zech as being more literal than T and his

acknowledgement that differences in word order “may for the most part be due to the Syriac idiom.” Nevertheless,
Jansma does not explore the significance or implications of these data.
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Moreover, Jansma, like Asada, holds the source text as the standard from which any

deviation is considered a loss. Hermans’s critique of this view, mentioned above, is apropos. A
translation is itself a text and one must also examine this nature of this text in order to discover
the translator’s overall goal.”® Without an understanding of the translator’s goal, one cannot
identify those differences between a source text and a target text that can be attributed to a

different Vorlage and those that are a result of the translation process.

1.3.4 Anthony Gelston

Anthony Gelston’s meticulous and astute work significantly advances the study of the Peshitta
text of the Minor Prophets.”® Gelston’s work is bipartite. In the first section he characterizes the
later manuscripts of P, divides manuscripts into families and groups, and examines distinctive
readings found in the oldest manuscripts. Among Gelston’s conclusions is that there exists a
“standard text ... which represents the homogeneous tradition of all but the oldest”
malnuscripts.52 This standard text “or something very like it, was in existence at the time when
the oldest extant Mss were written,” but the “oldest Mss on the whole represent an earlier and

5553

better text-form than that of the standard text.””” In a “minority of readings the standard text

%% For the definition of translational goal, as opposed to translational tactics, see §1.1.
>! Gelston, Twelve Prophets.

>?Ibid., 65. In his work on Exodus, Marinus Koster made a similar discovery, calling this text the Textus Receptus.
Marinus D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus: The Development of Its Text in the Course of Fifteen Centuries, Studia
Semitica Neerlandica 19 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1977). For a comparison of the similarities and differences between
the views of Koster and Gelson on this issue, see P. B. Dirksen, review of The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets, by
Anthony Gelston, Bibliotheca orientalis 46 (1989).

53 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 88.
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seems to preserve the original Peshitta text against the oldest extant Mss.”* The later

manuscripts remain important because, according to Gelston, “a few early readings have
survived almost miraculously in later Mss, though not appearing in any of the oldest Mss.”’
Gelston’s work on the textual history of P is a major advance in the study of P-Zech and corrects
one significant lack in all previous research on P-Zech: text critical or translational research on
P-Zech must take into account the textual history of the P tradition.

In the second section, Gelston addresses the character of the Peshitta as a translation of
the Hebrew and the relationship between P and the other versions. He argues that P only
occasionally agrees with non-Masoretic Hebrew variants, often implies a vocalization that differs
from the Masoretic tradition, and in “very few cases” witnesses to an otherwise unknown
Hebrew reading.” P, though literal, he argues, “is quite clearly not a slavish translation” of a
Vorlage that was nearly identical to M.”” P “frequently though not consistently” borrows
readings from G and has affinities with Targum Jonathan which “point to a certain similarity of
method and approach on the part of the translators and, more significantly, to a probable
dependence on common exegetical traditions.”® Gelston tentatively concludes that the Peshitta

of the Minor Prophets “was most probably made within a Jewish community in the middle or

late” first century CE, is the work of more than one translator, and “has relatively little to offer

>* Ibid.

> Ibid., 90.

%% Ibid., 129.

7 Tbid., 118, 56.

% 1bid., 177, 89-90.
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directly to the textual critic of the Hebrew Bible,” but is valuable as a source for the study of

exegetical traditions.”

While Gelston’s work is significant, it is limited in several ways. First, and most
significantly, Gelston does not specifically address the translation technique evident in P-Zech.
Gelston does address the “methods and technique of the Syriac translator(s)” of the Peshitta of
the Dodekapropheton.®® However, he concludes that these twelve books were the work of several
translators, not one.®! Even if translators share similar goals and methods, their translation
techniques will not be identical. Therefore, one cannot logically argue that the translation
technique evident in the Dodekapropheton as a whole necessarily holds true for an individual
book therein. Second, it is lamentable that in a chapter dedicated to the translation technique of
the Dodekapropheton, Gelston does not interact with any work done in the field of translation
studies. Finally, his description of the Peshitta as an “idiomatic and essentially faithful version of
the Scriptures for reading in public worship” is an important step toward understanding the goal
of the translator.” The value lies in that this description sees the target text as a text in itself and
considers both the similarities and differences between the source and target texts. However, this
is not carried out rigorously, and at times Gelston resorts to simply listing differences between
the two texts. Gelston’s work, though valuable and a significant advance, is, self-admittedly,

“preliminary and necessarily selective.”®’

> Ibid., 195.
% Ibid., 131.
%! Ibid., 157-59.
% Ibid., 156.

% bid., 131.
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1.3.5 Summary

The focus of research on P-Zech to the present has been the relationship between M and P and
how other versions have influenced P-Zech. With the exception of Gelston, these works lacked
important resources that are now available, namely, the texts found in the Judean desert in the
twentieth century and a critically established text of P-Zech. Moreover, with the exception of
Gelston, these works have focused on the differences between M and P and have not adequately
addressed the nature of P-Zech itself.

Gelston’s work is a significant advance but is limited in scope, does not specifically
address the individual characteristics of P-Zech, and does not interact with work done in the field
of translation studies. The present study will build upon the work of these scholars and those in
the fields of textual criticism and translation studies in order to address an issue that has not yet

been thoroughly examined: the translation technique evident in P-Zech.

1.4 Method

Responding to what they perceive as descriptions of translations that rely too heavily on the
hunches and intuitions of the researcher, several authors have called for a more scientific
approach to the study of translations. Gideon Toury argues that any description of a translation
needs to proceed from “clear assumptions and [be] armed with a methodology and research
techniques made as explicit as possible.”® The result of this approach, he argues, will ensure

results that are intersubjectively testable and replicable and lead to the establishment of

64 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 3.
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“regularities of behavior” that establish predictable “laws” of translation.®® Similarly, Kitty Van

Leuven-Zwart argues that her method of describing translations will “establish intersubjectivley
valid and verifiable descriptions of how and to what degree a translation differs from its source-
text.”

I agree that descriptions of translations must follow an explicit method, and in this
section I aim to clarify the methods employed in this work. However, I make no claim that my
method will produce intersubjectively verifiable results. Translation criticism is an art as much
as, if not more than, it is a science, and the imposition of a strict method will not guarantee
automatically replicable results. The field of textual criticism has suffered similar pushes toward
scientificity, and A. E. Housman has countered by arguing that textual criticism is both science

and art.®” Housman’s justification for viewing textual criticism as an art is equally applicable to

translation criticism:

Textual criticism ... deals with a matter not rigid and constant, like lines and numbers,
but fluid and variable; namely the frailties and aberrations of the human mind, and of its

insubordinate servants, the human fingers. It therefore is not susceptible to hard-and-fast

% 1bid., 16.

66 Kitty Van Leuven-Zwart, “Translation and Original: Similarities and Dissimilarities 1,” Target (1989): 154.
Toury and Van Leuven-Zwart use the term “intersubjectivity” to refer to a research project whose steps are clear and
repeatable, whose results are verifiable and falsifiable; see Ineke Sluiter, “Classical Challenges: Black Athena,
Thucydides in Iraq, Plato in the Courtroom,” in Knowledge in Ferment: Dilemmas in Science, Scholarship and
Society, ed. Adriaan in 't Groen (Leiden: Leiden University Press, 2007).

7 A. E. Housman, “The Application of Thought to Textual Criticism,” Proceedings of the Classical Association 18
(1922). Reprint, The Classical Papers of A. E. Housman, edited by James Diggle and Francis Richard David
Goodyear, 1058-69. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972. See also Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London: United Bible Societies, 1971), xxi. Even Eugene Nida in his
interest in the science of translating acknowledges the “artistic elements” involved in translation. Eugene A. Nida,
Toward a Science of Translating (Leiden: Brill, 1964), 3.
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rules. It would be much easier if it were; and that is why people try to pretend that it is, or

at least behave as if they thought so. Of course you can have hard-and-fast rules if you
like, but then you will have false rules, and they will lead you wrong; because their
simplicity will render them inapplicable to problems which are not simple, but
complicated by the play of personality. A textual critic engaged upon his business is not
at all like Newton investigating the motions of the planets: he is much more like a dog

hunting for fleas.®®

Translation criticism will inevitably involve the researcher’s hunches and common sense, but a
well-laid-out, flexible method brings a level of discipline and focus to the art that would

otherwise be lacking. My goal is to offer hypotheses with explanatory value.

1.4.1 Textual Criticism

In order to examine the translation technique evident in any translated text, one must compare
the target text created by the translator to the source text(s) that the translator used to render the
target text. A significant difficulty in examining the translation technique evident in P-Zech is
the fact that we have direct access to neither the target text nor the source text(s). An
examination of the translation technique is therefore regrettably but necessarily based on indirect

evidence.”

% Housman, “Application of Thought,” 1058-59.

% James Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament, rev. ed. (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
1987), 239; Michael Weitzman, The Syriac Version of the Old Testament: An Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), 17.
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Though the precise origin of the Peshitta is debated, a first or second century CE date for

the original translation is most likely.”® Extant manuscripts of P-Zech postdate the original
translation by centuries and differ from each other to a greater or lesser extent; no single extant
manuscript contains “the” translation of P-Zech.”' Therefore an examination of the translation
technique evident in P-Zech must attend to the textual history of P-Zech and from the extant
manuscripts infer original readings for P-Zech.”” This purported original P-Zech will then
function as the target text that is to be compared to the source text(s).

The identification of the source text(s) is equally, if not more, difficult. Though we have a
general idea of the biblical texts available to a Syriac translator of the first or second century CE
(Hebrew texts and translations of these Hebrew texts into Greek and Aramaic) we do not know

the precise text(s) used.” Moreover, the translator of P-Zech left no extra-textual evidence that

7 For the main arguments concerning the origin of the Peshitta, see Sebastian Brock, “The Peshitta Old Testament
between Judaism and Christianity,” Cristianesimo nella storia 19 (1998); P. B. Dirksen, “The Old Testament
Peshitta,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and
Early Christianity, ed. Martin Jan Mulder, Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum Ad Novum Testamentum (Assen: Van
Gorcum, 1988); Leo Haefeli, Die Peschitta des Alten Testamentes, Mit Riicksicht Auf Ihre Textkritische Bearbeitung
und Herausgabe, Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen 11.1 (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1927), 1-23.

"' For descriptions of the manuscripts of P-Zech through the twelfth century, see Gelston, ed. Dodekapropheton,
viii-xxi. For descriptions of the remaining manuscripts of P-Zech, see Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 3-64. Biblical
citations in Syriac within the patristic writings are also a source of readings, but their use is fraught with difficulties;
see P. A. H. de Boer, “Towards an Edition of the Syriac Version of the Old Testament,” Vetus Testamentum 31
(1981): 355.

72 Evidence points to there being a single original translation of P-Zech. For arguments for this point of view and
alternative hypotheses, see Weitzman, Syriac Version, 263. The Leiden edition is an invaluable tool in the
formulation of an original P-Zech, but it is important to not equate the text printed in the body of the edition with the
original P-Zech. P. A. H. de Boer, The Old Testament in Syriac According to the Peshitta Version: General Preface
(Leiden: Brill, 1972), vi; Gelston, Twelve Prophets, Xvi.

7 Even if we conclude that the translator used a Hebrew manuscript that was of the textual tradition that would
become the Masoretic Text, we do not have the exact manuscript the translator used and we do not know the ways in
which it differed from other manuscripts of this textual tradition.
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would aid in the identification of the source text(s).74 Therefore, the source text(s) must be

reconstructed.

Reconstruction of the source text(s) that lay before the translator can proceed along
several possible lines. The most direct path is to begin with the target text (P-Zech) and
reconstruct (retrovert) the source text behind it. But even this route is labyrinthine: “there is no
retroversion without a residue of doubt, and what seems self-evident to one scholar may look like
a house of cards to his fellow.”” In broad terms, the process of retroversion entails combining
the text of P-Zech with what is known about the translation technique of P-Zech in order to form
hypotheses about the source text(s) from which the translator worked.”® The specific steps
involved in the process of retroversion will become evident in the chapters that follow. However,
a few general comments are in order. First, “when the content of an ancient translation is
identical with M, in all probability its Hebrew Vorlage was also identical with M.”’" Second,
since P used as a source not only M but also G,78 when the content of P-Zech differs from M but
is identical to G, we must consider the possibility of polygenesis,”” unless P-Zech’s rendering

can only be explained as a translation of G. Finally, when in doubt over whether a discrepancy in

™ On the use of extra-textual evidence in the description of translations, see Holmes, “Name and Nature,” 65-66.

™ Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice of Textual Criticism: The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint,”
Textus 3 (1963): 132.

78 Barr, Comparative Philology, 239. See also Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 129-33.
m Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 123.

8 See Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 177. For specific cases of dependence of P-Zech on G, see §5.2. There is no clear
evidence of P-Zech’s dependence on T; see Chapter 6 and Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 189.

7 Polygenesis is when two versions arrived at their rendering by similar but independent paths of reckoning. Lund
describes this as coincidental agreement. Jerome A. Lund, “The Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta: A Re-
Evaluation of Criteria in Light of Comparative Study of the Versions in Genesis and Psalms” (PhD diss., Hebrew
University, 1988), 117.
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sense between M and P is due to translation technique or a difference between source texts, it is

more frequently the case that the difference originated with the translator, though each case must
be assessed on an individual basis.*

Since the process of retroversion both depends on and informs our understanding of the
translation technique of P-Zech, this process must necessarily be recursive. From P-Zech, with
the use of other textual witnesses (M, G, T, etc.), I will establish a hypothetical source text,
compare this text to P-Zech in order to derive hypotheses concerning the translation technique,

use these hypotheses to reassess the construction of the hypothetical source text and make

adjustments to the hypothesized source text as necessary.

1.4.2 Comparison of Target Text to Source Text

Since it is both impractical to compare two texts as wholes and unlikely that the translator
worked without dividing the text, the next step in comparing the target text to the source text will
be to identify translation units in each that can be compaured.81 Though the translation style of the

Peshitta is often described as “word for word,” the word is an unacceptable translation unit:

% This conclusion is based on my findings with respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole. In
addition, see Yeshayahu Maori, “Methodological Criteria for Distinguishing between Variant Vorlage and Exegesis
in the Peshitta Pentateuch,” in The Peshitta as a Translation: Papers Read at the Il Peshitta Symposium Held at
Leiden 19-21 August 1993, ed. P. B. Dirksen and Arie van der Kooij, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 8
(Leiden: Brill, 1995), 105; Yeshayahu Maori, “Remarks on R. P. Gordon's Response,” in The Peshitta as a
Translation: Papers Read at the Il Peshitta Symposium Held at Leiden 19-21 August 1993, ed. P. B. Dirksen and
Arie van der Kooij, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 126.

8! For further justification of this step, see Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 87-101. The term
“translation unit,” borrowed from Vinay and Darbelnet, roughly corresponds to one element of Toury’s “coupled
pair,” Van Leuven-Zwart’s “transeme,” and one element of Zabalbeascoa’s “bitextual pair.” Jean Paul Vinay and
Jean Darbelnet, Comparative Stylistics of French and English: A Methodology for Translation, trans. Juan C. Sager
and M.-J. Hamel, Benjamins Translation Library 11 (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1995), 20-21; Van Leuven-Zwart,

“Translation and Original 1,” 155; Zabalbeascoa, “From Techniques,” 121.



23
For any science, one of the essential and often the most controversial preliminary step is

defining the units with which to operate. This is equally true of translation, where until
recently attention was concentrated on words, as if these segments of the utterance were
so obvious that they did not require definition. But we only have to glance through the
pages of the main linguistic journals over the last twenty years to see that nothing is less
clearly defined than the concept ‘word’; some linguists, notably Delacroix, have gone so
far as describing the word as a “nébuleuse intellectuelle”, or even refused to consider it as
having any concrete existence at all .... What makes us hesitate about adopting the word
as a unit is that the double structure of the sign then no longer seems clear to us, and the
signifier takes on a more important role than the signified. Translators, let us remind
ourselves, start from the meaning and carry out all translation procedures within the
semantic field. They therefore need a unit which is not exclusively defined by formal
criteria, since their work involves form only at the beginning and end of their task. In this
light, the unit of translation that has to be identified is a unit of thought, taking into

account that translators do not translate words, but ideas and feelings.82

The precise length and nature of these translation units are determined by the translator’s
interpretation of the source text, the translator’s understanding of the designated purpose of the
translation, and the translator’s solutions to questions he encounters in rendering the source text
into the target text. The boundaries of these translation units will ideally be such that “beyond the

boundaries of a target textual segment no leftovers of the ‘solution’ to a certain ‘problem’ posed

82 Vinay and Darbelnet, Comparative Stylistics, 20-21.
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by a corresponding segment of the source text, will be present.”®® This again is a recursive

process: understanding of the translation technique evident in P-Zech will inform the selection of
translation units, and the analysis of translation units will inform the understanding of the
translation technique employed.

Once two parallel translation units have been identified, the nature of the relationship
between the two segments can be described.* The notion of relationship involves both
similarities and differences; it is not sufficient to focus solely on the “shifts” in translation. The
relationship between two segments involves elements of grammar, syntax, semantics, and style.
These similarities and differences will reveal the tactics employed by the translator and the
problems the translator encountered during the translation process. These in turn will reveal the

translator’s translational goals.

83 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 89.

8 See Zabalbeascoa, “From Techniques,” 122; Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 38.
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Chapter 2 - Cases Where P’s Hebrew Source Text Differs from M

At times, the Hebrew Vorlage of P differed from the consonantal text of M. Any differences
between P-Zech and M that can be attributed to a difference between M and the Vorlage of P are
differences that are not at the hand of the translator. They are, therefore, not part of the
translation technique evident in P-Zech. The material presented in this chapter is the result of a
recursive process of analyzing the Hebrew and Syriac texts, deriving an understanding of the
translation technique evident in P-Zech, and positing differences between M and the Hebrew
source text of P. The results are presented here, before discussing the translation technique
evident in P-Zech, so as dispatch of differences between M and P that are not at the hand of the
translator.

It can be difficult to identify cases where P’s Vorlage differed from M since one must
account for the possibility that the difference is a result of the work of the translator, as are the
examples discussed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. Therefore, any retroversion from ancient
translations into Hebrew is subject to a margin of uncertainty.

This uncertainty, however, is alleviated when a proposed reading is found in another
Hebrew text, whether within the Masoretic tradition or in the evidence from Qumran. A
proposed Hebrew Vorlage also engenders more confidence if a reading found in P and in another
version (but not in an extant Hebrew text) can best be explained as deriving from a common
Hebrew source. In any case, one must rule out the possibility of polygenesis and the possibility
that P is translating another version (i.e., G). Moreover, one must remember that even if P can be

retroverted into Hebrew, and this retroverted Hebrew text is “better” than M, it does not
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necessarily follow that the retroverted text was in P’s Vorlage. In the words of Kantorowicz, not

every reading which is richtig (“correct”) is necessarily also echr (“authentic™).® That is to say,
“when a text was particularly difficult, there was a tendency for ancient scribes and translators to
simplify the text by employing contextually more fitting lexical, grammatical, and stylistic
forms.”® After accounting for these issues, the following passages in P-Zech witness to a

Hebrew Vorlage that differed from M.

In 4:2, P o (“I said”) agrees with M? TR (“I said”) and G eima (“I said”) against
M* 8" (“he said”). It is unlikely that P results from a reading tradition available to P, since all

evidence points toward P not having access to a continuous reading tradition.®” Tov makes the
argument that in some cases M? was written in Hebrew manuscripts.® That appears to be the
case here. M? is an easier reading, which would explain its existence. It is, however, not the
work of the translator of P-Zech.

Zechariah 4:2a

M 271 N1 N3 IR IRNT NRD ARR 10 DR NN
MY 201 Nl A R RY IR DR 0D R DN

P: &omi i hima e > 5\ ima

% Hermann Kantorowicz, Einfiihrung in Die Textkritik (Leipzig: Dietrrich, 1921).

% Dominique Barthélemy et al., Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old Testament Project, vol. 1-5
(New York: United Bible Societies, 1979-1980), xi.

87 See §5.3.

% For a discussion on opinions regarding whether or not M? was written in some manuscripts, see Tov, Textual
Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 58-63.
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In 5:6, P has ~s i dalaa oo (“the debts of all the earth™) for M p8i1-522 01w (“their

eye in all the earth”). P reflects the reading onp, as does G (&0ixia adTév). It is possible that P
had 01y in his Hebrew text, found it difficult in context, and followed G to resolve the difficulty.
However, it is more likely that P and G both had 01 in their Hebrew texts, and, furthermore,

this Hebrew text is likely original. Most modern translators and commentators accept 011y as the

original reading,® though some accept M.”° Barker argues for reading with P and G, citing
support in the Targum Onkelos, where the idea of “false measure” is associated with the word
“ephah,” and seeing in this text a social disturbance also reflected in Third Isaiah.”' M can be

explained as a waw to yod scribal error.”?

Zechariah 5:6

M: PIRI7522 DID NNT IR NIRRT NDRA DR XM K070 DR

P: =i dalan oas U Mmoo ooy a0 o 5\ o o A himea

89 Hinckley G. Mitchell, John Merlin Powis Smith, and Julius A. Bewer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi and Jonah, International Critical Commentary (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1912), 176; Joyce G. Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi: An Introduction and Commentary, Tyndale Old
Testament Commentaries (Downers Grove: Inter-varsity, 1972), 128; William Newcome, An Attempt Towards an
Improved Version, a Metrical Arrangement, and an Explanation of the Twelve Minor Prophets (London: Boothroyd,
1809), 288; Julius Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 3 ed. (Berlin: Reimer, 1898), 177,
Wilhelm Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten, Handkommentar Zum Alten Testament 3 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1897), 333; Karl Marti, Das Dodekapropheton (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1904), 417.

% Carol L. Meyers and Eric M. Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, Anchor Bible 25B (Garden City: Doubleday, 1987), 297-98.

°! Margaret Barker, “The Two Figures in Zechariah,” Heythrop Journal 18 (1977); Margaret Barker, “The Evil in
Zechariah,” Heythrop Journal 19 (1978): 17, 23.

%2 On this verse, see also §4.3.6 and §4.5.2.
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In 6:7, P witnesses to a Hebrew text that differs from M. The description of the horses in

6:6 and 6:7 is connected to the description of the horses in 6:2 and 6:3. In 6:3, M describes the

last group of horses as D'#nK 0*773. According to HALOT, this phrase means “dappled

skewbald.” Others, however, argue that 087X means “strong” (a reading supported by Aquila’s
Kaptepot [“strong”]) and describes all four horses, while the color of the fourth group of horses
is, simply, 0772 (“dapple-gray”).”* G has mouxiot Yapol (“dappled gray”), and P has =a_io~

(“piebald”). In 6:7, P has ~amawa (“the red ones”) for M oKX (“the strong ones”). G has

Yapot (“the dappled gray ones”), Aquila and G*®* have muppol (“the red ones”), and

Theodotian has icyvpot (“the strong ones”).”* Some commentators read with P and Aquila.”

Indeed, verses 2-3 do describe four sets of horses (red, black, white, gray), while verses 6-7 in M
describe only three (black, white, gray). Other commentators, however, accept M.%¢ Indeed,
verse 6 only mentions three directions (north, west, south), and, therefore, need only mention

three groups of horses. While it is possible that P assimilated verse 7 to verse 2, the fact that

Aquila also has “red” suggests that they both read a Hebrew text that had 0'27R for M o'¥nR.

The variant Hebrew text arose on account of the graphic similarity between 0'8A& and 027 and

from a desire to assimilate verses 6-7 to verses 2-3.

93 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 326.
% See Joseph Ziegler, ed. Duodecim Prophetae, 3rd ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,1984), 301-02.

9 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 182; Johann August Dathe, Prophetae Minores
(1779), 224.

% Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 326.
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Zechariah 6:7

M: P83 N12900M PRI 135007 137 W08 P8I T20NN7 1277 WP NG, DRONM)

P: ~vins aa\mo ~aids aa\on oy ,\oml o . ainds aa\;=n\ M\ avsa  anes Ramama
G: xoi ol yapoi éEemopevovto kai EméPrenov Tod mopevesdou Tod meplodedoat THv Yijv Kai eimev
mopeveche Kol TEPLOJELOATE THV YTV Kol TEPLOOEVOAV TV YV

Some commentators and translators have challenged the Niphal participle pwii (“saved”)

in 9:9. Wanting to see a savior figure in the king, one who would bring victory and deliverance
to the people, they argue for an active participle, namely p*vn (“savior” 27 The meaning of M,
however, is clear. Just as the people will be rescued by YHWH, so too will the king be saved by
YHWH and thereby able to rule.”® P, G, T, and V all have an active noun. Whether P’s Hebrew

source text had ywn or whether P followed G against a source text that read w1 is difficult to

determine. At least some translators and scribes would equally be comfortable with an active

designation for the messianic figure, and both could have equally been influenced by the phrase

Wint p72-5R in Isaiah 45:21. However, since G, V, T, and P all attest to an active noun, it is

7 Paul D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975); Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer,
Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 276; Newcome, Twelve Minor Prophets, 311. Thus also the NRSV, NEB, and
NIJPS.

% Carol L. Meyers and Eric M. Meyers, Zechariah 9-14: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary,
Anchor Bible 25C (New York: Doubleday, 1993), 127. See also Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Jonah, 273.
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difficult to assign the shift to anything other than a Hebrew text that read ywn, which may have

arisen by a 11 to 1 ligature combined with the exegetical concerns described above.”
Zechariah 9:9

M: w-5p1 9innHw 2371 I &N YWIN prIv 79 82 7250 130 09w N3 MR 1iena TR0 9y
niahy-a

P: < \s mindo <auamo ooiao <astt ,a\ A aals Ko mlrion Bis jaoa AL m o Ao .:xlv » <03

ahe o s sa
G: xalpe odbdpa Buyatep Ziwv wnpuoce BOyatep lepoucadnu idod 6 Pactrels gov EpyeTal oot
dixatog xal ce){wy adtés mpalic xal émifBePnxds émt vmollylov xal Téhov véov

In 10:6, M (and the great majority of the manuscripts collated by Kennicott) has

D'niawim, which appears to be a conflation of the Hiphil of 21w (“to return”) and of 2w” (“to

dwell”). G and twenty-five of the Hebrew manuscripts collected by Kennicott preserve a form

1 It could be the case that P read

based on aw.!% P, T, and V witness to a text with the verb 21w.

a Hebrew text equivalent to M, interpreted the word to be a form of the verb 21w, and chose to

render the text with { ca~ =1ara, even though the Greek text before him reflected a reading

POnuton ligatures, see Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 249.

1% This reading is accepted by Th. Kliefoth, Der Prophet Sacharjah (Schwerin: Stiller, 1862), 11; Carl Friedrich
Keil, Biblischer Commentar Uber Die Zwilf Kleinen Propheten (Leipzig: Dorffling und Franke, 1865), 610; E.
Henderson, The Book of the Twelve Minor Prophets (Philadelphia: Smith, English, and Company, 1868), 410.

108 Thig reading is accepted by Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 300; Newcome,
Twelve Minor Prophets, 317; Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 184; Nowack, Die
kleinen Propheten, 366.
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based on the verb aw". This, however, would run counter to the many cases discussed in §5.2

where P follows G when encountering difficulties in the text. The fact that P read against G,

combined with the fact that T and V witness to a text with the verb 21w, lend support to the

conclusion that P does indeed witness to a Hebrew text that differs from M.

Zechariah 10:6a

M: DAn&H TWRD M 0HANT "2 DRIAWIM PWiR G0 AR AT NP3TNR TRIaN

P: ~<\a wer L oaoua _\om..L A i Alvm UK ara amas Muoil noiara  ~i00n fuonl Liuwa
“a k\.msv

P asx (“return”) and G xabyoeafe (“you will dwell”) in 9:12 result from a Hebrew text
that had 12w (without a mater lectionis and found in four of the manuscripts collected by
Kennicott) in place of M’s 3230 (second person plural imperative).'? P read the Hebrew 12w as

12V (“they returned”). G read 12w as 12w (“dwell”).

Zechariah 9:12

M: '[t7 WK MIWR TEA 0PRTD3 MPRD 0K Iﬁg:_lz? 1Y
P: {aal /e sda Gk pcs 1w aluo hrciny Ko dimas ash
G: xaboeale év dyvpwuatt déauiol THs cuvaywydic xal Qutl wbs nuépag mapotxeaing cov OITAG

b A
QvTamodwow oot

192 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 282-83.
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In 11:16, P has as\x (“those who are wandering”) for the contextually nonsensical p3n

(“the Iad”) in M. The context would suggest some type of verb describing sheep that have
strayed or are lost. G, V, and T have a sense similar to that of P, though it is possible that all the

versions are making sense of an unintelligible M, in light of the context. If the versions all derive

from a common Vorlage that differs from M, that Hebrew text might have been 7131 (“the
scattered”) or nw3n (“the Walndering”).103 P typically translates M 171 (“to scatter”) with ~ia (as
in Ezekiel 5:10, 12, 6:5, 12:14, 20:23, 29:12 30:36, etc.) or with 11> when 171 is a Niphal (as in
Ezekiel 6:8 and 36:19). P =X (“to wander”) corresponds to M 171 in Ezekiel 34:4 and 34:16 but
corresponds to M 11 in Isaiah 29:9. This suggests that the Hebrew text before the translator of P

read nYin (M30), a reading graphically similar to the reading found in M.
Zechariah 11:16a
M: 897 8D MW WpaRY I TporRY niTnain pIRa nyh opn 1IRTNIN "

P: sa <\ oo ao &\ ai\to danas ) 10/ KA ids /i A Tuas AR Koo
SR AR 3

M 12:7 mentions Judah in two different ways: 773" *90& (“tents of Judah”) in 7a and,

simply, 17377 (“Judah”) in 7b. P, T, and GQ all witness to a Hebrew text in 7b that contained a

104
1,

plus, namely 771" "2 5, a reading accepted by Mitchel though it likely arose through

assimilation to the phrase 7T "2 5 in 12:4. The possibility of polygenesis cannot be

193 1bid., 318; Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 287.

104 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 328.
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discounted, particularly in light of 12:4, but the concurrence of P, T, and G? suggests a common

Vorlage.

Zechariah 12:7

M: T35 D23 Wt MIRON T2 NAROR STIN RS Nk MWK AT HaRTIR M0 0Wim

P! <hsaneho 101 dusy whsaned aoh i dao>  minal o1 vu K00 fiars) i aaaia
<100 Moy lu mlrias cuiasaaa

P ars_i¥om (“those who rage”) in 1:15 presupposes a Vorlage that differs from M

DIRWA (“those who are at ease”). A 13 to 3 haplography and a consequent 1/ 3 confusion may
have led to a Hebrew text that read 0uRwn for M 0118wW7, though one must weigh whether the

translator simply misread the text as such.'” Though P consistently renders 38w with s in its
eight other occurrences in the Twelve Prophets, “the translator may have felt that while wo is

appropriate in passages where it describes the roaring of lions, or by analogy that of God, it was
less suited to express the uproar of nations.”'” G cuvemTiOépueva (“those who join in an attack™)

may likewise attest to this variant Hebrew text. It is difficult to see how P could have arisen from
reading G.

Zechariah 1:15

M: Ay 1w ") OLR TROYR I8 WK DRRWA DEITOL q8D IR Y1 9¢p)

P: izl oinn (aama Jado M (1 | I ars(ihos s Ms /A 13 i 1 oda

105 Sebok, Die Syrische Uebersetzung, 68.

106 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 128.
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G: xal dpyny peydAny éyo dpyilopar éml t& Ebvn & cuvemiTiBépeva qvh’ wv éyw wiv dpylobyy
bAlya adtot 0¢ cuvemebevto eig xaxa

The plus of .= (“house of”) in P 12:13 testifies to a Hebrew text that differs from M.
While it is possible that the translator added .= as an assimilation to 12:12, the fact that G™*
also witness to a Hebrew text that read *pnwn n'a supports the conclusion that the assimilation

already stood in the Hebrew Vorlage of p.'”

Zechariah 12:13
M: 727 DiPWR 737 "DRWA NNawn 115 0WR 117 73 nnavn

P: #1uaw “OMminia Kisard ( assar Suoy r\’}:\:ix.log

In 14:5b, G, P, V, T, and forty-five M™" all witness to a Hebrew text that has inp (“with

him”) for M’s qnp (“with you”). Meyers and Meyers accept M’s reading as original.'” Most

commentators read with the versions.''* If the reading attested to by the versions is original, M is
the result of an assimilation to the second person verbs at the beginning of verse 5. If M is

original, the reading attested to by the versions likely arose by confusion with the initial waw in

verse 6 and a desire to have the personal pronoun agree with the third person verb &21. If the

97 On the G manuscripts that attest to this reading, see Ziegler, ed. Duodecim Prophetae, 320.
1% On P’s omission of 12:13a, see §5.4.
19 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 430-31.

1o Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 346; Dathe, Prophetae Minores, 229;
Newcome, Twelve Minor Prophets, 340; Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 193.
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latter is the case, polygenesis among the versions is a possibility, but the fact that G, P, V, T, and

M™* all witness to this text suggests a common Hebrew Vorlage.

Zechariah 14:5b
M: TP oWTR=H2 TOR M R
| Roplak 25, ToY \aml;o ,mlr( i davia

The final three words of M 14:6 are problematic. For M 7iR, Mitchell proposes T

(“still”), arguing that 7iX came from verse 7, and translates as “there shall no longer be cold and

59111

frost.””" Wellhausen proposes 011 (“heat”) for M 7iR, which would produce the reading “there

shall not be heat and cold and frost.”'"? P <imas and G dds equal M. For MX prapr mnpe (lit.

“precious things shall congeal”) and M® 189D NP (“precious things and sharp frost”),'"® P has

~ul\ o is (“cold and ice”). The reading attested to by P is also found in V, G, and partially in

MY, all of which most likely preserve the original reading pRapY NP1 (“cold or frost™).'™*

Zechariah 14:6

M*: PRAPT NIARY IR ﬂ’ﬂ"Nt7 N0 D2

M 1IRAPI NPT TR Tl’ﬂ"Nx7 NID D3 T

"' Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 349.

12 Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 193. Thus also Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten,
384.

3 0n 1iRap as “sharp frost,” see HALOT and Hans Bauer and Pontus Leander, Historische Grammatik der

hebrdischen Sprache des Alten Testamentes (Halle: Niemeyer, 1922; reprint, Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag,
1991), §498c.

14 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 349.
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P: uls o s A\ Ridas Koo &\ ad rcun oo

G: év éxelvy T Nuépa olx Eatal dis xal Yiyos xal mayos
In 11:13, M twice has axi*1 (“the potter”), which is unintelligible in context, unless, as
Meyers and Meyers suggest, %11 is a “temple functionary who deals with donations of precious

metal,”!!

M is the reading that underlies G (ywveutyptov), Aquila (Tov mAacTtyy), and V
(statuarium). P has =\ dus (“the treasury”), suggesting the Hebrew word X7 (“the treasury”).
P elsewhere translates %1 with «isa (Jeremiah 18:2-4, 18:6, 19:11) and ¥iR with v (1
Kings 7:51, 14:26, Ezra 2:69, Hosea 13:15). Mitchell argues that 9®IX? is original, and that the

reading in M arose by & /* confusion.''® P witnesses to a Hebrew text that contained this reading.

Zechariah 11:13

M: inR WK1 9020 DWHY ANPRT DIYOUR HR] WK IR0 TR WPTOR NIV 98 M s
q¥PaTOR MM N2

P: du=ixa . ~amas T‘k\lk\ hamia Qo1 Niooy FiLl Muoar 1N dus ,oumid . Hiw 5\ ima

i1 Mmduns 1N duo “a

15 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 276.

116 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 313-14.
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G: xal elmev xUplog mpds e xdbes adTods el 6 ywveutiplov xal oxéar el 3oxiudv oty v Tpémov
doxtpudabny dmép adtdv xal EAaBov Tobs Tpidxovta dpyvpolis xal évéfatov adTols eig TOV oixov
xuplov €l TO YWVEUTYpLoV

In 1:4, it is likely that P ({a~ass &a), along with G (xal amo Tév émTydeupdTwy Hudv),
and M™, witnesses to a Hebrew text that differs from M, namely 02%5vnm.'"” It is possible that

these witnesses have all followed the same interpretive tendency, extrapolating the meaning from

D02277n. However, M@ 02"7%v13 can be explained as a haplography nn to 1 and MK is likely an

€rror.

Zechariah 1:4a

M: D277 KIIW NIRAY M IR 19 I0KRY DIWRID OR300 DIPHRTIRID TWR DNARD PIRTOR
OPI7 D270 W)

P: S quahe! s i i am ot a ashia i \ocmL AT QDT e ( 0omi ~\a
KEaD ( Q2slhs 0 i ( aadsiord

G: xal un yiveahe xabig of maTépes Oudv ols évexdreoay adtois of mpodijtar of Eumpocdey Aéyovres
TaOE AEYEL XUPLOG TTAVTOXPATWP ATooTpeYaTe AT TEY 006V VWGV TEY Tovnply xal amd TV

EMITNOEUNATWY D&Y TRY ToVnp&v

"7 This reading is accepted by Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten, 317; Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die
kleinen Propheten, 171; Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 114; Marti, Das
Dodekapropheton, 400.
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Chapter 3 - The Translator’s Default Method of Rendering the Text

3.1 Introduction

Having dealt with differences between M and P that can be attributed to a dissimilarity between
M and the Hebrew Vorlage of P, we now turn to those that are the work of the translator.
Translators typically exhibit a default method of rendering a source text into a target language.
This is what Barr calls the translator’s “habit,” and is influenced by a number of factors.''® Most
importantly, translators work within a cultural milieu that will define the generally accepted
translation methods. Translators will craft their work within such a setting and their default
rendering will often conform to the accepted translational norms of the culture. For example, in
the nineteenth century, German translators “valued a foreignizing method of translation,
described by Schleiermacher as one in which ‘the translator leaves the author in peace, as much
as possible, and moves the reader towards him.””'"® French translators of the same time period,
however, advocated for a domesticating method of translation, and were criticized by German
translators for their use of paraphrase and adaptation. Translators within these two cultural
settings were influenced and guided by the translational norms operative in each.

Another factor influencing the translator’s default method of rendering a text is the text’s
genre or character. For example, Jerome translated sacred texts in a way that differed from the

way he translated non-sacred texts. In the former he preferred a word-for-word approach.'*

'8 James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-
Unternehmens 15 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 300.

"% Lawrence Venuti, “Local Contingencies: Translation and National Identities,” in Nation, Language, and the
Ethics of Translation, ed. Sandra Bermann and Michael Wood (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 187.

120 erome, “Letter to Pammachius,” in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. Lawrence Venuti, trans. Kathleen Davis
(New York: Routledge, 395/2004), 23.
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In order to describe the default method of translation evident in a work, two concepts are

of main interest. The first is segmentation, the translator’s choice of a particular unit of text from
which to base the translation. This unit of translation can be as large as a paragraph or as small as
bound morphemes. The second concept is the translator’s preference for the signifiant or the
signifié, that is to say the translator’s attitude toward correspondences, lexical equivalents,
connecting particles, and the like. The following sections discuss the default rendering evident in

P-Zech in terms of segmentation and the preference of the signifiant or the signifié.

3.2 Segmentation

One of the initial decisions a translator must make is how to segment the text. There are two

121

general methods for segmenting the text: word-for-word and phrase-by-phrase. ©° While many

have described the Peshitta as a word-for-word translation, “in which case the general clarity of

122 others

the translation is a happy by-product of that similarity between Hebrew and Syriac,
would portray the Peshitta as a phrase-by-phrase translation, “in which case the word-for-word

correspondences are a by-product, due to the similarity of structure of the two lalnguages.”123 The

truth, however, is more nuanced.

2! Brock argues that Syriac translators gradually shifted from translations focused at a phrasal level to translations
focused at the word level and that a noticeable shift from the former to the latter occurred in the seventh century CE.
Sebastian Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” in III Symposium Syriacum, ed. René
Lavenant, Orientalia Christiana Analecta 221 (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, 1983), 6. See
also Michael Weitzman, “The Interpretive Character of the Syriac Old Testament,” in Hebrew Bible, Old Testament:
The History of Its Interpretation; 1/1 Antiquity, ed. Magne Sabg (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 589,
609.

122 Weitzman, Syriac Version, 22.

123 Ibid.
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That the translator worked at the phrasal level is evidenced in several ways. First,

passages where the translator makes adjustments for the sake of clarity and passages where the
translator brings sense out of obscure Hebrew phrases both require that the translator consider
the meaning of the phrase as a whole before rendering the individual words.'** Second, the

treatment of quotative frames in P-Zech also shows that the translator worked at the level of the

phrase. If a quotative frame in M-Zech contains 97K&% and one of the finite verbs in the frame is
97K or 727, the translator omits 9ARY. However, if 972K or 927 do not appear as finite verbs in a
quotative frame containing 97RY, the translator renders 97KRY with a finite form of the verb

anR.'% The translator considers the entirety of the quotative frame in determining how to render

his translation.

Despite the evidence that the translator worked at the level of the phrase, the pervasive
word-for-word correspondences between M and P cannot be denied. Zechariah 1:2 is a clear
example of this equivalence.

Zechariah 1:2

M: axp DQ’Di:tj"?I_J 71 qxp

P: 01 L oo ) i i
This word-for-word correspondence is also evident in passages where the translator
cannot make sense of the Hebrew phrase as a whole. In these cases, the translator relies on a

word-for-word rendering, even if this rendering results in an obtuse translation. For example, for

12 These are discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

125 On this translational tactic, see §4.2.11.
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the phrase »3n *13pn 07X "2 (lit. “for a man acquired me from my youth”) in 13:5, P has the

contextually odd phrase ,\aul\; & ,u\, nrina (“someone made me zealous from my youth”),

understanding *23p7 as a Hiphil of R3p (“to be envious”). In 2:4, the translator misses the

idiomatic meaning of the phrase W'X=93 and translates it literally as ~ia\ 3 ;xaa ware, Which is

incongruous with its context.'*
This word-for-word rendering exemplifies the translator’s preference for word order
equivalence and what Barr calls quantitative literalism: ideally no words are added to the text

.. 127
and none are subtracted from it.

Though the translator of P-Zech seems to prefer quantitative
literalism, he does not rigorously pursue it. For example, the translator of P-Zech does not adhere
to a strict type of quantitative literalism that Goshen-Gottstein calls the “slot system,” by which
he means that “if within the framework of a clause (or a syntactic or prosodic unit) there occurs a
plus for some exegetic or linguistic reason, the ‘slot’ is often regarded as ‘filled out,” so that a
word or unit of the original Hebrew unnecessary to the understanding of the contents may be left

59128

out Though there are many places where the translator of P-Zech adds material to or

subtracts material from the text, in only two places is the text restored to balance by a
corresponding addition or subtraction that seems to be motivated by a concern for quantitative

literalism.'?

12 The translator of P-Hosea similarly misses the idiomatic meaning of the phrase *5% in Hosea 10:12, but the

translator of P-Malachi correctly renders W 83 with 1 \x in 2:9.
2" Barr, Typology of Literalism, 303.
128 Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice,” 152.

12 These two cases are 8:10 and 11:17, discussed in §4.5.3. Several other passages have both an addition and an
omission, but in these cases the additions and omissions are motivated by tactics other than to achieve quantitative
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Moreover, the translator’s literalism does not extend to phonemic components below the

word level, the style of atomistic semantic exegesis epitomized by Aquila.'** The following
examples show his disregard for quantitative literalism in levels smaller than the word. First,
though the translator of P-Zech could have represented a genitive relationship with the construct
state (1.e., i _ha), as in Hebrew, he overwhelmingly represents it with a dalath or a dalath

combined with a proleptic pronoun (i.e., i MM).IS ! Second, he adds pronominal suffixes

that are not strictly necessary, as in 1:11 where he translates ?[132’27_3 as ;madd\ and 14:5 where he

renders D™M70™3 as ~ic\,1 w acbsas. - Third, in 1:4 he omits an equivalent of &3 from &3 121V,

though he could have rendered it with the Syriac equivalent 4 or ,i. Finally, he connects or

separates pronouns, as in 3:4 where he renders TR W57 as w hea\wa, 1:4 where he renders
YR ITWPTND as siah o Ao, and 9:11, where he renders T3 as wla odua.

The preceding material demonstrates that the translator of P-Zech segments the text at the
level of the phrase, but renders the translation at the level of the word. This is in agreement with
other pre-seventh century translations into Syriac, which generally adopt the sentence or phrase

as the unit of translation and do not show a concern for regular equivalences between particles

literalism. In 2:4, the translator adds ,\ (“to me”) and omits 9A&Y. In 3:4a, the translator omits KXY and adds

~ard=. In 3:4b the translator adds ~=\, and connects the pronoun to the verb. The motivations for these additions
and omissions are discussed in Chapter 4.

"% On quantitative literalism in Aquila’s translation, see Barr, Typology of Literalism, 300-01.
B! For a discussion and a list of verses, see the commentary on 1:1 in §4.2.5.

132 For a discussion and list of verses, see §4.2.3.
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and prepositions.'*® It is also in agreement with pre-seventh century biblical translations into

Syriac, which were content to mimic the word order of the original even though they segment the

text at the level of the phrase.'**

3.3 Signifiant and Signifié

The second major characteristic of P-Zech’s default rendering concerns the signifiant and the
signifié. The translator of P-Zech values the signifi¢, the meaning a word conveys, over the
signifiant, the word and form employed. The translator’s preference of the signifié is clearly
demonstrated in his treatment of verbs and lexical items. In general terms, the translator’s greater
attention to the signifié accords with other Syriac translations through the fifth or sixth

1
century.'®

3.3.1 Verbs

The translator’s preference for the signifié is evident in his default way of treating Hebrew verbal
forms. Hebrew and Syriac share a verbal system that is historically related and both contain
forms such as the perfect, imperfect, participle and infinitive. Because of this, one might expect
the translator to render each Hebrew verbal form with the like in Syriac: Hebrew perfect with

Syriac perfect, Hebrew imperfect with Syriac imperfect, etc. However, the verbal systems are not

" Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 6-7, 10. Seventh century biblical revisers Paul and
Thomas were much more concerned with strict equivalence. See Sebastian Brock, “The Resolution of the
Philoxenian/Harklean Problem,” in New Testament Textual Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis; Essays in
Honour of Bruce M. Metzger, ed. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981).

1 Brock, “Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique,” 6-7.

133 Sebastian Brock, “A History of Syriac Translation Technique,” Orientalia Christiana Analecta 221 (1983): 6.
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identical, especially with respect to verb tense and aspect, and the translator of P does not violate

Syriac grammar in order to render each Hebrew verbal form with the like in Syriac. Rather, he
uses verbal forms that align with Syriac grammar and expressions. The following examples
highlight these differences and the translator’s approach.

Though the issue is hotly debated, evidence suggests that Biblical Hebrew is an aspect-
based verbal system and not a tense-based system.'*° In aspect-based verbal systems, the verbal
forms indicate the “internal temporal constituency of a situation” but do not indicate the temporal
position of one situation with respect to another."?’ The temporal position of one action with
respect to another action is indicated by other grammatical and syntactical features, such as
sequence.*® As an aspect-based system, the Biblical Hebrew garal verb (the Hebrew perfect)
expresses perfective aspect and does not inherently indicate that an action occurred in past
time."* Although the situations that the gatal covers are often in the past, this temporal situation
is not marked by the verbal form itself. It is therefore possible for the gatal to also cover
situations in present or future time.

In tense-based systems, however, the verbal forms do locate situations in time (past,

present, future)."*” In contrast to Biblical Hebrew, Syriac is a tense-based system.'*' Since Syriac

13 Joosten, for example, argues that both aspect and tense play a role in the Biblical Hebrew verbal system, while
Cook argues that the Biblical Hebrew verbal system is aspect prominent. Jan Joosten, The Verbal System of Biblical
Hebrew: A New Synthesis Elaborated on the Basis of Classical Prose, Jerusalem Biblical Studies 10 (Jerusalem:
Simor, 2012); John A. Cook, Time and the Biblical Hebrew Verb (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2012).

7 Bernard Comrie, Aspect: An Introduction to the Study of Verbal Aspect and Related Problems (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1976), 3.

138 Ibid., 5.

"% See John A. Cook, “The Hebrew Verb: A Grammaticalization Approach,” Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft 14 (2001): 124-30.

140 Comrie, Aspect, 2.
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is tense-based and Biblical Hebrew is aspect-based, the verbal systems do not perfectly align. For

example, whereas the Hebrew gatal verb expresses perfective aspect, the Syriac perfect
expresses past tense. Similarly, the Biblical Hebrew yigrol verb expresses imperfective aspect,
while the Syriac imperfect expresses future tense.

In translating Hebrew verbs, the translator of P-Zech’s default rendering is to translate
based on the temporal situation of the state or action indicated by the verb, regardless of the form

of the Hebrew verb. The translator represents Hebrew wayyigtol verbs with Syriac perfect verbs,

as in 2:1 where he translates K@) with »=.i~0, and he translates Hebrew wegatal verbs with

Syriac future verbs, as in 4:9 where he renders PP with (asahae. Since the Hebrew gatal often

covers actions in past time, P will typically represent a Hebrew garal with a perfect verb.

However, in 8:3, where the Hebrew gatal *naw refers to an action in the present or imminent

future, P has the participle sy~ ~oh=n. Moreover, since the Hebrew yigrol often covers actions

in future time, P will often have an imperfect verb. However, when the Hebrew yigtol covers a

situation in the near future P will use a participle, as in 8:10, where it represents n?w‘gu_ with

T N

4! Theodor Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, trans. James A. Crichton (London: Williams & Norgate, 1904;
reprint, Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2001), §255-86; Cook, “Hebrew Verb.”
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3.3.2 Lexical Correspondences

Later Syriac translators were known to strive for regular lexical correspondences, regardless of
the fact that the Hebrew and Syriac words may have different semantic ranges.'** They often
accomplished this through neologisms and etymological calques. The translator of P-Zech,
however, shows little concern for stereotypical equivallents.143 At times, the translator uses two

different words to render the same Hebrew word or Hebrew words that are etymologically

related. For example, in 14:16, he renders niapa an-ny 3171 (“to festivate the festival of booths™)

as A\ 501 s as amam\a (o do the festival of booths™). On the other hand, the translator does
not shy away from using cognate accusatives, as in 1:14, 15, and 8:2. In 1:13, the translator uses

two words (~ds and =y %) to render the repeated 0727, and in 7:12 the translator uses ~isaa

(“stipulations”) for 027 (“words”).144

On the other hand, there are cases where the translator uses a single Syriac word to render

different Hebrew words. For example, in 3:3 and 3:4a the translator uses =~ (“‘garments”) for

D732 (“garments”) but in 3:4b he uses the same ~& (“garments”) for M nig‘gl_jz_: (“festal

apparel”). 145

P-Zech is a small corpus with a small number of cases to evaluate. It is prudent,

therefore, to make conclusions as to lexical correspondence with tentativeness. Nevertheless, the

12 Sebastian Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 20
(1979): 85.

' On the use of constant equivlances and stereotyping, see Barr, Typology of Literalism, 310-13.
4 0On 7:12, see §4.3.11.

%5 0On 3:4, see §4.5.1.
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available data do not show the translator of P-Zech to prefer regularity in lexical

correspondences, and this aligns with what Gelston has found in the Peshitta of the Twelve
Prophets as a whole.'*® The lexical regularity that does appear in P-Zech is simply an indication
that any “particular word was the really natural one in their language and could be used
repeatedly without strain.”'*’

The translator’s treatment of lexical items holds true for prepositions and particles as
well. Seventh-century Syriac translators practiced lexical stereotyping when representing the
prepositions and particles in their source texts, and they sometimes even transliterated
particles.'*® The translator of P-Zech, however, does not take care to represent particles and
prepositions with regular equivalents. Since “in any one language the meaning of the
prepositions is a highly subtle, difficult, and idiosyncratic structure of possibilities and choices,
which cannot be broken into by clumsy assertions that a cognate language has another meaning
for a given item,” prepositions in Hebrew and Syriac are not equivalent, even if they overlap in

some sense.'* The translator chooses prepositions and particles that fit his understanding of the

text.

For example, in chapter 1, the translator omits the particle 83 in 1:4, translates TR with s
in 1:6, and omits 1377 in 1:8 and 1:11. He translates the preposition 9 with xin 1:1 and the

preposition 9% with As in 1:1 but with A in 1:3. The translator appears to make no efforts to

146 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 139-47.
"7 Barr, Typology of Literalism, 32.
148 Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique,” 81-82.

199 Barr, Comparative Philology, 176.
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represent every particle in his source text or to make prepositions regularly align. The default

treatment of lexical correspondences in P-Zech is lexical regularity without stereotypical

equivalents.

3.4 Summary

This chapter has outlined the translator of P-Zech’s default method of translation. He segments
the text at the level of the phrase. He renders his translation at the level of the word. He prefers
the signifié over the signifiant.

The default rendering of P-Zech is dominant within the book. Chapter 4 discusses cases
in which the translator deviates from his default rendering in order to achieve a translational
goal. Chapter 5 discusses the translator’s deviations from the default rendering that are not in

order to achieve translational goals.
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Chapter 4 - Divergences in Service of Translational Goals

4.1 Introduction

Although P-Zech largely aligns with M-Zech, differences between the two do exist. In principle,
one can group the possible causes of these differences into three categories. First, the Hebrew
Vorlage of P may have differed from M. These cases are discussed in Chapter 2. Second, the
translator may have changed the sense of the text. If such changes are part of an overarching
translational goal, they are discussed in the present chapter. Otherwise, they are included in
Chapter 5. Third, the text of P may have suffered in the transmission of P. Since the focus of the
present work is on the original translation of P, these cases are discussed below only so far as
they reveal or cloud our access to the original work of the translator of P. The manuscript
evidence, as presented in the critical text and supplemental works,"*” has been consulted and
weighed on a case-by-case basis to determine the reading that most likely represents the work of
the translator.

Numerous scholars have expounded criteria for determining to which category to assign a
difference between M and a translation of M. The present study relies on many of these works,
but these controls are not capable of resolving every difference between M and P. When two or
more possibilities remain open, one could adopt a minimalist approach to translation technique.
In that case, one would prefer the conclusion that the translator’s Vorlage differed from M. The
difference between M and its translation would then be a result of the work of a Hebrew scribe.
On the other hand, one could adopt a maximalist approach to translation technique. In that case,

one would prefer the conclusion that the difference between M and its translation is a result of

150 Gelston, ed. Dodekapropheton; Gelston, Twelve Prophets.
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the work of the translator, whether intentional or not, and that the translator’s Vorlage was

essentially equal to M.

Certainly the truth lies somewhere in between these two extremes. The present work
examines each difference between M and P on its own accord and carefully weighs the evidence.
As the research will show, in those cases where more than one possibility remains open, it is
prudent to adopt the maximalist view of translation technique because the differences between M
and P in these cases accords with the translator’s work in differences between M and P that can
be attributed to the translator with certainty. In addition to the evidence presented in the current
work, the evidence to support this approach is the following. First, ancient Syriac translators
were often “far more careful to reproduce the sense of the original than to express Greek [or

Hebrew] idioms in a foreign tongue,”""

and when it comes to faithfulness and literary skill, the

translators often show “both in a considerable degree, but the latter more markedly than the

former.”"** The second reason for holding the maximalist position is well stated by Weitzman:
The transmission of the sacred text, both in Hebrew and in Syriac, was in principle
intended to be faithful and mechanical. Admittedly, on the Hebrew side this is an over-
simplification: as well as “model” copies, transmitted with great care, we know that in the
Holy Land up to the second century CE there also circulated “vernacular” copies of the
text, which were deliberately simplified and otherwise adapted for readers who spoke

Hebrew. Still, in general, a Hebrew variant in the Vorlage, or an inner-Syriac change,

implies a failure somewhere in the transmission of the biblical text. By contrast, an

BUF, Crawford Burkitt, Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe, vol. 1 (London: Cambridge University Press, 1904), ix.

132 The Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius in Syriac, ed. William Wright and Norman McLean (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1898), ix.
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explanation in terms of translation technique will involve the more probable eventualities

of creative interpretation or of sheer misunderstanding on the part of the translator.'
The present study weighs each case on an individual basis, posits the minimum of textual
change, and lays corresponding greater emphasis on translation technique in those cases in which
the evidence leaves two or more possibilities open.

The passages discussed in this chapter are cases in which differences between M and P
can be attributed to the translator and are in service of overarching translational goals. The
differences between M and P witness to the translational tactics the translator employs to achieve
these translational goals. Translators can use various translational tactics to achieve a singular
translational goal and, similarly, can employ the same translational tactic at various times to
achieve different translational goals. In what follows, I list each of the translator’s goals and the

tactics he uses to achieve them.

4.2 Goal: Create a Domesticated Translation

One of the most fundamental choices a translator must make is the extent to which the translation
will domesticate or foreignize a text. Foucault describes the differences between these two
methods of translation:
It is quite necessary to admit that two kinds of translations exist; they do not have the
same function or the same nature. In one, something (meaning, aesthetic value) must
remain identical, and it is given passage into another language ... And then there are

translations that hurl one language against another ... taking the original text for a

53 . . .
! Weitzman, Syriac Version, 17.
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projectile and treating the translating language like a target. Their task is not to lead a

meaning back to itself or anywhere else; but to use the translated language to derail the

translating language.'**

An example of the latter, a foreignizing translation, is the translation of Aquila."'>
Aquila’s attempt to render every Hebrew word, particle, and morpheme resulted in what Eugene

Nida has described as a “barbarous” Greek text.'”®

Readers of the text become acutely aware that
the text is a foreign text that has been imported into the Greek language.

A domesticated translation, on the other hand, “aims at producing a text whose relation
both to the literary and to the linguistic conventions of the culture of the translation is relevantly
like the relations of the object-text to its culture’s conventions.”"”’ Translators who create
domesticated translations tend to “exaggerate the features of the target language and to conform
to its typical patterns.”'>®
In cases where the default rendering would create a text that is stilted or foreiginized, the

translator of P-Zech frequently deviates from the default rendering in order to create a text that

better aligns with the forms of expression, grammatical constructions, and phrasing that are

154 Michel Foucault, “Les mots qui saignent,” L'Express 29 (1964): 21; English translation in Antoine Berman,
“Translation and the Trials of the Foreign,” in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. Lawrence Venuti, trans.
Lawrence Venuti (New York: Routledge, 2000), 285.

'3 On Aquila, see Dominique Barthélemy, Les devanciers d'Aquila: Premiére publication intégrale du texte des
fragments du Dodécaprophéton trouvés dans le désert de Juda (Leiden: Brill, 1963), 144; Lester L. Grabbe,
“Aquila’s Translation and Rabbinic Exegesis,” Journal of Jewish Studies 33 (1982).

1% Nida, Toward a Science of Translating, 23.

17 Kwame Anthony Appiah, “Thick Translation,” Callaloo 16 (1993): 816.

'*¥ Mona Baker, “Corpus-Based Translation Studies: The Challenges That Lie Ahead,” in Terminology, LSP and

Translation: Studies in Language Engineering in Honour of Juan C. Sager, ed. Harold Somers (Amsterdam:
Benjamins, 1996), 183.
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natural to the Syriac language.'™ A further motivation in these cases may have been a desire to

have the text widely disseminated in Syriac speaking communities, since a domesticated
translation “extends the appeal of the foreign text to a mass audience in another culture.”'®® The

translator domesticates P-Zech by use of the following tactics.

4.2.1 Tactic: Manipulation of Word Order

The principal Syriac grammars highlight the freedom allowed in the arrangement of elements
within a sentence.'®' There are, nevertheless, certain arrangements of words that appear more
frequently than others. In the following cases, the word order of P-Zech differs from M and
aligns with word orders more frequently found in Syriac texts.

One arrangement that is more frequently found than others is that the verb be in the initial

position and the subject and object follow upon the verb.'®

Though the translator could have
reproduced the word order of M in 6:15a, he advances the verb to the clause-initial position. The

resulting construction aligns with the more common Syriac arrangement.

Zechariah 6:15a

'3 On stilted translations, see Lynn Visson, “Simultaneous Interpretation: Language and Cultural Difference,” in
Nation, Language, and the Ethics of Translation, ed. Sandra Bermann and Michael Wood (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2005), 55.

10 L awrence Venuti, “Translation, Community, Utopia,” in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. Lawrence Venuti
(London: Routledge, 2000), 482.

1! Rubens Duval, Traité de grammaire syriaque (Paris: Vieweg, 1881), §377; Carl Brockelmann, Syrische
Grammatik, 2" ed. (Berlin: Reuther & Reichard, 1905), §223; Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §324.

12 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §324; Ignacio Carbajosa, The Character of the Syriac Version of
Psalms: A Study of Psalms 90-150 in the Peshitta, trans. Paul Stevenson, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute
Leiden 17 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 24, 34; David J. Lane, “‘the Best Words in the Best Order’: Some Comments on
The "Syriacing" Of Leviticus,” Vetus Testamentum 39 (1989): 474.
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M: o 53’”3 1 1&2: D’l?il'ﬁj

P: =iy ol w0 Koawi o odisha

See also 10:6, 13:2.

To the same end, the translator moves the object to follow upon the verb in 10:1. To be
sure, G also moves the object to follow upon the verb, and one must weigh whether P was
influenced by G. Nevertheless, P’s general preference that the subject and object follow upon the

verb suggests polygenesis.

Zechariah 10:1

M: n7w3a aipy WK 0nY 1B 0wy o Ay M wiphn npa vn mam 1oK8Y
P: <io1s ams ot (aal M iias im0 Koawi 1ns. aimo <arial fiois s 0 K= ale
G: aiteiofe Vetdv mapa xuplov xab’ dpav mpbipov xat Sipov xiptog émoinaey davtaciag xal VeTodv
XELUEPIVOY 0WaEL adTOlg ExaaTw PoTavny év dypd

Similarly, in 9:13 the translator moves nWp (“bow”) to immediately follow the verb
Sk (“I stretched out™). G approaches the text similarly, but adds oe and moves Ioude. Both P
and G connect NWp, to the first line of the passage, as do Wellhausen and Nowack, but Mitchell

connects it to what follows.'®® In addition to making the verse accord with the preferred word
order, this modification also clarifies what it is that YHWH is stretching out and removes what

would have been a temporary suspension of the identification of the item stretched out had the

163 Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 182; Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten, 361;

Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 283.
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translator rendered the verse according to his default method. Interestingly, P’s clarification

creates a lacuna since hu\=a (“and I filled”) now lacks an object.164

Zechariah 9:13

M: 7123 3902 TR I TIIOY PR TI3 0P D98 N8P YR T D 0T

P: <o e riiinsa (e i AN oM oy Meiva aeiad L dulso <100 L hra uedens .va
DR IR

G: 01871 évétevd oe Touda Euautd Tééov EmAnoa Tov Edpaip xal émeyepd T& Téxva oov Siwv éml T

Téxva TRV EAMpvwy xal Ynladnow oe g poudaiay payxntou

If the indirect object in a sentence is a pronoun preceded by a preposition, Syriac tends to
place this object immediately after the verb in “simple, plain speech.”165 The translator of P-Zech
often moves the indirect object so that it immediately follows the verb, conforming to the
preferred arrangement in Syriac.'® This is evident, for example, in Zechariah 3:4.

Zechariah 3:4b

M: Hon oREn 01330 10N

P: ¢« o & o 0o

See also 4:8, 8:18, 9:3, 11:13, 15, 14:13.

14 On this verse, see also §4.3.7.
165 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §326.

166 Carbajosa and Lane find similar tendencies in P-Psalms and P-Leviticus. Carbajosa, Las Caracteristicas, 34.
Lane, “Best Words,” 474.



Syriac ~ae used with a passive participle is often found following the participle.167 I

3:3, the translator of P-Zech reverses the word order of M in order to conform to the more
natural form of expression in Syriac.

Zechariah 3:3

M: 89107 307 T DRI 0133 U3 ) nwin

P: =i mardd> man Kom poo R o /i oo wal sar.a

4.2.2 Tactic: Transposition and Coalescence of Pronouns and Participles

In 1:15, 2:6, and 3:9, the translator transposes and coalesces personal pronouns with

.. 16 . . . . . . 16
participles. ® This construction is very common in Syriac but not in Hebrew. o

Zechariah 1:15a

M: a¥p 1R 5173 93

P: s 13 i oo

Zechariah 2:6

M: A2IR 7RI AANTNRD NIRTY DYWITNR T HR 0NN 720 ARR IR 0R]

P: cuda 0 daniond n s alriod) duseseds )\ o dud Wi ) el hiisea
Zechariah 3:9b

M: T8 O3 RITPIRG TN AW NRIY NI ORI ANDS MASR "1

167 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §278.
1% The translator does not consistently employ this tactic. In 1:8, the translator omits the pronoun; see §4.5.3.

19 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §64.

n
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P: oo #ncus ;o0 iy cilas. ramma . hlis /i i cus il AR sha Ko

4.2.3 Tactic: Addition of a Pronoun

As discussed in §4.2.2, the translator occasionally transposes and coalesces personal pronouns
and participles in order to create a more naturalized text. In other cases, the translator adds an
enclitic pronoun in order to likewise create a grammatical construction that is very common in
Syriac but not in Hebrew. This is the case in 2:13, 14, 12:2, and 11:16, each of which (except
12:2), curiously, is preceded by < ms J\ =

Zechariah 2:13a

M: Di9p "1 nR 30 10 03

P: {omals ;1 s 31uim e womn I\

Zechariah 2:14

M: MIP7DR3 T2iN3 HI3W RI7HA °3 1Y N3 MY 1)

P: =~z i yaan o Y Rira A i R Ko oo L cem o Rio 1m0 une
Zechariah 12:2a

M: 220 0537 Hu7790 oWInR D "R 30

P: ) Giansy s (onlal i aid nlriod) (ol e 1ns i Ko
Zechariah 11:16a

M: 887 & N2WIM WR XY I THoRY NITNIN PRI NYI ORR IR0 13

P: 50 e ) (aohiao oo ) i a0 danan ) (10 R inds was i MR Juaam s o W\ o>
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The translator frequently adds a proleptic pronoun, an anticipatory pronoun that refers to

a person or thing that is later specified by a noun. Such constructions occur frequently in Syriac
but not in Hebrew.'”® This type of addition is particularly common with the phrase 81171 Di*a

(“on that day”), which the translator sixteen times renders as as ~&»naus oo (“‘On that daly”).171

Zechariah 3:10a
M: 3np7% WK IRIPA NIRIY MY DRI RIND D
P: mins) s (oioh idlas /im0 0 ncus oo
See also 11:11, 12:3,4,6, 8,9, 11, 13:1, 2, 4, 14:6, 8, 9, 13, 20.
The translator does not restrict the addition of a propleptic pronoun to the phrase o=
am cus (“on that day™). In 14:2, he renders D?isa"?p'ngg (“all the nations”) with ~ssas. (amlal

(“all of them, the nations”).172

Zechariah 14:2a

M: nnnoR? DowImoR D03 IR oK)

P: <240\ wlriod\ s (onla\ piawa

See also 12:2, 14:5, 9, 10, 12, 14, etc.

""" Wido Van Peursen, Language and Interpretation in the Syriac Text of Ben Sira: A Comparative Linguistic and
Literary Study (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 323-30; Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §222; Geoffrey Khan,
Studies in Semitic Syntax, London Oriental Series 38 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 128-30.

! n four cases, all of which are clause medial, the translator renders K377 DI*2 as am ~aus: 2:15, 6:10, 9:16,
14:21.

172 This construction, along with proleptic suffixes on verbs, is a pleonasm that may express determination to some
degree, especially when accompanied by lamadh marking the direct object. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac
Grammar, §2217.
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4.2.4 Tactic: Addition of a Copula, the Verb «om, or the Existential Particle d.~

Hebrew nominal clauses tend to be bipartite, representing predication through the collocation of
subject and predicate without a fully inflected verbal form. These verbless predications are very
common in Biblical Hebrew, occurring almost two thousand times in the Pentateuch alone. 173
Though Syriac allows for bipartite nominal clauses,'”* verbless predication is much more

175 In some of the cases listed here, G and P both add

frequently expressed with use of a copula.
the verb “to be.” One could argue that when both P and G add the verb “to be,” P is following G.
However, because Syriac strongly favors the expression of predication by means of the copula, it
is best to describe the similarities between P and G in these cases as polygenesis. Both P and G
are adjusting their translations to make them more natural.

In P-Zech, the translator frequently adds a copula when translating Hebrew bipartite

nominal clauses. This is clearly seen in the translator’s treatment of the phrase 1% 11 (“what
[are] these”). The phrase 19& nn (“what [are] these”) occurs as a nominal clause five times in M-

Zech (1:9, 2:2, 4:4, 13, 6:4) and the phrase m9& 117 71 (“what [are] they, these ones”) occurs

twice (1:9, 4:5). The translator of P-Zech renders all instances with w\m ( cur? <1 OF @ire a0
«\o (“what are these”).176

Zechariah 2:2a

' Francis I. Andersen, The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the Pentateuch, Journal of Biblical Literature Monograph
Series 14 (Nashville: Abingdon, 1970), 17.

174 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §310.
175 Ibid., §311; T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac for Hebraists (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1987), §103.

176 This is not assimilation since the majority of cases in M-Zech lack the copula. In some cases (2:2, 4:4, 13, 6:4)
but not all (1:9) G adds a form of eipu.
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M: R8I "3 73770 TRIDATOR R

P: i o\ @i i 10 Moiomy et Wi

The addition of a copula is not confined to the phrases 1%& 17 and 7R nnn AN, In 6:1,

the translator renders NWnJ 737 007 (“and the mountains [are] mountains of bronze™) with

st e ial, wcum ialo (“and those mountains are mountains of bronze”), adding a
copula to M’s verbless clause.'”” G similarly adds #v.

Zechariah 6:1

M: N3 7 2 B0 3 AR MY N13970 YIIR 3 RN TR KPR 208

P: (ai wid) waam i o @ia) oih hus o @ar @ais anid Kmo Suiso i ki haama
Lraaan

. V2 7 A \! ] 1 A S AR \ I3 4 3 I4
G: xal éméotpeda xal Npa Tovs ddbbaipols pov xal gidov xal i0od Téooapa AppratTa EXTopEVSUEY

éx uéaov 3o dpéwv xal & 8py Ay Spn yatxd
See also 4:2, 11, 12, 5:2, 5, 6:5, 8:11, 9:16b, 11:11, 14, 13:6, 14:4.'7®
In 13:5, the translator adds a form of the verb ~am (“to be”’) and renders the nominal

phrase "238 X213 8 (“not a prophet [am] I’) with the verbal phrase = duom <\ (“I am not a

prophet”). G similarly renders the phrase as olx iyt TpodnTys €yw (“T am not a prophet”).

Zechariah 13:5

177 On the addition of —am, see §5.1.6.

' An instance in which the translator does not add a copula is the phrase wcams ol (“God is with you™) in
8:23. It is not uncommon for such oft-used, fixed phrases to resist grammatical appropriation when translated.
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M: 930 1P DT °2 °258 NTY TIpTwrn 2 031 8 0y

P: haal\) o0\« niino i inds slay i iny A hns duom < isia

G: xal épel olix el mpodNTyg Eywh didTt dvbpwmos Epyalbuevos ™y iy Eyw eipt 6Tt dvBpwmog
EyEvvnaéy e éx VEGTYTOS Loy
In 4:3, the translator adds the existential particle ».~ (“there are”) to the phrase D2W3

.j"gz; o' (“and two olive trees [are] upon it”). G reflects M.

Zechariah 4:3

M: AOROWY5Y TORY M9 PR TR 7790 DN D39

P: cloaw >0 a0 hans cuusns o 1 duls dud o eidio

4.2.5 Tactic: Substitution of Dalath for the Construct State

Though Syriac grammar allows for a genitival relationship to be expressed by the construct state,
it is more frequently and more idiomatically created with the use of a dalath.'” In most cases in
P-Zech, the translator replaces the Hebrew construct state with the more idiomatic

0

: 18
construction.

Zechariah 1:1

M: K7 80337 11073 MTET2 M2TOR MTTIIT M WTTY DY w3 pRvn wUTha

17 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §205B.

180 Exceptions are set phrases or particularly close combinations, such as 272713 (“son of Berechiah”) and 0712
(“son of Iddo”) in 1:1. Ibid., §205A.
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P: = 0is io ®haaio 0 hiat b /iy ooz e oo eauima t-2(\‘(&\ duys  uiao teo uasiny oo

i\

See also 1:11, 12, 2:4, 5, 8, 9, 10, etc.

4.2.6 Tactic: Substitution of a Finite Verb for an Infinitive Absolute

In Biblical Hebrew, the infinitive absolute frequently functions in place of a finite verb. Arie
Rubinstein finds forty-five passages in which an infinitive absolute follows a finite verb and is
connected to that finite verb by means of a conjunctive waw, as in Zechariah 7:5."®" In this
construction, the infinitive absolute “is used as a finite verb and represents a situation
subordinate to the leading verb.”'® In Syriac, however, only in “very rare cases” does the
infinitive absolute function in place of a finite verb.'®

In 7:5, the translator avoids what would be a very rare construction and renders the
phrase 71901 0Ny (“you fasted and lamented™) with the two finite verbs ( ox= o (“you fasted”)

184 G similarly translates the infinitive absolute with a finite verb.

and (odeir (“you lamented”).
As in §4.2.4, one could argue that P is here following G, but since P overwhelmingly avoids

infinitives absolute, the similarities are best explained as polygenesis.

Zechariah 7:5

181 Arie Rubinstein, “Finite Verb Continued by an Infinitive Absolute in Biblical Hebrew,” Vetus Testamentum 2
(1952).

182 Bruce K. Waltke and Michael Patrick O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1990), §35.5.2d.

183 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §297.

' Vinay and Darbelnet call this “transposition”: the replacement of one word class with another without changing
the meaning of the utterace. Vinay and Darbelnet, Comparative Stylistics, 36.
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M: Di¥n MW DAY A1 WY Wana T onnyTa IhRG 0I09079R] PIRD Dp-927o8 TR

IR NN

P: =la i ganr Ko dasanro darcas e (oMoia L odn o1 <adiala /iy s mlal i

A Loh= o &0 o

G: eimdv mpdg amavta TOV Aadv THs Yiis xal mpds Tovs lepeis Aéywy éav vnoTedanTe 1) xémnobe év

Tals méumTals 7 &v tals £B06pals xal idod EBdopwnxovta Ty Wi VnoTElQY VEVNOTEUXATE (Lol
Similarly, in 7:3 the translator renders the infinitive absolute 1371 (“abstain”) with the

imperfect suhe (“shall I abstain”).

Zechariah 7:3b

M: 21w nnRa N7 0w WK M0 WRND WIN2 NI

P! wir &n Ko duom 1901 5 ve L iuhi o avasas s Ao

4.2.7 Tactic: Substitution of a Noun for an Infinitive Construct

In Biblical Hebrew, the infinitive construct is a verbal noun often used after a preposition in

185

place of a subordinate clause. ™ These clauses are frequently temporal. In Syriac, however, the

infinitive does not function in this way.186

In 13:4, the translator of P-Zech renders the Hebrew infinitive construct inX1373a (“when

he prophecies”) with the noun emhas=as (“his prophecy”). G has an infinitive. By substituting a

185 Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §36.2.2.

186 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar.§286, 293-298
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noun for M’s infinitive construct, the translator of P-Zech creates a more domesticated Syriac

text.

Zechariah 13:4

M: wn3a on’ 9 nyIR w2 &9 iNR2302 00 YR DRI0 W K107 DI

P: asaas .\lvm sl avs ( ok ~\a _;mhai Ko > wr &\\1 i ohnos .o ous ;o

4.2.8 Tactic: Substitution of a Syriac Perfect for a Hebrew Yiqtol

In 10:2, the translator translates three yigtol verbs with Syriac perfect verbs. The verbs in this
verse indicate actions that have taken place in the past and either continue into the present or
have effects that persist into the present. While Hebrew can use yigtol verbal forms in such
cases,'®’ Syriac requires the use of the perfect.'® The translator construed the tense as past, based
on the context, and rendered accordingly. One must weigh G’s influence on P in this passage,
though the similarities between the two are best described as polygenesis, due to the grammatical
constraints in Syriac.

Zechariah 10:2

M: 1307 18%"10] WD ];)'x?l_.? [RIalnby t7:17! 3T KW m’m‘%m IRPYW N0 00PN NIR™NAT 0900 2
P PRT2

P: = W\ = hacsics araso .alls AN 3 ki haly 1 ows 0 goo as alls dna W=

s i Com) Ml asamhwo s “er alow

187 Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §31.2-3.

188 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §255-56.
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4.2.9 Tactic: Substitution in Conditional Clauses

In the protasis of a conditional clause in Biblical Hebrew, both garal and yigtol verbal forms may
follow the conditional particle. Only rarely are participles or nominal clauses found in such
constructions.'® In Syriac, however, the conditional particle in the protasis is most often
followed by an active participle or a nominal clause. The imperfect and perfect are employed
much less frequently.190

In Zechariah 8:6 the translator renders the Hebrew yigtol of the protasis with a nominal

clause, the more common construction in Syriac conditional clauses.'”' The intransitive meaning
of 892 facilitates this shift, since it lends itself to translation with a predication using an
adjective.

Zechariah 8:6

M: niN2Y M DRI 89D? D270 DN O 710 DY NMIRY P03 89D 3 NIRIAY M 0K 19

P: i e (i hmqis fio sy maizd ,mains Ko, oi L ahlis i i am

i i o ;o0 oi

"% See Ernest J. Revell, “Conditional Sentences in Biblical Hebrew Prose,” in Semitic Studies in Honor of Wolf
Leslau on the Occasion of His 85th Birthday, ed. Alan S. Kaye (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1991); Paul Joiion, A
Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, trans. T. Muraoka, Subsidia Biblica 14/1-14/2 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1993), §167g-k.

190 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §374.

! The translator does not consistently employ this tactic. In 3:7, the translator renders the Hebrew yigtol in the
protasis with a Syriac imperfect.
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In 7:6, the translator renders the imperfects ﬂ‘?;&'n (“eat”) and IpWn (“drink”) with the

participles u\ar (“eating”) and e (“drinking”). Understanding M *2 as a conditional

particle, 192

the translator renders it as ~ and translates the verbs of the protasis with participles,
a common way of constructing conditional clauses in Syriac.

Zechariah 7:6

M: D opR) 098D DRR RiD7 IAWN 121 19280 ")

P: ohra t‘la'{ o Kom <\ ohra \ok\.\r(@ L

4.2.10 Tactic: Substitution of a Syriac Participle for Hebrew Yiqtol

In 11:5-6, the translator renders five Hebrew yigrol verbs with participles. The literary unit 11:4-
17 begins with an oracular formula indicating YHWH’s past speaking to the prophet in 11:4:
“Thus said YHWH my God: ‘Be a shepherd of the flock doomed to slaughter ....”"""* Verse 7
begins a narrative description of the prophet’s past response to YHWH’s imperative. The enclosed
material (verses 5-6a) is a vignette of a shepherd and a flock followed by an interpretation of the
symbolic action (verse 6b). In Hebrew, the yigrol (expressing imperfective aspect)'®* is often

used in narratives to make “explicit reference to the internal temporal structure of a situation,

192 . .. ..
On "2 in conditional clauses, see Revell, “Conditional Sentences.”

"> Though the genre of 11:4-17 and whether or not 13:7-9 belongs with 11:4-17 are hotly debated issues, there is a
general consensus that 11:4-17 is a literary unit. See David L. Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi: A
Commentary, The Old Testament Library (Louisville: Westminster / John Knox, 1995), 88-90.

194 See §3.3.1.



67
viewing a situation from within,” as is the case in the vignette and interpretation.'® The yigrol is

also used to represent events that are ongoing and recurring.' In Syriac, however, the future
tense is not similarly used. In these cases, the participle is preferred, and the translator here

. 197
renders accordingly.

Zechariah 11:5-6

M: Tip Hinng 85 2 17790 Hinm 85 DR IWYRY MY 702 AN 1700 YR KDY 1377 101D WK
YR NO) PIRDTIN INAD] 1970 T NPT TIE UR DTRINR RY0D IR 731 MNTORI PIRG 300D
o7

P! e <\ podiasio (A< /i voein o poundimo | gaashon Ao el @\ o enuasn
B o ,inl (onl /i ales Kmo i i iy duiasas Js sok e o A M\ = (ool

oL N 0L oo o i m_\cgé.mo . nals 1ma ;ine 1o

In 6:6b, the translator translates two identical gatal verbs (38%? and 18¥?) with participles

(wo2s and aaen). These two verbs are part of a series of actions spanning from 6:5 to 6:6, and
they all occur in present time. The gatal in Hebrew is often used in present time."”® In Syriac,
however, the past tense (or perfect) verb is only used in present time to denote a completed result

(the pure perfect). The translator uses the participle here to better accord with Syriac grammar. In

some respects this is an assimilation to the participle O'&¥’ earlier in verse 6 and to the participle

%3 Comrie, Aspect, 24.
19 Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §31.3.
197 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §269.

198 Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §30.4.



68
nixgd in verse 5. This assimilation, however, is motivated by the desire to better accord with

Syriac grammar.

Zechariah 6:5-6
M: D'DIBA RTIWR PIRD2 1ITRTOD 29nan NiRgd 00WA NI paIR A8 HR IR TRYRN 107
TN PINTOR INY) DT DIINRTOR IRY) D3971 1I0Y PIRON DY DY

P: =eai o us i dilan i o0 ;00 niod . amr ;08 anie @i olm ) o artis s

i i) gass K100 L omido gaas Fiasa ey 1 i) waas naR

4.2.11 Tactic: Substitution of a Finite Verb for Hebrew WDR‘D

Representations of direct speech are composed of two parts: “the quotation, which represents the

original locution, and the quotative frame, the report which introduces the quotation.”"”” One

type of quotative frame in Biblical Hebrew contains a finite speech verb (such as 92& or 7927)

x7 200

combined with 9K In this construction, 9K (the infinitive construct of the verb &

prefixed with the preposition %) is a grammaticalized complementizer. A grammaticalized

1 Cynthia L. Miller, “Introducing Direct Discourse in Biblical Hebrew Narrative,” in Biblical Hebrew and
Discourse Linguistics, ed. Robert D. Bergen (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 199.

% Eor a comprehensive study of the representation of speech in Biblical Hebrew, see Cynthia L. Miller, The
Representation of Speech in Biblical Hebrew Narrative: A Linguistic Analysis, Harvard Semitic Museum
Publications 55 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996).
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complementizer is a “word, particle or clitic which functions to introduce a complement, in this

case the quotation of reported speech.”*!

In Syriac, two forms of the infinitive construct of i are attested. One, i\, functions

202

as a true infinitive (i.e., “to say”).”~ The second, =\, introduces direct speech.203 The form x\

does not appear in P-Zech. The form i=~\ appears once in P-Zech, in 7:3, and it is a true

infinitive, corresponding to 97xY. In this verse, 9AKY is not a grammaticalized complementizer

introducing direct speech; it is an embedded infinitive expressing purpose or result (i.e., “in order

to say”).?”* For all instances of 1h&% in P-Zech where it is a grammaticalized complementizer

introducing direct speech, the translator either omits 77K% or renders it with finite verbs. We can

make the following observations.

The translator of P-Zech is remarkably consistent in rendering quotative frames

containing 7RY. If a quotative frame in M-Zech contains 778% and one of the finite verbs in the

frame is 9K or 127, the translator omits 9K, as in 2:8.

Zechariah 2:8a

M: 90RY 157 037798 937 P 198 0N

201 Ibid., 200. On 7ARY as a grammaticalized complementizer, see Miller, Representation of Speech, 179-85.

202 See Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §286.

%3 See J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary: Founded Upon the Thesaurus Syriacus of R. Payne Smith
(London: Oxford University Press, 1902; reprint, Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 1999), 242; Miller, Representation of
Speech, 165 n. 41. For an alternative analysis of x\, see John Huehnergard, “Asseverative *La and Hypothetical
*Lu/Law in Semitic,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 103 (1983).

2% On embedded infinitives, see Miller, Representation of Speech, 181 n. 84.
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P: o i\ ima lvim o\ ima

See also 2:4, 3:4, 4:4, 6, 13, 6:8, 12, 7:5, 9.2%

However, if none of the finite verbs in a 77KRY quotative frame are 92K or 727, the

translator renders 9AKY with a finite form of the verb i=r, as in 1:4.20

Zechariah 1:4a

M: 9hRY DIWRID D'R™I0 DIPIRTIRTP IWR DINIARI PAAOR

P: acimna <ashin =i \c\m;L Marl . { QumER rer L oami ~\a

See also 1:14, 17, 3:6, 8:21, 23.

The logic in this approach appears to be the following. The finite verbs 918 and 927 in
aRY quotative frames sufficiently index the speech act as direct speech. In order to avoid a
redundancy in the text, the translator does not render 97K% in frames that contain 978 or 727.
However, if the 978 quotative frame in M-Zech does not contain a finite form of 9AR or 72T,

the translator indexes the speech act by rendering 97KY with a finite form of the verb i=r. This

grammatical construction—a finite form of i~ —is more natural Syriac than would be a calque

of 7hry.2’

205 These verses are discussed in §4.5.3 on omissions that simplify the text.

2% Finite verbs that may appear in 7h&Y quotative frames include metapragmatic verbs and expressions,
psychological verbs and expressions, and others. See Miller, Representation of Speech, 185-99.

7 The exceptions to this translation tactic are the formulaic phrases 9% (MRa¥) MAP=2T 77 or M2 7

5x (mRav), asin 1:1, 7, 4:8, 6:9, 7:4, 8, 8:1, 18. In these cases the translator consistently renders 9Ky with the
calque i\ It is not unusual for stock phrases or common sayings to be treated differently in translation. This is a
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4.2.12 Tactic: Other Substitutions
The construction "2 ... 2 (“between X and Y”) is not uncommon in Classical Hebrew,
occurring 126 times in the Hebrew Bible.””® This construction rarely appears in Syriac. When it

does appear, it is usually as a Hebraism in the Old Testament.””’ The usual practice in Syriac is

to mark the second member of the relationship with « or A0 5:9, the translator uses the

construction that is more natural Syriac, translating DWW 121 PINA P2 a8 el i dun. G

ava pégov THg Yyiis xal ava uéaov Tol odpavol resembles M.
Zechariah 5:9b
M: DRwn P2 PR 13 NDRDTIR NINYM
P: amnv\ i us hlan\ dilava
In 10:10, the phrase D77 8y &9 (lit. “and it will not be found for them”) is an idiomatic
and elliptical way of saying that there will be no room for them in the land. The translator of P-

Zech 10:10 maintains the sense of the phrase while translating in more natural Syriac, rendering

the phrase as ( om\ alsn Ao (“it will not be [too] full for them™). In Judges 21:14, the translator

structural calque in which the translator is borrowing the form 7n&5 from Hebrew and translating it in a construction

that is novel in Syriac. For calque as a translation procedure, see Vinay and Darbelnet, Comparative Stylistics, 32-
33.

%8 James Barr, “Some Notes on Ben ‘between’ in Classical Hebrew,” Journal of Semitic Studies 23 (1978): 3.
209 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §251.

210 1pig.
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of P renders the similar phrase D% 1R¥D"851 as ax) ,1 \a and in Joshua 17:16 the translator

of P renders 177 119 8¥"XY with ia), Q mas A (“the mountain will not be sufficient for us”).

Zechariah 10:10

M: D7 RERY 891 DRVIAN 112297 TV3 PIRTONY DYAPKR MWK OTIYA PIRG DDIWM

P: <#\a AN s T\:AAC\ :\;Kn ~vi\a AN par i 0 ol o AT 0 (R Lnama

oo\ s

4.2.13 Tactic: Converse Translation

Harry Orlinsky describes converse translation in the Septuagint in this way: “On a number of

occasions, our translator rendered a Hebrew word by a Greek word with the opposite meaning,
and then adding the negative particle o0 or u» to neutralize the Greek word; in this way the Greek

was squared with the Hebrew so far as the sense was concerned.”'' The translator of P-Zech

employs converse translation in 7:11, rendering 182" (“they refused”) with as < ~<\a (“they did
not want”). The use of ~ < A\ to translate 81 is common in the Peshitta.”' Since the semantic

fields of 181 and ( ~» do not align, by rendering 181 with ~= A the translator has chosen the

appropriate Syriac construction.

' Harry M. Orlinsky, “Studies in the Septuagint of the Book of Job: Chapter I1,” Hebrew Union College Annual 29
(1958): 231. For more on converse translation, see also Michael L. Klein, “Converse Translation: A Targumic
Technique,” Biblica 57 (1976); R. P. Gordon, “‘Converse Translation’ in the Targums and Beyond,” Journal for the
Study of the Pseudepigrapha 19 (1999).

22 See, among many examples, Genesis 37:35, 1 Kings 20:35, 2 Kings 5:16; Jeremiah 50:33.
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Zechariah 7:11

M: 2inWn 137 DIPINT N0 90D LR VR A

P: It ~\1 ciaw LonuIKa  Ahioim ( omaha alnsa S\ ao < ~\a

4.2.14 Tactic: Domestication of Proper Nouns

Rather than transliterate the name of the month 1‘_?1?; (“Kislev”) in 7:1 (as does G with XageAev),

213

the translator domesticates the date by using « ca~ (“Kanoon”),” ” which signifies the same time

of the year as 1‘_?1?_3.214 This tactic differs slightly from the preceding in that it is not on the
grammatical or syntactic plane. However, it is similar to the preceding in that it is in the service
of producing a text that better aligns with phrasing and expressions of speech that are natural to

the Syriac language.

Zechariah 7:1

M: 17023 "DURa WIN? NPIW3 AR08 MTIIT MY TR0 WITT? PIW v )
P: a0t el o fhaoinds | il i e\ N Kam ~als rasin asin Murs Koma

A} 4 b} ~ A bl4 3 \ 14 ~ 4 3 4 14 14 1
G: xal EYEVETO €V TW TETAPTW ETEL ETIL AOLPEIOU TOV BOI.O‘[)\EOOQ EYEVETO }LO')/OQ XUplov Tpog ZCLXCLPLQV

TeTpddl ToU pnvds ol évdTov & éotiv Xaoeleu

13 The translator of P-Nehemiah similarly translates the only other occurrence of 1903 as __cus in Nehemiah 1:1.

1% The difference between a domesticated and foreignized translation of this date can be seen by observing the
subtleties between an English translation of 7:1 as “the word of the Lord came to Zechariah ... in December” and
the NRSV’s rendering “the word of the Lord came to Zechariah ... in Chislev.” The latter creates a text that a target
language reader would find dissonant. The former, the domesticated translation, removes this type of dissonance.
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4.3 Goal: Create a Clear Translation

Clarification is a very common goal that translators seek.”'> While original works may have no
problem moving in the indefinite, translators often feel the need to impose the definite. This
sentiment is evidenced in these words of the American poet Galway Kinnell:
The translation should be a little clearer than the original. Because of its verbal authority
a poem can hold in suspension a number of possible meanings. A translation that tries to
express the same ambiguity often ends up merely fuzzy or confused. It looks as though
the translator had translated word for word a passage he didn’t understand. A translation
is an interpretation. The translator must decide what is the primary sense and say it rather

cleaurly.216

Clarification is the revelation of something that is concealed, repressed, or implicit in the
original. In many cases, that which is “clarified” by the translator is already clear in the original;
the clarity the translator brings is to make explicit something implicit in the original or to focus

. . 217
on one of the variety of meanings of a word or phrase.

215 On the prevalence of clarification in translated texts, see Shoshana Blum-Kulka, “Shifts of Cohesion and
Coherence in Translation,” in Interlingual and Intercultural Communication: Discourse and Cognition in
Translation and Second Language Acquisition Studies, ed. Juliane House and Shoshana Blum-Kulka (Tiibingen:
Narr, 1986); Linn @veras, “In Search of the Third Code: An Investigation of Norms in Literary Translation,” Meta:
Jjournal des traducteurs 43 (1998); Maeve Olohan and Mona Baker, “Reporting That in Translated English:
Evidence for Subconscious Processes of Explicitation?,” Across Languages and Cultures 1 (2000); Birgitta Englund
Dimitrova, Expertise and Explicitation in the Translation Process (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2005).

*1% Galway Kinnell, Walking Down the Stairs: Selections from Interviews (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1978), 14.

7 Some would call this explication, but explication is a type of clarification and I therefore include explications in
my category of clarification.
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In many cases, tactics that bring clarity to the translation and tactics that domesticate the

text look very similar. The difference between the two is that the latter result in grammatical
constructions that are required or overwhelmingly preferred by Syriac grammar. The former
result in constructions that are permissible in Syriac grammar but are in no way required or even
preferred, and the result is a translation that is clearer or more explicit than the original.

The translator of P-Zech seeks to create clarity in his translation by producing a text that
is relatively void of actual or potential ambiguities and difficulties. To this end, the translator

employs the following tactics.

4.3.1 Tactic: Manipulation of Word Order

Word order “is one of the most important devices for maintaining comprehensibility on the part
of the reader or hearer.”*'® It is therefore not surprising that the translator, utilizing the flexibility
of Syriac syntax,”"” frequently manipulates word order in order to bring clarity to the text. The
resultant Syriac word order is allowable but neither required nor preferred by Syriac grammar.
This is the distinguishing factor between a manipulation in word order that seeks to domesticate

the translation and a manipulation in word order that aims to bring clarity to the translation.

In M 2:12b, there is an opposition between the two objects 023 and 10 nN223. The

translator of P-Zech makes this opposition clear by moving the second object to the clause initial

% Barry L. Bandstra, “Word Order and Emphasis in Biblical Hebrew Narrative: Syntactic Observations on Genesis
22 from a Discourse Perspective,” in Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, ed. Walter R. Bodine (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1992), 110.

219 On the flexibility of Syriac syntax, see Duval, Traité de grammaire syriaque, §377; Brockelmann, Syrische
Grammatik, §223.
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position. The juxtaposition of the two objects, along with the addition of am, highlights the

contrast between these two objects. To similar ends, G adds the comparative wg.

Zechariah 2:12b

M: 1D N223 L33 DJ3 VT D
P: 5i0 causa o hanl { as) Sion ha
G: 01671 6 amTépevos V&Y wg amTéuevos Tis x6pns ol ddhaiupol adTod
In 11:7, the prophet takes in hand two staffs. One is named Ov3 (“pleasantness’) and the

other 09211 (“unity”). In 11:10, the prophet breaks the staff opi (“pleasantness™). In 11:14, the

prophet again breaks a staff. In order to clarify that the staff being broken in 11:14 is not the

same as the one already broken in 11:10, the translator reverses the order of the two accusative

nominal phrases in the initial clause of 11:14 so that the name of the staff (D"?.jm) immediately

follows the verb. The question as to which staff is being broken may have arisen because of the
length of the textual material between when the two staffs are identified in 11:7 and when the
second one is broken in 11:14. It would have been possible for the prophet to twice break the
first staff, but the translator’s rendering makes it clear that this is not the case. It is possible that
this reversal was present in the translator’s Vorlage, though were this the case, P would be the

only witness to this supposed text. Since clarification is such an overriding principle in

0 Translators of P not infrequently add aem and «ae to highlight contrasting elements. See Gideon Goldenberg,
“Bible Translations and Syriac Idiom,” in The Peshitta as a Translation: Papers Read at the Il Peshitta Symposium
Held at Leiden 19-21 August 1993, ed. P. B. Dirksen and Arie van der Kooij, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute
Leiden 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 31-34.
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translation, and in light of my profile of the translation technique evident in P-Zech, it is

reasonable to assign this change to the translator.

Zechariah 11:14

M: 5877 P23 I 13 MNRDTNR 7977 0500 R WD 9PRTIR YTIN

[
d T

P: Mum.<\ <1000 fus hom hudy Khacsa le:r(n i ,3}6' as o hiokha

In 8:13, the translator reverses the order of the asyndetic phrases 71-5% (“do not be

afraid”) and 027’ PN (“let your hands be strong™) in order to avoid a potential misreading

where the negative would carry over to the last phrase. In Syriac sentences where negation has
reference to two clauses, the negation may appear once and stand for both.”*! In 8:13, by
reversing the order of these two asyndetic phrases, the translator circumvents the incongruous

potential reading, “‘do not be afraid (and do not) let your hands be strong.” Perhaps to the same

end, G employs converse translation, rendering am;m'%_z (“do not be afraid”) with bapceite (“be

courageous”).

Zechariah 8:13

M: MIpIND WTRTYR N273 DOV DN PWIR 12 980 03 AT M3 D3 YYp DY WD M
YT,

P: ~Xxaiaa\ «00mA0 . Qanoiar’ Kam Lim. uoia 00w huoy s r(k\xvoﬂ ~o¥sama wer

~\a o Lisdhia

2l Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §333.
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. A4 a /4 5 ) A ) ~ o s v 7 34 I
G: xal oTat 6v TpémOV NTE v xaTapa év Tolg EBveaty oixog Touda xat oixog Iopani oltws dlacwow

Opds xal goeale év ebdoyia Bapaeite xal xaTioyVeTe év Tals xepaly LGV
In 6:12, the translator reverses the order of the subject and predicate of the nominal

clause inw nny (lit. “branch is his name”). Equivalent phrases do not otherwise exist in

Zechariah, but elsewhere in the prophets (Isaiah 48:2, 57:15, Jeremiah 10:16, 50:34, 51:57,
Amos 4:13) similar constructions (“X is his name”) all maintain the word order of the Hebrew
when translated into Syriac. Only in Zechariah 6:12 is the order reversed. This manipulation of
word order and the addition of the conjunction waw highlight the phrasal boundary between ~o
~ia_ (“behold a man”) and s cava (“and shining is his name”) and highlight the change in

grammatical subject.

Zechariah 6:12b (M), 6:12b-13a (P)

M: i 527N 133 NIRRT PRANRM iNW NNy WRTNIn

P: =isna s =9 ama s ek 0 <l amra Kiny Ko

The phrase inp 18¥2 in M-Zech 9:16 is difficult and has lead to sundry proposed

solutions. Meyers and Meyers argue that the two words constitute a nominal phrase in which

18¥] is the predicate and 1y the subject. They translate the phrase as, “his people is like a

sheep.””** Wellhausen adds the imperfect of 1p.*> The translator of P-Zech appears to read the

two Hebrew words as a construct phrase: “YHWH their god will save them on that day like the

22 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 157.

223 Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 183.
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sheep of his people.” When rendering his understanding of the Hebrew into Syriac, the translator

moves “his people” so that it precedes = (“flock™). He also adds a lamadh, making “his

people” the object of the verb, and translates the third masculine plural suffix on DY*Win (“he

will save them™) as ( care (“them”), a proleptic pronoun.224 P therefore reads, “On that day the
Lord their God will save his people like sheep.” The translator is clarifying, according to his
understanding, a phrase that is difficult in the source text. G follows M.

Zechariah 9:16a

M: iy (8¥2 8177 D' DPAYR M oYW

P: s e s o qas L onml e L urd maiasa
The phrase “day of YHWH” occurs sixteen times in biblical prophecy as a construct phrase

(M ov) and three times with the preposition 5 (M*> 01; Isaiah 2:12, Ezekiel 30:3, Zechariah
14:1). Only in Zech 14:1 is the phrase expanded with the use of 83: Mm% 83-01* 737.>* In this

case, the  in the phrase M7 8301 can be analyzed as either a preposition that functions in

place of a genitive or as a preposition that indicates to whom the action of the verb refers.””° The

translator clarifies the difficult syntax by moving the verb =~ (“‘comes”) to the end of the

clause and translating the % with a 1 to express the genitive relationship.

% On the proleptic pronouns or “agreement pronouns,” see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §288; Khan,
Studies in Semitic Syntax, 128-30; Geoffrey Khan, “Object Markers and Agreement Pronouns in Semitic
Languages,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 47 (1984); Van Peursen, Language and
Interpretation in the Syriac Text of Ben Sira: A Comparative Linguistic and Literary Study, 323-31.

23 See the similar phrases 83 Mm-0¥ N7 in Isaiah 13:9 and Mm~01 82 in Joel 2:1.

226 See Jotion, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, §130a, g.



80
Zechariah 14:1

M: 73793 7279 Pym i xaob man

P: a0 adis Adadiho i i wnas Ko

4.3.2 Tactic: Translation of a Metaphor as a Simile

Metaphors and similes are twin manifestations of a single phenomenon: both involve the
juxtaposition of two domains, achieving understanding of one in terms of another.”*” The
difference between the two is but slight: a simile explicitly marks the comparison between the
two domains. In translating metaphors as similes, the translator of P-Zech makes the comparison
explicit, attempting to remove ambiguities in the text. For example, in 2:9, in accord with T, the
translator of P renders M’s “wall of fire” with “like a wall of fire.”

Zechariah 2:9a

M: 220 Wy NRin MmToRI AYTIINR IR

P: hars Ram Khsanrhlo i Kiar »er /s i haas Komr o

See also 4:7, 7:12.

4.3.3 Tactic: Demetaphorization

As discussed above, a metaphor is the juxtaposition of two conceptual domains in order to
achieve understanding of one in terms of the other. Lakoff and Turner describe this as a

conceptual “mapping” from a source domain onto a target domain. In this view, humans use

27 Aristotle, Rhetoric, 111, 4.
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“habitual and routine bodily and social experiences” as source domains since they are familiar

and relatively easily understood.”*® The target domains are abstract ideas and new knowledge
that we seek to understand. Mapping the source domains (which we understand) onto the target
domains (which we seek to understand) helps us to comprehend these abstract or novel concepts.
Demetaphorization is, therefore, a removal of such mapping. In the following verses, the
translator of P-Zech demetaphorizes in his translation in an attempt to bring clarity to the verse.
This demetaphorization makes explicit the idea at hand, but at the cost of the rich conceptual

entailments present in the original.

In 1:6, the Hebrew phrase 02'nag wwn xi% (“did [my words and my stipulations] not

overtake your fathers?”) is elliptical and “the intention is for the hearers to understand that the
failure to heed laws and statutes brought the curses of the covenant into effect and these
‘overtook” the hearers.””* The phrase is a metaphor in which the words and statutes are
personified as hunters, as in Deuteronomy 28:15 and 28:45. While in the two passages from

Deuteronomy the translator of P follows M, in Zechariah 1:6 the translator demetaphorises the

phrase by translating 13w (“they overtook™) as aiaadw (“they remembered”) and making

oo (“your fathers”) the subject of the verb aiaane (“they remembered”). To this end, the

translator also adds ( cs~ (“them”) and transforms the phrase from a question into a statement.”"
G reflects M.

Zechariah 1:6a

¥ George Lakoff and Mark Turner, More Than Cool Reason: A Field Guide to Poetic Metaphor (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1989), 59.

229 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 96.

230 For other cases in which the translator renders an interrogative as a statement, see §4.3.5.
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M: 02'nag wivn 857 0R230 710NN Y WK RO 3T TR

P: c cruono® « aud ataadh < i\ hanan jnasaala ol s _Ral

The phrase 17227 DR (“they made their ears heavy”) is a metaphor that refers to ears

that are unable to hear, as in Zechariah 7:11. Hebrew 722 has the basic meaning of “weight.” By

extension, objects that have extreme weight are unresponsive to external stimuli, i.e., movement.

In the metaphor 37°227 DR (“they made their ears heavy”), the unresponsiveness of a heavy

object is mapped onto ears, which are unresponsive to sound. The translator of P-Zech removes
the metaphor and concretizes 17°227 DR (“they made their ears heavy”) as aisw ( ocuna

(“they closed their ears”).231

Zechariah 7:11

M: 2inWn 1737 DIPINT NP 903 LR VR NN

P: AT ) ~\1 012w L oo . hioim \ocns}:\; I} ET TS T\ oo o ~\a

The translator demetaphorizes the orientational metaphor WK 1IR3 7117 (“the pride of

Assyria will be brought low”) in 10:11. Lakoff and Johnson describe orientational metaphors as
metaphors that have a basis in our physical and cultural experience and give spatial orientation to
abstract objects.”*> One such orientational cognitive metaphor they cite is HIGH STATUS IS UP AND

LOW STATUS IS DOWN, as exemplified in the phrases, “He’s at the peak of his career,” “He has

#! Compare this rendering to Isaiah 6:10 where the translator of P renders 7220 PR With o ;maniwa, Isaiah 59:1
where the translator renders RinWn IR n;r;;-&‘vl With s\ cua’ <an. o, and Isaiah 33:15 where the translator
renders DHWRA IR DOR With ssaes s ,003% 1amma.

2 George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 14.
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little upward mobility,” and “He’s at the botrom of the social hierarchy.”*** The phrase 1IR3 TIM

MR (“the pride of Assyria will be brought low”) in 10:11 is an example of the conceptual

metaphor HIGH STATUS IS UP AND LOW STATUS IS DOWN. The translator of P-Zech demetaphorizes

this phrase by translating 73 (“will be brought low”) with J\ =»a (“will cease”). G renders the

phrase as adaipebioetar méoa UPpis Acaupiwy (“all the pride of the Assyrians shall be taken
away”).
Zechariah 10:11

M: WO OMRN 'O:l'(lﬂ MR ]TN;} T WN’ ﬂi‘?ﬁyp P T(D":_li‘l] D’t?a} 02 7271 7R 0712 93y

P: ooy L%k\o Ao ,;madmas. \om\.; “Ohmaia r<\.\\ s Laoua A(\_S.Xm{ 1o inaa

ina i oo m%ﬂuo@'m

The phrase D‘;?Ulj? inwa (“and they will walk in his name”) in 10:12 is otherwise

unattested in the Hebrew Bible, though the verb means to “go to and fro,” and in Job 2:2 it is
used to describe a character’s journey through all the earth. The phrase 129707 inWa1 is an

example of the metaphor LIFE IS A JOURNEY. >

This metaphor is found also in Psalm 26:3 (“1
walk in your truth”), Psalm 26:11 (“I walk in my integrity”), Psalm 56:14 (“that I may walk
before God in the light of life”), Proverbs 14:2 (“the one who walks in uprightness fears YHWH”),

Zechariah 3:7 (“if you will walk in my ways ...”), and elsewhere.

23 Ibid., 16.

4 A journey is a common source domain in cognitive metaphors. Ibid., 97-100; Zoltin Kévecses, Metaphor: A
Practical Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 34.
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The translator of G-Zech demetaphorizes the phrase 13%7m inW23 (“and they will walk in

his name”), rendering it as év 7@ ovopatt adtol xataxavynoovtatl (“they will boast in his name”).

The translator of G-Zech is perhaps calling to mind the phrases “glory (557) in the Lord” (as in

Psalm 34:2) and “glory (551) in his holy name” (as in Psalm 105:3). BHS proposes reading M’s

235

13500 as 19901, on the basis of G.™ A graphic interchange of 3 to 9 could occur by the addition

of a left vertical stroke, and G perhaps reflects a Hebrew text in which this interchange has
occurred.

P, however, witnesses to a Vorlage equal to M. One cannot explain P as reading G or
reading a text equal to the Hebrew proposed by BHS. We can, however, explain P by saying that

the translator reads a text equal to M, removes the mapping of the journey source domain, and

then clarifies the phrase by translating 13%7m i9w23 (“and they will walk in his name”) as ass\a

«oinm (“and they will trust in his name”). To “walk in his name” may intend to mean that
“those who bear God’s name will travel far and wide or ‘go about’ demonstrating that their God
is with them everywhere, not just in what they say (by swearing, calling, or answering in God’s
name) but also in all their activities—in all their movements.”>*® That is to say, those who bear
God’s name “trust in his name.”

Zechariah 10:12

M: My OR3 19901 iAW M3 oRnan

25 Mitchell also accepts the reading 1‘7’;731:17, on the basis of G. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Jonah, 302.

236 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 228.
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P: =i i w0300 canr\a  aisns war Liv<a

G: xal xatioylow adTols &v xuplw Bed adTdv xat v T6 dvéuatt adtol xataxavyfoovtal Aéyel

xUpL0g

4.3.4 Tactic: Elimination of a Metonymy

In a metonymy, a word or phrase denoting an object, action, institution, etc. is used to refer to

another that is related to it.>’

A metonymy is not simply a referential device as it also serves the
function of providing understanding of a particular element or characteristic of that referent. By

eliminating the metonymy, the translator makes clear the referent by removing the element or

characteristic used to refer to the referent.

In 10:6, 77377 m"a (“house of Judah™) and o1 nM*a (“house of Joseph™) are INSTITUTION

FOR PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE metonymic phrases.””® The translator of P-Zech adds a dalath to each
phrase, thereby eliminating the metonymy, removing the reference to the institution, and
focusing on the people responsible. Therefore, M “I will strengthen the house of Judah, and the

house of Joseph I will save” becomes “I will strengthen those of the house of Judah, and I will

239
P.

save those of the house of Joseph” in The addition of a dalath to phrases with 12 occurs

throughout P and is therefore not distinctive of the translator of P-Zech. It is, nevertheless, part

7 Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 35-40.
3% Lakoff and Johnson list examples of the INSTITUTION FOR PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE metonymy in English. Ibid., 38.

39 On the use of the dalath in Syriac in these elliptical genitive constructions, see Ada Wertheimer, “The Functions
of the Syriac Particle D-,” Le Muséon 114 (2001): 265-66. Carbajosa finds this tactic evident in P-Psalms, but he

fails to recognize that phrases such as 7737 "2 (“house of Judah”) are metonymic phrases and he therefore fails to
see that the translator of P is eliminating the metonymy. Carbajosa, Character of the Syriac Version, 41.
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of his translation technique since it is a tactic he chooses to employ, consciously or not. The

removal of the metonymy is easily accomplished in Syriac by the addition of the dalath, but it
would not be easily accomplished in Hebrew. Therefore, this change is most likely not in the
translator’s Vorlage. G follows M.

Zechariah 10:6a

M: onnma 2 oNIaYIim LWIR 400 N°3TNRI AT ATNR "00aN

P: \ocml; A @i .ﬂvm A faa ama. o1\ noiaa a0 usil Lisa
See also 8:13, 15,°*° 19, 10:3, 12:4, 10, 13:1.%*!

In M-Zech 10:11, vaw (“staff,” “scepter”), as the ceremonial object held by the leader of

242

a political group, is a THE PART FOR THE WHOLE metonymy.~ ~ The translator removes the

metonymy by translating 02w (“staff”’) with =\ \aw (“ruler”).
Zechariah 10:11
M: D7 DM¥A VIV MWK TiRG TN IR NivIA 53 WM O3 72 N7 NIY 072 Ay

P: LN, AN le:k\o ~ioun ,;madsas. \om\.; “ohmaia r<“\ s Laoua A(\_S.Xm{ L YER ETRYS

AECEEL AP S} @éc\;c\ ~iohy

20 Some manuscripts omit the dalath in 8:13 and 8:15. For the manuscript evidence, see Gelston, ed.
Dodekapropheton, 83.

*! The rendering of M AT (“over Judah”) with <aams dusa As in 12:7 may be an example of this tactic if As

100 Yusy means “over those of the house of Judah.” However, the phrase may mean “over that of (i.e., the
~hwaaeh [“glory”’]) the house of Judah,” in which case this verse would not be an example of an elimination of a

metonymy. In either case, P has ~10c. dus (“house of Judah”) for M 7377 (“Judah™).

2 Traditional rhetoricians call this device synecdoche while Lakoff and Johnson consider it to be a type of
metonymy. For examples of this metonymy in English, see Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 37.
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As is characteristic of the translator of P-Zech’s non-rigid translation technique, this

tactic is not applied to all metonymies. In 14:2, he preserves the metonymy 7' "1 (“half of the

city [will go into exile]”) by translating it as ~w.a= caxJa (“half of the city [will go into

captivity]”). In 7:2, the translator does not remove the INSTITUTION FOR PEOPLE metonymy 981"

(“Bethel,” i.e. “the people of Bethel”). This, however, is likely due to the fact that he understands

Bethel as the location to which the emissaries are sent.”**

4.3.5 Tactic: Translation of a Question in a Manner That Suggests the Answer

The translator of P-Zech frequently recasts interrogative sentences. Though he alters them in a
variety of ways, the effect is the same: the open-ended uncertainty of the question is replaced
with the certain clarity of its answer.

The translator of P-Zech generally translates rhetorical questions as statements, replacing
the question with its required or expected answer.>** This is occasioned by Syriac’s lack of a
“special syntactical or formal method of indicating direct questions, as to ‘whether’ the Predicate
applies to the Subject.”** This tactic does not alter the meaning of the text, but it does reduce its
rhetorical force.

In 3:2, the translator omits the negative and interrogative particles, translating the

rhetorical question Wxn 5¥n Tx A1 8197 (“is this one not a brand plucked from a fire?””) with the

23 See the discussion of this verse in §4.3.8.

% This is common elsewhere in the Peshitta as well. See Sebok, Die Syrische Uebersetzung, 73; Gelston, Twelve
Prophets, 137-38; Weitzman, Syriac Version, 26. See also Orlinsky, “Studies II,” 244-48.

245 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §331.
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statement ~ics & \laha a0 can (“this one is a brand which has been plucked from fire”).

The translator could have rendered the negative interrogative particle 877 with <\ =\s (as in

Amos 4:13, Malachi 1:2, 2:10) or he could have rendered it with a simple <\, leaving the
interrogative sense to be presumed (as in Obadiah 5:2, Jonah 4:2, Micah 3:1, Zechariah 4:5, 13,
7:6). In 3:2, however, the translator omits both the negative and interrogative particles, replacing

the rhetorical question with its expected answer.

Zechariah 3:2b

M: wxn S0 TR 71 RO

P: <ics & lahws <o s

Similarly in 7:7, the rhetorical question D'X"237 7' M KR WK 02T DR RO
DWRAD (“are these not the words which YHWH proclaimed through the former prophets?”) is

translated with its expected answer o /e Krards iz 1ians A w o\o (“these are the
words the Lord proclaimed through the former prophets”™).

Zechariah 7:7a

M: DIWRID ORI T2 M RIP WK OMTINR RV

P: ~ashio it s s viana s e o\

:6.2%

See also 1

The phrase Di"%p 891 (“and not upon them”) in M 14:18 is difficult. It is perhaps an

intentional doubling of the same phrase in the preceding verse. If this is true, the phrase is an

24 This verse is discussed in §4.3.3.
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elliptical expression with the implicit meaning “no rain will be for them.”**’ This appears to be

the reading accepted by the Masoretes, as is suggested by the afnach under D"9p (“upon them”™).
The translator of P, however, connects “upon them” not to the words that precede it, but to those
that follow. P reads wsnshs\ aisn asnin whassn omh oauls e (“and moreover, upon them

will be the plague with which the Lord will strike the people”), rendering the negative &9 in M

with the particle a~. Gelston suggests three possible explanations of P’s rendering here. First,

the Hebrew Vorlage before the translator of P had o3. Second, P followed G, which reads xai émi

ToUTOL EoTal ) TTEOlS )y maTdEel xUplog TdvTa Ta E6vy (“and upon them will be the fall with

which the Lord will smite all the naltions”).248 Third, the Hebrew text before the translator of P-
Zech was identical to M, but the translator understood the Hebrew as a negative rhetorical
question and rendered it as a statement.**’ I find the third possibility to be most likely, but not

absolutely certain.

Zechariah 14:18

M: O &5 WK DMATNR M A3 WK 19320 MR 0090 891 IR 89 1500 RS 0Men nnawvn-oR)
niapn anny a9

P: (.Lr{ o\ hisn asm hasen Kamh w aouls o hidh o ook <\ ol o ~ioir (o

r{\.\lvﬁn ~adaas s\ e.nl.m ~\a

*7 Alternatively, one might posit that an original owan 7 (“rain will be”) in 14:18 was lost through homeoteleuton

with the mem at the end of DiP%Y.

¥ Mitchell would read with G, arguing that the negative in M was imported from verse 17. Mitchell, Smith, and
Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 357.

249 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 157.
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G: ¢av 8¢ duln Alyimtou un avaff undt By éxel xal éml TovTows EoTal ¥ TTdols Hv matdEel

xUptog mavta T Efvn Goa éav un avaPfj Tol éopracatl v EopThy T axvoTNYiag

Aside from negative rhetorical questions, interrogative sentences are generally preserved
in P.*% In a few cases, the translator clarifies the expected answer to the question by using the

interrogative particle ~&\s, which introduces a question that expects a negative answer.”' In 7:5,
for example, by rendering & 1N Div] (“did you really fast for me?”) with o o ~als
2\ Lod o (“did you hold a fast for me?”) the translator alerts the reader to the fact that the
expected answer to the question is “no.” G adds the negative particle u to similar effect and one

must weigh whether P is here following G.

Zechariah 7:5b

M: 18 1nng Divn MW DLW N7 W"IW WRna Tioo) DnngTa
P: A (oh=n o 00 o als id ganr Kod fasanro avasis e L ohinia Lol o
G: éav wotedonte % ¥6ymabe év tals méumtals 7 &v Tais EPobuals xal 0ol éBdounxovta €Ty Wi

VY OTElQY VEV)OTEUXATE oL

See also 1:5.

% In many cases, however, these interrogatives are distinguished from sentences of affirmation only through
inflection (e.g., 4:5, 4:13, 7:6).

» Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 93.
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4.3.6 Addition of a Pronoun or Noun

Very frequently the translator of P-Zech adds a pronoun (and preposition) to indicate the person
interested in or affected by an action.”* This tactic is particularly common in dialogue, as in 4:14
where the translator adds ,\ (“to me”) to clarify the addressee of the speech.

Zechariah 4:14

M: pIRo2 TIT850 DIRPD 7800713 30 19K 1081

P! &s i dalan <im oo @maod wamon ;i oih L oo L\ i
See also 1:10, 2:4, 6, 5:6, 8, 6:7, 7:13, 8:1, 23, etc.”

Though the meaning of the Hebrew in M 1:12 is clear, the translator adds  aos\s (“upon
them”) to clarify that YHWH’s anger was directed specifically at “them,” i.e. Jerusalem and the
cities of Judah. This may be a stylistic change, but since the addition makes explicit the object of
the verb in the relative clause, it does bring added clarity to the text.

Zechariah 1:12

M: 11 ARRDT AWK 7T W DR D?@J'\Z'ﬂtf DU'}ITN'X7 AR MTTY NIRAR M RN ﬁlﬂj’ﬂt&‘?@ (644!

nyY op3w

22 For examples of this very common tactic in other books of the Peshitta, see Greenberg, Peshitta to Jeremiah, 38;
Craig E. Morrison, The Character of the Syriac Version of the First Book of Samuel, Monographs of the Peshitta
Institute, Leiden 11 (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 15; Peter J. Williams, Studies in the Syntax of the Peshitta of 1 Kings,
Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 12 (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 125-28; R. B. ter Haar Romeny, “Techniques
of Translation and Transmission in the Earliest Text Forms of the Syriac Version of Genesis,” in The Peshitta as a
Translation: Papers Read at the Il Peshitta Symposium Held at Leiden 19-21 August 1993, ed. P. B. Dirksen and
Arie van der Kooij, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden 8 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 178-85; P. B. Dirksen, “The
Peshitta and Textual Criticism of the Old Testament,” Vetus Testamentum 42 (1992): 383-84.

3 The addition of ,\ in the standard text in 11:4 is an example of this tactic in the later manuscript tradition.
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P: <1001 i Lo nlrdiod b du nuisn o\ Jon 1 bl i o i cmardlss <o

dir gsar Koo aculs NG S

In M 6:10, the use of the infinitive absolute of the verb m'p'? (“take”) without a direct

object has caused much difficulty for the versions and the commentators.”* G, for example, adds

ta (“those [things]”) to fill the perceived gap. In the context of verses 10-11, it is possible to

understand that gold and silver are to be taken from Heldai, Tobijah, and J edaiah.?>

With respect
to P, however, it appears that the translator understood that the gold and silver were to be taken
only from Josiah. What is to be taken from Heldai, Tobijah, and Jedaiah is left unmentioned. To
clarify the fact that the gold is taken only from Josiah, the translator adds singular possessive
pronouns on “gold” and “silver.”

Zechariah 6:10-11

M: 78¥712 MWNT N1 DRI RIND O3 AR DR MU DR 77210 DR TONN 07130 DRD 1ipY
91137 1720 PTYINTI3 WY WA N NIy DY 301TIRD ANRY) 9330 NIV

P: ~xes ~ue o i ~avo. Mo\ Mav o .o #cus ha <t 0 rﬁ:cﬁv C2) »MNaw ] ~iuay N oo

~oi ma oNds 19 aarsy mrais umo Kl 1ns o omie e aw  Aas =

In 13:7, the translator adds a possessive pronoun, translating 187 (“the flock™) as ous

(“his flock™). This clarifies that the flock belongs to the aforementioned shepherd. Though the

relationship between the shepherd and the flock in M is not an issue of contention, P’s translation

makes this relationship explicit. It is possible that the reading in P reflects a 1 to 11 dittography

2% See Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 183-85.

255 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 336-39.
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with the initial 1 of the following word ("nawm1). However, the translator’s proclivity to explicate

and the lack of evidence in other witnesses favor the conclusion that the addition is the work of
the translator.

Zechariah 13:7

M: 0MpRA™5Y T AW IR PRIOM AN T NIRAY M ORI DY 1237501 WIOD M1 10

P! vameo ous iaohihio s il s wadilas im0 smaed Cing(Lio sl s i s e W e
bl e

In M 3:1-10, the protagonist in the scene alternates between YHWH and the messenger of
YHWH. The translator of P, however, renders the text in such a way that the messenger is the lone
protagonist.””® He accomplishes this by adding “messenger” in 3:2 and 3:4. Anti-
anthropomorphic renderings of this type can be found in the ancient translations, in Hebrew
manuscripts, and in M. > It is possible that the additions were in P’s Hebrew source text, but the
translator’s tendency to clarify the text and the lack of evidence in other witnesses lead me to
assign the additions to the translator. This is an example of what Weitzman describes as P’s

“general tendency to emphasize the gulf between God and man,”*®

making explicit a religious
concept that the translator finds implicit in the text.”>’

Zechariah 3:1-4

%6 Mitchell reads with P. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 153.

7 For example, in Exodus 4:24 G has cuvivtyaey adté dyyeos xuplou (“an angel of the Lord met him”) for M
MY 1Y (“YHWH met him”). For examples in Hebrew manuscripts and in M, see Tov, Textual Criticism of the
Hebrew Bible, 274-75.

5 . . .
258 Weitzman, Syriac Version, 29.

9 For a summary of theologically and religiously motivated changes in P-Zech, see Chapter 6.



94
M: Jownox M RN 10Y oY TRd roivm M RN 8% Y HiTI0 1090 YYITIR IR

o'RiR D733 W:L‘? i QWiﬂﬁ UKRN t7?.3@ TIR T N15;I z:;‘gxy’wa anan T3 717 M T(Qiya T2 M
"TIART N V2R PN U DUNED DTN 1R T0KY 157 DIRYTTR QN 19 TR0 19 Tob
nivonn TR Wa7m iy 200

P: is~a y;mcusiy caasn, > Fam pro KA\vmo i mard> oo pdo 1 oi ;. acan juasna

> lahes 1o camn plrio) o (3 im v taa g i v daaag ) o A\ @\ i axls

a>unl ( nl o ard> fisa i mard> s Kom oo KR o /R Kom mal sarvia ica

Ao L Rias i ol o K o RS oux oias Ko KR o /RS oum oias < ,;mamia

A\, /I L heala

4.3.7 Addition of a Preposition

In 9:13, M’s syntax, specifically the relationship of the proper nouns to the preceding verbal
phrases, makes the verse difficult.”®® The translator of P twice adds the preposition \s
(“‘against”) to remove this difficulty. These additions clarify the grammatical relationship
between ,heo sk (“I stretch out my bow”) and «1o0c. (“Judah”) as well as between s (“I fill
[it]”) and msiaw (“Ephraim”). In P it is clear that Judah and Ephraim are the targets against

whom the bow is drawn.?®!

Zechariah 9:13

260 See Otzen, Studien iiber Deuterosacharja, 242. See also Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Jonah, 283.

6! Implicit in this modification is the fact that P does not recognize the INSTITUTION FOR PEOPLE metonymy of
5x-n"2, on which see §4.3.4. On word order in this verse, see also §4.2.1.
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M: 7123 3902 TRAYY I TIZOY 17R TII 0P D198 N8P PR T D 0T

P: <o e riiinsa (e i AT oM oy Meiva xeiad 1L dulso 100 Ls ra s le:.\
DR IR

The syntax of M 9:17 is difficult: ni®na 22ir Wivny o™na 137 ionm iaw-nn '3 (lit.
“for what is its goodness and what is its beauty; grain young men and wine will make young

women flourish”).*> BHS posits that ni%na 321y Wivm is an addition and would therefore

remove it.”** Hanson would restore the verb W7 (“to make fat”) to 9:17a, and translate it as,

h 39264

“Grain will make young men fat, wine will make maidens flouris Meyers and Meyers argue

that 2212* (“make flourish”) can “do double duty,” and “work forward and backward, governing

both cola, thereby intensifying the complementary pairing of men and maidens.”*® The
translator of P-Zech avoids the syntactical difficulty by adding the preposition \ and by
segmenting the verse in a manner that differs from the Masoretic division. The result is a verse
with two poetic lines (versus the three lines of M), the first of which contains nominal
predication.?®®

Zechariah 9:17

%62 Mitchell would omit the verse. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 285.

263 Marti would replace the second half of the verse with 12 2213 WM 137. Marti, Das Dodekapropheton.

** Hanson, Dawn of Apocalyptic, 296.

%65 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 161. Thus also NRSV. See Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi, 56.
Their proposal, however, is untenable. Backward ellipsis is only possible when the verb is in final position, which is
not the case in 9:17. On backward ellipsis, see Cynthia L. Miller, “A Linguistic Approach to Ellipsis in Biblical
Poetry,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 13 (2003): 264-65.

266 On this verse, see also §4.5.2.
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M: ni%na 22in wWivm 0Ina 137 om0 13

P: “x\ohs nmam <iawa 161 ~ians hav o .:xlv ~>

The Hebrew of 9:15 is quite difficult. One difficulty lies with the phrase p=128, which

some would emend, others would prefix with the comparative particle 2, and others would read

as a synecdoche.”®’” The translator of P-Zech removes the difficulty through the addition of an
instrumental =. Thus, P-Zech 9:15, in accord with T, reads, “They will consume and subdue
stones (of defense walls?) with slings.” G resolves the difficulty by translating as “and they shall
consume them and bury them with sling stones.”

Zechariah 9:15a

M: 7713 107 171 opmI3N W31 19981 D0 1) RNy M

P: <ias wer ~anala \ok\_v_m oo e/ «Qrassa \C\.\arﬂo _\ocmL QO ~hlis ima

T: ®pHPA RIAR [TWT KNI AP PR NIHVRM RNAYA oYUM 15 o M
G: xUplog TavToxpaTwp UTEPaaTLel AVTAY xal XATAVAAWTOUTLY aUTOUS Xal XQTAYWToUaLy avTolg v

MBotg odevdbvng xal éxmiovral atTols (g olvov

267 For a discussion of the issues and possible solutions, see Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 152-56. For a
summary of the approaches taken by the ancient versions, see Jansma, Inquiry, 76-77.
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4.3.8 Addition of a Verb

The translator of P-Zech adds s\« (“sent”) in 7:2b. The logic involved in this addition is the

following. First, the translator does not read 797 037 as the compound name Regem-melek.**®

Instead, he associates D)) with As»=4, which can be either a proper name, or, based on the

Assyrian, an appellative denoting a high royal official, as in Jeremiah 39:3, 13.2* Second, the

translator reads -[‘m as a title that points back to Darius, who was mentioned in 7:1. Third, he

reads the indeterminate subject of the verb n‘;xy’n (“he sent”) from 7:2a to be the king. Fourth, he

adds s\ea (“and he sent”) in 7:2b to clarify that it is the king who is sending the emissaries.?”
Therefore, while in M the people of Bethel send Sharezer, Regem-melech, and their men to
entreat the favor of the Lord, in P, king Darius and his men send Sharezer and Rabmag to Bethel

to pray before the Lord. P and G both understand Bethel as the location to which emissaries are

sent, and they both read '['m as a title. However, P and G understand the verse differently, and

their renderings of the text reflect these differences.

Zechariah 7:2

M: M 3970 N7 PUIN 720 B MWW RT3 nown

P: =i w10 ,0als sl o=\ ,moinny o falm slra Aot i oirl L dunl fara

%8 Other compound names with the element 751 include q‘?p-m; in 2 Kings 23:11 and T[‘gp“r;lp in Jeremiah 38:7.

*% Mitchell accepts the reading 30 31 as original in M. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi,
Jonah, 198.

770 e\ and »mainy_ combine to form a compound subject for the verb s\e. On the concord of compound subjects
with a singular verb, see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §322.
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G: xal éaméoteley eig Babn Sapacap xal ApPeceep 6 Pacidebs xal of dvdpes adtol Tol

g&haaaabat ToV xUplov

In M 13:8, YHWH proclaims that two thirds of the sheep will perish and one third will
remain alive. P follows M. In 13:9, the translator of P adds isher~x (“which is left”) to clarify
which of the thirds mentioned in 13:8 will be put into the fire. This addition makes explicit that
which is already clear in the original: the third that has not already perished is the third that is
tried in the fire. G follows M.

Zechariah 13:9a

M: 331070 1132 DRIN 9027 NR 718D DAY WRS MWW R

P: T‘i.»;m "‘r"{ \cur( jomsora .ol e&ijn "‘r"{ \cur{ &oisr(o iaao wehey hlanl ,cncqu{o

<o\
Several commentators would emend 05w Y1 (“sowing of peace”) in 8:12 to YN

271 272

oW (“I will sow peace”),”" or W Nyt (“its seed is peace™).”’~ G has detéw elpvny (“I will

demonstrate peace”). M, however, makes acceptable sense. The construction is that of an

attributive adjectival genitive in which the latter word specifies the features of the former.”” In

274

this context, a “sowing of peace” connotes agricultural plenty.”"” Nevertheless, the translator of

P-Zech replaces the genitive phrase 0i5Wn P71 (“sowing of peace”) with the predicate phrase

e Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 214; Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die
kleinen Propheten.

2 Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten.
273 See Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §9.5.3.

74 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 422-23.
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~=les <aon ain (“a seed will be in peace”). T likewise found a future time frame to be logical:

D%W " RYIT R0 RITH2 IR (“In that time a seed will be at peace”).

Zechariah 8:12a

M: D70 I LW APANR DN PIRD) A9 100 1930 DHWA YA

P: \omﬂv \C\l}m ~ara il Ahdh fuido onia Ahk r(k\&\o ~“alys oo =i .llvm

4.3.9 Addition of a Phrase
In 1:1 the translator adds ~s»iss s (“on the first of the month™) to clarify the date. While the

construction WTNY TAX2 AW wna would be allowable (see 2 Kings 25:8), if this were in the

original text, it is difficult to account for its loss in M. One must weigh the possibility of this
addition being present in the translator’s Vorlage, though no extant manuscripts or other versions
attest to it. The additional phrase in P could be viewed as assimilation to the date formulas in 1:7
and 7:1, which include reference to the day of the month. However, the distance between 1:1,

1:7, and especially 7:1 make assimilation unlikely. Sebok, followed by Meyers and Meyers,

argues that P’s rendering is a way of explaining W7 as “new moon.” 2> In any case, the Peshitta
provides a more precise date than M-Zech, even if it remains uncertain whether this derives from

the translator or his Vorlage.

Zechariah 1:1

M: TN 0230 TIP3 MINFT2 IO MATIIT M WETT? DOY w3 rhwn wIng

275 Sebok, Die Syrische Uebersetzung, 67; Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 89.
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P: ~hms o 1o manis 1o aian s oo oy e Rom zaeian ohih durs  oies as i sl

AT AN

In Zechariah 7:5b, the translator adds ~si.s (“in the month™) to clarify that the ordinal
number refers to the fifth month. This addition may have been in the translator’s Vorlage, though
Iinclude it in the present section since the addition appears in no other textual source and the
translator of P-Zech has a tendency to clarify the text.

Zechariah 7:5b

M2 anny e M Dwaw N1 law "Wana Tiop) Doy

P: A\ \c\éc\m_,; <20 o ~n\a L gaar Koo avinra avesass ot «ohieia \ohm_s.n

The direct speech in M 13:6b "2a8n n'a 'n'27 WK (“those which I suffered in the house
of my friends”) begins with a headless relative WX that refers to niana (“the wounds™)

mentioned in 13:6a. The translator of P-Zech adds ~hau= «\m (“these wounds”) to clarify the
referent of the headless relative in M.

Zechariah 13:6

M: "3080 T2 T2 TN 0K TT, 13 NN NII0D 1) 1R K]

[ R P NEIE LEEC FAE R FROER, ZIE 2 EECIRTE JRE X KAPEICL 2T

In biblical narratives, “‘commands’ are often matched by a detailed account of their
‘fulfillment’ and that command and its fulfillment are often phrased in exactly the same
words.”?7® This, however, is not always the case. In some cases, the command and its fulfillment

are dissimilar. In others, the fulfillment of the command is not stated in the text, leaving the

27 Emanuel Tov, “The Nature and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts,” Journal for the Study of
the Old Testament 31 (1985): 7.
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reader to infer its completion. In the latter case, the versions and manuscripts will occasionally

add a phrase that narrates the completion of the command. These additions are often called
“harmonizations.””’’ There are numerous problems with calling these additions

.o 2278
“harmonizations,”

and while they do bring concord to the text, they more importantly make
explicit what is implicit in the text. That is, these additions bring clarity.

In 3:4, the translator adds the phrase '~ & =& cu= oins o (“and they removed the
dirty garments from him”) to clarify that the command <~ & &% cu= aias e (“remove the
dirty garments from him”) of 3:4a was in fact carried out. It is possible that the fulfillment phrase
was in the original Hebrew text and that the clause was lost in M by homoeoteleuton.”” Tt is
more likely, however, that M is original and the addition is a secondary harmonization, either in
P’s Vorlage or in P’s translation.” Since this addition appears in no other version, and in light
of my profile of the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole, I include it in the present

section as an addition that brings clarity.

Zechariah 3:4

M: 731 T2DR "INIP0 N 2R TN Po0R DRED DTN 17D 10N P87 DIRDNTON TN

nivonn TR Uaym

77 Ibid; Judith E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4gpaleoexod” and the Samaritan Tradition (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1986), 197-220.

% See Molly M. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and Exegesis in the 4q Reworked Pentateuch
Manuscripts, Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah 95 (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 147-48.

279 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 128.
%0 The issue is complicated by the Syriac manuscripts. The Standard Text lacks the phrase, and agrees with M,

while the oldest manuscripts contain it. The Standard Text likely lost the phrase through homoeoteleuton or by
assimilation to M. See Gelston, ed. Dodekapropheton, xxv; Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 70, 128.
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A\, D LB iiralwo rlas vam hinas i @l s

4.3.10 Addition of an Adjective

In 3:5, the translator adds the adjective =\, (“good”) to clarify that the garments here being put
on Joshua are different from the filthy ones that were removed from him in 3:3. It is possible that
this addition was in the translator’s source text, but since it appears in no other witnesses, and in
light of my profile of the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole, I assign it to the
translator of P.

Zechariah 3:5b

M: b M 891 DU 133 WA WKRYHD Tinen aaxn nvn

P: <o =iy caartizma @a S smara\a  mrain sy Kl aswa

In 13:4, the translator of P-Zech adds the adjective ~\x_a (“false”). This addition is likely

triggered by a similar addition in 13:2. In 13:2, G has Yevdompodntas (“pseudo-prophets”) for M

0'8"237, and this in turn influenced P, which has ~\x_ s 8 In 13:4, however, G has mpodijtat

for M o'&"237, while P has =\« 1 2, assimilating to 13:2 and clarifying that only the false

prophets will be ashamed. It is, of course, possible that the addition was in P’s source text, but
the lack of this reading in any textual witness and my findings regarding the translation
technique evident in P-Zech as a whole lead me to assign this addition to the translator of P.

Zechariah 13:4

81 On 13:2, see §5.2.
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M: wn3a on? 9 nyIR w2 891 iNR2303 100 YR DRI0 W K107 DI

P: aoaan M\ > wismn agm ( camndu o ohaania o ] n AN 3 i ohinnos ad cus mo

4.3.11 Tactic: Semantic Specification

Narrowly defined, semantic specification is a tactic in which the resulting target text lexeme

stands in a hyponymic relationship to what would have been the default rendering of the source

282

text lexeme.”” The translator of P-Zech normally translates 027 as s _%a (1:13, 8:9, 16) or

s (1:13, 7:7). In 7:12, however, the translator renders the general term ©™27 (“words”) with

the more specific =saa (“stipulations”), thereby specifying the nature of the words YHWH sent.

(Elsewhere, ~saa corresponds to NAWA, as in Zechariah 3:7, and P, as in Zechariah 1:6.)

Zechariah 7:12a

M: D3RI D230 T2 iMI2 NIRAY M NPY WK 0M2TATNRY AIR0TNR Dinwn TRw n 02

P: <5510 =i 10 cansoin i &ais died _isaaa ods Sy =1 <iuse e ons \ocn:slo
More broadly defined, semantic specification includes cases where the target text lexeme

and source text lexeme are not in a hyponymic relationship, but are in a concrete/abstract

relationship.”® M oni in the Piel means “to comfort” and elsewhere corresponds to «s (“to

2 A hyponymic relationship is one in which the meaning of a more specific term is included in the meaning of a
more general term; see John Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics (London: Cambridge University Press,
1968), 453-55. For a case in which the translator translates a specific term with a more general term, see 1:8 as
discussed in §4.5.1.

% For many examples of this type of relationship in translations between French and English, see Vinay and
Darbelnet, Comparative Stylistics, 53-58.



104
comfort”), as in Zechariah 10:2, Genesis 5:29, 37:35, etc. In P-Zech 1:17, however, the translator

concretizes the type of comfort that YHWH will provide for Zion by translating omni (“he will

comfort”) with =42 (“he will build”).
Zechariah 1:17b
M: D:?I?ﬂ’:;l TV N ﬁ".‘,l'ﬂt} TV 717 0NN
P: nlrior) cok ango L cum o\ aism ook o
Several other passages exhibit semantic specification, though the words in question do
not stand in a proper hyponymic relationship. In all these cases, the word chosen by the translator

is more precise, narrow, or specific than what would have been chosen according to the default

rendering.

For example, M5V is usually rendered by i1e, as in Zechariah 1:10, 2:12, 15, 4:9, 6:15,

7:2, 12, etc. In 9:11, however, the translator uses the more specific ».ie (“I set free”) for the

more general AN (“I sent”), clarifying the entailment of the action of “sending.” This is in fact

not a great stretch on the part of the translator. The verb W is often, though not always, used in

the Exodus narrative in the sense of “send away.” The translator’s rendering makes explicit that
this is the sense of the verb here.

Zechariah 9:11

M: i3 O PX J130 770X "IN T0M3T0T3 NRD)

P: = ;o dula ooy | o» o duiz vl <odui s u aa
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In 8:10, the translator renders n'?x_v'z;g] (“I sent”) with the more specific = ixe (“I am

inciting”). This translation explicates the intent behind the sending, in accord with T.

Zechariah 8:10b

M: 3p73 WK DTRI-52-NR NYWR1 RN DIYWPR 8291 RYPD)

P: iaz o is (omlal Lo s wiaes Koo« ool pan o ke Kom dul Ao pann cala

In 7:13, the translator renders M IWR2 (“just as”) with x \s (“therefore”) clarifying an

implied causal relationship between the people’s rebellion in 7:12 and YHWH’s refusal to listen in
7:13. Elsewhere in P-Zech the translator renders W82 with 1 ware, as in 1:6, 7:3, 8:13, 14, 10:6,
and 14:5.

Zechariah 7:12b-13

M: MiS3y M ok PRws 8511819 12 WRY K91 RIPTIWRD M NINIY MW DR YT 98p

P: K s ~\a 1010 am  aasaxe \a < Mo AL il *ais pan o ol 1 o Kama
i s i

In 7:14, in accord with T, the translator renders 12°w" (“they made”) with aansa Ms

(“because they made”). The translation of 1 with 1 A« makes explicit the translator’s

understanding of the relationship between the final phrase and the rest of the verse.

Zechariah 7:14

M: AW TTRNTPIR W WM 13PR DMK 1RV PIRGT DT RD WK 070700 DY DWOK]
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P: ornsals ohiao 1o 1o o0 Lomihn w1 o iino (e as s i i (omlas (i 1o

~oian) i il i

T: 17¥% ROTON PIR RMWT D DROTH "TUTA 11702 "TR0 RVIRY PIUT KT RDAY 12 NIMTIN
In 14:7, the translator renders M 03 (“day”’) with the more specific = (“daytime”),

though he typically translates Di* as ==cu, as in 1:7, 6:10, etc. While = refers to a twenty-four

hour period, . refers to the daylight portion of the day, as opposed to the night.”** P’s
rendering here makes the contrast between the two explicit.

Zechariah 14:7

M: QiR 3WNRY M A2 ND O RD MY YT RN TR0 M

P: <imas oo <e=i \:\Qom o A\ K\ i L ndi ad aua s s Kaouma

4.3.12 Tactic: Grammatical Specification

Akin to semantic specification, grammatical specification is the use of a grammatical

construction that asserts a grammatical or conceptual feature included in but not asserted by what

285

would have been the default rendering of the source text.” This tactic makes explicit in the

target text that which is implicit in the source text.

% Payne Smith, Compendious Syriac Dictionary, 190.

% This is a privative opposition in which the marked term asserts the presence of a particular feature and the
unmarked element negates the assertion of the feature. On markedness and privative opposition, see Edwin L.
Battistella, Markedness: The Evaluative Superstructure of Language, ed. Mark Aronoff, Suny Series in Linguistics
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1990), 2.



107
To express continuance or repetition in past time, Syriac employs a participle combined

with a form of ~am. The simple past tense (i.e., the perfect) may be used in these situations but

286

the form would not be marked for continuance or repetition in the past.” Though the translator

normally translates gatal verbs with the past tense verb, in 7:3, the translator renders the gatal
i (“T have done”) with ¥.om aas (“I was doing”), highlighting the repetitive nature of the
past action.”®’

Zechariah 7:3

M: Dipp WK 0 WRND WIN3 12287 10K, DRMITTOR] NIRIY MY WK 03027798 DR
DI N3

P: ¥uom 1003 5 var udE o Rz Keiaes fao <aiilo e iz ;odunsy da) el
Qlr & Ko

Similarly, while a participle can refer to a past action in Syriac, the participle does not

assert the timeframe of the action. In 2:4, the translator renders the participle o'Xin (“are lifting

up”) with aam =i (“were lifting up”). This translation highlights the past nature of the

repetitive or ongoing action.

Zechariah 2:4b

M: AR AT PIRONR 1R DRWID O30 nipTng nimo

P: dhoiia=\ <roomy i s 40 aam Qi) s 3 ~dio ( oinnia

286 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §277.

%7 The translation of md in 12:1 with sh=: may be a case of the reverse, where P translates a participle with a
perfect to highlight that the action occurred in the past. However, it is more likely that this rendering arose as the
translator understood 101 to be 1Y) instead of 7V3 as in M. See §5.3.
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See also 3:1b, 3:3%%%, 7:6, 11:11.

In 10:6, the verb o'nnn7 (“T have compassion on them”) is a perfective that indicates an

ongoing emotional response, and the use of the gatal form here is expected.”®” Had he rendered
the text according to his default method, the translator would have used a perfect verb for the
Hebrew gatal verb. The use of a perfect would have underscored the past nature of the act.
However, he chose to render the text with a participle, clarifying the fact that this compassion is
a present disposition and not merely a condition in the past.

Zechariah 10:6a

M: D'RMITRY WK P DRRMT '3 DNIAYIM DWIR 900 M2TNRY AT 12NN AN3N

P: 1 e Loomma (ool s mwizn \o» L cad miaa amas dusi) soiara oo huoil Luewa
e dus,
See also 1:12, 2:17, 14:12.

The nominal sentence in Syriac denotes a state of being and therefore commonly
represents gnomic statements.*” Though it may be employed for past or future conditions, the
nominal sentence does not connote future or past time.””' Similarly, Hebrew nominal clauses
express simple predication and are not marked with respect to time. In a few cases, the translator
of P-Zech specifies a timeframe that is included in but not indexed by the Hebrew nominal

clause.

88 p_Zech 3:3 may alternatively be explained as an attempt to make the text internally consistent, through
assimilation to 3:1.

28 For these quasi-fientive verbs, see Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §30.5.3c.

20 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §315.

Pl Ibid., §315, §269.
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To the nominal clause 772 inJwwn (“his staff is in his hand”) in 8:4 the translator adds

292

o aon (“will be held”).””” This addition clarifies that the described situation has yet to come.

G adds the participle &ywv (“having”), but P does not follow G.

Zechariah 8:4b

M: 0" 2972 1773 imYYn WK1

P: hshaun 'ty o S DD B Koo mi}jas iay o
G: éxaaros TV paPoov avtol Exwy &v Tf xetpt adTol amd mARBoug Nuepv

In 11:14, the translator renders the Hebrew nominal clause 587" 1721 1737 172 MNKa

(“the brotherhood between Judah and Israel”) with d.~ and the enclitic hom: hom dus Khcuar
i 100w dus (“the unity that was between the house of Judah and the house of Israel”).”?
The resulting translation highlights that the unity between Judah and Israel existed in the past
and is not a present reality. This calls to mind the historical and national unity of the united
kingdom in the days of David and Solomon, which no longer existed at the time of the

94

. 2
translation.

Zechariah 11:14

M: 5877 P2 AT P2 MIDRITNR 1977 D700 NR W0 RN YT

P: M.\ <1000 fus hom hudy “hacsa’ .\lv:u{n s ,"\chm ~laul hisha

2 Another way to translate would be “(and a man his staff) will hold (in his hand).” Ibid., §280.
2% On the translator’s tendency to add a copula to Hebrew nominal clauses, see §4.2.4.

2 ehasare (“unity”) is most likely an inner Syriac corruption of ~hasre (“brotherhood”), Gelston, Twelve
Prophets, 99.
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4.3.13 Tactic: Modification of Grammatical Person

M-Zech 11:5 qwpK1 M 7973 (“Blessed be YHWH for I have become rich”) leaves open the

possibility that a person’s wealth is a result of their own efforts. By translating with .i= «eis
ids s (“blessed be the Lord who made us rich”) (adding a first person plural suffix and
modifying the subject to third masculine singular), P removes this possibility and attributes
wealth to YHWH’s provision, making explicit a religious concept that the translator finds implicit

295

in the text.”” Carbajosa finds a similar case in Psalm 108:14, where P translates M D982

om-nivp (“with God we will do feats”) with «lis wias <ol (“God will grant us strength”).**

Zechariah 11:5a

M: TWURY M 7372 0K 177207 VR K1 13T 17PN

P: G i wvoin o eomndimo | gaushen a enl oo eonasn

4.3.14 Tactic: Omission

The particle 12 (“thus™) in 11:11 is difficult. The translator omits the particle, thereby creating a

297
77,

text that is clearer than is M. Asin 11 the translator does not look to G for help in rendering

* For a summary of theologically and religiously motivated changes in P-Zech, see Chapter 6.
2% Carbajosa, Character of the Syriac Version, 151-52.

27 See the discussion of 11:7 in §4.3.15.
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the difficult phrase 18%71 3 12 (lit. “thus the afflicted of the flock™).*”® Though the omission of 12

may be accidental, by the translator or a scribe, the omission creates a text that is “easier” and is,
therefore, likely intentional.

Zechariah 11:11

M: R PR} i 'y o) nR D’j@wr_l 1NN ™12 W RIAD Dia nam

P: <01 am om\}:\sn ,l aam v."\Xv.n L) AiaS) A Lo o &> 0us 4y .ﬂv:o

Gelston argues that the omission of the first 7* (“hand”) in P 14:13 is either a stylistic

choice or an inadvertent omission.**” Mitchell argues that the accusative construction found in M

is very ralre,300 and he would therefore read with P and omit 7, or read 7°2 with 53 Hebrew
manuscripts. The presence of 7' in M™, 7* in M, and xetpds in G make it likely that P’s Hebrew

source text had at least 7, difficult though the construction may be. P solves this difficulty

through omission, creating a clearer text.

Zechariah 14:13

M: 1np7 75 T nn'm NPT T WK IR 003 137 MATNMIAN 70R R0 093 1T

28 G reads RALY p’g in 11:7 and »3p 12 in 11:11 as single words: “to the Canaanites” and “the Canaanites.” Thus too
BHS; NRSV; Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 261-62; Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi, 87; Ralph L.
Smith, Micah-Malachi, Word Biblical Commentary 32 (Waco: Word Books, 1984), 268. Were we to say that G’s
reading reflects the original Hebrew, it would be difficult to understand why the word is divided in M. Though P
elsewhere looks to G for help in rendering difficult phrases (see §5.2), he does not do so here. For a defense of
reading with G and a discussion of the alternatives, see Thomas J. Finley, “The Sheep Merchants of Zechariah 11,”
Grace Theological Journal 3 (1982).

299 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 133.

% To Mitchell’s point, ptn in the Hiphil plus an accusative often has the preposition 3, as in Genesis 19:16, 21:18,
Proverbs 7:13, Zechariah 8:23, etc. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 353.
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P: ;mins ®urs oo aoaho oo nie A0 . imd ihoi Khmaod  0ms Kami .ad cas o

4.3.15 Tactic: Lexical Substitution®"!

The phrase 173 2w WRY (lit. “to a man grass in the field”) in 10:1 is difficult. The translator’s
solution is to replace w*x‘7 (“to a man”) with a verb that matches the context: ~=1 (“to increase’).

Additionally, for the rare word o1 (“squall”) the translator uses ~mi (“gentle showers™), a

word chosen to fit the context of rains that are beneficial for crops.’”> These modifications work

303

together to clarify a difficult text.”” G is close to M.

Zechariah 10:1

M: n7w3a apy WY 0nY 1B 0w o Ay M wiphn npa vn mam 198w

P: <io1o ams ot (aal M s im0 Koawi 1ns. imo  <arial fiois is o0 K= ale

In 10:9, P clarifies that “remembering” YHWH means more than a cognitive act by

translating *31721" (“they will remember me”) with ,ucs=e (“they will praise me”). The only

other occurrence of the verb 121 in Zechariah is in 13:2, which the translator renders with the

' Many of the substitutions here described rely on deriving the sense from the general context, which is quite
common in the Peshitta. See Weitzman, Syriac Version, 39-42.

392 The word ™1 appears elsewhere in Job 28:26, where it is rendered with ~aaiss (“visions”), and Job 38:25 where it

is omitted in P. The word ~m.oi elsewhere corresponds to 02727 (“gentle showers”), as in Deuteronomy 32:2,
Jeremiah 3:3, 14:22 and Micah 5:6.

3% On )\ for DU‘?, see the discussion of this verse in §4.4.1.
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verb ias, and the only other occurrence of the verb sav in P-Zech is 2:14, which corresponds to

77 in M.
Zechariah 10:9

M:32w1 DP22TAR 11 N3N D'PNT7A3 01 DI

P: wanacuo  oomal ( amiduo Jnanan Koasi hoihdno  asia s wr solia

M i8x0 ];‘2 (1it. “therefore the afflicted ones of the flock™) in 11:7 is likely corrupt
because the phrase (821 30 does not provide the conclusion or inference that one would expect
from a phrase following ];’2.3 "G eic v Xavaavity apparently read 1135 (“to the

Canaanite/merchant”) for M »3p 12%, and many commentators accept this reading as the original

text.>?

The reading found in M was apparently present in P’s Vorlage. The translator’s solution
was to render the corrupt text with a phrase that fits the context, namely, ~sa ein N\
(“because of the multitude of the flock™).

Zechariah 11:7

M: 0'9af nRIP TR 0PI NRIP TORY NiYPR "W 9 NRRY RN MY 125 N300 IRRTIR TRIRY
IRRTTIR MY

P: ¥usio <las isslo oums oo 1) gijas @id ) hamio wisa ean Nom o s dusio

~\

394 See the discussion of this verse and 11:11 in §4.3.14.

3% Thus Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 261-62; Smith, Micah-Malachi, 268. See also n. 298.
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The word 5¢& in 14:5 is difficult. Meyers and Meyers argue that the syntax and context

suggest that it is a place name.’*® However, such a location in the area of Jerusalem remains to
be found. G is of little help, reading Iago) (“Iasol”). Some commentators would emend to 7%
(“its side”).””” P’s resolution of the difficulty is clever. P renders M 528 with o

(“narrowness’’), a word that has the same basic consonants as M '71_2:;: (but in a different order)

and fits the context: the valleys of the mountains will be struck (i.e., made to collapse) into

narrowness.

Zechariah 14:5
M: M R ATITTPR MY 3 WO 190 DODI WD DD HYRHR DT RT3 "IN DoY)

TRV DT TR

P: %o S A ONoin ] e ( Qniv oD gmd r(‘ic\lvn \omL\.\.\ |¢v>.un .ﬂvm _r\"‘ic\lvn ~laal «aoisvka

s ,magain  omlao ,n\ iz ldasia a0 Kl aass ,;mamain oma oy

M 212 in 12:6 is a moveable cooking stove or a cooking pot of fire. This meaning is

found only here and in 1 Samuel 2:14. Elsewhere in M this word refers to a platform or a

washbasin. P elsewhere translates 712 as ~ua\ (“platter”), as in Exodus 30:18. In the present

verse, the translator of P-Zech renders 712 as «hiasas (“coals”),308 based on the fact that the

% Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 426.

307 Hanson, Dawn of Apocalyptic, 269, 371; Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 346.

308 ~hia=y_ often corresponds to D"?U?}, as in Job 41:13, Ezekiel 10:2, 24:11.
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context clearly has to do with fire on wood. G similarly draws upon the context and translates

with daAdv (“firebrand”). Were P drawing upon G, he likely would have used <o

(“firebrand”), which elsewhere corresponds to daAdg, as in Amos 4:11, Zechariah 3:2, and Isaiah
7:4.
Zechariah 12:6a
M: Tnpa WY T2 DRI WA 7173 AT 0988 DR 80 093
P: &haus <ian Kaem) vuro inas icn iy wer <10ou finioil s ad oaas ;o
G: év Tfj Nuépa éxeivy Boopat Tobg xtAtdpyous lovda dg daAdy mupds &v EVAols xal ¢ Aaumdda
TUPOS €V XAAAUY

In 10:6, the translator renders M 0'nnar-&5 2w 01 (“they will be as if I had not

rejected them”) with (card s, A3 v L oaama (“they will be as though I had not been

unmindful of them”). Interestingly, the translator of P-Psalms likewise uses s\, (“to be

unmindful”) to translate Nt (“to reject”) in Psalms 43:2, 60:3, 12, 108:12, but the translator of

the Peshitta of 1 Chronicles 28:9 uses a=~ (“to destroy”) to translate nar (“to reject”). Zech 10:6

and the noted passages from Psalms all speak of situations in which people are currently
experiencing oppression or distress and are looking for deliverance. The noted passage from 1

Chronicles, however, is a threat of future oppression or distress that will come upon Solomon if

he forsakes YHWH. By translating nit with ~.\,, the translators of P-Zech and P-Psalms (but not

the translator of 1 Chronicles) are removing barriers to the reversal of the present state. That is to

say, the redemption of a people of whom YHWH has been “unmindful” necessitates only that
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YHWH bring the people to mind and come to their aid. However, the redemption of a people

“abandoned” or even “divorced” from YHWH necessitates that YHWH change his purpose, which

Weitzmen has noted is something that P frequently avoids.*” The translator’s rendering of the

text makes explicit a religious concept that the translator finds implicit in the text.*'® G xai

gaovTal 0V TpoToV oUx ameaTpedauny avtovs (“and they shall be as though I had not turned them

away”) is a similar treatment of the phrase.

Zechariah 10:6b

M: Dapi) DPTIOR NI I8 "D DRMIRD TWRD P71 DAR0TY "2

P: { e u @ Ronl i s N L qad Jun)) i va L caoma L oouls /O i M\
G: xal govtat dv Tpdmov 0dx ameaTpeyauny adTols 01Tt £yt xUptog 6 Bedg adTdv xat émaxodoopat
auTols

Zechariah 11:10 is another case in which the translator makes a shift in order to avoid an
image of YHWH changing his purpose. Carbajosa finds a similar case in Psalm 105:25: While in
M-Psalm 105:25 YHWH changed the hearts of Israel’s foes so that the foes would act wickedly

with Israel, in P it is the foes themselves who change their hearts.>!! In M-Zech 11:10 YAWH

annuls his covenant with the people, but in P the covenant “ends” without agency. Moreover, the

translator ignores the object marker and does not explicitly render the first person suffix of *n™3.

This constellation of features makes it more likely that this is a theological change and not a

309 Weitzman, Syriac Version, 29.
319 For a summary of theologically and religiously motivated changes in P-Zech, see Chapter 6.

3 Carbajosa, Character of the Syriac Version, 151.
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difference in the Vorlage. The translator’s rendering of the text makes explicit a religious

concept that the translator finds implicit in the text.*'?

Zechariah 11:10

M: DRYD™52T "IN2 WK IR PO INR PTIN DVITY YRR MRK)

P: e \oml; L Aneardy o Lag.] .miinha ums ,i&vc\.u Mhama

4.3.16 Tactic: Other Substitutions

In 6:5, the phrase a¥'nnn nivg (“going forth from standing”) contains two verbs of locomotion

that are mutually exclusive: “to go out” and “to stand before.” The translator omits NiRyi*

(“going forth™) and adds the enclitic ,as after the verb =aioa (“standing”) in order to clarify that
the “standing” happened in the past, before the “going out” that happens in verses 6 and
following.

Zechariah 6:5

M: pgi-52 1IR-5D 2907 RGP DMWY NI IR 178 98 080 18707 101

P: =i dalan i oo ;00 o . amr ,n0i anid aid o\m ) o ards mas

4.4 Goal: Create a Text That Is Internally Consistent

The translator has a tendency to combine or adapt elements so as to form a consistent and

congruous text. The harmonized components may be in the same verse, in the immediate

312 For a summary of theologically and religiously motivated changes in P-Zech, see Chapter 6.
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context, or in a similar context elsewhere in P-Zech. It is not always the case that the second of

two harmonized components (henceforth “B”) is adapted to the first (henceforth “A”): “learned
scribes [and translators] also remembered the B text when copying or rewriting [or translating]
the A text.”"> The translator of P-Zech uses the following tactics to create an internally

consistent text.

4.4.1 Tactic: Modification of Grammatical Person

In 3:8, M’s nni nain *WIR (“they are men of a sign”) allows for a reading in which the third

masculine plural pronoun could suggest that Joshua’s colleagues, and not Joshua, are “men of a

sign.” The translator of P changes the plural pronoun from third person (727) to second person

(«odurv), assimilating the pronoun to the second person imperative at the beginning of the verse,

and making the translation of the phrase N7 N2in *WiR (“they are men of a sign”) consistent

with the fact that Joshua is to be included as one of the “men of a sign.” The assimilation could
have been in P’s source text. However, my findings with respect to the translation technique
evident in P-Zech as a whole lead me to assign this to the translator. G follows M.

Zechariah 3:8

M: i "Tap-na RY30 13777 N7 NN WINTD gk DY T ARK YT 1090 uwiny Kyyny

P: s o hiamadhn Lot <ina 1 1>  ramnio @muot oo voeinse e ol fima sars asr

s ,u;l ~A

33 Tov, “Nature and Background,” 11. P-Zech 1:9 below is an example of an A text being harmonized to a B text.
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In 2:15, P has a third person pronoun (e\) for a first person pronoun (*%) and a third

person verb (i) for a first person verb ("ni2wW1). These modifications make the third person

“him” of the phrase = ;m\ (aocua (“they will be a people to him”) and the third person subject
of the verb ~ixs (“he will dwell”) consistent with the fact that ~.1 (“Lord”) is spoken of in the
third person in the phrase ad naun Krtarg® Easas im) (oaldue (“and many people will join
themselves to the Lord on that day”). These modifications level the text and remove the change

in speaker that exists in M. G also levels the text, but does so differently. G, in accord with P, has

a¥té for M *%. For M *n1aw1, however, G differs from P and reads xal xataoxyvaoovoty év péow

oov (“and they will dwell in your midst”). P and G likely reflect a Vorlage that had 15, a reading

that Mitchell would accept as original, but may in fact be assimilation on the part of a scribe.”"*

With respect to the verb 'niown, however, since no Hebrew text could give rise to both
xatasx)ywooualy and «iwa, it is likely that P and G both read a Hebrew text that equaled M,
found difficulty in the change of speaker, and resolved this difficulty differently. To be sure, the
original text could have been 12w (as suggested by P), which G read, implicitly or in his source
text, as 132w, In this case, M *n1ow1 could have arisen subsequent to a 19 to *> change. This

course of events, however, is serpentine, and the simpler explanation is that P and G assimilated

an original *n1oW1 to the context.

Zechariah 2:15

314 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 147.
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M: YR I09W NiRIY M2 AT T2IN2 "RIW OpY °Y P RIND DA MO8 0v37 073 NHN

P: =adlas =aion gaadio ;aaao wina s ool (cooma o s KA s izl (aaldia

s e
G: xal xatadevEovral €8vy moAAd éml ToV xUplov &v Tf Nuépa éxelvy xal Ecovral adTE eig Aady xal
XATATXNVATOUTLY €V UETw ToU Xal Emyvaay 8Tt xVplog TavToxpdTwp EEaméaTalxéy pe Tpds oé

In 8:9, the translator removes the pronoun on 027’ (“your hands”) and shifts the
corresponding vocative DwRWA (“you who hear”) to read as=ea \aa (“all those who hear”). The

translator is assimilating to the third person referents of verses 7-8 by removing the sudden
interposition of the second person and the change of addressee in M 8:9. Additionally, by
rendering the participle DwnWn (“you who hear”) in M with the finite verb as=e. (“those who
heard”), the translator makes those who hear the words from the mouths of the prophets
contemporaneous with those prophets. This is a temporal assimilation and is further
accomplished by rendering n‘mn 07273 (“in these days”) with ( camn d=naus (“in those days.”) G
follows M.

Zechariah 8:9

M: D2 WK DRI 80 178D OMIIT DR PR DR DRI D'T MIPINA NIRAY M 0K
ni1anh H2nn nikay MmN T

P: ~han (ommaa o oo oy Ra L cuon hmain assaes Jan @ Jisku ey is i am

il il isn alams Ko he ouohheds . >
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The translator of P-Zech renders a second person singular pronoun (77) as a second

person plural pronoun (_aal) in 9:12. The translator here assimilates the singular 7% in 9:12b to

the plural imperative 123 (“return”) in 9:12a. It is possible that this assimilation was present in

P’s Vorlage. However, no other witnesses attest to this difference.

Zechariah 9:12

M: 79 2WR M3Wn T3 00D MPRD TTOR 1iNraY 11w

P: c as\ ¢ aie <IN s alyo  hrainy Ko mus ash

In M 10:1, the shift from the second person plural imperative 198V to the third person

suffix on DY has raised questions among commentators and translators. Meyers and Meyers

read with M, arguing that it is “perfectly sensible ... and means that God will provide ‘for

everyone.”””"> Duhm proposes reading on’ for 0i9.>'® Marti argues for reading 025,”"” but

Mitchell argues that this proposal overlooks “the fact that the second line is not a promise, but

”318

the statement of a truth, and the third a continuation of the same thought. The translator of P

renders 0717 with _aa\, assimilating the pronoun to the initial plural imperative a\rce. It is

possible that D3 was in P’s source text, though this is unlikely. This 02% appears in no other

source, and since the last half of the verse, discussed in §4.3.15, is difficult and P adjusts that text

15 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 183.
316 Bernhard Duhm, Die Zwélf Propheten (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1910).
317 Marti, Das Dodekapropheton, 433.

318 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 298.
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to smooth the passage, it is likely that P likewise changes the pronoun in an attempt to smooth

the text. G follows M.

Zechariah 10:1

M: n7w3a aipy WK 0nY 1B 0w 0N Ay M wiphn npa avn mam 1o8Y

P: <io1s ams ot L aal A /hiias i mo Ko 1ns /aima avaal fiois i o0 K= ale
The morphology of M-Zech 7:13 is difficult. Meyers and Meyers argue that the phrase

WNY K9 RIP™IWKRD A (“just as he called [or “just as one called”] and they did not hear”)

frames the direct speech that follows in the rest of the verse. They therefore translate, “Thus it

was when he proclaimed but they did not listen. ‘So they will call out and I will not listen’—said

YHWH of Hosts.”*"” An alternative reading is to understand MKRax M’ AR (“said YHWH of

hosts”) at the end of the verse to be the frame and the rest of the verse to be the quotation. The

translator of P-Zech follows this latter reading and changes the grammatical person of the initial

verb 8P (“he called”) from third person to first person, assimilating to the context. This shift

makes the speaker of ».ia (“I called”) in 7:13a consistent with the referent of the third person
s s o (““said the Lord Almighty”) of 7:13b and the speaker of sse.< <\a. The
resultant text in P reads: “‘Since I called them and they did not listen, similarly they will call me
and I will not listen to them,” says the Lord almighty.” It is possible that this assimilation was in
P’s source text, but my findings with respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a

whole and a lack of this reading in other witnesses lead me to assign this to the translator of P.

Zechariah 7:13

319 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 395, 403.
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M: iNgy 7 08 DU N9 INTR 12 WY N9 KIpTIURD )

P: s /i i O ame ~\o ,u0ia) am  aamr a T d.iod AT
P-Zech 11:17 contains several modifications of grammatical person that assimilate the

verse to the immediate context. In M 11:15, the quotative frame *7& M’ K87 (“YHWH said to

me”) indexes the following material as direct speech by the deity. This continues into verse 16,
where the first person pronoun refers to the deity: “I am raising up a shepherd ....” The speaker
of verse 17, however, is ambiguous. The most cogent proposal is that by S@bg, who argues that
the divine speech ends in verse 16 and prophetic speech resumes in verse 17.2° If this is true,
then in verse 17 the “prophet himself has provided a negative perspective on the action mandated
by the deity.”3 2

Alternatively, it is possible to read verse 17 as a continuation of the divine speech begun
in verse 15. Reading in this way, there is a disjunction between the shepherd/prophet addressed
in the second person of the imperative in 11:15 (“Take for yourself the implements of a
worthless shepherd”) and the shepherd referred to in the third person in 11:17 (“may a sword
[strike] his [the shepherd’s] arm and his right eye”). The translator of P follows this reading, and,

to resolve this discord in grammatical person, renders the four third person pronominal suffixes

as second person pronominal suffixes: M ‘“his arm and his right eye” twice becomes “your arm

and your right eye” in P. The translator then uses the yod of 21V as an occasion to shift to the

first person and translates (8% 1Y 9987 w7 %7 (“O worthless shepherd who abandons the

320 Saebg, Sacharja 9-14, 239.

321 Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi, 100.
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flock™) as «xais s s Nanes ias wasd o (YO foolish shepherd, at whose arm I left the

flock™). The translator’s rendering as here described necessitates the omission of 271, which he

does indeed omit. The shift to the first person verb and the rendering of the third person
pronouns as second person pronouns is a thorough reworking of this passage and is found only in
P. These modifications assimilate this verse to the previous material so that through the whole
pericope the deity speaks in the first person and the prophet is the shepherd about whom the
deity speaks.

Zechariah 11:17

M: 7390 702 1 PRI WIR Wi ipar i pr-O ipir-op 290 i8en ard 5oR0 w9 in

P: #o¥ PTL PR RUNTING. B 1 MRM.MR%LO géj.j.\;@k\m;r{im ~as i o

4.4.2 Tactic: Modification of Grammatical Gender

In 11:5, the translator renders the third masculine plural suffix on Di3'v3 (“their shepherds™) as

the third feminine suffix on umhasi. The masculine in M might refer to the buyers and sellers,
who are presumably male.**> More likely, the masculine plural suffix in M has displaced the
feminine plural suffix, as is common in Late Biblical Hebrew.*** In P, the translator is

assimilating the suffix to the other feminine plural suffixes in this verse. However, it is difficult

22 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 257.

3 On the merging of the feminine and masculine plural suffixes, see Robert Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward
an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose, Harvard Semitic Monograph Series 12 (Missoula: Scholars Press,
1976), 52-54.
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to exclude the possibility that this assimilation was already present in the translator’s source text

as several later Hebrew manuscripts and T reflect the reading found in P. G follows M.

Zechariah 11:4-5

M: WYRI MY 72 0K 177207 YR KDY 3N IR WK 13100 INRTIR A TR M ng 09
1w Sinny 85 0w

P woio o pouusima . gmaskhon o ol @lio cnuasin il o sl s ol im e fa;

\C\OML YL IRY <\ %mk\a;'jo \\k\;t{\ i

4.4.3 Tactic: Modification of Verbal Conjugations

In 2:14, the translator renders the Hebrew wegqatal *niow1 (“I will dwell””) with the participial

phrase s =axa (“I am dwelling”), though he typically renders wegatal verbs with the future
tense.”** This modification assimilates the verb to the immediately preceding phrase rs i
(“Iam coming”) and highlights the fact that these two actions are intimately tied together. It is
theoretically possible that this modification was present in P’s Vorlage, since in Hebrew both the
wegqatal and the participle can be used to indicate situations that are consequent upon another,’*
as is the case here. However, since a wegatal indicating a consequent situation would not have
presented a problem to a scribe, he would have had no real trigger to modify the text. The

translator, however, did have a trigger: he cannot render a wegatal indicating a consequent

situation with a perfect verb. The translator, therefore, had to modify the verbal conjugation and

324 See §3.3.1.

325 Waltke and O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §32.2.5, §37.7.2.
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could have chosen to use either a future verb or a participle, since both can be used to indicate

consequent situations.**® Thus, the change is the translator’s and is not in P’s Vorlage. This is, in
a sense, a domestication because the translator is creating a text that better aligns with the forms
of expression, grammatical constructions, and phrasing that are natural to the Syriac language.
However, since the translator usually renders Hebrew wegatal forms with the Syriac future (e.g.,
4:9, 8:8, 10:5, 7, 8, etc.) but here uses the participle, his concern for assimilation is dominant in
this case.

Zechariah 2:14

M: My o3 72iN3 "HIW) RI™1A 2 1R N3 MR 1)

P: =im i jaa0 0 IR ara A AR /R Ko o> L cum o 2io a0 ;uar

In 10:8, the translator translates the gatal verb 0'n*72 with the participial phrase =i oia

(“I am redeeming” or “I am going to redeem”), though he typically renders gatal verbs with the

27
past tense.’

Had the translator rendered the verb with the past tense, it would have read, “I will
whistle for them and I will gather them, for I have redeemed them and they shall become
numerous.” The actual rendering in P, however, reads, “I will whistle for them and I will gather

them, for I will redeem them and they shall become numerous.” This modification is neither

required nor preferred by Syriac grammar and the translator is therefore not creating a more

domesticated text here. He is assimilating the gatal verb 013 to the timeframe of the future

tense verbs in the sentence (siv, y1aa, and \C\QQQJ_\G)?ZS G follows M.

326 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §267, §72.
7 See §3.3.1.

328 For the participle indicating future conditions, see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §270.
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Zechariah 10:8

M: 137 102 127) DIPT2 "2 DYIPN] D77 MR WY

P: cam [, RN RV S W T ,\oml A piay Alvm A naa \oml oie

In 14:18, M has the participle 183, which in an unvocalized text could be interpreted as

either a participle or a third feminine singular perfect. The translator renders the word with the
imperfect x~X. The participle in Syriac often indicates future action where an imperfect verb
might equally be employed.*® Since the imperfect is neither required nor preferred in Syriac
grammar, the translator could have maintained the participle. However, he chooses to assimilate
the second verb (~x~¥) to the initial verb in the sentence (aw¥). This modification highlights
the fact that these two actions are not separate events.

Zechariah 14:18
M: O 85 WK DEINR M 43 WK 19300 MR D190 891 1R 891 1500 K 0Men nnawn-or)
niapn anny a9

P ol i) i s Khass Kook Loouls a heh o ook A G oo hoie (o

A\ 2 s anas ale s

4.4.4 Modification of Grammatical Number
In 6:11 and 6:14, P twice has the singular <L\ (“crown”) where M has the plural. In 6:11, the

translator of P likely chose to render the unequivocally plural form MAVY as a singular because

32 1bid.
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the material that follows (especially 6:14) speaks of a single crown. This in turn likely influenced

the translator’s rendering of 6:14, where he implicitly vocalizes M n7vp as vy, a vocalization

facilitated by the defective plural spelling in M and the singular verb. G likewise has a singular

(oTédavog) in 6:14 and could have influenced P, but since P in 6:11 has the singular while G has
the plural, the assimilation is likely at the initiation of the translator of P.* On the other hand, if
P’s Vorlage in 6:11 lacked the waw, the difference between P and M here would be a difference

in vocalization.

Zechariah 6:11

M: Y3 1090 pIYInTT2 DWIn WY D) NTeY w303 ppY:

P: &2i @ona otcs 10 cavay cavain ruwa Lls 10s 0 ;o e oo

\ A b A 1 4 \ 4 A A A > \ \ \ 3 ~ ~
G: xat Ay apyUptov xal xpuaiov xal mo)aels aTedavous xal émdnaelg mt v xedainy Incol Tol

Iwoedex Tol lepéwg Tol pueydiov

Zechariah 6:14

M: i 52003 111217 MI0Y713 N7 MY TY) maivy 0n% man Ny
P: i cdlains iaan) _r{uss in airaula s tla rﬁ:c\lvﬁo ,ﬂcx.»l ~aon llaa

G: 6 0t aTédavos EaTal Tolg VTopévouaty xal Tois xpnaipols adTis xal Tols émeyvwxdoy adThv xal

H A [ \ b 1 b} b4 4
Elg xaptta viov EOCPOWOU xal g \Pa)\yov €V OlXw xuplov

330 Mitchell, Wellhausen, and Nowack all read with P. However, accepting the singular as original makes it difficult
to account for the origin of M mvy. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 189;
Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 178; Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten, 336.
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4.4.5 Tactic: Addition®!

Zechariah’s first vision (1:7-17) begins with background information providing the setting (1:7)
and continues with Zechariah’s report of what he saw (1:8). This prompts him to ask a question
(1:9a). The pericope continues with dialogue that ensues upon Zechariah’s question (1:9b-17).

332

Three non-embedded direct speeches the section (1:10, 1:11, and 1:12)”"" are introduced by

quotative frames that contain two verbs: 11y and 9nK. Two non-embedded direct speeches (1:9b

and 1:14) are introduced by quotative frames that contain only one verb. The translator of P-Zech
assimilates 1:9b to the following material by adding = (“answered”) so that the quotative
frame now contains two verbs. It is possible that this addition was in P’s Vorlage, but in light of
my findings with respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole, and since no
other witnesses contain the addition, I attribute this addition to the translator. The translator does

not add a verb in 1:14, either because he inconsistently uses the tactic of addition, or he

mistakenly understood the 19" of verse 13 to be part of the quotative frame.

Zechariah 1:9

3! There are several additions in the textual tradition of P that are worth mentioning here, though they are not
evidence of the translator’s translation technique. The addition of ~=1 in the standard text of P-Zech 1:2 (see
Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 66), the addition of ~1aa in the standard text of P-Zech 5:8, and the addition of ~hu)\ = in
ms 7al at 11:7b are all harmonizations in the later textual tradition (to 1:15, 5:7, and 11:4 respectively), and are not
the work of the translator.

332 This excludes 1:13 since it does not report direct speech and 1:14b-17 since it is a quotation embedded in the
angel’s speech. On embeddedness and textual perspectives, see Ann Banfield, Unspeakable Sentences: Narration
and Representation in the Language of Fiction (Boston: Routledge, 1982); Dorrit Cohn, Transparent Minds:
Narrative Modes for Presenting Consciousness in Fiction (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978); John
Dinsmore, Partitioned Representations: A Study in Mental Representation, Language Understanding, and Linguistic
Structure, Studies in Cognitive Systems 8 (Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1991); Susan Ehrlich, Point of
View: A Linguistic Analysis of Literary Style (London: Routledge, 1990); Susan Ehrlich, “Referential Linking and
the Interpretation of Tense,” Journal of Pragmatics 1990, no. 14 (1990); Monika Fludernik, The Fictions of
Language and the Languages of Fiction: The Linguistic Representation of Speech and Consciousness (London:
Routledge, 1993); Manfred Jahn, “Contextualizing Represented Speech and Thought,” Journal of Pragmatics 17
(1992).
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M: nPR RN TRIN K °2 12T TRYAD IR N ITR 1R IR

P: s\; L i cuan e L\ imaa 5o Moimn et s s ol L qud wam Wi

4.4.6 Tactic: Substitution

In P-Zech 11:12, the translator renders M %’7'[1_1: &’7‘081 (“but if not, refrain”) with a=l\) o~

S\ Lodure (“or you are reneging [my wage] to me”). In M, the prophet’s speech in 11:12 presents
two contrasting, mutually exclusive alternatives: “If it seems good to you, give (me) my wage,
but if not, refrain.” However, having already been told in 11:11b that the audience has
recognized the authenticity of the prophet’s act, the phrase “if it seems good to you, give (me)
my wage” should suffice. Moreover, as Meyers and Meyers note, “it would not seem to be good

business for a professional to offer his clients the possibility of non-payment.”*** The addition of
the alternative, i'?'m &’7‘081 (“but if not, refrain”), is a rhetorical move highlighting “the

prophet’s surety that he has truly given God’s word and that the people know he has.”***

Through the substitution of a phrase, the translator of P-Zech removes the second alternative and
assimilates the entirety of the prophet’s statement (“If it seems right to you, give me my wage or
you are reneging [my wage] to me”) to the audience’s recognition of the prophet’s authenticity
as recounted in 11:11b. G is close to M.

Zechariah 11:11-12

333 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 275.

3% 1pid.
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M: 127 02'V3 200K Dﬂ"?& 1@&1 N1 117777327 2 R D’j@‘(ﬂ?_l 1NN ™12 W RIAD Dia nam

992 DWW MK Hpwn 157N KYoR) MY

P: far (. (om) Mo =iz om ;i (haa L) com il an M Kaias as o ot acas ;o M\ oo
~amay odih iz A ;maleho L) Lo @l o LI (W) aom L aanins

The relationship between 6:10 and 6:14 is complex in all the major versions. In M 6:10,
the prophet is to collect gold and silver from Heldai, Tobijah, and Jedaiah and then proceed to
the house of Josiah. In 6:14, M then says that the crown will be in the care of Helem, Tobijah,
Jedaiah, and Hen. P 6:10 straightforwardly renders M 6:10. However, in light of the
inconsistencies between 6:10 and 6:14 (M 6:14 appears to replace Heldai with Helem and Josiah
with Hen), P assimilates 6:14 to 6:10, replacing M’s Helem with Heldai and M’s Hen with
Josiah. G, unlike P, does not assimilate verse 14 to verse 10. Though G departs from M by
rendering M’s proper nouns with appellatives, G does not seem to reflect a source text that has,
in verse 14, Hen and if not Helem, at least something other than Heldai. (T, V, Aquila, and
Theodotian are close to M.) It is possible that the assimilation was in P’s Vorlage, though P’s
difference with respect to the other versions makes it likely that the assimilation in P is at the
hand of the translator.

Zechariah 6:10
M: n1axT3 lel_D'N" n'a DRI RIAD Diva NDR DR YT DR ng:m nRM ”_r‘?ljfg TI'?UCI KN T}ip‘z
2330 NIV

P: ~xes mji:r{._:.c\..k\.‘;xllc\;oncb ous o <t 0 r<.;ac\3v 0 ,nlo.\:gm_r{}:\..;mga.:m
l:x::{:a

Zechariah 6:14
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M: mim 53103 111217 mIny7a Iy My T maiv oony mpn N

P: ~imn mlaus miinoal waia o o saraala was o final Mo slas) waos lalaa
In the scene described in Zechariah 3:1-10, the characters are described as “standing” in

verses 1, 3, 4, and 5. In 3:8, however, Joshua’s colleagues are described as “sitting” before

Joshua. The term 2w (“to sit”) in this context means that his colleagues hold a certain office (as

those who preside in court in Isaiah 28:6) or simply are present (as in Ruth 4:4). The translator,
however, translates '2W* with a=aa (“standing”), thereby assimilating the verse to the context of
Zechariah 3:1-10.

Zechariah 3:8

M: Nng "T20 N8 K730 31072 R0 N2IN WIRTD T35 DAY T NRK 5ITN 1020 pwin K1pnY
P: <% oo hiamaha O in (3 Alvm EVNL S g 1.5} V-lm neinwo M ol Ama s av. asaw
2NN ENA W

Zechariah 14:5 presents a number of difficulties. While a discussion of all the interpretive

issues of this passage lies outside the scope of this work, we must consider the relationship

between P, G, and M.** G (Eudpaydnoetar) understands M ono1 (“you will flee”) as from the
verb ono (“stop up”), a reading accepted by Mitchell and others.**® P —coixh (“you will flee”)
agrees with M. For M 171 (“my mountains”) and G épéwv pov (“my mountains”), P, in accord

with T, has ~4c, (“mountains”). Mitchell argues that 3783 originally read 1’3 and that M

% For a full discussion, see Sbg, Sacharja 9-14, 110-11; Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Jonah, 345-46.

336 For a list of those who agree with G, see Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 345.
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resulted from an error when “the scribe, in copying the text, after writing the first two letters of

173, looking up, caught, not the word that he had been writing, but 0371 %, and nearly finished it

before he saw his mistake.”’ Baldwin resolves that “it is impossible to be sure how the text read

9338 P’

originally. s reading either is an assimilation to 07 (“mountains”) later in the verse or it

witnesses to a Vorlage that had 0™, either because a Hebrew scribe assimilated 7 to 0™ or

because 0™ is original and M has suffered a loss of the final mem.” Lacking any corroborating

textual witnesses, and drawing upon my findings with respect to the translation technique evident
in P-Zech as a whole, I find it most likely that P’s reading is an assimilation, perhaps triggered

by confusion regarding the identity of “my mountains.”

Zechariah 14:5aa
M: 52858 D773 2072 717K 0RO

P: ﬂjlmd &QEJ \omL.\.\ @mn lem _r\"‘ic\lvn Ll «Qoivka

G: xal éudpaybroetal ddpayg dpéwy pou xai dyxodnbioetar dhpayé dpéwv Ewg lacod

337 1bid.

338 Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, 202.

¥ For an argument for the originality of 07, see Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi, 126.
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4.4.7 Tactic: Manipulation of Word Order

In 11:13b, the translator reverses the order of the adverbial accusative Mmn? n*2 (“house of

YHWH”) and the prepositional phrase ¢i"n1-58&, though reading 2¥xn for 2¥i7, as discussed in

Chapter 2. The additional descriptive element (‘“house of YHWH”), which in M is the accusative,
is moved to a prepositional phrase in P. The resulting text in P has “treasury” as the adverbial
accusative of both instances of the verb “throw,” assimilating the fulfillment of the command in
11:13b to the divine command in 11:13a (“throw it into the treasury”).>** This highlights the fact
that the prophet carried out the command precisely as instructed. Command-fulfillment
harmonizations in biblical manuscripts and versions are often occasioned by instances in which
the fulfillment is either not recounted or is not identical to the command, as is the case here.**! It
is possible that the harmonization was in the translator’s Vorlage. However, my findings with
respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole and the lack of this modification
in other witnesses lead me to assign this to the translator.

Zechariah 11:13

M: iR TOWRI 99270 DWW ANRR1 DTPUR "RR) WK IR IR WWPTTOR MWD o8 M N
q¥PaTOR M N2

P: du>ixa . ~amas T‘k\lk\ hamia Qo1 Ninoy Kinl Kuoar NG o ,ouiIK i L\ a

i) mduns I duo (u’

0 Mitchell’s statement that P “simplifies the sentence by transposing the phrases™ is true, but does not consider the
means by which this simplification is accomplished; Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi,
Jonah, 314.

34 Tov, “Nature and Background,” 7; Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 89.
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4.5 Goal: Simplify Complex Semantics or Grammar

One of the more common features of translated texts is that they are often simpler than the
original, that is to say, they exhibit less elaboration, elegance, or adornment.*** This
simplification may find expression lexically, syntactically, or semantically. In other words,
“when a text was particularly difficult, there was a tendency for ancient scribes and translators to
simplify the text by employing contextually more fitting lexical, grammatical, and stylistic
forms.”**

In the process of simplification, the translator may replace specific terms with more

general terms, substitute shorter sentences for longer ones, or omit modifying words and phrases.

In the following passages, the translator of P-Zech simplifies the text in his translation.

32 0n simplification and its prevalence in translation, see Shoshana Blum-Kulka and Eddie A. Levenston,
“Universals of Lexical Simplification,” in Strategies in Interlanguage Communication, ed. Claus Ferch and
Gabriele Kasper (London: Longman, 1983); Mohsen Ghadessy and Yanjie Gao, “Simplification as a Universal
Feature of the Language of Translation,” Journal of Asian Pacific Communication 11 (2001); Sara Laviosa-
Braithwaite, “Universals of Translation,” in Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, ed. Mona Baker
(London: Routledge, 1998); Outi Helena Paloposki, “Enriching Translations, Simplified Language? An Alternative
Viewpoint to Lexical Simplification,” Target 13 (2001). At times, the goal of simplification runs counter to a goal
discussed earlier, namely, the desire to create a clear translation.

343 Barthélemy et al., Preliminary and Interim Report, xi.
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4.5.1 Tactic: Semantic Generalization

Semantic generalization is the translation of one term with another that has a broader semantic
field. In some cases, semantic generalization involves replacing rare words with more common

344
ones.

In 1:8, 10, and 11, the translator renders M 0077 (“myrtle trees”) with =l (“trees”).

The translator could have chosen to render 0'977] with <o~ (“myrtle”) as did the translator of P

in Isaiah 41.19 and 55.13. As is evident throughout P-Zech, the translator’s choice in this regard

is not systematic: in 3:10, the translator translates nIxn (“fig tree”) not with =\ (“tree”), but

with a2 (“fig”).
Zechariah 1:8a

M: n9¥R3 TR 0'9T00 12 TRY K1) DR 0I0°5Y 229 WRNIM 17790 TR

P: eﬂlﬁaﬂﬁmpt{no_mm ~amam ds aaady Ki:\rﬂ.\.\:k\.‘\.u

See also 1:10, 11.

In 3:4b, the translator renders the rare word nixonn (“festival garments™) with the general
term = (“garments”), which elsewhere usually corresponds to "7:;) (“vessel”) as in Zechariah

11:15, but also to ﬂ’?pw (“garment”) as in Deuteronomy 21:13.%* At the same time, he adds 2\,

(“good”) to clarify the difference between these clothes and the “filthy clothes” that were

removed from him in 3:4a.

3 See Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 259; Sara Japhet, “Interchanges of Verbal Roots in Parallel
Texts in Chronicles,” Hebrew Studies 28 (1987).

* The translator of P-Isaiah renders niy‘gqp with =uhaa (“coat”) in Isaiah 3:22.
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Zechariah 3:4

M: T30 7201 D3R N PR TN YD DREN DTN 1TDR VINY 1397 DUTRPITON TN N
nivonn TR Uaym

P!~ & % cum 0ins o K o /RS oum olas® ,;mamin aouod L anl o ads s

<4\, A B healo rlas v hias < @l e

4.5.2 Tactic: Substitution

In accord with T, the translator of P-Zech twice replaces a noun plus pronominal suffix

construction with an adjective in 9:17a. This simplifies the text by replacing the awkward syntax

of 9211 1210710 with the simple construction isas. ~&na 2\, . *

Zechariah 9:17

M: ni%na 22in wWivm 0 Ina 137 om0 13

P: #x\ohs nmam <isava .Knén;é ~ians hav o .:3,\7 ~>

T: ROWIDD 1P0R VIWPT T RITIN ROIR 1998 R R 20 KD IR

4.5.3 Tactic: Omission

The most common tactic used to simplify the text in P-Zech is omission. The omissions often
eliminate redundancies in the text or remove unessential elements that are sufficiently indexed

elsewhere in the text. These differ from omissions that arise as a response to a text that the

34 On this verse, see also §4.3.7.
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translator failed to understand, omissions that arise from a Vorlage that differs from M, and

omissions that are a result of parablepsis on the part of the translator. The cases discussed here

are omissions where the translator appears to have understood the text, but “the Hebrew seemed

so redundant that quantitative literalism would lead to unacceptable prolixity.”**’

The translator is remarkably consistent in his treatment of Hebrew 7&5. As discussed in
§4.2.11, if a quotative frame in M-Zech contains 91K% and one of the finite verbs in the frame is
21K or 727, the translator does not render 7KY. Since the finite verbs in these cases sufficiently

index the speech act as direct speech, 71&% is not necessary. The removal of this unnecessary

element creates a simpler text.

Zechariah 4:13 (91K as the finite verb)
M: "3I8 89 DR 798D YT RIYT I0RG 9K KN

P: i A Mo gl L aa i dud o A L\ i
See also 2:4, 6:12, 7:5, 9.

Zechariah 6:8 (727 as the finite verb)
M: 1i¥ PR3 THINR 130 1108 PIRTON DOREPT IR TDKZ 2R 3T DR P

P: o (1w ings ;0004 gaanmo sy 1 aied gnan ol; s ) i o

Zechariah 3:4a (91K as one of the finite verbs)

M: PHpn DRED 013270 3700 IDRY 1197 0TTRYRTOR KT 1M

3 . . .
47 Weitzman, Syriac Version, 24.
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P: e o A ou> alns & Ao @>uol \c\_\aﬂ imda ads i a

See also 4:4, 6.

Zechariah 2:8 (727 as one of the finite verbs)
M: A2ina 7NN2Y DR 397 7Y AWR NiMa hRYG 19 W3O 12T P1I9R 0K

P: drarnon Risoio e oy I o 0 nlrion ol oiay o sl o Jjim ;) i

In 5:4, the translator does not render the suffixed pronoun on m'?:)] (“and consume it”),

though he is not in the habit of omitting suffixed pronouns. The object of the verb iy _x

(“consume”) is sufficiently identified in the subsequent objects “timbers” and “stones,” which

are components of the house to which the suffixed pronoun on 193] refers. The omission
removes the redundant pronoun from the text. The presence of two consecutive waws in 1n93]
PRYNIRI suggests haplography in the translator’s Vorlage. This is possible, since there is no o on
;masasal. Were this the case, however, the waw on 3931 would remain and the waw on N1 would

be omitted. The text before the translator would still be m‘?:}. The translator omitted the suffixed

pronoun. G follows M.

Zechariah 5:4

M: 1m93] i3 7ina 1391 WY WA yawin matHRY 2330 M1ATOR IR NIRIY 11T ORI OIRYIN
PIARTORY PRUNRY

P: aao izho haoias ;mars ua Lan ;dunlo a1 odual davho hlis < 0 duna

,naarda\a ,;madan\ im\k\o PXus
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In 7:7, the suffixes on 71 (“her towns™) and 7'n2°20 (“surrounding her”) both refer to

the city Jerusalem. The translator of P-Zech simplifies the text by eliminating the pronoun on
~iana (“towns”), allowing the &\ that follows (i.as (“surround”) to sufficiently index the
relationship between the towns and Jerusalem. G, to similar effect, omits the suffix on

“surround.”

Zechariah 7:7
M: PR30 7701 MY NY 0OWI) NP3 DIPNTD DN T N 8P W DTN KibY
2W* 78w a3
P: &\ b iasa ~alrao nlrior hom okl 1a  ashio i KL i vady s @ (.lcn
aam e:ak\.. ~hadaa r(\'(\lvc\

In 11:10, the translator of P, in accord with T, does not render the suffixed pronoun on

™2 (“my covenant”). The genitival relationship between the speaker and the covenant is

already evident in the subject of the verb h=.ors (“which I made”) in the relative clause that
modifies the noun ~us (“covenant”). One must weigh whether the yod was in the translator’s
Vorlage. G follows M.

Zechariah 11:10

M: DRYD™52T "IN2 WK IR PO INR PTIN] DYITY YRR MR

P: e «omnla 1y Aoy o L\ an eohinho uams i o hamia

In 5:6, the translator omits the second occurrence of 78". The two phrases “this is the

basket coming out” and “this is their iniquity in all the land” are one speech act and need not be

twice indexed as such. G follows M.
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Zechariah 5:6

M: PIRI7522 DI'D NNT IR NRYPT NDRD NRT N7 RI770 DR

P: i aalan woas L curd dima waan hlan o 3o L\ e o0 s i
Similarly, in 11:7 the translator omits the second occurrence of "nRIP (“I called”). The

29

phrase “one of them I named ‘favor’” and the phrase “the other I named ‘unity’” are part of the

same speech act and need not be indexed twice. G follows M.

Zechariah 11:7

M: 092 nRIP TORDY 0PI "NRIP TORY NiYPR "W 5 NRRY INED MY 127 N300 8RR PR
IRRINR U

P: dusio as islo onams duio sl gias @id ) oo <ass e s i) e sl dusio
<\

In 9:1, the translator omits Xn (“oracle”). The following two words, 71327 (“word of

YHWH?”), are a synonym of XWwn (“oracle”) and no critical information is lost in the omission.

Gelston cites this verse as evidence of the translator’s occasional oversight or his belief that not
every word was necessary.”*® G follows M.

Zechariah 9:1

M: S22 "0 531 DT PY M2 *2 INNIR PYRT) TTT0 P13 MIMIIT KD

P: Ajae {omlao o in ol isla o> casico sam=ine viass aied Ly sy oy e

L.

348 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 133.
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In 6:10, the translator does not render the second person pronoun AnR (“you”). The

subject is implicit in the imperative verb ~ha (“and [you] go”). G follows M.

Zechariah 6:10

M: nuoy711 MWN' N'2 DRI RIND D2 NRR DR DT IRDI 17210 DR ’7‘71’10 ﬂ‘?UU NI nip‘z
2330 NIV

P: ha e o o <aras dusl daso adh cus Kho Wt 10 anal, p0slas 0 Fhuar >0 oo
REERCY

In 1:8, the translator does not render the third person pronoun X371 (“he”), though

elsewhere he renders it with = (2:1, 13, 5:9, etc.). The subject of the participle TRy (“standing”)

is evident from the preceding phrase “I saw a man ....” It is interesting to note that this omission
runs counter to cases discussed in §4.2.2 in which the translator adds a pronoun to follow a
participle when a pronoun is not in the Hebrew. This again demonstrates that the translator is not
working formulaically. G reflects M with respect to the pronoun.

Zechariah 1:8
M: D'TR O'DID PINR] 178N WK DOTN 3 TAY RIN OTR DID™HY 237 WK 1990 TR
o7 0PI
P: ~oax%dw <eai mihoo W\ 21 LK huis pdno Ramaw amam s maaia iay | walls du
~icwa <aamiaa
In 7:6, the translator does not render the second occurrence of the second person personal

pronoun DR (“you”). The first occurrence of the pronoun suffices. In some cases in P-Zech, the
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translator appears to favor quantitative equivalence, omitting non-vital elements in one part of

the verse when elsewhere in the verse something is added.**® This may be the case here and the

onXY is omitted while (odure is added in 7:6a. G follows M.

Zechariah 7:6
M: i onR 09RD DRR RiD7 IAWN 2135080 ")
P: edra dlar L odu Kom < Ghrao Lodur alaw (<o
In 6:15, the translator does not render the infinitive absolute ¥inw (“hear”). The verbal

idea is sufficiently contained in the following finite verb ( assed (“you will listen”).* Though

infinitives absolute are not uncommon in Syriac, the translator omits it™' Gis equivalent to M.

Zechariah 6:15
M: M 5ipa punwn pinw-ox 7 0298 N7 NIRIE M2 DRYTY MY 92032 121 IR O7RInTY
02T

P: =iy onlas woamek (& .\mk\cd Sirr ahlis i oo i RAAENE w0 Kaawi ( odisho

\C\amlr(

Similarly, in 11:17, the translator omits two infinitives absolute (W12’ and n12) that

precede verbs of the same root. Interestingly, the translator fills the slot opened by the omission

of the first infinitive by adding a word, namely, ~wus.x (“right”). This is an instance in which the

9 Quantitative equivalence is not something this translator rigorously pursues, but it is possibly at play in this

verse. On quantitative equivalence, see the discussion in Chapter 3 and Barr, Typology of Literalism, 303.
30 Compare 12:3, where the translator renders the infinitive absolute VY with o) i,

31 On the infinitive absolute in Syriac, see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §295.
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translator appears to prefer quantitative equivalence even though the second omission is a case in

which the translator does not do the same.** G is equivalent to M.

Zechariah 11:17b
M: 120 73 iR PR YR wia iy
P: 0ok ~usnan (PXPEN I ET L <TL 1S RVNNR B

In 8:13, the translator omits 1*7 (“it will be”). The timeframe of the deliverance is

sufficiently indexed by the following future tense verb ( asnoiar (“I will redeem you”). G

preserves the verb.

Zechariah 8:13

M: PR ITRON N973 DI DANK DWIN 12 S8 31 AT 3 D3 1Y%p D w2 My
oy

P: ~Xaiaa\ «00mNa . Canoiar’ am Lim. uoia 00w huoy s r(k\xvoﬂ ~o¥sama wner
\c\\_nnk\ ~\a oL :\.._is)mo

See also 13:2, 3, 4, 14:6, 7.

In 14:8, the translator omits 7’77 (“it will be”). The timeframe of the events are clearly in

the future and the omission does not cast doubt on the time in question. One cannot rule out the

possibility of parablepsis on the part of a scribe or the translator since the end of 14:8 and the

beginning of 14:9 contain numerous similar consonants: 777, 7°71, and M.

Zechariah 14:8

52 On this type of quantitative literalism, see §3.2.
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M: nm ‘]j_h;ﬁ Ppa ]ﬁljt:la D:U'5§ oem ’JiD'[l?D DZD'5§ oxn D‘?Krﬂ'ﬁ’f; 0™70M IRYY RIAD oia il

P: Aun masiam ol Lomadan wasmm ol (omade mlriond on s s L anas ad nqas ;o
~ahowa

353

Though apposition is common in Syriac,”" the translator condenses the appositional

phrase 5217 nir2y Mn"2 (“the house of YHWH of hosts, the temple”™) in 8:9 t0 ~uisoa salauoma

~xls (“the temple of the Lord almighty”). The condensation of two phrases into one simplifies
the text. G removes the apposition by the addition of xai.

Zechariah 8:9b

M: nizank H2'0n niray marma 7o 0 WK 08I0 Yen

P: cuiohn\ il isny calauony whoo e isnohhds os S AN (00l
In 8:10, the translator does not render the second instance of 72 (“wages”), creating a

simpler text. In this case, the translator compensates for the omission by adding .a~ (“also”).*>*

Alternatively, we might describe this omission as a stylistic difference with the aim of avoiding
monotony, in which case the simplicity created by the omission is a byproduct of the avoidance
of monotony.355

Zechariah 8:10a

M: NPy NRN0 9201 N1 & DTRD 12Y D07 D0 187

P: #usa\ <\ ao oo 3\ a2\ R .0 K101 018 DA ( D KARSHAL B o) .llvm

353 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §212.
% On this type of quantitative literalism, see §3.2

355 On the avoidance of monotony, see §5.1.1.
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In 1:7, the translator does not render the second instance of W7n (“month’). The omission

does not eliminate any vital information from the text and creates a simpler text.
Zechariah 1:7a
M: w77 DRY NIW3 LIY WIRTRIN WIN WW0TRwRy nuae oy o
P! zauin ohid durs Y ar ami i 11 Keies eimsa /asin s
In 1:8, the translator omits the particle 1371 (“behold”). (The particle is elsewhere omitted
in 1:11, 2:5, 7, 4:2, 5:1, but not in 2:1, 3:9, 5:7, 9, 6:1, 12, 9:9, 11:6, 16, 12:2, 14:1.) The

presence of “a man” is sufficiently indicated in the prophet’s statement that he saw (¥.1») a man.

Zechariah 1:8

M: D'TR O'DID PINR] 128N WK D'OTN 3 TAY RIN OTR DIDTHY 237 WK 1990 TR
o1 DY

P: ~ax%dw <eai ;mihoo M\ 21 LK huis pdno Koo amam s maaia iay | walls duw
~icsa haamiaa

In 13:3, the translator omits 75" (“who bore him”) in the phrase 7% 181 1728 (“his
father and his mother who bore him”). The relationship between the prophet and the father and

mother is sufficiently indexed by 1a& (“his father”) and in& (“his mother”). The description 1"['?"

(“who bore him”) is therefore superfluous. Interestingly, however, the translator does not omit

™19 in the latter half of this verse. This is evidence of the translator’s non-uniform application of

translational tactics. Alternatively, one might argue that P’s Vorlage lacked 177" in the first half
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of the verse, and it was added in later copies of M. G, however, reflects M, lending support to the

conclusion that the reading found in M is original.

Zechariah 13:3

M: P28 39T T DW3 DET R 2 N N DT N1 VIR YN TN TV wN 82D
X327 7T NI

P: ~isnn oanes W r()s\c\l\n .llvm o &\ =na ;man ) O iny  ~asdu ook (Ko

>R 0 oy o ,;man cnaiwsia

In 14:4, the translator of P, in accord with T, omits the phrase X3773-01"2 (“on that day”).

The timeframe is sufficiently indexed by the phrases “day of YHWH” in 14:1 and “day of battle”
in 14:3. That the translator is cognizant of the context beyond the immediate verse by looking in
14:1 and 14:3 is not uncommon. Translators often look beyond the context of the verse to the
neighboring verses, further afield in the book, and, occasionally, a different biblical book.?® G
does not omit the phrase.

Zechariah 14:4

M: 7 Ann PYOn 00 9 YA DTRR DOWY 1975 WK 0Mrn 0 RInaTDiva 1o 1M
na3PYm DY 907 w0 W TR 1717 8

P: =l onJa i <ialy, Adaduo dusass mlriond laoals i il s maly i nadsa

~ain\ m%ao &.:\Q Kicxlv:\ m%a anhvia o3 .:xlvn <L o aouna  ois=s\ mgao

3% See Weitzman, Syriac Version, 42.
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Chapter S - Divergences Not in Service of Translational Goals

Chapter 3 outlines the translator’s default method of rendering the source text into the target
language. Chapter 4 presents those instances in which the translator deviates from this default
rendering in order to achieve translational goals. The present chapter examines deviations from
the default rendering that are unrelated to translational goals. These involve stylistic changes,
influence from G’s translation, the assumption of a different vocalization, and errors or

misreadings of the text.

5.1 Stylistic Changes

Changes described as stylistic are those cases in which P’s divergence from the default rendering
reflects a preference of the translator that is not driven by variants in the source text, translation
goals, a different vocalization, errors, or influence of another version. The translator’s random

predilections are evident in the following tactics.

5.1.1 Tactic: Use of Synonyms for Repeated Words
In 6:10b, where M-Zech has a word repeated in proximate phrases, the translator replaces one
occurrence with a synonym. He therefore renders n&21..0821 (“go ... g0”) with dasa... &ha

357

(“go ... and enter”). G lacks a word corresponding to the second nX21.™" In Roman rhetoric,

7 Mitchell argues that IJN;HZ in M is a dittography. G would seem to support this claim. However, the likelihood of
a distant dittography is slim. Moreover, the ways in which P and G both depart from M suggest that they read a text
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repetition was avoided for fear that it would lead to boredom.>® That same motivation is perhaps

behind the use of synonyms in P here.*”® This tactic is not applied to all repeated words. In 6:6b,

the translator translates two identical gatal verbs (IRX” and 1X¥”) with two identical participles

(@oes and (meu).%o Weitzman notes that the translators of P typically sought to translate in such a
way so that every Syriac word would correspond to just one Hebrew word.*®' While this is
generally true, Weitzman also finds cases in which P forswears this ideal in order to avoid
tautology. P-Zech 6:10 is a case where regular lexical correspondence is forsworn. P-Zech also
has synonyms for repeated words in 1:13 and 2:7. In these cases, however, G also uses
synonyms, and P may be following G.**

Zechariah 6:10b

M: 5220 IR2™IWR 1102 MWK M3 DRI K170 DI AR DR

P: laos o i e o io saras dunl dasa ot aas o

equal to M but adjusted their translations to avoid repetition. See Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Jonah, 189.

% Theo A. W. Van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint Studies and
Translation Studies, Contributions to Biblical Exegesis & Theology 47 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 39.

31 8:10, discussed in §4.5.3, the translator omits the second instance of a repeated word, perhaps out of the same
desire to avoid repetition.

% On P’s use of participles for Hebrew yigtol verbs, see the discussion of this passage in §4.2.10.
361 Weitzman, Syriac Version, 30.

%2 These verses are discussed in §5.2.
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5.1.2 Tactic: Manipulation of Word Order

When used as adjectives, demonstrative pronouns in Syriac may stand before or after the
substantive they modify. When the demonstrative follows the substantive in M-Zech, the
translator of P-Zech occasionally reverses the order so that the demonstrative is first, as in 4:11.
Were Syriac to show a preference for one construction over the other, and were the translator to
align his translation with this preferred order in Syriac, I would consider these modifications to
be translational tactics in service of the goal of creating a domesticated translation.’® However,
since Syriac does not show a strong preference, and authors or translators may choose one order
or the other, these changes by the translator of P-Zech are stylistic changes.364

Zechariah 4:11

M: AR5 7710 PRrOY A9RD DTN W POR IR] PR

P: s\ N0 ardal St o) %k""" ejh ém i ama o\ hima s
See also 3:7, 13:6.36
In 3:2, the translator moves the vocative =\ 0 (“O Satan”) to the clause initial position,

which is allowed but not required in Syriac. Such transposition adds no clarity to the verse as the

speaker and the addressee are clear from the first clause [owR"5% MY XM (“YHWH said to

Satan”). There are no motivating factors other than authorial style.

Zechariah 3:2

% See §4.2.
%% For the inconsistencies in practice in Syriac, see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §212.

395 Contrast 3:7 and 13:6, which shift the word order, to 8:9 and 8:15, which maintain the word order of the Hebrew,
where the demonstrative follows the noun.
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M: Wxn S0 TR 77 RI97 09U I0E0 T2 M0 0 10wa 72 M I jowinHr M s
P: <10 caon mleiord) camn (1 i o daa g waim wao daa g ) o A\ ) aisn e i
< > ek

In 13:3, the translator moves —ao¥ (“‘again”) toward the clause initial position though this
is not required by Syriac grammar and the meaning of the Hebrew is clear. This is not in service
of any translational goal and it is not triggered by any textual issue. It is a matter of authorial

discretion. The translator is flexible regarding the placement of saoX. At times he does not alter

the word order, as in the first 79 in 1:17 and in 11:15 where it is clause initial, the third TV in

1:17 and in 2:16 where it immediately follows a verb, and in 9:8, 11:6, and 12:6 where it does

not immediately follow the verb. At other times, he does manipulate the word order: in the

second 7Y in 1:17 he moves it to immediately follow the verb, in 13:2 and 14:11 he moves it to

the clause initial position even though in M it immediately follows the verb, and in 14:21 he
moves it to immediately follow the verb.

Zechariah 13:3a

M: 1 DW3 73T TRW 2 N KO T I0N] PIN YIS TN TV W K332

P: iz oxnxs W r\’}:\nkn .ﬂv‘n oh &\ oo y,man O iny  ~oudu ook (Ko
See also 1:17, 13:2, 14:11, 21.
Verses 2:6, 14:7, and 14:21%%® in P exhibit what Gelston has described as a “curious

occasional tendency [of the translators of P] to invert the order of words forming a pair.”®’

%6 In 14:21, the word order of the Standard Text agrees with M. The word order of the older manuscripts is likely
more original, for there is no apparent motivation for the order of the Standard Text to have been modified if it were
original. See Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 66, 71, 135-136.
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Gelston identifies five examples of this in the Twelve Prophets: Habakkuk 1:6, Zephaniah 3:19,

Zechariah 2:6, 14:21, and Malachi 3:5. I also include Zechariah 14:7. These can only be
described as stylistic modifications, curious though they are.*®®

Zechariah 2:6

M: AR MR AANTIRD NIRYY DOWINR ThY 9K KN 720 IRR IR 0R]

P: ci.ha a0 ciniod oin Rweo  mlriod cusenea ) o ur i u\ o\ hisma

Zechariah 14:7

M: 9iR-77 3 W NRY 1 AP R9 D RD MY YT RIN TR0 M

P: <imas oo <e=i \:\Qo e Ao Al A\ i sdi ad aua s as Raoua
Zechariah 14:21

M: -89 002 DWW DR INPH 0o IR Nikay M WP At oowa oo mm
R0 02 NIRIY MNP TiY P10

P: ~ 0TI  AQMWY 31D daa \o)su{m ~ahbls i\ raao mlriona i00usi et A Kocua
amh s ahlis aisy ;mhans s ook Koo a ~0MD L C a
In 14:17, the translator moves the verb to immediately follow the negative particle. While

Syriac grammar dictates that the negative precede the word to which it most directly refers, the

367 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 135.

%% One might argue that these transpositions are attributable to a copyist in the transmission of the Hebrew text and
are therefore not the work of the translator. While possible, my findings with respect to the translation technique
evident in P-Zech as a whole lead me to attribute these modifications to the translator.
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collocation of verb and negative particle is not required.® This is a stylistic change that other

Syriac translators similarly employ.*””

Zechariah 14:17

M: mm Doy 891 nik3y M) 7707 NNOWAY? D7WITOR PIRG NINSWR N8n 20D TR W
S0

P: {oouls fass < dlis i el angom) splriodd iy Khoie eala >0 am i o Koo

<

5.1.3 Tactic: Phrasal Reformulation

In 11:3 the translator replaces the construct phrase 0™'92 NIRW 5ip (“the sound of the roaring of

lions™) with the predicate phrase a=ou hasins la (“the sound of the lions that are roaring”).
This modification is not required by Syriac grammar and cannot be explained as achieving one
of the translator’s translational goals. It is a stylistic choice.

Zechariah 11:3

M: 1790 7R3 TTV 2 002 MIRY Hip DRTIR NTTY "3 00 27 Sip

P: gricei ouras woka axmons whasins o (omhasi hohea hasis il o

369 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §329.

370 Carbajosa finds the same phenomenon in Psalm 103:9 and 147:10. Carbajosa, Character of the Syriac Version,
26.
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5.1.4 Tactic: Modification of Verbal Form

The first two verses of chapter 11 employ a complex of personifications whereby the prophet
“has sardonically called for the destruction of the cedars of Lebanon and then offered a call for

lamentation over their fate.”>’!

In M, three different parties are addressed with the vocative:
Lebanon, Cyprus, and the oaks of Bashan. In P, however, the translator has rendered the two

imperatives in 11:2 (57 and 197"7) as imperfects (M and « a\\w). This creates a text in which

the trees of 11:2 are, like the trees of 11:1, actors but not addressees. In P, only Lebanon in verse
1 is addressed by the vocative. This can only be described as a stylistic change. The shift in

addressees of the vocatives in M is not obtuse and the translator of P-Zech is not clarifying the

text. The verb 528n1 could have influenced the tense chosen for the next two.

Zechariah 11:1-2

M: 77 72 W2 iR 1990 ITTY DR WK TR 9373 wina 520 TrIRa W HaNm 1097 11137 nna
yan W

P: A als L allu anohe uirsa i Lo I uoie M voiicd <ias daaho  vasih @al wha
Rurs Zas lewy waoy

While the translator typically renders Hebrew yigtol verbs with imperfects,’’? in 14:18b
and 14:19 the translator renders two Hebrew yigtol verbs with participles. In several cases listed

above, the translator’s decision to use a non-default rendering is in service of a translational

3 Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi, 82.

372 See §3.3.1.
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goal.>” In 14:18b and 14:19, however, the same decision is not in such service. The participle in

Syriac often indicates future action where an imperfect verb might equally be employed.*”* The
translator’s rendering here is a stylistic change.

Zechariah 14:18b-19
M: DM¥n NRON MR NRT NI2PA ANNR 307 O 8D WK D30TNR M A8 WK N9IRn 1R
niapn an Ny 317 HYr &S WK 073752 nrOM

P: sl s <omdh ama U\ sn artias anasl gale i e i Rais s fhass <omh

A\ artaas 1nas) gale Ay e s (omlan hul ba i oo

5.1.5 Tactic: Omission

The omission of 793 (“all of it”) in 4:2 is likely a stylistic choice. However, since “all” is

frequently added in the course of textual transmission, one must weigh whether this is a case of a
later addition in the history of M.

Zechariah 4:2

M: nwaw o0 PN NYIWY AWNTTOD AYN AYR AT MR NI01 IR IDR] AR AR 0 98 0NN
AYRI"H IWR NN NipRIN npaw

P: umde oy faaro duls a(ie faara g s oo Koo i Ao hus &>, ima

nEais dards il

373 See §4.2.8, §4.2.10, and §4.3.12.

374 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §270.
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5.1.6 Tactic: Addition
In 6:1, the translator adds the demonstrative pronoun ( cue» (“those”) when translating the phrase

nwni " 00 (“and the mountains are mountains of bronze”), rendering it as ( cam ia\ 0

rsanr L i ia), (“and those mountains are mountains of bronze”).>” The motivation may be to
not have the nondescript juxtaposition of “between the two mountains” and “the mountains were

mountains of gold.” Alternatively, this may be a pragmatic addition. That is to say, the translator
might be insinuating the same deictic force of the definite article of 0377, though the translator

376

is not apt to render the definite article in this way.”"" In either case, this is a stylistic addition.

Zechariah 6:1

M: N3 "7 BV OI00 W PIR NIRE NI337R PIW M IR T KPR 30K

P: (i wia, wcum ido  oidy oih hus > @ar @nim anind Kmao Mo i v haama
~rsaan

The prophet’s response T8 &9 (“no, my lord”) to the messenger’s question RYT Ki%7

n‘m R R (“Do you not know these things?”) in 4:5 is not difficult to understand. Moreover, it

*”> On the addition of L, see §4.2.4.

376 On how the emphatic state does not denote determination, see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §202.
On the weakening of the demonstrative significance of demonstrative pronouns, see Noldeke, Compendious Syriac
Grammar, §228.
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is not uncommon to find ellipsis of this type in Syriac.””’ The translator, however, renders &%

(“no”) as ma o A\ (“I do not know”), eliminating the ellipsis on stylistic grounds.

Zechariah 4:5

M: 278 N9 R PR 1RO AYT) K50 98 0NN 13 1370 787070 100

Pl i aa A Simndo odon L i S o A L a0 Mooy e s

In 12:14, the translator adds the verb (1ot (“will mourn”). He appears to be creating an
inclusio by picking up the same verb from 12:12.%”® The effect is that the numerous assemblages
named in 12:12-14 are grouped together as a unity that mourns. This type of modification is not
recurrent in P-Zech and is a stylistic change, though one could argue that it is a type of
clarification.

Zechariah 12:14

M: 725 oW 725 nhavn nhawn niIRwin ninawna 53

P! @isard L omufne fisar oir oir (1ol isher Choie onla

In some places within P-Zech, the translator adds o= (“in it”) to the phrase ad ~&naus (“in
that day”). The translator is relatively consistent in this regard. He adds <= in 3:10, 11:11,
12:3%",4,6,8a,9, 11, 13:1, 2, 4, 14:6, 8,9, 13, 20 but not in 2:15, 6:10, 9:16, 14:21, 12:8b. In
none of the cases where = is absent is the phrase “in that day” clause initial. In most cases

where ms does appear, the phrase “in that day” is clause initial. Only in 11:11, 12:3, 9, 14:9 does

377 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §328e.

7% One might argue that this inclusio was created by a scribe and not the translator. While possible, my findings
with respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole lead me to assign this to the translator.

379 = is absent in some early manuscripts; see Gelston, ed. Dodekapropheton, 88.
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oo appear in a non-clause initial position. The translator’s choice to add <= t0 adm aus in

clause initial positions is a stylistic choice.

Zechariah 3:10

M: IRN ﬂljlfl"?{j_l]: 193 DUB"?{;Z ﬂﬂyj‘? VIR INPND ﬂiN;lg 1177 ORI RIAD oia

P: =hd dusho hay dush ;inal i (otlah ey is i o qas oo
See also 11:11, 12:3,4, 6, 8a, 9, 11, 13:1, 2, 4, 14:6, 8, 9, 13, 20.

In 7:10, the translator renders 3pWRR-SK (“do not oppress”) with two verbs: L azlsd &

(“do not wrong”) and  a=\\ % ~\a (“do not oppress”). Both verbs are well attested in Syriac and
therefore this is not a case of a later Syriac scribe replacing a rare word with a more common
word. Translators often employ double translations in cases where they want to bring out
different semantic aspects of the word in the source text and this could perhaps be the translator’s
motivation. However, the injunction against mistreating widows, orphans, sojourners, and the
poor is one that is found throughout the Hebrew Bible in various formulations.”® The frequency
of this injunction makes it likely that the addition is an adaptation of this passage to parallel

formulations elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, such as Ezekiel 22, where the verbs x\\) and =\
occur in P and the verbs 13" and pwy occur in M. The addition of the verb in P-Zech 7:10 is
likely an assimilation on the part of either the Syriac translator or an earlier Hebrew scribe.”®' If

the addition is the work of the translator, it is a stylistic change and not a modification of the text

in service of the translational goal to create a text that is internally consistent (see §4.4) because

% For an overview of the variety of forumations, see Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 399-401.

! For evidence on these types of harmonizations in Hebrew manuscripts, see Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew
Bible, 261; Tov, “Nature and Background.”
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it is not an assimilation to another passage in Zechariah. In light of my findings with respect to

the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole and since there are no other texts or
versions that witness to the addition, I assign this modification to the translator. However, that
the addition is the work of a Hebrew scribe must be considered.

Zechariah 7:10
M: 02272 12WnROK PR WK N7 IPWYRTOR 01 73 DI InoR)
P: & ;o A dny( wheano (L axlloh o L anlih & hal miahisla sdim\o odula hlsicdla
waanls L aneuhih

In 8:10, the translator adds the phrase ac =asy a0 o (“and before that time”) after the
phrase { cxn hshas maa =01 W\ = (“because before those days™). This is likely a double

translation of D7 0N ’;9’? 2. It is possible that P’s Hebrew source text contained two variant

temporal phrases, namely D77 0770 %85 and 8177 07 185, In light of my findings concerning

the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole, I assign this addition to the translator.
The addition of ~ma (“behold”), emphasizing the imminence of the action expressed by
following verb, and the addition of ( om\ (“to them™), a proleptic pronominal suffix, are likewise
stylistic additions in 8:10.

Zechariah 8:10

M: nHwRI gaTin oDYTPR K391 RYPYY NIPR NAN2N 121 M3 8D OTRY 12w DD 0N 187 12
MYI3 UR DTN

P: o g&ﬂo ~iana\ ¢\ o oo e\ K ia\ N .ad <o) 0in A ( am ~=hos oo N lem

minus ia) o ,is Lonlal L onl /i Kias Kma &« pio 0 il Kom hul Ao
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P-Zech 11:16 may be another example of a double translation. Determining the

relationship between M-Zech 927" 85 naran 897 89 n7awsm (“and the broken one he will not

heal; the weak one [or the one who stands firm] he will not support”) and P-Zech «\ (4so¥1a
~oidu A sunta o A ( ouiate oo o (“and the broken ones he will not bind up and the weak

ones he will not heal and those who are standing he will not nourish”) in 11:16 is difficult. In

short, P has five phrases while G and M have four. P aaaay =\ {321 corresponds to M niTnain
TR, P o A ws\3a corresponds to M Wpary W37, and P sa es ) oo
corresponds to M 887" 85 n7awin. The meaning of the verb 9392" is not in doubt: it is a Pilpel
derived from the root 912, it means “to support” or “to nourish,” and is well attested (e.g.,

Genesis 45:11, 47:12, 50:21, 1 Kings 5:7). The difficulty lies in the meaning of N2x37 and the

two phrases ~owm <\ ( cuiazo and ~owida <\ =uano. There are three possible ways to describe the

situation:

(1) The translator reads 1237 as a Niphal participle of 2%1, meaning “to stand.”*™ P
~oidu &\ Sora corresponds to 729 89 12x30. P o A L owiaaa, in this case, is a double
rendering of the previous phrase 837 85 nawin, which has already been translated with

84
D0 o\ <\ \"\3:12(\:\('.\.3

Bp e & 30 corresponds to M Wp;j'&"? N, but witnesses to a different Hebrew text. See the discussion of
this verse in §5.4.

3 Meyers and Meyers translate n2xa7 as “the one who stands firm.” Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 288.

384 Thus Sebok, Die Syrische Uebersetzung, 72; Jansma, Inquiry, 107.
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(2) The translator is not sure whether 1237 is a Niphal participle of 2¥1 meaning “to

stand” or 2¥1 meaning “to be exhausted.”” He therefore translates 897 85 N2WiM as Lo
20 <\, double renders X097 &5 but this time connecting it to 7237 (understood as “weak’)

producing the phrase <o <\ L oiao, and then translates 52927 89 nayan (with navn

understood as “standing firm”) as ~widu <\ naoa.

(3) The translator’s Vorlage contained two variants: 7237 and nbnan, the latter

implicitly vocalized as n9n3n (“the sick”).*® As detailed by Meyers and Meyers, this verse in

Zechariah has been influenced by Ezekiel 34:4 in numerous walys,3 87 and Ezekiel 34:4 contains

the word m"mga (“the sick™). It is possible that the Hebrew text before the translator of P-Zech

contained both words, and in an attempt to render both, the translator of P-Zech double renders

897 8, producing the two phrases o &\ L owisia and widu & niova. This proposal is

similar to the second explanation except that while the second proposes a double rendering of

nay3n, this explanation posits the existence of the variant 75m3n.

385 Petersen cites Holladay and argues that 17237 is from 2x1 IT “to be exhausted.” Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and

Malachi, 86-88; William Lee Holladay, A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Leiden:
Brill, 1971).

%6 Nowack suggests n5ni1 as an emendation for M naxan. Nowack, Die kleinen Propheten, 373.

7 Meyers and Meyers argue that the similarity between the form and context of Ezekiel 34 and Zechariah 11:16
shows that the Zechariah passage is “modeled after Ezekiel, but with the opposite intent. Instead of depicting the
qualities of the good shepherd, none other than Yahweh, Zech 11:16 presents the behavioral characteristics of the
“foolish shepherd.”” Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 286-87.
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The most likely explanations are the first and the second. The last explanation is overly

complex and dubious. G, for the most part, follows M.

Zechariah 11:16b
M: 5252 85 1230 K37 KD MIWIM WpKY i THarRY niTnoin
P: ~oidu & sioto ot & (oniate o0 ca i (oo oy A i ao aqnas A (10/
G: 75 éxpmdvoy od Wi émoxedmTal xal TO OLeTXOpTLTUEVOY 00 W) (NTHoN xal TO CUVTETPLUULEVOY
00wy laoyTat xal T OAoxANpov 0d wun xaTevdivy
In 9:11, the translator renders "2 (“your covenant”) with wl.a ~edua (“your

covenant”). The translator could have affixed the pronominal suffix to the noun, mimicking the
Hebrew, but instead chose to use the separate possessive pronoun.”™ Either construction is
acceptable in Syriac grammar and the addition is a stylistic change.

Zechariah 9:11
M: i3 00 PR 130 TR "AN%Y T0™M3T073 NR0)
P: < ;1o dula oy | o6 o Suiz vl Koduan s u axa
In 14:5, the translator adds a proleptic suffix to the second occurrence of the repeated
word &% (“valley”). The addition is neither required by Syriac grammar nor regularly added by

the translator of P-Zech.

Zechariah 14:5

388 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §69.
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M: MY R AR M I3 WY 190 DD TWRD DNDI YUK D03 RT3 NS DOe)

TRY DWTRH2 O

P: »xo S L ONoiIn] e ( anivda Qo) Fiaa wombis A W\o=  ial ) Aaal (acisha

s ,magain  omlao ,n\ iz ldasia a0 als aass ,;mamain oma oy

5.2 PFollows G

The question of the relationship between P and G has long been an issue in the study of the
Peshitta.*® According to Haefeli’s summary, in the books of Ezekiel, The Twelve Prophets,
Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Qohelet the influence of G on P has been found to be recurrent; in
the books of Genesis, Joshua, Isaiah, and Jeremiah the influence has been intermittent; and in the
books of Samuel, Kings, Job, Lamentations, and Chronicles the influence has been

insignificant.*

In light of this, and in light of the fact that blanket characterizations do not
amount to an exemption from assessing each case, each book and each verse must be
investigated individually with respect to the relationship between G and P.

When P and G diverge from M but agree with each other, we can explain these tandem

divergences along a number of lines. First, P’s Hebrew Vorlage may have differed from M but

agreed with the Vorlage of G. Second, the agreement of P and G against M could have arisen on

% See, among others, William Emery Barnes, “On the Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta,” Journal of
Theological Studies 2 (1901); Weitzman, Syriac Version, 68-84; Michael Weitzman, “Peshitta, Septuagint and
Targum,” in VI Symposium Syriacum 1992, ed. René Lavenant, Orientalia Christiana Analecta 247 (Rome:
Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1994); Joshua Bloch, “The Influence of the Greek Bible on the Peshitta,” The American
Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures 36 (1920); Lund, “Influence”; Heidi M. Szpek, “On the Influence of
the Septuagint on the Peshitta,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 60 (1998).

390 Haefeli, Die Peschitta des Alten Testamentes.
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account of the translator of P consulting the Greek text. Third, the similarity between P and G

may be a result of polygenesis, in which P’s understanding of its Vorlage and G’s understanding
of its Vorlage independently give rise to similar readings. Fourth, the reading in P may be a
result of later copyists of P consulting a Greek text and altering the text of P to align with the
Greek.

With respect to P-Zech, those tandem divergences from M that fit the first category are
discussed in Chapter 2 if I am confident that the divergence from M can be traced to a common
Vorlage. Tandem divergences that fit the second category above are discussed in the present
section. Those tandem divergences that fit the third category above are discussed in the present
work under the rubric appropriate for the case. Those that fit the fourth category, to the extent
that they can be identified in the extant manuscripts of P, concern the textual transmission of P,
are not the work of the translator, and are therefore not included in the present work.

The following cases diverge from the translator’s default rendering of similar phrases
elsewhere in M, and these differences are best explained as cases where P followed G. In many
cases, the possibility of polygenesis cannot be discounted. Gelston has made a convincing case
that though P’s translators of the Twelve Prophets did not view G as their primary source text,

they did consult G on occasion.”' The evidence assembled below supports his conclusion.

In Zechariah 2:2, P has ,i» o\» @i = (“what are these, my Lord?”) for M n’;?g'nr;

(“what are these?”). G similarly reads T éoTiv Talita xUpte (“what are these, Lord?”). This is, as

Gelston argues, a case in which the Vorlage of P equals M, but P looks to G while rendering the

91 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 160-62.
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Hebrew.””” The addition is an assimilation to the phrase %78 198-11 90K in 1:9 and may have

been in the Vorlage of P and G. However, I find it prudent to attribute the addition to the
translator of G, whom P followed. Polygenesis is a possibility, but since it is clear that P has
access to a Greek text, and since G here has the addition, it is likely that P’s addition was
triggered by the Greek text.

Zechariah 2:2
M: DU SR DR ATINTNR 1 WK N3P0 AR 9K RN NHRTIN 12 1270 TRYDTOR I0R]
P: Limalo 100l 1131 huio i Ao L o Lisn o @i im0 Moy sl hisa
wlrioa

In 4:10, P, following G, renders M p&1-522 o"oviwn nnn M 1w (“these are the eyes
of YHWH, which roam the whole earth”) with =s i dalas (fas =i s;aias. anr i o\
(“these are the seven eyes of the Lord which look upon the whole earth”). Elsewhere P translates
the root VW with «ia (Numbers 11:8), «\\m (2 Samuel 24:8), and the like. The translation in
Zech 4:10 demetaphorizes the phrase, but not in a way that would suggest that the translator is

concerned about the anthropomorphic language.

Zechariah 4:10

M: D0OIDR RN NI TR APRTIDIY Y33 T3 PTAN [IRTTN W MR Ni0p o 1370 72

PRI 923

2 1bid., 164.
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P: sav @ ém Aosion ,;mans Miviaay adal OB  0iasaa <iasy ~hmas lvr{z. [aX} .va

~L i calao o ARG EL A C b B TN

G: 31671 Tig ¢Eoudévwaey eig Nuépag wxpds xal xapolvral xal &Povtal Tov Aoy Tév xacaoiTéptvoy év
xetpl ZopoBaPel émtd olror ddbaAyol xuplov elaiv of émPBAémovtes éml mioay Tv iy

In 6:8, the translator of G omits the initial "nR (“to me”), and the translator of P follows
suit. Mitchell would read with G and P, arguing that the usual construction is "X, which follows

the co-ordinate verb.>*? Meyers and Meyers, however, argue that *nR is essential:

While the Qal of the verb would indicate a simple crying or calling out, the Hiphil with
the following accusative “me” involves the object of the verb in the verbal action. The
speaker is Yahweh. He is not calling out to the prophet, for that dimension of his
speaking to Zechariah is expressed in the following words, “spoke to me.” Nor does the
Hiphil here indicate a general or intense cry, as it does in Jonah 3:7, where there is no

object of the verb, pronominal or otherwise, in contrast to the present instance. The

closest biblical analogy for the Hiphil of pypr followed by an accusative comes in the

vocabulary of mustering, in which a military leader calls forth or summons members of

certain tribes or units for military duty (e.g., Judges 4:10,13).%**

393 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 82.

394 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 328.
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Either a scribe or a translator could have omitted "n{, reading the text as Mitchell does.

However, it is most likely that this is attributable to the translator of G. The translator of P, likely
unsure of the meaning of the construction of the phrase, follows G’s rendering.”””

Zechariah 6:8

M: 703 PIR3 "MIIR T30 1I0Y PIROR DREPD IR 0K 2R 13T DR pum
P ot (3 e inds 50001 gaamo ot 3 i waan oo w5\ e aoa
G: xal avePénoey xal EAaAnoey Tpos ue Aéywy (00U of éxmopeubuevol mi yijv Boppl avémavaay ToV
Bupdv pov év yij Poppd
In 7:14, the fact that D7poX) (“I will hurl them with a storm™) and nnW1 (“[the land] was

desolate”) in M are two different conjugations has raised issues with commentators and

translators. The first, D7YORY, is a yigrol, which often, though not always, refers to future events.

The second, NV, is a gatal, which often, though not always, refers to past events. In the present

verse, this is problematic since the desolation of the land should be subsequent upon the people

being “hurled with a storm.” Mitchell would vocalize D3YDR1 as a wayyigtol, arguing that the

vocalization found in M is under the influence of the preceding yigtol yRW in verse 13.%%° The

translator of G renders both verbs in the future (using éxf3aé and adaviehyoetar), thereby

% Gelston explains the omission of *n¥ in 6:8 as either an oversight or as a result of the translator’s belief that every
word need not be represented. Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 133.

3% Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 205; Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah
1-8, 404.
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making the desolation of the land subsequent upon the removal of the people. The translator of P

follows G and renders the gatal verb nw] (“is desolate”) with the imperfect ~x <& (“will be

desolate™).

Zechariah 7:14

M: AW ITRNTPIR W WM I3PR DMK 1RV PIRGT DT RD WK 070702 DY DIWOK]

G: xal éxPaié adtols eig mavta Ta €0y & odx Eyvwoay xal ¥ yij abaviadioetar xatémiodey adTdy
éx OlodevovTog xal €5 avaoTpédovtos xal Etagay Yy éxlextiy eig ddavioudy

P: armnals ohio iana)lo o0 Lomids 1 o faina L qa as it i s (omlas (i faoa
otasa) R i1 i

In 1:13, where M-Zech has a word repeated in proximate phrases, the translator replaces
one occurrence with a synonym. He therefore renders 0327...0"27 (“words ... words”) with

& Reao ... A (“words ... and sayings”). The translator has elsewhere used synonyms for

repeated words,”” but since G here also has synonyms (p#uata and Aéyoug), it is likely that P’s
rendering was triggered by G. P elsewhere uses both <= and ~ e for M 127, for G pruarte,

and for G Adyog; the words are used interchangeably.

Zechariah 1:13

M: D03 DT D310 BT 3 13T TRYRINS M wn

P: #<cor oy _Raa ehisar A 0 Moy eI\ i v a

37 See §5.1.1.
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G: xal gmexpiby xUplog TavToxpaTwp T6 AyyéAw TG AadolvTt v ol prpata xala xat Aéyoug

TaPAXANTIXOVS

Similarly, in 2:7 the translator of P-Zech uses synonyms for repeated words, likely

triggered by G’s rendering of xRy with elomxet (“stood”) and XY with ggemopeveto (“came
out”). Wellhausen argues that G elotixet reflects Ty for Ng*l, based on the occurrence of the

verb in 3:5.%°® Similarly, Asada argues that G elomnxel reflects 2v1 for the same.”” The graphic

similarity between these proposals and M, however, is slight. It is more likely that P and G read a
text equal to M and chose to render the repeated words with synonyms. Since P and G both
render the text similarly, P is likely following G, though polygenesis is a possibility.

Zechariah 2:7
M: 1nt~sz'7 RYY MR TRS‘?D* N¥* 39277 TN‘WDH n3m
P: v iod\ i i a0 Mo adis nasa

A \ ¢ < ~ 3 3 1 ¢ r \ 144 b A b A
G: xal 0oV 6 C(.')/')/E)\OQ 6 AaAév év EUOL ELTTYEL Xl CL')/')/E)\OQ ETEPOS EEE’H’OPEUETO Elg cuvavTyow

In 13:2, the translator of P, following G, adds the adjective ~\x_ 1 (“false”) to clarify that
only the false prophets will be removed from the land. The translator of P again adds the

adjective in 13:4, but in that verse, G does not. See the discussion of 13:4 in §4.3.10.

Zechariah 13:2

398 Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten: Die kleinen Propheten, 173.

399 Asada, Hebrew Text, 22.
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M: D'R'23778 D31 TIY 127 891 PIRDTI D'2R00 NIDWIR NMIR NIRAY M ORI RIND D2

PRI LR ARV TN

P! i & ias o L oiaadu < sadio ik o iahen ar 1ma bl i i ot s ;o

hail, uoio AN 3 i

G: xal otal &v 7§ Nuépa éxelvy Aéyel xlpiog ¢olebpedow Ta dvépata Té eldwlwy &md THs yijs xal

oUxéTt EoTal adT@V uvela xal Tobs Yeudompodntag xai 7o mvelua T6 dxdbaptov E5apl amd THs Y
In 14:4, the translator of P-Zech adds ;axldea (“and half of it”). This is a case in which it

is reasonable to suppose that the translator consulted G, which here adds #jutov (“half”), in order

to clarify that half of the mountain will fall to the east and half will fall to the west.

Zechariah 14:4
M: 7 Ann PYNn 0D 90 YA DTRR 0OWIY 175D WK 0in 0 RIa-Diva 1o 1T
N2337PY DY I VY0 W TRD N1 N

P: s\ m;éa o ialy N\é&k\.\o s alriod Looals hun i) s ,mc\l\"i Sadsa
s\ m@o r(.;nQ Kicﬁvn m;é& ashwia o .:an ~Ls o aoma  oiss\ Qg\

G: xal oioovtal oi méoes adTol év Tfj Nuépa éxelvy Eml T Bpog TV EAalidv TO xaTévavTt
Tepovgadnu €& dvatoddv xal oxtobioetar T 8pog &Y Edaldv 6 Auiou adTol mpds dvaToAds xal Td
4

Autov adtol mpds Bddacoav yaos uéya adddpa xatl xAwel o fuav Tol pous Tpos Bopplv xal TO

7utov adtol Tpog voToV
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With respect to M wna n_J?_:‘? (“in order to deceive”) in 13:4, P has asasa M\ = (“because

they lied”), a plural past tense verb in place of M’s infinitive. Though infinitives of purpose are

400

common in Syriac,” the translator apparently analyzed wn2 as a perfect and assimilated the

person to the context, following G.*" Since the hairy mantle is a sign of the prophetic office, and
since P describes these prophets as “false prophets,” the translator of P seems to have in mind
that the hairy mantle is removed from these prophets as a consequence of the illegitimacy of their
office. The plural past tense verb in P, therefore, refers to previous lies of the prophets.

Zechariah 13:4
M: wn2 b Wi N8 wak 891 INRIIND 100 YR DRIIN WL K00 0P
P: asina > <ismn agm (qumadu o ;hcann Ko o m A1 e (odi;nns o acus ;o
G: xal otat év Tfj Nuépa Exelvy) xataioyuvivoovtal ol mpodijTal Exaatos éx Tig opacews adTol év
76 mpodnTevew adTdy xal vdloovtal déppw Tprxivyy &vb’ wv éedoavto

In 13:3, the translator of P-Zech follows G and softens the violent imagery of mothers

and fathers “piercing” (9p7) their children by translating 37771 (“they will pierce him through”)

with cueiwma (“they will bind him”). Elsewhere the translator of P-Zech does not appear to be

concerned with softening of violent imagery.**> Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotian have

éxxevtyoovay (“thrust”), testifying to the originality of M.

400 Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, §286.
01 The choice of a A\ for u_Jf_D'? is expected; see the translator’s rendering of ]1_77_3'? in 12:7.

402 See, for example, the imagery in 14:12 and, most strikingly, 12:10. These are passages in which the translator of
P does not soften similar imagery.
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Zechariah 13:3

M: 3778 I77RT MM DW3A B13T TRW D N &Y 755 iK1 PaR MHOR KT TV WK K232 )
X327 7T NI

P: ~is oanes M r()m:\l\n D= ok A\ oo sman ol (ot i ok ook L Xo

N 0,01l o ,;mase cuaioria

G: xal ot éav mpodnTelay dvBpwmog €Tt xal épel mpds adTdV 6 TaThp adTol xal i witne avtol ol
yewnoavtes adtév ob (o 8t Yevdd élainoag ém’ dvépatt xupiov xat cupmodiolow adTédy 6 Tatip
adTol xal ) untyp adtol of yevwhoavtes adTov €V T@ TpodyTeVEY adToY

In 7:2a, the translator follows G and adds the preposition \ to clarify the grammatical

category of H8-ma (“Beth-el””). While 5812 is a nominative in M, the translations G and P read

it as an accusative. P, following G, adds the preposition A to clarify that L.~ ¥ is the location to

which the emissaries are sent.**?

Zechariah 7:2

M: mim 3970 nioNY PYIN 720 DI NI N3 nown

P: =i o0 ,0als cul_s.v.\X T TR ~al> slva Aania i_.;r{i:l L~ dun\ fava

G: xal éaméoteley eig Babn Sapacap xal ApPeceep 6 Pacidebs xal of dvdpes adtol Tol

¢&ihdoacbal Tov xlplov

403 T be sure, commentators do not uniformly read “Bethel” as a nominative in M. See Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer,

Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 195.



173
In 9:10, YHWH is the speaker of the first person verb, as has been the case since verse 6,

and continues to be so sporadically through verse 13. Verse 9, however, does not have YHWH

speaking in the first person, and the resumption of the first person in verse 10 interposes a first
person verb *n7271 (“I will cut off”) between the third person verbs of verses 9 and 10. P and G

share a reading that smoothes the text, removing the interposition of the first person verb.***

Mitchell would read with P and G. Meyers and Meyers, however, argue that reading the third
person verb is unnecessary and is “unwarranted in that it would remove the notion of divine
agency in eliminating the instruments of war.” In fact, it is more likely that the translator would
want to increase the divine agency in this situation, not decrease it. The reading found in P and G

is most likely motivated by a desire to smooth the text. This reading could have been created by

a Hebrew scribe; it would only necessitate the omission of the final yod on *n732m. However, this

is most likely the work of a translator. The translator of P does on occasion modify the
grammatical person of words in order to create a text that is internally consistent.*” It is possible
that G and P independently arrived at the same reading. Since P has been known to consult G,
however, it is more likely that P’s reading was triggered by G.

Zechariah 9:10a

M: 7ia% 015w 92T "RnYR YR NN 02WINT D10 DR 237A7M

P: s s ke Monio oias heo isdu nlriond on awama meia & fhaais asqia

404 Ibid., 277; Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 132.

405 See §4.4.1.
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G: xal égolebpeloel dppata ¢ Edpatp xal inmov €€ Tepouoanu xal égohebpeubioeTal T6€ov
molepxéy xal mAfjfog xal eipvy €€ E0viv
In 8:17, the translator renders Min* with =\ i (“The Lord Almighty™). P is

following G, which has xUptog mavtoxpatwp. It is possible that the addition was present in the

Vorlage of P and G, but this is most likely the work of the translator of G, whom P follows.

Zechariah 8:17

M: DRI NIRIY WK 19R"727NR 12 120RDOKR YW Npawt 022252 12WNROKR NP7 UK WK

P: huw enla o = Lo & RN hsasho L aanls (aarshih & s ;ias s piea
iy ix i @

G: xal xagtos T xaxiav Tol mAnaiov adTod wy) Aoyileade év tals xapdiaig Hudv xal Spxov Yeud
W) ayaméte 0167t Tadta mavTa éuionoa Aéyel xUplog TaVTOXPATWP

M 2971 in 3:7 has troubled commentators and translators. P aa\esa (“those who

walk”), G avaatpedouévous (“ones who walk”™), and V ambulaveris (“you will walk”) reflect a

vocalization of 03%7n. Rudolph argues for this reading, a Piel participle, also found in

406
3.

Ecclesiastes 4:1 Meyers and Meyers argue that the transitive reading “makes no sense,” and

follow BDB in understanding the form as a noun meaning “goings,” and hence “access.”"’ P’s

reading was likely triggered by G, though the possibility of polygenesis cannot be discounted.

406 Wilhelm Rudolph, Haggai, Sacharja 1-8, Sacharja 9-14, Maleachi, Kommentar zum Alten Testament 13/4
(Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus Mohn, 1976), 93.

407 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 196.
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Zechariah 3:7

M: 9RWR DI WA TR DRKRTDN YN AWK DRY 720 "DITIT0R NIRIY MY I0RTID
PR DV TRYR 13 072700 77 00N R0

P: ) Ao shin ko hun) jmancad e Ak ssaac lieh esiods (& hlis i i am
@0l @l\m haas aal\os

G: tade Aéyel xUplog TavToxpaTwp v v Tals 60015 pov Topely xal Eav T& TPOTTAYUATA WLOU
duldéng xal ab daxpivels TOV oixdy pou xal éav SiaduAdEns xal ye ™y adMiy pov xal dwow oot
AvaaTpedopUEVOUs €V UETw TRV ETTNROTWY TOUTWY

In 10:7, for M =103 (“like wine”) P has 4w oo waere (“as from wine”). It is plausible
that P’s Hebrew text had the graphically similar j22 for 112. However, based on my findings with

respect to the translation technique evident in Zech as a whole, I assign this change to a
translator. By substituting the comparative particle plus the preposition, the translator is making
the simile more correct, since, technically, the emotion the people of Ephraim will experience is

being compared to the feeling one has when drinking wine, not to the wine itself. Contrast this to

the translator’s treatment of "~i02 in M 9:15, were P has «i=s ware (“like wine”), a simile that

is technically correct, since the blood is being compared to wine. Since G has &g év otvw (“as in

wine”), P’s reading was likely triggered by G.

Zechariah 10:7

M: M3 025 53 NN IRT 0PI 7R3 037 MR DR 71230 P
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P: \c\m:A 1ota 0TI Ot  OnrHa ~ i 1 ggr( \c\m:A ~1ao asiaxiy LR CTANG u\.r{ ~oaoua

o

G: xai oovtat g paxntai ol Edpatp xal yapioetat 1 xapdic adtidv s &v oivw xal Ta Téxva

adTév SYovtal xal eddbpavinoovtat xal yapeital ) xapdia adTdv éml T¢ xvplw
By adding wolx (“all of them™) in 14:17,** P is following G.*”” The addition does
assimilate the verse to la and ( omla in 14:16; the phrases =i ( omla = ishe=a 1a (“all who
remain from all the people™) of 14:16 and s is il wola (“all the families of the earth™) of
14:17 both refer to the same group of people. The addition in P, however, is triggered by the

addition in G and this is therefore best described as a case in which P follows G.

Zechariah 14:16-17

M: 3n9) mikay M 7207 ninnwnY MIw3 M 7R H1 0wy o3 oo aninthz mm
N niRay M 7707 NINOWI, D2PION PING Ningwn nxn AN WK i niapn anny
oW3n i 0oy

P: i ol s\ e\ e & wanm alrio s ohidy s (ol > isdesnn La Kaoua
EATAN 1;@9::.\3 alriond) iy hoie gm.\.:. S ams ~\a S aoa ﬂ.\lv:n i amasla ahbls

r\’ﬂvm \om.-.\.; o A\ ahlis i

408 This addition is not in ms 6h9.

9 Mitchell reads with G and P. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 357.
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G: xai otat doot éav xataleidbiary éx mdvtwy T@v EBviv T ENBOVTwY Emi Iepoucadnu xal

avaPrgovtal xat éviautov Tod mpooxuviical Té Pactlel xupiw mavtoxpdTopt xal Tol EopTdlely THY

gopTV THig oxnvotyylag xal Eotal Soot av wy) qvaPioly éx maciy Tév GUAGY T Y &ig

Tepoucadny Tol mpoaxuviicar T Bactlel xupiw mavtoxpdtopt xal obTol éxeivois mpooTedoovTal
In 3:8, P has ~sa (“rising,” “shining”) for M nng (“branch”). Elsewhere, M nny is

translated with «dasas (“sprout”) in Genesis 19:25, Ezekiel 16:7, 17:9, Psalm 65:11; s o

(“growth”) in Jeremiah 23:5, 33:15; ~aaas (“foliage”) in Isaiah 61:11; and ~ssas (“shining”) (G
has émAauer) in Isaiah 4:2. Rudolph argues that P =i here and in 6:12 may be a literal
equivalent of G AvatoAyy, in its more usual sense of “sunrise.”*!° However, since P =tu= o can

mean “to spring forth” or “to shine,” it is likely that P understands M nng to likewise mean “to

spring forth” or “to shine,” depending on the context. The translator of P then translates M nny

according to how he understands the meaning of word in its context. In P-Zech 3:8 and 6:12, the

translator is likely influenced by G AvatoAv (“sunrise”) and therefore renders M nny with s,
Zechariah 3:8

M: Mg "T207NR K730 107D 7R NN WINTD TS W T ARK YT 1090 uwiny Kyyny

P: s o hiamadn Lodurd <inn 1 1> ramnio @miuot @lm voeinse urd ot fima sars asr

e\

410 Rudolph, Haggai, Sacharja 1-8, Sacharja 9-14, Maleachi.
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G: &xove 07 ool 6 tepebs 6 péyas ob xal ol mAnaiov oou of xabuevor mpd mpoowmou cou OLéTL
&vopes TepatooxdTol it O16TL (00U éyw dyw TOV 00UAGY pou AvaToAny

The noun 11 (“favor”) appears frequently in the Hebrew Bible, often as part of the

411

idiomatic expression 02 110 "NXR¥A (“may I find favor in your eyes”).” " The word denotes a

propitious regard of someone by another. Rarely is i1 paired with another term and nowhere else
is it paired with 0"I0A, as it is in Zechariah 12:10. The term D31nR (“supplications”) is found

only in the plural and denotes requests for favor. While elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible an

individual can bestow i1 (“favor”) on another (e.g., Exodus 3:21, 11:3, 12:36, Proverbs 3:34,

13:15), nowhere does someone bestow D23NR (requests for favor, i.e., “supplications”) on

another.

Meyers and Meyers argue that the “pouring out” of a spirit of 033nA (“supplication”)

onto the house of David and the inhabitants of Jerusalem by YHWH in Zechariah 12:10 means
that YHWH “provides the royal family with the motivation for supplication.”*'? Similarly,
Mitchell argues, “the Spirit will produce in the persons named a kindness of disposition and a

mildness of attitude by which they have not thus far been characterized.”*'? This proposal

requires M" (“spirit”) to mean “a disposition toward a particular behavior or emotion,” as in

4l E.g., Genesis 39:4, Exodus 33:12, Numbers 32:5, etc.
412 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 336; emphasis added.

413 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 330.
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Isaiah 57:15, Proverbs 14:19, and elsewhere. The translator of P-Zech, however, connects M-

(“spirit”) not with the people, but with the deity, as in Ezekiel 39:29: “I will never again hide my

face from them, when I pour out my spirit upon the house of Israel, says the Lord God.” The

translator then takes a cue from G oixTippo¥ (“compassion”) and translates 033NN

(“supplications”) with ~wi (“mercy”), a near-synonym of the previous word ~awai (“grace”).
Thus, in P and G God pours out “a spirit of grace and mercy,” where in M God pours out “a
spirit of grace and supplication.”

Zechariah 12:10a

M: 1IPTIWR DR "OR 107371 DIN0Y N M3 02w 2w v 117 nva7hw maaw
P: aioan & Mol Loicsio asita asoin eoi aleions duiasas lio 101 dusi s saxa
G: xal éxyed éml Tov oixov Aautd xal éml Tods xatoxolvrag lepouoadnu mvedua ydpitos xal
oixTippod xal émPBréyovral mpds ue dvh’ v xatwpyRoavTo
In 14:7, the translator follows G xal % nuépa éxelvy (“and that day”) and renders M K371

(“it””) with the more specific aom ncua (“and that day”™).

Zechariah 14:7

M: 9iR-7 3 W NRY 7 NP9 RD oKD MY I3 RIN TR0 m

P: <imas oo <e=i \:\Qo o Ao Al i Lndi ad #aua A s Kaoma

G: &otau plav nuépav xal % Nuépa éxelvy yvwot) 16 xupin xal ody Nuépa xal od vO§ xal mpog

< 4 b4 ~
egmepay eoTal Qg
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In 5:11, P, in accord with T, translates 73w P82 (“in the land of Shinar”) as Mooy s ints

(“in the land of Babylon”). P generally renders 703w with 1w, as in Genesis 10:10, 11:2, 14:1,
14:9, Isaiah 11:11, and Daniel 1:2. Only here and in Joshua 7:21 does P connect 703w with

Babylon. G connects 73w with Babylon in Isaiah 11:11, Daniel 1:2, and the present verse. The
translation of 7w with “Babylon” reflects an exegetical tradition, connecting WIW to Genesis

11.*"* Since P translates 7uIW with “Babylon” in one other passage, the similarity between G and

P in the present verse could be described as polygenesis. However, since P usually translates

TWIY with 1w, the use of \as here is likely cued by the fact that G has BafuAdvos.

Zechariah 5:11

M: AnINT5Y DY AT AN WY PIRA M3 77007 98 TN
P: cuohon Mo ood canizio canndua ooy winds hus ool @z L\ i
G: xal eimev mpds e oixodopfioar adtd obxlav év yii BaPuldvos xal étoindoar xai Bioovaty adTd
éxel eml TV éTolpaciav adTou
The verb 1*m1in M 10:9 is difficult, especially since it is followed by n&. The verb 7' in

the Qal usually means “to live.” Thus M reads, “They will live with their sons and return.” The

Vulgate favors this reading, as does Rudolph.*'” P. D. Hanson emends to 11, an imperfect, and

1% See Ronald L. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah as Translation and Interpretation: The Strategies of the Translator of the
Septuagint of Isaiah, Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism 124 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 146.

415 Rudolph, Haggai, Sacharja 1-8, Sacharja 9-14, Maleachi, 193-94.



181
removes the accusative marker.*'® G supports reading the verb as a Piel and translating, “They

will rear their children and return,” a reading accepted by Mitchell, Newcome, and Stade.*!” P,

like G, reads the verb as a Piel. While polygenesis is a possibility, P likely arose on the influence
of G éxbBpeouatv.

Zechariah 10:9

M:32w1 DPI2TAR 11 NI D'PNTA3 03 DI
P: {csacia L o) ( amiduo suaune oasi hailidno asisn (e s oo
G: xal omepd adTovg €v Aatols xal of paxpav pvnodnoovral wov éxbpédovaty Ta Téxva adTdv xal
émaTpédouaty
In 12:2, although the word 9o can sometimes mean “threshold,” it also denotes a small

goblet or basin. The latter meaning is primary in M, as is evident by similar phraseology of a

“cup of reeling” in Isaiah 51:17 and 22, “wine of reeling” in Psalm 60:5, and the “cup of the

wine of wrath” in Jeremiah 25:15-31. P’s translation of 0 as ~ix (“gate”) is intelligible under

the hypothesis that it reasoned from the equivalent it found in G. This is not a difference in

vocalization as both M and, implicitly, P read 70. The difference lies in that M has 90 as “cup”

or “bowl” (related to Ugaritic sp “jug”) while P, under the influence of G mpéfupa (“threshold”),

understands 7o as “threshold” or “the stone under the doorframe,” which is etymologically

*1® Hanson, Dawn of Apocalyptic.

47 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 301; Newcome, Twelve Minor Prophets, 318;
B. Stade, “Deuterosacharja: Eine Kritische Studie,” Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 1 (1881): 22.
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related to ~a. As a result, while in M Jerusalem will become a cup of reeling for all the

surrounding people, in P and G Jerusalem is a gate of trembling.

Zechariah 12:2

M: g5 Figna M ATINH 031 120 RPN Huma 0HWINR DY "DiR NI

P: <ams <100 Is ol olass osas. (omlal liin il nlriond) dl s 1o R Ko
nlrio na & Mo

G: 1000 éym Tibnut ™ Iepovaainu ws mpdbupa caAevdueva Téot Toig Aaols xOxdw xai v T

b4

Iovdaia Eotal meptoyn émt Ilepovaainu
In 13:4, the translator is evidently unclear as to the meaning of n77& (“robe”). This word

is translated variously elsewhere in the Peshitta: =\ (“cloak™) in Joshua 7:21 and 7:24, ~haw
(“ring”) in Genesis 25:25, and ~iass (“cloak™) in 2 Kings 2:13-14. In P-Zech 13:4, the translator
renders NYTR as ¥ (“skin”), perhaps presuming that ~is0 (“hair’”) would logically be

attached to was= (“skin™). It is possible that P arrived at this rendering independently.*'®

However, since G has d¢ppw (“skin”) it is likely that P’s rendering is triggered by G. P, however,

does not follow G in omitting the negative particle. This is an illustrative example of how P
selectively uses G.

Zechariah 13:4b

M: Wna wnk iy N8 Wi 8

418 Cf. Micah 2:8, where the translator renders 778 (“cloak”) with cae= (“his skin”), probably referring to Micah
3:3.
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P: asaas .va ~ s o) ¥ \m:n)m ~\a

G: xal évdvaovtat dgppty Tpuyivny avl’ wv épedoavto

In 9:12, M mpna *1OR (“prisoners of hope”) becomes ~r.cana iaore (“prisoners of the

congregation”) in P. G has déaiot t¥ig cuvaywyfis (“prisoners of the congregation”). The Hebrew

phrase “prisoners of hope” is an adjectival genitive phrase in which “hope” characterizes the
“prisoners.” G, however, renders the phrase by using a genitive of relation, associating the

prisoners with the larger social structure of which they are a part and etymologically connecting

mpnn to Mp “to collect.” P typically renders mipn with ~iae (twenty-seven times, as in
Jeremiah 29:11, 31:17, etc.). Nowhere else does it render Mpn with hecia. P hecaa typically
corresponds to 77Y, as in Exodus 16:22, and it occasionally corresponds to '739, as in Joshua

8:35, or N7y, as in Jeremiah 9:1. The translator of P makes several adjustments to this verse, as

outlined elsewhere in the present work,419 sometimes following G and sometimes not. This is
another example of how the translator of P selectively uses G.

Zechariah 9:12

M: '[t7 WK MIWN TEA 0PRTD3 MpRD oK uﬁg;‘? 1Y

P: \C\:A R aia il ool A alyo hrainy Lo mus ash

G: xaboeale év dyvpwpatt déauiol THs cuvaywydic xal Qutl wbs nuépag mapotxeaing cov OITAG

b A
QvTamodwow oot

419 See the discussions of this verse in §4.4.1 and §5.4.
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In 11:8, P follows G al Yuyal adTév émwplovto ém’ éué (“their souls howled against me”)

by rendering M "2 n%na owai-oxn (“their soul abhorred me”) with ,\s ,as L am¥izas aa (“their

420

souls howled against me”).”" M 512 occurs only twice in the Hebrew Bible (here and Proverbs

20:21), and has often been emended or given another meaning based on the context.*”! The

translator of P apparently sought help from G in determining the meaning of this word.*** At the

same time, the translator of P did understand the verb 2¢pm, did not follow G Papuvbycetar ¥
Yuyy pov (“my soul will be heavy”) in rendering *wa1 2¥pmi (“my soul was impatient”), and

chose to remain close in sense to the Hebrew with ,xas durtna (“my soul was weary of”). This is

yet another example of P’s selective use of G.

Zechariah 11:8

M: 3 1973 DYDI"D3) D3 W01 PR TR N3 DY) NYHYNR TNy
P: AL LA (om¥iras ado (0mo ,ran Jurdo as avtan has i 3k hanarda
G: xal é€apé Tobg Tpels moluévas v unvi évi xal Papuvbioetal 1 Yuxs pov €n’ abtols xal yap al

Yuyal adT@v émwpiovto ém’ éué

9 The Greek manuscripts witness to a variety of readings, but the Greek text before P apparently had EmwplovTo.

See Ziegler, ed. Duodecim Prophetae.

! For a discussion, see Otzen, Studien iiber Deuterosacharja, 256.

> 3 1

422 For one explanation on how G arrived at al Yuyal adT@v émwpdovto én’ éué from "2 n‘gl_':l.jl DWa3-ni), see Wolters,
“Zechariah 11:8.”
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In 12:3, P renders M nonpn 128 (“stone of a burden™) and vonp-52 (“all who lift it™)

with e area (“trampled stone”) and us.ca Lomlaa (“all of its tramplers™). G, similarly, has

Aifov xatamatodpevov (“trampled stone™) and més 6 xatamatdv adtny (“all who trample it”).

These renderings suggest that n0RYN and 7'0nNY were read or interpreted as from DOY (cf.
Malachi 3:21), due to the graphic similarity of oy and oop.** Since n / 0 interchanges are

fairly common, one must weigh whether the root ©op was present in the Hebrew source texts of

G and P. Based on my findings with respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a

whole, I assign this difference to a translator. While it is possible that the translators of G and P
arrived at their readings independently, it is clear that P did have access to a Greek text, which,
in turn, increases the likelihood of influence.

Zechariah 12:3a

M: 107 i ERY-H2 DRPI93% NonbN 128 DYWINNR DR RINDTDPI

P: c\lvik\mm Gur.asl a_amlao  ~ashs \ooﬂal ~r.11 arda nlriord) duins < odh rcus ;o Racua
\nlvik\m_\

G: xai otat év Tf Nuépa éxeivy Baopar ™y Iepovoadnu Albov xatamatobpevov méow Tolg Ebveaty

méig 6 xatamatédy e dumailwy éumaifeTal

33 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 172. Mitchell suggests that G and P read onan. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai,
Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 327.
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In 13:7, P has =a\c (“disciples,” “servants of a shepherd,” “leaders,” “clerics aside from

the bishop”)424 for M 0w (“lowly ones™). G has motpévag (“shepherds™). G may reflect an

425

implicit vocalization of Dy as 0wk (“little ones™),”™ which the translator of G then identified

as the shepherds, reading this line as parallel with the previous. It is also possible that G simply

read 0¥ as “lowly ones” and identified the “lowly ones” as shepherds. In light of the context,

P ~\< likely means “disciples” or “servants of a shepherd.” It is possible that P, independently

from G, read 0™p¥ and specified that these “little ones” or “lowly ones” are the shepherds in

training. However, since P has access to G and since G similarly reads “shepherds,” it is likely
that P’s reading was triggered by G.

Zechariah 13:7c-d

M: DMpRA-5Y "7 NAY INRD PRIDD IYI0TNR 70

P: ale Ms e vamo ons iohidio il jus

G: matdéate Tobg molwévas xal éxondoate T& TpdPata xal émdiw TV xelpd wov Eml Tolg Totpévag
P follows G Aiflot aytot (“holy stones”) in 9:16, translating ~hé.10 ;0> arean (“they are

holy stones”) for M T13-732R (“stones of a crown”). M here is not difficult, and P elsewhere

understands T13: it translates 713 as ~\L\a in Exodus 29:6, 39:30, Leviticus 8:9, 21:12, and

Numbers 6:7. G in the present verse has aytot, which perhaps reflects the idea of separation

% Michael Sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon: A Translation from the Latin, Correction, Expansion, and Update of C.
Brockelmann's Lexicon Syriacum (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2009).

425 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 389.
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inherent in 1;;.426 P also looks to G xvAiovtat (“rolled,” “thrown”) in rendering the rare and

problematic word NioDIINA, translating it as waea (“thrown”).427

Zechariah 9:16
M: inRTR-5Y NIoDIINM T1I71aR *2 iR (NI RIND 0P DMEHR MY DY

P: (s it joh &y W= s o o) ot s L omal\ aim  qu noiaia

G: xal cwoet adToUs xUptog &v Tff Nuépa éxeivy g mpdPata Aadyv adtod oétt Aifot dytot xvAiovtal
eml Tijg yiis adTol
P yiaia (“will gather”) in 14:14 implicitly vocalizes M oK1 (“will be gathered”) as 708

(“will gather™), a reading which Mitchell accepts.**® P subsequently makes s (“possessions”)

the object of the verb, though it is the subject of the verb in M. P is likely following G, which has

xal guvd&el Ty loy v mavtwy Tév Aadv (“and he will gather the strength of all the peoples”),

though one must weigh the possibility of polygenesis.

Zechariah 14:14

M: 787 379 073 9021 20T 120 D93 PN qoR) 07WIa onYR ATINTON

P: .:an ~hino . Eadoa oma . al ol s \ooﬂan <o piaaa alriods 2haki Kio00n ara

o

426 Petersen, Zechariah 9-14 and Malachi, 82.

7 Most commentators want niopiinn to mean “shining,” deriving it from pX1. See Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah

9-14,159; Ludwig Kohler, Walter Baumgartner, and Johann Jakob Stamm, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the
Old Testament, trans. M. E. J. Richardson, 5 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 1994-2000).

428 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 353.
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G: xal 6 Toudag mapatdEetal év Iepousadnu xal guvdéel ™y ioxby mdvTwy TV Aadv xuxAdbev
xpuaiov xat Gpylptov xal lpatiopdy eig mAfibog addéopa

In 14:20, M ni%gn is a hapax legomenon. Aquila and Theodotion render it with Bufév
(“the depth™), connecting the word to 91, meaning “deep,” as in 10:11. Meyers and Meyers
argue that the word is based on the root 5% (“to tingle, quiver”), which underlies 099 and
omo¥n, both of which probably mean “cymbals.”**’ G, similarly, associates the word with the

root 79% (“to tingle, quiver”). Likely reasoning that niv¥n refers to either bells or another

metallic element on the horse’s tack, G renders the word with yaAwév (“bridle”). P relies upon G
xaAwov (“bridle”) in translating M ni‘vgp (“bells?”) as mxsana (“its bridle”). It is possible that P

arrived at “bridle” independently, but since P is known to use G, and since P and G both read
“bridle” here, the influence of G on P is likely.430

Zechariah 14:20

M: naran 8% opmes Mma a3 niven Mo MY WP oien nivynHy M RiND oia

P: ~lia we  im ;miunol KiHla  0ooua i\ Keaao ~amaml ohiana AL oo .o Enqus ;oo

o1 ool

9 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 481.

430 0On T’s translation of ni’agp, see Wolters, “Targumic n2112.”
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G: év Tfj nuépa éxelvy Eotal TO €Ml TOV YaAwov Tol ITTou Aylov TE xuplw TAVTOXPATOPL Xal ETovTal
ol AéBnTeg ol &v TG oixw xuplov ts dradat mpd mpocwmou Tol Huaiaatypiou
In 1:8, NEB, RSV, and NJPS read M n%gna as from ¢, meaning “deep.” Meyers and

Meyers derive the word from 5% or 5%, “to be or grow dark.”*' G translates the phrase as gva

uéaov Tév 0Uo dpéwv TEY xataaxiwy (“between the two shady mountains”), likewise
understanding M 1%¢n3 to mean “dark.” P has a similar etymological rendering, namely oW\ s

(“which cast shade on”), likely triggered by G, though polygenesis is a possibility.

Zechariah 1:8a
M: n9¥R3 WK 09T P2 TP XA DR DI0OY 29 WRNIM 17790 MR
P: oM\ 201 i’ Mo oo ~amaw <awam Ja aaaia iny s duw
G: édpaxa T vixta xal i0ob dvnp émPePryrds éml immov Tuppdv xal oltog eloThxel dve péoov TEV
000 Opéwy TGV xaTATKIWY

P ook (“will be blind”) for M 1320 (“will grow dim™) in 11:17 is a case where the
translator of P-Zech is clarifying the text through specification. However, since G similarly has

éxTupAwbnoeTar (“will be blind”), this shift is best explained as a case where P follows G,

adopting G’s method of clarifying the text.

Zechariah 11:17

“l Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 110.
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M: 7390 702 10 PR WaR Wi ipar 1 pr-oy oy 290 i8en 2y o8R0 WA in

P: ok fusuy vais o gomh fusin vanin s v s vt s < hanes i wasi o
G: & of mowpaivovtes T& pdtata xal of xataleloimdres & mpdPaTa pdyatpa éml Tobs Ppayioves
adtod xai éml Tov dBaudy Tov debov adTol 6 Ppayiwy adtod Enpavéuevos EnpavbioeTal xal 6
bdbbatuds 6 deids adTol Extudlodpevos éxTudrwbioeTal

In 12:13, by translating  as=e. (“Simeon”) for M *wnwn (“Shimeites”), the translator of

P-Zech likely consulted G Zupewv (“Simeon”) in order to render the Hebrew text that lie before

him. Shimei occurs forty-three times as a proper name, but only here and in Numbers 3:21 does
it have the gentilic ending to denote a group of people.

Zechariah 12:13

M: 737 DIPWR 737 DRWA NOYR 727 DPWN 137 2R N0gYn
P: <iuard (omizio fauard L asmr duoi hoie
G: duAy) oixou Aeut xal’ avtny xat al yuvaixes adtidv xab’ éavtas duAy Tol Zupewv xabd’ éauvtny
xal al yuvaixes adT@y xabd’ autdg

In 14:13, the phrase 377 T-5Y 7' An%w1 (“the hand of one will go up against the hand of
his fellow”) makes “tolerable sense.”***> Meyers and Meyers understand the two words 75y and

5y as a “technical expression denoting military activity,” as in Judges 6:3, 15:10, 1 Kings 14:25,

432 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 353.
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etc.** Mitchell argues that V conseretur (“will join™), G cupmAaxyoetal (“will be clasped”), P

434

aoan (“will join”), and T w"gz;n (“will tear”) suggest an original npaT (“will hold to”).”" Gelston

argues that P a=sax (“will join™) for M nnow1 (“will go up™) is a “substantial modification of the

Hebrew from a hostile to a friendly sense; this may have arisen from a misunderstanding” of G

435

cvpmiaxnaetal (“will be clasped”).”” Gelston’s proposal is quite possible, in which case V and

T, like G, are drawing from the context to translate the unfamiliar technical expression. One must
weigh, however, the possibility that Mitchell’s proposal is correct, in which case it was a Hebrew
scribe that introduced the change.

Zechariah 14:13
M: 3P 750§ ANOY NPT T WK IPMNM 002 127 MTTNINN MNR KRIN0 092
P: mins 1o oo asahio mins) pi (oawio i hoi Khmoh L oms omh . ad raas oo

G: xal EoTal év T nuépa éxelvy Exataats xuplov e adTolg ueyaAy xal emAnudovtal ExaaTos T

XELPOS Tol mAnTiov adTol xal cupmlaxnoetatl 1 xelp adTol mpog yelpa Tol mAnaiov adTod

5.3 P Differs from M in Terms of Vocalization

One question that arises in the study of the relationship between M and its translations is whether

the translators “knew of a vocalization which was then already general, and which therefore

433 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 457.
434 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 353.

435 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 165.
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provided external information additional to the written text and, because it seemed to be

authoritative, dictated that the text be translated in a certain way and not another.”**® Evidence
supports the conclusion that P-Zech did not have access to a continuous reading tradition of this
type.*” This is evident in the many cases above where the translator seems baffled by a damaged
Hebrew Vorlage and has no reading tradition on which to fall back.

The following catalogue of differences between P-Zech and M-Zech can be explained as
cases where the translator read a Hebrew text that was consonantally equivalent to M. However,
the translator, without following G, implicitly vocalizes his source text in a way that differs from
the vocalization found in M.**®

In 3:5, the use of a first person verb in M “at this point in the vision is unexpected and for
most commentators represents the impulsive intervention of the prophet into the text.”***
Tidwell, however, argues that the first person verb in M is integral to the text and “is not simply
a literary device to draw attention to the turban; it is a characteristic feature of a genre of

narratives in which an unexpected outburst, a startling intrusion or a daring challenge (Job 1 and

2), brings the whole action to its point of climax.”**” Nevertheless, the use of the first person at

this point in M is unexpected. The translator of P-Zech renders M 0K (“and I said”) as i=ra

436 Tames Barr, “Vocalization and the Analysis of Hebrew among the Ancient Translators,” in Hebrdische
Wortforschung: Festschrift Zum 80; Geburstag Von Walter Baumgartner, ed. Benedikt Hartmann, et al.,
Supplements to Vetus Testamentum 16 (Leiden: Brill, 1967), 1.

47 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 58-63; Weitzman, Syriac Version, 54.

8 Barr offers this definition of implicit vocalization: “the translator factually rendered in a certain way, so that we,
translating the rendering back into Hebrew, say that it implies a certain vocalization.” Barr, “Vocalization,” 1.

9 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 190.

“ON. L. A Tidwell, “Wa'OMar (Zech 3:5) and the Genre of Zechariah's Fourth Vision,” Journal of Biblical
Literature 94 (1975): 352.



193
(“and he said”), implicitly vocalizing as 9&). With P’s understanding of the vocalization of

911, verse S is a continuation of the angel’s speech in verse 4. G omits the verb, to the same

effect. V, like P, renders the verb in the third person.

Zechariah 3:5

M: 773}7 Tlln'lj 7[?3?7_34 D"I'QZ iﬂ(?i?fl 1.W'&ﬁ't73_] Wiﬂ\?fl "]’J'.;!Tl JD’WZI 1\”&'\"73] ﬁiﬂ? ’]’J’.;Z JD’W: 7@&]

P: =i cntisna rcﬁv A ,mc\:_—slr{o xain i s aswa  areio s i ~ O >ma
oo

In 9:1, P has eusiae (“his offering”) for M innan (“his resting place”). This results from

vocalizing the consonants of M as innin, a rather natural vocalization. P’s reading is similar to

G, which has 6ugia (“his offering”). It is possible that P is following G. However, their construal

of the syntax is different: G makes Sedrach and Damascus the location of the sacrifice, but P

musian “his offering” appears to be in apposition to the place names. The difference in syntax
suggests that P ousiae and G Bucia arose by polygenesis.

Zechariah 9:1

M: 587 02w Y51 DT PR MY 3 INMIn pYRT) TITA PIR3 MI3T KD

P: Ajar {omlao o in ol izla o> cusice sam=ine viiass aie ls s ooy _ha
Lim.ea

G: Mjupa Adyou xuplou év yij Zedpay xal Aapaoxod fuaia adtol 6Tt xUplog édpopd avBpwmous xal

macag pvAag Tol Iopani
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In 3:7, P ,sior= (“in my way”) for M 2772 (“in my ways”) reflects an implicit

vocalization of *2773.

Zechariah 3:7

M: WA 03 W3TNK TR AKRTDN WD THIRWATNIR DRY 720 ™D77IT0R NIRIL MY IR
NZRD D TRYT 13 003700 T2 D03 I

P: ) Ao shin pho s hun) ,;anoad dud A0 asaac Lieh seiads (& adlas <ais s fam
@101 Ao haas @alon

In 3:9, the translator renders M Anna nnan *137 (“I am engraving its engraving”) with

cusih e sha <o (“1 am opening its gates”). While the phrase in M continues the material that
precedes, the translation in P creates a disjunction and begins a new line of thought that connects

with the material that follows. These changes appear to be triggered by implicitly vocalizing M

ANNA as 7'Nna and understanding NRNOA to be from NNA “to open” and not from NNA “to

engrave.” G has éym dptoow BéBpov (“1 am digging a hole”), which “probably derives from a

strict meaning of the Hebrew root” nna.**!

Zechariah 3:9

M: NiR3Y )7 OR3 ANDS NASA 137 DY MYIY NN 12389 DY 195 'AN) WK 12387 137 72

TOR DI RTDTPIRD TINR HY

44l Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 210.



195
P: iy /i i dusih O shia Kon alas. sar i o L sar. o0 hoous e Ko L\ =

am cus ;i iy clas. xama

By representing M 1103 and %% as s and whwain 12:1, the translator of P-Zech

implicitly vocalizes both as gatal verbs.*** G has a participle in both cases (Beperiédv and

mAaoowy). The translator of P-Zech most likely has in mind the fact that the creation of the

heavens, the earth, and humans occurred in the past and therefore read M as a perfective verb.

Mitchell argues that the participles in M “must be construed as referring to past time.”***

Zechariah 12:1

M: 13993 DRI 791 P TON D 7103 MITTERS HXTRTOY I KD

P: msoi wino wainy cuohe @ho sz shon iz e Lima ML i ,masan hen <o

mc%z ~yiioy

5.4 Errors or Misreadings***
In 9:11, P has s (“prisoners”) for M 770X (“your prisoners”). It is possible that the

translator omitted the pronoun, reasoning that it was redundant in light of the pronoun earlier in

2 To be sure, shn can be interpreted as either a participle or a perfect verb. However, since it is parallel to oha
it is likely that it was intended as a perfect.

3 Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 326.

** A number of readings found in the standard text of P deviate from M but are best explained as inner-Syriac
corruptions. In these cases, manuscript evidence or reasonable emendations lead to a P text that equals M. Accepting
these reading to be original, these cases do not illustrate the translator’s work and are therefore not discussed here.
Those reading that fit this category are found in 7:2, 8:16, 11:4, 7, 14, 16, and are discussed in Gelston (Twelve
Prophets) pages 101-102, 99, 96, 96, 99 respectively.
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the verse.** It is also possible that P’s Hebrew Vorlage already had a o and the Hebrew scribe

was influenced by a non-final 2 on T'OR, since final forms of letters were not used consistently

until the turn of the era.**® However, since the reading with the mem appears in no other textual
sources, it is likely that the translator’s eye saw a D in place of the 2, under the influence of the

following word.*"’

Zechariah 9:11

M: i2 O PR a0 TY0R ANYY 103707 HRTD)

P: < ;1o dula oy | o6 Mo Suiz vl Koduan s u axa
In 9:12b, M contains the participle 731 (“announcing”), to which must be inferred the

448

pronoun “I” (i.e., “I am announcing”)"" or the indeterminate pronoun (i.e., “one is announcing”).

G has mapoixeaiag oov (“your sojourning”), likely reading 7791 (“your sojourning”). P lacks this

participle, which can be explained as parablepsis when the translator’s eye skipped from the
initial mem on 71 to the initial mem on MJWnN. Though it is possible that the parablepsis
occurred in P’s source text, my findings with respect to the translation technique evident in P-

Zech as a whole lead me to assign it to the translator.

Zechariah 9:12

*3 The translator elsewhere does omit in order to simplify the text; see §4.5.3.
46 Gee Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 210.
*7 Tov has gathered other examples of 2 / i interchanges. Ibid., 248.

“8 Thus NRSV, Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 144; Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, Jonah, 283.
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M: 79 WK MIWn T30 0PD3 MPRD MO 1iNr17 12w

P: {aal /i sia Gk pas 1w alua hirainy Ko fimus ash
For M oir1apY 55w »m (“They will be booty to their servants™) in 2:13, P has ( aaoua

«oouaas. da\ (“Their workmen will be for booty”). P’s reading results from either a

parablepsis on the part of the translator or a haplography (55 to 5%) on the part of a scribe. While

both possibilities are likely, the absence of any other witnesses to a Hebrew text that had only 55

and my findings with respect to the translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole support
the conclusion that P’s reading is due to an oversight on the part of the translator. On the other
hand, one must weigh the possibility that this is a reformulation spurred by incomprehension of
the meaning of M.

Zechariah 2:13

M: 309w nikag mn™a DOUTY BTV 550 P IR NN T30 N 73

P: pine adlas <iom O INA ( OoLAA ~ha\ ( cacua ,\ocmL M AR i AR Ko .va

P «isecla (“and to the other”) in 11:7 may witness to a Hebrew text that read 7n&5 (“to
the other”) in place of M’s Tnx&Y (“to one™).*** It is more likely, however, that this misreading

occurred as the translator read TR but saw NKRY, though we cannot exclude the alternative

9 1 /9 interchanges are common. See Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 245.
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explanation that the translator saw TR but rendered it with ~sisre for the sake of variety.*° (In

8:21, M has nij;g"vgz nnR [lit. “one to one”] and P renders it =1 haol <as.)

Zechariah 11:7

M: 092 nRIP TORDI 0PI NRIP TORY NiYPR "W 5 MRRY RN MY 137 N300 8RR TPIR)
IRRINR U

P: xusvio las istlo orums duio el t-’chm <oin A hamio sy o lem r{).m.-lvn ~a\ hus ia
<A\

The Hebrew text of 9:15 is difficult, and the vocalization of M 171 has evoked a number

of suggestions.””' P =usals (“confusion”) reflects 11971, a 1 to 1 near dittography.**> While it is

possible that this Hebrew was in P’s Vorlage, my findings with respect to the translation
technique evident in P-Zech as a whole, combined with the fact that no other manuscripts or

versions contain this proposed reading, lead me to conclude that the translator of P misread M

A7 as 11, or construed it as a biform of the latter. G omits the word, perhaps as a way of
dealing with the difficulty in the text, and one must weigh whether P’s reading is similarly an

intentional shift aimed at resolving the same difficulty.

Zechariah 9:15a

M: N3t e IR W9 7R3 17 1Y YIRTIIN WA 03K DP9Y 1 Nik3y M

49 For other cases in which the translator introduced variety into his rendering, see §5.1.1.

! For an overview of the proposed solutions to 17, see Henry S. Gehman, “‘Ayioc in the Septuagint and Its
Relation to the Hebrew Original,” Vetus Testamentum 4 (1954): 338; S&ba, Sacharja 9-14, 79.

452 Meyers and Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 154-55.
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P: {alsdia i vard sasaly L ohno walas et (arasio (alamio (ool g sdlas o

oIl L0l Koo K\ 10 naerd

In 1:17, P has ~xias (“cities”) for M ™ (“my cities”). G has moAeig (“cities”). It is

unlikely that P is following G in rendering with a plural noun since P and G are so different here:

P speaks of cities being emptied of good things while G speaks of cities being flooded with good

things. It is possible that P and G both had a Hebrew source text that read 0™y (‘“cities”),
resulting from a dittography of the 1 on the following word. It is simpler to conclude that G and
P both misread ™y as 0™y, which was facilitated by the 1 on the following word and the plural
verb nyyion.*>

Zechariah 1:17

M: D?\?17’3 TV an ]1’3'11{;2 TV 71 onn mYjola) 0 NPRIAn TV ﬂiN;l'.‘} a3 R na 7738‘? NP TIY

P: (oo &\ iz ook imio . hia)) o0 il @idi Lias i i i Kao o e ook

nlriod sok aaa

G: xal elmev mpds e 6 &yyerog 6 Aaldv év éuol dvdxpaye Aéywv Tdde Aéyel xUplog TAVTOXPATWP

Tt drayubnoovral méAels &v dyafols xat elenoet xUptog €Tt TV Ztwv xal aipetiel €Tt T lepovaainu
In 6:12b and 13a, the repetition of the statement “he shall build the temple of the Lord”

has been troublesome to many commentators. Mitchell, referencing Judges 13:5, argues that X1

in 6:13a is a frequent means of connecting clauses and therefore speaks for the genuineness of

3 Mitchell reads with P and G. Mitchell, Smith, and Bewer, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Jonah, 130.
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the phrase in 13a.*>* The phrase in 6:12b, he argues, is an interpolation.”> P omits S0 nR MIm

M (“and he will build the temple of YHWH”) in 6:12b, G omits M’ 92'1-nK 132 8371 (“and he

will build the temple of YHWH”) in 6:13a, and some commentators would follow either G or P

. 45
and excise one of the phrases. 6

If only one phrase is original, M could exhibit a case of variants
conflation, such as studied by Talmon.*” On the other hand, Baldwin argues that the fact that
both G and P omit a clause “indicates that they both followed an identical Hebrew text” and that
“each has corrected an apparent mistake in the Hebrew ms, which evidently included the

repetition.”458

Meyers and Meyers argue that the repetition in M is intentional, meant to

emphasize that the “future temple construction, unlike the present one [in which Joshua played
an important role], will be exclusively the manifestation and corollary of monarchic authority.”
Baldwin’s argument, combined with that of Meyers and Meyers, supports the originality of M.*?
G and P, therefore, both exhibit a loss, through parablepsis, of one of two similar phrases, but the

loss incurred in each is different.

Zechariah 6:12b-13a

454 1bid., 189-90.
455 Ibid.

6 For a list of those accepting the Greek or the Syriac, see the discussion in Albert Petitjean, Les Oracles Du Proto-
Zacharie (Paris: Gabalda, 1969), 286-91.

7 See Shemaryahu Talmon, “Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of Qumran
Manuscripts,” Textus (1964).

458 Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, 135.

459 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, 358.
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M: 2w Tin KRR M D0TNR 112 &I M D20NR 1129 MY PANRM DY Nng WRTNIN

iRD2™Hp HUm

P: AL M \hwio ohio asax Yooy ama  aises sl wims amao s ek M0 ol ra Kiny <o
amiaa

G: {000 &vip Avatoly) Svopa adtd xal Omoxdtwdey adtol dvatekel xal oixodowraet TOV oixov
xuplov xal adtds Mjuetar dpetiy xal xabietal xai xatapget éml Tol Bpdvov adTol

Zechariah 12:1 is curious in that M mn?-327 (“the word of YHWH”) corresponds with P

iz ,masay e (“the words of YHWH”). The phrase 71777327 occurs thirteen times in Zechariah

and in all cases except for 12:1 P renders the phrase with the singular e _he. G reflects M.
Lacking other corroborating textual witnesses, and in light of my findings with respect to the

translation technique evident in P-Zech as a whole, I suggest that the translator in this case saw

two yods: M *12T.
Zechariah 12:1
M: 127p3 DTRTII T%7 PI TON DY 103 M0 DRI5Y MmIaT Kiyn

P: ;msoi Kisa iy uoihe ohida s shony i e L L <aisn et hes Ko
MmN raiod
P lacks the entirety of M 12:13a. This is a parablepsis, in which the translator’s eye

skipped from 729 at the end of 12:12 to 727 at the end of 12:13a. This assumes that P’s Vorlage

read *ynwn N2 for M wnwn, as argued in Chapter 2.
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Zechariah 12:12-13

M: 737 DPWR 737 "DRWA NNSYR 737 DIMWR 137 23 nnewn

P: ~auaw L OMivia Kinard (e Suod Khoie
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Chapter 6 - Conclusions

6.1 Translation Technique in P-Zech

The most fundamental aspect of the translation technique evident in P-Zech is the translator’s
default method of rendering his source text into the target language. As demonstrated in Chapter
3, the translator of P-Zech segments the text at the level of the phrase, renders the translation at
the level of the word, and values the signifié, the meaning a word conveys, over the signifiant,
the word and form employed. The translator’s default rendering characterizes the majority of his
translation, and P-Zech, in this regard, is largely within the tradition of the translation of the
Peshitta as a whole.*®

A second aspect of the translation technique evident in P-Zech involves cases in which
the translator deviates from his default method of rendering the text in order to achieve
overarching translational goals. The translator of P-Zech was found to have four translational
goals that would overrule his default method of rendering the text: to create a domesticated
translation, to create a clear translation, to create a text that is internally consistent, and to
simplify complex semantics or grammar. In order to achieve these translational goals, the
translator employs the following translational tactics: transposition, addition, substitution,
omission, lexical domestication, translation of a metaphor with a simile, demetaphorization,
translation of question in a manner that suggests the answer, specification, generalization, and

modification of grammatical forms. These translational goals, taken in sum, create a translation

that is accessible and comprehensible.

40 For a comprehensive overview of the translation of the Peshitta as a whole, see Weitzman, Syriac Version.
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The final aspect of the translation technique evident in P-Zech are those cases in which

the translator deviates from his default rendering, and these deviations are not in service of the
four translational goals. These divergences are cases where the translation found in P-Zech is a
result of the translator’s stylistic choices, understanding of the vocalization, errors, or decision to
follow G.

In order to make stylistic changes, the translator utilizes translational tactics that largely
align with tactics that are employed in service of translational goals. However, in the case of
stylistic changes, the tactics are not employed in service of the translational goals. They are the
translator’s arbitrary or reflexive choices.

Having defined translation technique as the process of decision-making employed in the
translation project,®' one might argue that differences between P and M that are a result of the
translator’s understanding of the vocalization or the translator’s errors and misreadings are
technically outside of the realm of translation technique, reasoning that they are not actual
decisions made by the translator. They are, however, cases in which the translator made up his
mind on a point or on a course of action, even if on a subconscious level, and they are, therefore,
decisions. They are part of the translation technique.

Those cases in which the translator of P followed G suggest that the translator turned to G
frequently but not consistently for help in understanding the Hebrew text before him. P did not

always follow G when the latter diverged from M, but there are numerous cases in which P’s

461 See §1.1.
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rendering is best explained as looking to G. This is acutely true in cases where the translator has

difficulties with the Hebrew, as with hapax legomena and difficult terms.*®?

6.2 Theology of the Translator

It is the case that “every translation of the Bible, or of any work dealing with one or more deities,
is bound to contain theologically motivated exegesis.”463 Theological exegesis may be defined as
any departure from the source text that is motivated by theological or religious concerns. Like all
biblical versions, P reflects theological exegesis.

I have identified five cases where P’s divergence from its source text is theologically
motivated: 3:1-10, 10:6, 10:9, 11:10, and 11:5.%* These modifications are sporadic and ad hoc,
making explicit or clarifying a theological or religious concept that the translator finds implicit in
the text. They do not reflect a systematic reworking of the theological or religious aspect of P-
Zech as a whole. With regard to the religious community of which the translator is a part—
Jewish, Christian, or Judeo-Christian—the translation of P-Zech does not make it possible to

favor one theory over another.

2 With respect to the hypothesis of the influence of T on P-Zech, I have not identified any case in favor of it. In a
few cases, P was found to concur with T, but proof of influence was not found. This accords with Gelston’s
conclusions regarding T and the Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets as a whole. Gelston, Twelve Prophets, 189.

4 Emanuel Tov, The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, Supplements to Vetus
Testamentum 72 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 257.

44 These passages are discussed in §4.3.6, §4.3.15, §4.3.15, §4.3.15, and §4.3.13 respectively.
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6.3 The Vorlage of P-Zech

In Chapter 2 I set out those cases in which P’s Hebrew source text likely differed from M. The
fact that there are relatively few cases allows us to suppose that the Hebrew Vorlage of P-Zech
must have been a proto-Masoretic text. The differences between P and M as discussed in §5.3
suggest this text was unvocalized.

These differences between P and M are technically outside the realm of translation
technique, since they are not decisions made by the translator. They are, however, characteristics
of the translation of P-Zech and are therefore crucial to include in a discussion of the translation

technique evident in P-Zech.

6.4 The Value of P-Zech for Textual Criticism

The purpose of this study has been to investigate the translation technique evident in P-Zech.
This knowledge can be used in the field of textual criticism to better utilize the Peshitta. P-Zech
is useful for the field of textual criticism, but it must be used with caution, knowing that it is a
version more concerned with readability and intelligibility than exact reproduction of the source
text. The translator’s default method of rendering the text, as outlined in Chapter 3 is conducive
for text critical use of the version. However, as outlined in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, the
translator does deviate from the default method, particularly for reasons of domestication, clarity,

internal consistency, and simplicity.
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Proper text critical use of P-Zech requires that one “know all the intricacies of the

exegetical system and translation technique of the translator.”*®® The present study is offered as a

contribution to these matters.

465 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 123-24. See also Wevers, “Use of Versions,” 20-21.
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