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What’s in a (personal) name? Morphology and identity in Jewish Greek literature in the Hellenistic and Roman periods
	
It has traditionally been taken to be the case that Hebrew personal names in literary Jewish Greek writers are regularly adapted to the morphology of Greek, and that non-nativization is a mark of low-level Greek. However, this view is only partly true: in fact most personal names are left unadapted also in the literary writers Philo of Alexandria and Ezekiel the Tragedian. Among writers of literary Greek, Flavius Josephus stands out by adapting in most cases. This treatment of personal names is not limited to literary registers: in documentary and epigraphic sources the norm before late antiquity is morphologically to adapt names of this kind. After surveying the various strategies employed for rendering Hebrew names in all these sources, the present study assesses the sociolinguistic reasons for the observed distribution. It is argued that the morphological adaptation of Hebrew names locates their referents in a Hebrew- or Semitic-speaking linguistic world, which has the effect of transporting the hearer/reader into the narrative and cultural world of the Bible. By the same token, Josephus’ decision to adapt personal names locates his characters in Greco-Roman society, an approach that can be understood as part of his broader strategy of transferring the Bible into a Greco-Roman context. Both are suggested to form part of a broader strategy of constructing Jewish identity in the Greco-Roman world, and of advancing particular identities beyond their initial boundaries. This has the secondary effect of creating a community of speakers who consciously choose to deviate from normal Greek inflection in the matter of Biblical Hebrew names, thereby generating a linguistic signature for themselves. 

1 Introduction: rendering personal names into another language
How are personal names to be rendered into another language? Two kinds of nouns can be distinguished: proper nouns and appellatives, that is, common nouns. When a translator translates an appellative, his/her task is, in principle, straightforward: identify the lexical meaning of the appellative in question in the source language, and translate with the closest equivalent to that lexical meaning in the target language. Thus tree in English will be perfectly effectively rendered arbre in French in most cases. Furthermore, it is not an option to keep the original form: rendering English tree simply as tree in French will not be regarded as a translation. 
	However, when translating personal names there are more variables at play. In terms of the phonological treatment of personal names, a writer wanting to render Hebrew names in Greek faces two challenges. First, and most obviously, Hebrew possesses a number of phonemes that do not exist in Greek, including the glottal stop aleph /ˀ/ <א>, with which אַבְרָהָם‎‎ ˀaḇrāhām[footnoteRef:1] ‘Abraham’ begins. Phonological issues have been considered elsewhere, notably recently by Krašovec (2010; 2009), and will not be addressed here. Instead, we are concerned with the morphology of Semitic names in Greek: Hebrew nouns, including proper nouns, do not inflect for case, while of course they do in Greek.[footnoteRef:2] This means that a Hebrew name taken straight into Greek, without any added inflectional morphology, will be morphologically idiosyncratic: a nominative in Greek αβρααμ abraam[footnoteRef:3] ‘Abraham’ violates the morphosyntactic requirement for case marking, since it is not inflected for nominative case. [1:  Hebrew words are given with Tiberian vocalisation, and renderings into Latin script follow the transliteration scheme in van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze (2017: 13–21). These renderings should be regarded as transliterations rather than transcriptions, since their aim is simply to give each Hebrew consonant or vowel sign an equivalent, rather than attempt to represent the phonology.]  [2:  It is of course true that Hebrew nouns do change form according to their state (construct etc.).]  [3:  For the purposes of this study I do not accent non-Greek names. For discussion of the issues involved in accenting foreign names in Greek, see Clarysse (1997). In addition, neither breathings nor capital letters are not used in the transliteration of Greek names. Iota adscripts are used in place of subscripts. For consistency, I apply these principles even where the cited publication places an accent or uses capitals, breathings and/or iota subscripts. Furthermore, papyrus documents are neither accented nor are diacritics or sentence punctuation used. The base texts used for the investigation were the following: for the Septuagint (LXX), Rahlfs 1971 [1935]), provided both by BibleWorks v.9 and the Center for Computer Analaysis of Texts (CCAT, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/gopher/text/religion/biblical/) via The Unbound Bible (https://unbound.biola.edu/). The machine readable text of this version was “prepared by the TLG (Thesaurus Linguae Graecae) Project directed by T. Brunner at the University of California, Irvine, with further verification and adaptation (in process) by CATSS towards conformity with the individual Göttingen editions that have appeared since 1935” (CCAT readme file, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/gopher/text/religion/biblical/0-readme.txt). For Josephus, Niese (1885–1895) was used, provided electronically through BibleWorks v.9 and the Perseus Digital Library (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/); for Philo, Borgen, Fuglseth, and Skarsten (2005); for Ezekiel the Tragedian, Jacobson (1983); for the Masoretic Text (MT), the Westminster Leningrad Codex, provided electronically both through BibleWorks v.9 and Open Scriptures Hebrew Bible. Searches were conducted using BibleWorks v.9, as well as software written by the author using morphology and lemmatization produced by the Open Scriptures Hebrew Bible and CCAT, used by permission. Original work of the Open Scriptures Hebrew Bible available at https://github.com/openscriptures/morphhb. CCAT material was obtained both from http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/gopher/text/religion/biblical/ and the Unbound Bible (https://unbound.biola.edu/). The following Göttingen editions were used for quoted forms: Genesis, Wevers (1974); Exodus, Wevers (1991); Numbers, Wevers (1982); Deuteronomy, Wevers (1977); Ezra-Nehemiah, Hanhart (1993); Job, Ziegler (1982); Esther (Esth), Hanhart (1966); Isaiah (Isa), Ziegler (1939). Quotations from the Minor Prophets, i.e. Amos, Haggai (Hag) and Jonah, were checked using the text of McCartney (2005a, 2005b, 2005c), based on that of Ziegler (1943). No Göttingen texts were available at the time of writing for Joshua (Josh), 2 Samuel (2Sam), 2 Kings (2Kgs) and 1-2 Chronicles (1-2Chr); for these Rahlfs (1971 [1935]) was used. For the purposes of this article, Ezra and Nehemiah (Neh) are given as such, and not as 2 Esdras. Septuagint 1 Esdras was not considered. Translations are my own unless otherwise stated.] 

Greek writers may be said to adopt one of two principal strategies:

· [bookmark: __RefNumPara__12637_445706079]Leave the name without inflection for case, and terminate with the grapheme representing the nearest equivalent of the corresponding Hebrew phoneme, regardless of whether or not this is a permitted final consonant in Greek, e.g. αβρααμ abraam for אַבְרָהָם ˀaḇrāhām. I will refer to this strategy as morphological non-adaptation. I will use the adjectives (morphologically) non-adapted and/or uninflected to refer to these instances.
· Inflect for case, by incorporating the name into an inflectional paradigm, e.g. αβραμος abramos for אַבְרָהָם ˀaḇrāhām. I will refer to this strategy as morphological adaptation. I will use the terms (morphologically) adapted and/or inflected to refer to these instances.

	Other strategies exist, notably the loan translation (calquing) of names, e.g. יִצְחָק yiṣḥāq ‘Isaac’ ~ γελάσιος gelásios, both from roots/stems with the meaning ‘laugh’, and sound-assimilation, i.e. assimilation to pre-existing Greek names e.g. יְהוֹשֻׁעַ yəhôšuaˁ ~ ἰάσων iásōn ‘Jason’, as well as using stereotypical translations, that is, standard Greek renderings of Hebrew terms, such as αἴγυπτος aíguptos for מִצְרַיִם miṣrayim ‘Egypt’ (cf. Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 28 fn. 69; van Minnen 1986; Adams 2003: 370 fn. 133; Perkins 2010). These will not be considered here. The focus of the present investigation is rather on the morphological adaptation of Hebrew names to Greek.
	The present investigation sets out to answer two questions, addressed in the first and second sections, respectively:

· How are Hebrew personal names integrated into the inflectional paradigms of Ancient Greek? 
· What are the socio-linguistic implications of the degree to which a given writer chooses to integrate Hebrew personal names into the Greek nominal paradigm? 

In approaching these questions, existing approaches will be considered and assessed, before appropriate modifications are made.
2 The morphology of non-Greek personal names 
2.1 Septuagint
2.1.1 Background to the morphology of personal names in the Septuagint
The arrival of Alexander the Great in Egypt, and the succeeding Ptolemaic dynasty brought sweeping changes for Egyptian society, with a wholly new class of Greek speakers placed above the existing social structures (Bowman 1996: 122). This had a clear linguistic effect, with Greek now holding prestige status, and other languages, such as Egyptian and Aramaic, losing their former importance, at least from an administrative standpoint (Hinge 2009: 75–76; Bowman 1996: 122). At about this time, or not long afterwards, the Jewish community in Alexandria was established. Very quickly the community adopted Greek as its language (Schwartz 2009: 18; Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 30–31), so that before long they needed a translation of the Hebrew Bible into Greek (Williams 2000: 316; Horrocks 2010: 106; Krašovec 2010: 87), likely around 250 BC for the first five books, the Pentateuch (Jobes and Silva 2015: 13). This translation would become known as the Septuagint, a collection of translations completed by different translators over a period of two or three centuries (ibid.).[footnoteRef:4] This contributed to the demise of Hebrew among the Jews of Egypt, since there was no longer any need to study Hebrew even for religious reasons (Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 31).  [4:  For the various ways in which this term is used, see Jobes and Silva (2015: 14–17). ] 

What were the implications of these developments for the treatment of Hebrew names in Greek? Greek writers had, of course, been faced with the challenge of rendering non-Greek names into Greek for a long time before the Hebrew Bible was translated. As a rule, Greek historians chose to conform foreign names to the norms of Greek morphology. However, the way this was done was not always uniform. Thus Herodotus declines αμασις amasis all the way through as an -i stem noun. By contrast Diodorus Siculus and Plutarch decline αμασις amasis as a dental stem in αμασιδ- amasid-. The patterns available are given in Table 1.


[bookmark: _Ref468261962]Table 1 – Inflection of the personal name αμασις amasis in Greek authors
	
	Herodotus[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Text: Wilson (2015) provided by the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (http://www.tlg.uci.edu), accessed 01/06/2018.] 

	Example passage
	Later authors
	Example passage

	NOM
	αμασις
amasis
	3.4
	
	

	ACC
	αμασιν
amasin
	1.77
	
	

	GEN
	αμασιος
amasios
	3.4
	αμασιδος
amasidos
	Diod. Sic. 1.42.2;[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Text: Vogel (1888). Vogel notes that MSS DF have αμασιος.] 

Plu. Mul. virt. 261c[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Text: Nachstädt (1935) provided by the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (http://www.tlg.uci.edu), accessed 01/06/2018.] 


	DAT
	αμασι
amasi
	3.4
	
	




	Nevertheless, consistency of treatment does lie in the mere fact of morphologically adapting such names. In view, then, of what had become standard practice in Greek, one might expect non-Greek writers to follow suit. The reality, however, is somewhat more complicated.
It is immediately striking to the reader of the Septuagint that Hebrew names are very often given without case endings in Greek (Ilan 2002: 17–18). However, the issue is rarely directly treated directly, with the focus remaining on issues of transcription and transliteration (cf. e.g. Krašovec 2010). The issue is, however, addressed by Thackeray (1909: 160–161), who notes that “literary writers like Josephus” adapt names according to all the major inflectional classes in Greek, while in the Septuagint translated books of the Hebrew Bible this is not the case. Here Thackeray identifies what is in our terms a phonological distinction: personal names ending in a consonant in Hebrew “remain unaltered”, while names ending in a vowel, can be morphologically adapted, although this is not necessarily the case. Of these feminine nouns do not need any modification in the nominative, while masculines are inflected in -ίας -íās. Furthermore, names “ending in other vowels” in Hebrew are declined according to a new morphological class of first declension nouns in -ας -as, -ης -ēs, and -ους -ous, and gives the examples of ιωνας iōnas, μωυσης mōusēs and ιησους iēsous. Names inflected according to other inflectional classes, e.g. o- or consonant-stems are “almost unrepresented in the translations”. 
	While finding some support for Thackeray’s position, Perkins (2010: 450–451), in his analysis of the treatment in Greek of Hebrew personal names in Exodus, finds that the situation there is more complicated than that outlined by Thackeray. In particular, many names ending in vowels are found transcribed with uninflected forms in Greek, especially those in <י> <y>. 
	The writing system used to write Hebrew, the West Semitic abjad (for the term see Daniels 1990), is characterized by omitting the writing of vowel phonemes in many contexts. Where vowel phonemes are represented, this is done by means of so-called matres lectionis (‘mothers of reading’), that is, consonant graphemes used to represent vowels (cf. Andersen and Forbes 2013; Ariel 2013; Krašovec 2010: 97). In the case of Hebrew four such matres are used: <ה> <h>, <א> <ˀ>, <י> <y> and <ו> <w>. In principle, therefore, final vowels in personal names are found in Hebrew where these orthographic consonants are found at the end of a word.
	In the next subsections assess the distribution of morphologically adapted personal names in the Septuagint. First Hebrew names ending in vowels are considered in 2.1.2, followed by those ending in consonants in 2.1.3. The reasons for the distribution of morphological adaptation thus uncovered is then be addressed at 2.1.4.
2.1.2 Hebrew names ending in vowels
Hebrew names ending in vowels may be morphologically adapted, although to varying degrees according to the vowel in question.
	Hebrew names in -â with the vowel denoted by <ה> <h> are frequently morphologically adapted in Greek. Many names terminating in -yâ, e.g. אוּרִיָּה ˀûriâ are adapted into the existing paradigm in -ίας -ías (see Table 2), in this case ουριας ourias. The lack of iota in the dative is to be seen in the context of the loss of the final i-element of long diphthongs (cf. Horrocks 2010: 116).[footnoteRef:8] Parallels include עֲזַרְיָה ˁazaryâ, adapted as αζαριας azarias (e.g. 2Kgs 15:1 NOM; 2Kgs 14:21 ACC; Ezra 7:1 GEN) and אֲמַצְיָה ˀamaṣyāh adapated as αμασιας amasias or αμεσσιας amessias (Amos 7:10, NOM; Amos 7:14, ACC; 2Kgs 15:1, GEN). [8:  Indeed, one wonders how real the subscripts/adscripts presented in the editions of texts and papyri for this period actually are.] 



[bookmark: _Ref515633648]Table 2 – Inflection of ουριας ourias in the LXX
	NOM
	ουριας
	ourias
	2Sam 11:11

	ACC
	ουριαν
	ourian
	2Sam 12:9

	GEN
	ουριου
	ouriou
	2Sam 11:14

	DAT
	ουρια
	ouria
	2Sam 11:8




	There is, however, some ambivalence in the tradition as to the form of the genitive, with genitives in -ια -ia also attested, e.g. αζαρια azaria (Neh 7:7). This latter kind of paradigm is also found where the -â termination is preceded by other consonants. Thus masculine יְהוּדָה yehûḏâ becomes ιουδας ioudas, and is inflected according to a pattern alpha throughout (see Table 2). Here יוֹנָה yônâ rendered ιωνας iōnas may be considered parallel (see Jonah 2:1, NOM; 1:7, ACC; 4:6, GEN).


[bookmark: Ref_Table1_label_and_number][bookmark: _Ref5145107751]Table 2 – Inflection of ιουδας ioudas in the LXX
	NOM
	ιουδας
	ioudas
	Gen 35:23

	VOC
	ιουδα
	iouda
	Gen 49:8

	ACC
	ιουδαν
	ioudan
	Gen 38:22

	
	ιουδα
	iouda
	Gen 29:35

	GEN
	ιουδα
	iouda
	Gen 49:10

	DAT
	ιουδαι
	ioudai
	Gen 38:24




	Feminine names in -â are similarly inflected as feminine nouns of the first declension, although, as in the case of the masculines, the alpha is maintained throughout the declension, rather than alternating with eta in the genitive and dative as one might expect from cases such as μοῦσα moûsa (GEN μούσης mo‎‎úsēs) ‘Muse’ (for this phenomenon in Classical Greek, cf. Conybeare and Stock 1905: 26). Thus מִלְכָּה‎‎ ‎‎ milkāh is rendered μελχα melkha in the nominative (Gen 22:20) and μελχας melkhas in the genitive (Gen 24:15), rather than *μελχης melkhēs.
	Almost the same behaviour can be seen in names in -â with the vowel denoted by <א> <ˀ> is used in Biblical Hebrew as a mater lectionis for the final vowel of certain personal names (Ariel 2013), and a number of these are inflected when transcribed into Greek. Table 3 gives the attested inflection of εσδρας esdras.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  The notable deviation here is the genitive singular in -ας -as: the name is declined as though it were a feminine a-stem, rather than a masculine. Neh 12:26 is apparently the only instance of the genitive of this name. A number of MS omit the final -ς -s (Hanhart 1993 ad loc.). שֶׁבְנָא šeḇnâ transcribed as σομνας somnas (Isa 36:3, NOM; 37:2, ACC) may be considered parallel.] 



[bookmark: Ref_Table2_label_and_number]Table 3 – Inflection of εσδρας esdras in the LXX
	NOM
	εσδρας
	esdras
	Ezra 7:6

	ACC
	εσδραν
	esdran
	Neh 8:13

	GEN
	εσδρας
	esdras
	Neh 12:26

	DAT
	εσδραι
	esdrai
	Neh 8:1




Names in -ê are also inflected. Here the principal example is מֹשֶׁה mōšê ‘Moses’, which is inflected according to the innovative pattern in Table 4.


[bookmark: Ref_Table3_label_and_number]Table 4 – Inflection of μωυσης mōusēs in the LXX
	NOM
	μωυσης
	mōusēs
	Exod 2:11

	VOC
	μωυση
	mōusē
	Exod 5:4

	ACC
	μωυσην
	mōusēn
	Exod 2:10

	GEN
	μωυση
	mōusē
	Exod 18:5

	
	μωυσεως
	mōuseōs
	1Kgs 2:3

	DAT
	μωυσηι
	mōusēi
	Exod 3:12




	Names ending in other vowels show more varied behaviour. As previously noted, Perkins (2010: 450) finds that names in <י> <y> are consistently uninflected in Septuagint Exodus. This may also be said of the Septuagint as a whole: some examples are given in Table 7. 
	Notable exceptions are מָרְדֳּכַי mordoḵay rendered by μαρδοχαιος mardokhaios (e.g. Esth 2:5), and חַגַּי ḥagay rendered by αγγαιος aggaios (NOM, e.g. Hag 1:13; GEN αγγαιου aggaiou, e.g. Hag 1:3), which are both inflected according to the regular Greek o-stem pattern. A list of adapted personal names in <י> <y> is given in Table 5, where it is striking that one verse in Genesis contains all the adapted names in that book, and that the rest of the examples are found outside the Pentateuch.


[bookmark: Ref_Table4_label_and_number]Table 5 – Examples of Greek transcriptions of adapted personal names in <י> <y> in the LXX
	Hebrew
	
	Greek
	
	Example passage

	חַגִּי
	ḥagî
	αγγις
	aggis
	Gen 46:16

	אַרְאֵלִי
	arˀēlî
	αριηλις
	ariēlis
	Gen 46:16

	אֲרוֹדִי
	ˀarōḏî
	αροηδις
	aroēdis
	Gen 46:16

	עֵרִי
	ˀērî
	αηδις
	aēdis
	Gen 46:16

	שׁוּנִי
	sūnî
	σαυνις
	saunis
	Gen 46:16

	אֵחִי
	ˀēḥî
	αγγις
	aggis
	Gen 46:16

	מָרְדֳּכַי
	mordoḵay
	μαρδοχαιος
	mardokhaios
	Esth 2:5

	שִׁמְעִי
	šimˁî
	σεμειου (GEN)
	semeiou
	Esth 2:5

	חַגַּי
	ḥagay
	αγγαιος
	aggaios
	Hag 1:13

	בָּנִי
	bānî
	βαναιας
	banaias
	Neh 8:7




	Morphologically adapted transcriptions of Hebrew names in <ו> <w> are largely restricted to names with the suffix ־יָהוּ -yāhū, e.g. יֹאשִׁיָּהוּ yōˀšîyāhû ‘Josiah’, e.g. 2Chr 35:22. This may contract to ־יָה -yâ. As such these names are often treated as names in -â and inflected according to the Greek a-stems, so that יֹאשִׁיָּהוּ yōˀšîyāhû becomes ιωσιας iōsias. Morphological adaptation is not required of such names, however: אֵלִיָּהוּ ˀēlîyāhû ‘Elijah’ becomes uninflected ηλιου ēliou, e.g. 1Kgs 17:1. 
	There is some evidence for morphological adaptation of names in -û where the final orthographic consonant is <א> <ˀ>, namely in the name פַּלּוּא pallûˀ, adapted as φαλλους phallous (for some discussion, see Perkins 2010: 451). The inflectional pattern, so far as it is attested, is given in Table 6. A parallel exists in אֱלִיהוּא ˀelîhûˀ adapted as ελιους elious (Job 32:2, 5, 6; 34:1; 36:1), although in this case only the nominative is attested.

[bookmark: Ref_Table5_label_and_number]Table 6 – Inflection of φαλλους phallous in the LXX
	NOM
	φαλλους
	phallous
	Gen 46:9[footnoteRef:10], Exod 6:14, 1Chr 5:3 [10:  For the reading φαλλους phallous here, see Wevers (1993: 775).] 


	GEN
	φαλλου
	phallou
	Num 26:8

	DAT
	φαλλου
	phallou
	Num 26:5




Finally, the name שְׁלֹמֹה šǝlōmô ‘Solomon’ calls for special mention. In Hebrew this name ends in <ה> <h>. However, in Greek it is adapted into Greek with a final <ν> <n>. Sometimes, in addition, the name is inflected in translated books, e.g.:


	(1) 
	ἐν
	ἡμέραις
	ροβοαμ
	υἱοῦ
	σολομωντος

	
	en
	hēmérais
	roboam
	huioû
	solomōntos

	
	in
	days.DAT.PL
	Roboam
	son.GEN.SG
	Solomon.GEN.M.SG

	
	‘in the days of Rehoboam the son of Solomon’

	
	(2Sam 8:7)




	In this instance there is, however, no counterpart for this phrase in the Masoretic Text (MT), raising the possibility that this is an interpolation composed originally in Greek. As with ιαιρ iair, however, in most instances this name is left unadapted, as τῷ σαλωμων tôi salōmōn ‘for Solomon’, with dative article at 1Kgs 5:2.
Throughout the Septuagint there is in general no requirement for Hebrew personal names ending in vowels to be morphologically adapted, and non-adapted examples may readily be found for each final vowel, as given in Table 7. This fact demonstrates that morphological non-adaptation was in almost all cases an option open to the translator.


[bookmark: Ref_Table6_label_and_number]Table 7 – Examples of Greek transcriptions of non-adapted personal names in <י> <y> in the LXX
	Hebrew
	
	Final vowel
	Greek
	
	Example passage

	מְנַשֶּׁה
	mənaššê
	-ê
	μανασση
	manassē
	Isa 9:20

	תֹּגַרְמָה
	tōḡarmâ
	-â
	θοργαμα
	thorgama
	Gen 10:3

	אֶלְקָנָה
	ˀelqānâ
	-â
	ελκανα
	elkana
	Exod 6:24

	אֲבִיָּה
	ˀaḇîyyâ
	-â
	αβια
	abia
	1Sam 8:2

	רְפָיָה
	rəāyâ
	-â
	ραφαια
	raphaia
	Neh 3:9

	שְׁבָא
	šəḇâ
	-â
	σαβα
	saba
	Gen 10:7

	מַשָּׂא
	maśśâ
	-â
	μασση
	massē
	Gen 25:14

	צִיבָא
	ṣîḇâ
	-â
	σιβα
	siba
	2Sam 9:2

	עֲזִיזָא
	ˁazîzâ
	-â
	οζιζα
	oziza
	Ezra 10:27

	עַדְנָא
	ˁaḏnâ
	-â
	εδνε
	edne
	Ezra 10:30

	קְלִיטָא
	qəlîtâ
	-â
	καλιταν
	kalitan
	Neh 10:11

	לֵוִי
	lēwî
	-î
	λευι
	leui
	Gen 46:11

	מַחְלִי
	maḥlî
	-î
	μοολι
	mooli
	Exod 6:19

	גִּדְעֹנִי
	giḏˁōnî
	-î
	γαδεωνι
	gadeōni
	Num 1:11

	חֲנָנִי
	ḥanānî
	-î
	ανανι
	anani
	Neh 1:2

	אֵלִיָּהוּ
	ˀēlîyāhû
	-û
	ηλιου
	ēliou
	1Kgs 17:1

	יֹאשִׁיָּהוּ
	yōˀšîyāhû
	-û
	ιωσια
	iōsia
	1Chr 3:14




2.1.3 Hebrew names ending in consonants
In line with Thackeray’s claim, the great majority of personal names with stems ending in a consonant in Greek are left unadapted. The treatment of אַבְרָהָם‎‎ ˀaḇrāhām ‘Abraham’ is typical:[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Wevers (1974) lists no inflected variants for these instances. ] 



Table 8 – Inflection of αβρααμ abraam in the LXX
	NOM
	αβρααμ
	abraam
	Gen 22:10

	ACC
	αβρααμ
	abraam
	Gen 17:9

	GEN
	αβρααμ
	abraam
	Gen 18:17

	DAT
	αβρααμ
	abraam
	Gen 17:15




	There are, nonetheless, some notable exceptions, which can be seen in Table 9 and Table 10, from which the following points may be noted: 

· Inflected forms tend to be found in the later books (Kings, Chronicles, Esther, Nehemiah), suggesting that later translators were (a little) more relaxed. Exceptions are ιησους iēsous for יְהוֹשֻׁעַ yəhôšuaˁ, which is ubiquitous, and πετεφρης petephrēs for פּוֹטִיפַר pôṭar in Genesis.
· As may be seen in Table 9, a number are not originally Hebrew names, but Egyptian (פּוֹטִיפַר pôṭar) or Persian, or at least not Hebrew, as being the names of Persian officials (שֵׁתָר šēṯār, מְמוּכָן məmûkān and הֲתָךְ haṯāk). This suggests that different principles were applied to names of this kind. 
· All the Hebrew names listed, per Table 10, have final nasals, gutturals or resh.


[bookmark: Ref_Table7_label_and_number][bookmark: _Ref51468128811][bookmark: _Ref51468128011]Table 9 – Non-Hebrew names ending in consonants in Hebrew, transcribed into Greek in morphologically adapted forms in the LXX
	Hebrew
	
	Greek
	
	Example passage

	פּוֹטִיפַר
	pôṭar
	πετεφρης
	petephrēs
	Gen 39:1

	שֵׁתָר
	šēṯār
	σαρσαθαιος
	sarsathaios
	Esth 1:14

	מְמוּכָן
	məmûḵān
	μουχαιος
	moukhaios
	Esth 1:21

	הֲתָךְ
	haṯāk
	αχραθαῖος
	akhrathaios
	Esth 4:9




[bookmark: Ref_Table8_label_and_number][bookmark: _Ref5146812881][bookmark: _Ref5146812801]Table 10 – Hebrew names ending in consonants transcribed into Greek in morphologically adapted forms in the LXX
	Hebrew
	
	Greek
	
	Example passage

	מְשֻׁלָּם
	məšullām
	μοσολλαμος
	mosollamos
	1Chr 3:19

	יוֹחָנָן
	iôḥānān
	ιωανας
	iōanas
	1Chr 5:36

	יְקַמְעָם
	yəqamˁām
	ικεμιας
	ikemias
	1Chr 23:19

	יְהוֹיָכִין
	yəhôyāḵîn
	ιεχονιας
	iekhonias
	2Chr 36:8

	יָאִיר
	yāˀīr
	ιαιρου
	iairou
	Esth 2:5 (GEN)

	יְהוֹשֻׁעַ
	yəhôšuaˁ
	ιησους 
	iēsous
	(see Table 11)

	שֶׁמַע
	šemaˁ
	σαμαιας
	samaias
	Neh 8:4

	יוֹאָח
	yôˀāḥ
	ιωας
	iōas
	2Kgs 18:18, 26, 37




	Because of the scarcity of the forms, and therefore lack of evidence for paradigms, it is difficult to assign inflectional classes to these examples, although μοσολλαμος mosollamos and ιαιρου iairou are good candidates for o-stem nouns, while ικεμιας ikemias and ιεχονιας iekhonias are good candidates for a-stem nouns in -ίας -ías. ιησους iēsous is, however, inflected according to a distinctive and innovative pattern, per Table 11.


[bookmark: Ref_Table9_label_and_number]Table 11 – Inflection of ιησους iēsous in the LXX
	NOM
	ιησους
	iēsous
	Exod 17:10

	ACC
	ιησουν
	iēsoun
	Num 13:16

	GEN
	ιησου
	iēsou
	Exod 17:14

	DAT
	ιησου
	iēsou
	Deut 3:21

	
	ιησοι
	iēsoi
	Josh 5:2




	Nevertheless, the fact that a given name is morphologically adapted even very frequently, does not guarantee that it will be morphologically adapted everywhere, as the counter examples in Table 12 and Table 13 show. Indeed, in general final <ע> <ˁ> and <ח> <ḥ> in personal names are transcribed with zero, and the name is left uninflected. The effect of this is to have non-inflected nouns ending in a vowel in Greek. Thus נֹחַ nōaḥ ‘Noah’, e.g. Gen 5:30 and 5:32, is rendered νωε nōe regardless of case, whileתֶּרַח  teraḥ ‘Terah’, e.g. Gen 11:26 and 11:27, comes out consistently as θαρα thara, again regardless of case.[footnoteRef:12] Further examples are given in Table 14.[footnoteRef:13]  [12:  For the rendering of Hebrew <ח> <ḥ> as Greek <ε> see also Krašovec (2010: 96).]  [13:  Occasionally final <ח> <ḥ> is rendered with <χ> <kh>, e.g. אָרַח ˀāraḥ transcribed ορεχ orekh (1Chr 7:39). This alternation may be linked to an original phonological alternation between /x/ and /ḥ/ (for which see Steiner 2005 and references there).] 



[bookmark: Ref_Table10_label_and_number]Table 12 – Examples of Greek transcriptions of non-adapted personal names in <ע> <ˁ> in the LXX
	Hebrew
	
	Greek
	
	Example passage

	יְהוֹשֻׁעַ
	yəhôšuaˁ
	ιησουε
	iēsoue
	1Chr 7:27[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Here Brooke, McLean, and Thackeray (1932) list only the MSS N (C8th), 60 (C10th) and 489 (C10th) with morphologically adapted readings. For MS dates see https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Septuagint_manuscripts accessed 18/06/2018.
] 


	שֶׁמַע
	šemaˁ
	σεμαα
	semaa
	1Chr 2:43, 44

	שֶׁמַע
	šemaˁ
	σαμα
	sama
	1Chr 8:13




[bookmark: Ref_Table11_label_and_number]Table 13 – Examples of Greek transcriptions of יוֹאָח yôˀāḥ in the LXX
	Case
	Greek
	Passage

	NOM
	ιωας iōas
	2Kgs 18:18, 26, 37

	
	ιωα iōa
	2Chr 29:12

	
	ιωαα iōaa
	1Chr 26:4

	
	ιωαχ iōakh
	1Chr 6:6 (also Isa. 36:3, 11, 22)

	ACC
	ιουαχ iouakh
	2Chr 34:8

	GEN
	ιωαχα iōakha
	2Chr 29:12




[bookmark: Ref_Table12_label_and_number]Table 14 – Examples of Greek transcriptions of non-adapted personal names in <ח> <ḥ> and <ע> <ˁ> in the LXX
	Hebrew
	
	Greek
	
	Example passage

	שֶׁלַח
	šelaḥ
	σαλα
	sala
	Gen 11:14

	זֶרַח
	zeraḥ
	ζαρα
	zara
	Gen 46:12

	קֹרַח
	qōraḥ
	κορε
	kore
	Exod 6:21

	צוֹפַח
	ṣōp̄aḥ
	σωφα
	sōpha
	1Chr 7:35

	בָלַע
	bālaˁ
	βαλα
	bala
	Gen 46:21

	אֱלִישָׁמָע
	ˀelîšāmāˁ
	ελισαμα
	elisama
	Num 1:10

	אֲחִירַע
	ˀaḥîraˁ
	αχιρε
	akhire
	Num 2:29

	אֱלִישָׁע
	ˀelîšāˁ
	ελισαιε
	elisaie
	2Kgs 8:7

	הוֹשֵׁעַ
	hôšēaˁ
	ωσηε
	ōsēe
	2Kgs 15:30

	הוֹשָׁמָע
	hôšāmāˁ
	ωσαμω
	ōsamō
	1Chr 3:18

	יְהוֹשֻׁעַ
	yəhôšuaˁ
	ιησουε
	iēsoue
	1Chr 7:27

	אֲבִישׁוּעַ
	ˀaḇîšûaˁ
	αβισου
	abisou
	1Chr 6:35

	אֶלְיָדָע
	ˀelyāḏāˁ
	ελιαδα
	eliada
	2Chr 17:17




2.1.4 Principles governing the distribution
We may summarize the findings from the above investigation of morphological adaptation of Hebrew names in the Septuagint as follows:
· Hebrew names ending in consonants are mostly non-adapted morphologically in Greek;
· Hebrew names ending in vowels are often, but not always, morphologically adapted in Greek;
It is therefore clear that Thackeray’s original claims are along the right lines, albeit in need of some modification:
· While it is generally the case that personal names ending in consonants in Hebrew “remain unaltered” (2.1.1), this is by no means universally so, since there are a several cases where names ending in the guttural consonants <ע> <ˁ> and <ח> <ḥ>, <ר> <r> or the nasals <ם> <m> and <ן> <n> are morphologically adapted.
· Personal names ending in vowels in -â in Hebrew are not restricted to being inflected according to the pattern in -ίας -íās, but are frequently inflected according to the non-native Greek pattern in -ας -as.
· It is an overstatement to say that the other inflectional classes, especially the o-stems, are “almost unrepresented”, although they are clearly in the minority.
	The overall picture, then, is that the Septuagint translators had an aversion to the morphological adaptation of Semitic names, except where these names ending in vowels in Hebrew. Even here, morphological adaptation is not complete, so that in most cases names are inflected according to inflectional classes that did not exist for native Greek words. We will discuss the possible reasons for this distribution in the second part of this article, but before we can do this, we need to examine the distribution in other Jewish writers, starting with those composing literary Greek.
2.2 Ezekiel the tragedian
Ezekiel the tragedian lived and worked in Alexandria likely in the 2nd ct. BC (Jacobson 1983: 11, 13–17), and his play, the Exagoge was likely written for both Jews and non-Jews (ibid. 8). 
So far as the evidence goes, provided in Table 15, his treatment of the inflection of names ending in vowels, like מֹשֶׁה mōšê ‘Moses’ parallels that of the Septuagint.


[bookmark: _Ref515541817]Table 15 – Inflection of μωσης mōsēs in Ezekiel the tragedian
	NOM
	μωσης
	mōsēs
	l. 224

	VOC
	μωση
	mōsē
	ll. 97, 243

	ACC
	μωσην
	mōsēn
	l. 30



[bookmark: __RefNumPara__12643_445706079]
	Also parallel with the Septuagint is his treatment of names ending in consonants, such as ιακωβ iakōb and μαριαμ mariam:


	(2) 
	(Ezekiel the tragedian, 1–2, text Jacobson)

	
	ἀφ’ οὗ
	δ’
	ιακωβ
	[…] ¦
	κατῆλθ’ […]

	
	aph’ hoû
	d’
	iakōb
	
	katêlth’ […]

	
	When
	PRT
	Jacob
	
	come_down.AOR.3SG

	
	‘And when Jacob… came down…’
	



	
	(Ezekiel the tragedian, 18, text Jacobson)

	
	μαριαμ
	δ’
	ἀδελφή
	μου
	κατώπτευεν
	πέλας

	
	mariam
	d’
	adelphḗ
	mou
	katṓpteuen
	pélas

	
	Mariam
	PRT
	sister.NOM.F.SG
	1SG.GEN
	observe.IMPF.3SG
	nearby

	
	‘Mariam my sister kept watch close by.’
	




However, there is evidence that Ezekiel was open to morphologically adapting such names, pace Thackeray’s claim that this was the prerogative of literary writers. Consider example ‎(3) where three names are given in the genitive, but only one, ιακωβου iakōbou, is inflected. This may well be for metrical reasons.[footnoteRef:15] Nevertheless, it demonstrates that, Ezekiel felt able to choose, if he so desired, to use morphologically adapted next to non-adapted forms. A parallel example is the accusative form ααρων-α aarōn-a ‘Aaron-ACC’ at line 116 of the Exagoge (cf. Perkins 2010: 455). [15:  The play is in iambic trimeters (van der Horst 1984: 354), meaning that the line would not scan with ιακωβ iakōb.] 



	(3) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__12619_1283868438][bookmark: _Ref515541007]
	(Ezekiel the tragedian, 104–5, text Jacobson)

	
	ἐγὼ
	θεὸς
	σῶν,
	ὧν

	
	egṑ
	theòs
	sôn,
	hôn

	
	1SG
	God.M.NOM.SG
	POSS.2SG.GEN.PL
	REL.GEN.PL



	
	λέγεις,
	γεννητόρων,
	|
	αβρααμ
	τε
	καὶ

	
	légeis,
	gennētórōn,
	
	abraam
	te
	kaì

	
	say.PRS.2SG
	father.M.GEN.PL
	
	Abraham
	PRT
	and



	
	ισαακ
	καὶ
	ιακωβου
	τρίτου

	
	isaak
	kaì
	iakōbou
	trítou

	
	Isaac
	and
	Jacob.GEN.SG
	third.GEN.SG



	
	‘I am the God of your fathers, as you say, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob the third.’




2.3 Philo of Alexandria
Philo lived and worked in Alexandria at the end of the 1st ct. BC and the beginning of the 1st ct. AD (Schwartz 2009: 10-11). His works can be divided into two groups: esoteric works written for those within Greek-speaking Judaism, and exoteric works, written for those from without, including non-Jews (Royse 2009: 33).
In Philo names ending in vowels, like יְהוּדָה yehûḏâ, as well as gutturals like יְהוֹשֻׁעַ yəhôšuaˁ are treated much as they are in the Septuagint, that is, morphologically adapted according to innovative inflectional classes. Compare Table 16 below with Table 2 above, and Table 17 below with Table 11 above.


[bookmark: _Ref515540437]Table 16 – Inflection of ιουδας ioudas in Philo
	NOM
	ιουδας
	ioudas
	Leg. 1.80

	ACC
	ιουδαν
	ioudan
	Pla. 1.134

	GEN
	ιουδα
	iouda
	Som. 2.44

	DAT
	ιουδαι
	ioudai
	Leg. 2.96




[bookmark: _Ref515540687]Table 17 – Inflection of ιησους iēsous in Philo
	NOM
	ιησους
	iēsous
	Ebr. 1.96

	ACC
	ιησουν
	iēsoun
	Mut. 1.121




מֹשֶׁה mōšê ‘Moses’ is inflected slightly differently, however, as Table 18 shows: instead of a genitive in -η -ē we have a genitive in -εως -eōs. Nevertheless, the name still does not follow an existing Greek inflectional pattern.


[bookmark: _Ref515543516]Table 18 – Inflection of μωσης mōsēs in Philo
	NOM
	μωυσης
	mōusēs
	Opi. 1:2

	ACC
	μωυσην
	mōusēn
	Leg. 1.40

	GEN
	μωυσεως
	mōuseōs
	Leg. 1.76

	DAT
	μωσηι
	mōusei
	Leg. 2.78




	Unlike Ezekiel, however, there is little evidence that Philo inflected Hebrew names ending in consonants. Thus Philo has αδαμ adam, ιακωβ iakōb, αβρααμ abraam and ισαακ isaak regardless of case form, as examples ‎(4) through ‎(8) demonstrate. Furthermore, the type of work, whether esoteric or exoteric, seems to have little bearing on whether or not a name is morphologically adapted. Thus ‘Abraham’ is uninflected both in the De Abrahamo (e.g. Abr. 1.51), an exoteric work, as in Legum allegoriae, an esoteric work (examples below). 


	(4) [bookmark: _Ref515544289]
	(Philo Legum allegoriae 1.90)

	
	τῷ
	αδαμ

	
	tôi
	adam

	
	DEF.DAT.M.SG
	adam


	
	(5) 
	(Philo De sacrificiis Abelis et Caini 1.119)

	
	τοῦ
	ιακωβ

	
	toû
	iakōb

	
	DEF.GEN.M.SG
	Jacob


	
	(6) 
	(Philo Legum allegoriae 3.83)

	
	ὁ
	αβραμ

	
	ho
	abram

	
	DEF.NOM.M.SG
	Abram


	
	(7) 
	(Philo De posteritate Caini 1.173)

	
	ἀπὸ
	αβρααμ

	
	apò
	abraam

	
	from
	Abraham


	
	(8) [bookmark: _Ref515544294]
	(Philo Legum allegoriae 3.85)

	
	τῷ
	αβρααμ

	
	tôi
	abraam

	
	DEF.DAT.M.SG
	Abraham




2.4 Flavius Josephus
Unlike the Alexandrians Ezekiel and Philo, Flavius Josephus, who lived and worked in 1st ct. AD, was originally from Palestine, although after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 AD, he moved Rome (Smallwood and Rajak 2012). His Antiquitates Judaicae (A. J.) and his Contra Apionem (C. Ap.) are written explicitly with Greek-speaking non-Jews in mind (see ex. ‎(26) below and his introduction to C. Ap.). The De Bello Judaico (B. J.) is ostensibly a translation into Greek of a work originally written in Aramaic but now lost, for the Jews of Mesopotamia (Smallwood and Rajak 2012). However, this too has Greek-speaking non-Jews in mind (B. J. 1.3). 
In contrast to what seems to be normal practice in the Septuagint and Jewish writers of literary Greek, Josephus morphologically adapts almost all personal names of Semitic origin, pace Thackeray, as may be seen from the paradigm in Table 19.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Found using BibleWorks v.9 using Niese (1885–1895).] 



[bookmark: _Ref515547224]Table 19 – Inflection of αβρααμ abraam in Josephus
	NOM
	αβραμος
	abramos
	A. J. 1.151

	ACC
	αβραμον
	abramon
	A. J. 1.149

	GEN
	αβραμου
	abramou
	A. J. 1.148

	DAT
	αβραμωι
	abramōi
	A. J. 1.176




	However, when it comes to morphologically adapting names ending in vowels or gutturals in Hebrew, he largely adopts the patterns found in the Septuagint. Compare the following tables with Table 2 and Table 11 above.


Table 20 – Inflection of ιουδας ioudas in Josephus
	NOM
	ιουδας
	ioudas
	A. J. 1.304

	ACC
	ιουδαν
	ioudan
	A. J. 7.372

	GEN
	ιουδα
	iouda
	A. J. 2.116

	DAT
	ιουδαι
	ioudai
	A. J. 2.178



Table 21 – Inflection of ιησους iēsous in Josephus
	NOM
	ιησους
	iēsous
	A. J. 3.308

	ACC
	ιησουν
	iēsoun
	A. J. 3.49

	GEN
	ιησου
	iēsou
	A. J. 7.68

	DAT
	ιησου
	iēsou
	A. J. 3.52




	A notable exception to this is ‘Moses’, which inflects with a genitive in -εως -eōs as in Philo:


Table 22 – Inflection of μωσης mōsēs in Josephus
	NOM
	μωσης
	mōsēs
	A. J. 17.159

	GEN
	μωσεως
	mōseōs
	A. J. 2.1

	DAT
	μωσηι
	mōsēi
	C. Ap. 1.299




	Josephus is very consistent, with only a few cases where he does not morphologically adapt. The following examples can be given:[footnoteRef:17] [17:  These examples were found using BibleWorks v.9 using Niese (1885–1895).] 



	(9) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11831_802506860]
	(Jos. B. J. 5.380)

	
	αβρααμ[footnoteRef:18] [18:  It should be noted that there are variant readings, as reported by Niese (1894: 486–487). Specifically L and C have ἀβράαμοσ abráamos and ἁβρά-¦αμοσ habrá-¦amos respectively. However, the two manuscripts generally considered to be the best, namely P and A (cf. Pearse 2002a), do not morphologically adapt.] 


	
	abraam

	
	Abraham


	
	(10) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11833_802506860]
	(Jos. B. J. 5.387)

	
	σενναχηρειμ[footnoteRef:19] [19:  See previous note. At 5.387 C has σενναχήρειμοσ sennakhḗreimos.] 


	
	sennakhēreim

	
	Sennacherib


	
	(11) 
	(x2, Jos. A. J. 1.180, 181)[footnoteRef:20] [20:  According to Niese the MSS S, P and L have μελχισεδέκησ melkhisedékēs at both points. However, these manuscripts are inferior to R and O, which also have this passage, and S and P, at least, ‘when unsupported are seldom trustworthy’ (Pearse 2002b).] 


	
	μελχισεδεκ

	
	melkhisedek

	
	Melchizedek


	
	(12) 
	(Jos. A. J. 9.136, 138, 154: the god; Jos. C. Ap. 1.156: a king)

	
	βααλ

	
	baal


	
	(13) 
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.250, 265, 286)

	
	οσαρσηφ/οσαρσιφ

	
	osarsēph/osarsiph


	
	(14) 
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.290)

	
	πετερσηφ

	
	petersēph




	On occasion he appears to give Greek-like terminations, but without inflecting for case, as in the following examples of Egyptian names, exemplified in ‎(15) through ‎(17). These examples are not inflected, since the endings are not valid genitive terminations in Greek, and should therefore be regarded as morphologically non-adapted.


	(15) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11335_445706079]
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.95)

	
	τοῦ
	μηφραμουθωσις

	
	toû
	mēphramouthōsis

	
	DEF.M.GEN.SG
	Mephramouthosis

	
	


		
	(16) 
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.96)

	
	τοῦ
	θμωσις

	
	toû
	thmōsis

	
	DEF.M.GEN.SG
	Thmosis

	
	


	
	(17) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11337_445706079]
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.96)

	
	τοῦ
	αμενωφις

	
	toû
	amenōphis

	
	DEF.M.GEN.SG
	Amenophis




It is probably not possible to be categorical about the reasons for the lack of adaptation for each instance in which Josephus chooses not to adapt personal names: given the sheer number of personal names in Josephus’ works, it is perhaps not surprising that the manuscript tradition might vary at this kind of level. We will address possible motivation in regard to examples ‎(9) and ‎(10) in part two. In addition, it is worth noting that examples ‎(15) through ‎(17) are in sections that do not give Josephus’ original contribution, but which purport to relay the Egyptian historian Manetho’s words. These can be contrasted with the following example, where Josephus quotes Manetho in oratio obliqua:


	(18) 
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.88)

	
	τὸν
	δὲ
	μισφραγμουθωσεως
	υἱὸν
	θούμμωσιν 
	ἐπιχειρῆσαι

	
	tòn
	dè
	misphragmouthōseōs
	huiòn
	thoúmmōsin
	epikheirêsai

	
	DEF.ACC.M.SG
	PRT
	Misphragmouthosis
	son.ACC.SG
	Thummosis
	attempt.INF



	
	μὲν
	αὐτοὺς
	διὰ
	πολιορκίας
	ἑλεῖν

	
	mèn
	autoùs
	dià
	poliorkias
	heleîn

	
	PRT
	3PL.ACC
	through
	siege.GEN.SG
	take.INF

	
	‘but that the son of Misphragmuthosis, Thummosis, tried to take [the shepherds…] through siege’ (Jos. C. Ap. 1.88)




	The alternation between direct quotation, where the names are not inflected, and indirect quotation, where the names are inflected, may be significant, since Josephus claims to pay very close attention to the actual words used by Manetho:


	(19) 
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.74)
οὗτος δὴ τοίνυν ὁ μανεθως ἐν τῇ δευτέρᾳ τῶν αἰγυπτιακῶν ταῦτα περὶ ἡμῶν γράφει. παραθήσομαι δὲ τὴν λέξιν αὐτοῦ καθάπερ αὐτὸν ἐκεῖνον παραγαγὼν μάρτυρα· 

	
	‘Indeed this Manetho, in the second book of his Aegyptiaca, writes as follows in our regard. I will give his phrasing as though presenting the man himself as a witness.’ 




	However, we should be careful not to lay too much store by any one example, since Josephus morphologically adapts e.g. οσαρσηφ/οσαρσιφ osarsēph/osarsiph to οσαρσηφον osarsēphon at ‎(20), a passage where he purports to be quoting Manetho directly.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Parallel are Jos. C. Ap. 240 and 241. On the authenticity of these sections purportedly by Manetho, see Bar-Kochva (2010: 247) and references there.] 



	(20) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__12910_445706079]
	(Jos. C. Ap. 1.237–38)

	
	κἄπειτα
	κατὰ
	λέξιν
	οὕτως
	γέγραφεν […]

	
	kápeita
	katà
	léxin
	hoútōs
	gégraphen […]

	
	and later
	by
	word.ACC.F.SG
	thus
	write.PRF.3SG



	
	οσαρσηφον
	ἐστήσαντο […]

	
	osarsēphon
	estḗsanto […]

	
	Osarseph.ACC.M.SG
	appoint.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL

	
	‘And later [Manetho] has written word for word as follows… They appointed Osarseph…’




	Nevertheless, the overall picture remains clear: Josephus morphologically adapts personal names to a much greater extent than Philo or Ezekiel. However, the Semitic personal names in question in these sources were almost all historical figures at the time of writing. To understand better the processes involved, it is important to understand how contemporary Semitic personal names were treated in the same period. For this we must turn to the papyri and epigraphic sources. 
[bookmark: _Ref468276029]2.5 Epigraphic and documentary sources
Josephus is then unusual among Jewish literary writers writing in Greek in systematically morphologically adapting Semitic names. However, if the papyri and epigraphic material are considered, his treatment of names is not so distinctive. An examination of the indices in Tcherikover and Fuks (1957) and Tcherikover, Fuks and Stern (1964) demonstrates that by far the majority of Semitic names in papyri throughout the Hellenistic and Roman periods in both Palestine and Egypt are morphologically adapted (for similar findings see Perkins 2010: 454–55). Take, for example, the following list of names from 259 BC in Palestine given at ‎(21) (square brackets from the printed text, representing parentheses in the original document; points are points in the original document).


	(21) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__12912_445706079]
	(P.Iand.Zen. 52, Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 125)

	
	.ιπποστρατος
	.ippostratos

	
	.αυαηλος
	.auaēlos

	
	.παναβηλος
	.panabelos

	
	.ζαβαλνος
	.zabalnos

	
	.φιλων
	.philōn

	
	.μενων
	.menōn

	
	.ζηνων
	.zēnōn

	
	.οσαιος
	.osaios

	
	 [[ανναιος]]
	[[annaios]]

	
	.σανναιος
	.sannaios

	
	.κουσνατανος
	.kousnatanos

	
	νικων
	nikōn

	
	πρ.[ 
	pr.[




	While this name list certainly contains wholly Greek names, such as ιπποστρατος ippostratos, there are also some notable morphologically adapted Semitic names here, including αυαηλος auaēlos (ואל wˀl or ועל wˁl), παναβηλος panabelos, i.e. an amalgamation of Pan and Ba’al, ζαβαλνος zabalnos, cf. Heb. זבלון zblwn and Septuagint ζαβουλων zaboulōn (cf. Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 125).
	The same phenomenon can be seen in Egypt, as in the following example from the Zenon archive:


	(22) 
	(P.Cair.Zen. III 59377 = C.Pap.Jud. I 13; text and trans. Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 140–141)

	
	υπομνημα
	ζηνωνι
	παρα
	αλεξανδρου
	και
	ισμαηλου

	
	upomnēma
	zēnōni
	para
	alexandrou
	kai
	ismaēlou

	
	memorandum.NOM.SG
	Zenon.DAT.SG
	from
	Alexander.GEN.SG
	and
	Ishmael.GEN.SG

	
	‘Memorandum to Zenon from Alexander and Ismaelos’




	As ‎(21), this example too is likely of an early date, associated as it is with the reign of Philadelphus (Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 140), that is, to the period from 283 to 246 BC (Ellis 2003: 68). In it we have the name ισμαηλος ismaēlos, an adapted form of יִשְׁמָעֵאל yišmāˁēˀl, where the Septuagint has the non-adapted ισμαηλ ismaēl (Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 141). This tendency is repeated across Egypt. Thus all the names listed in Tcherikover and Fuks as being on ostraca from Upper Egypt are potentially morphologically adapted (Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 194–226, esp. 200–202).
	Names ending in vowels in Hebrew are also morphologically adapted, as we might expect given the treatment of consonants. However, they are adapted in the same way as we see in the Biblical material and the literary writers. This is to say that they are adapted according to an innovative pattern from a Greek perspective (see Table 23).


[bookmark: _Ref515550144]Table 23 – Inflection of ιουδας ioudas in papyri[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Texts and information from http://papyri.info/ (accessed 31/05/2018).] 

	
	
	
	Document
	Date
	Provenance

	NOM
	ιουδα̣ς
	ioudas
	BGU 13 2319
	126 AD
	Arsinoites, Egypt

	ACC
	ιουδαν
	ioudan
	P.Babatha 17
	128 AD
	Maoza, Jordan

	GEN
	ιουδα
	iouda
	P.Babatha 14
	125 AD
	Maoza, Jordan

	DAT
	ιουδαι
	ioudai
	P.Masada 741
	67–74 AD
	Masada, Palestine




	There are exceptions, to the policy of morphological adaptation, but these are few and far between. One such is the following list of names from a fragment of a property declaration from Boubastos (Fayûm), dated 23rd January 240 BC:


	(23) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11872_445706079]
	(W.Chr. 198 = C.Pap.Jud I 36; text and trans. Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 181–182) 

	
	[…] γεωργοι
	μισθωι
	χαζαρος
	ραγεσοβααλ
	ιεαβ
	κρατερος

	
	[…] geōrgoi
	misthōi
	khazaros
	ragesobaal
	ieab
	krateros

	
	farmer.NOM.M.PL
	hire.DAT.SG
	Khazaros.NOM.M.SG
	Ragesobaal
	Ieab
	Krateros.NOM.M.SG

	
	σιταλκες
	νατανβααλ
	ποιμην
	ποταμων
	βουκολος
	ωρος

	
	sitalkes
	natanbaal
	poimḕn
	potamōn
	boukolos
	Hṓros,

	
	Sitalkes
	Natanbaal
	shepherd.NOM.M.SG
	Potamon
	cow-herd.NOM.M.SG
	Horus.NOM.M.SG

	
	(γίνονται)
	σώ(ματα)
	ιε.

	
	(gínontai)
	sṓ(mata)
	15

	
	become.PRS.3PL
	body.NOM.N.PL
	

	
	‘… hired field-hands Khazaros, Ragesobaal, Ieab, Krateros, Sitalkes, Nathanbaal, shepherd Potamon, cowherd Horos, 15 persons.’




	In this example are listed the clearly Semitic names ραγεσοβααλ ragesobaal, ιεαβ ieab and νατανβααλ natanbaal in non-adapted forms. Mitteis and Wilcken (1912: 231, following p.c. with Wellhausen) note that these names are likely to be Nabataean or Idumaean. Alongside these are other names which look Greek and therefore inflected, such as κρατερος krateros and ποταμων potamōn. The likely adapted name χαζαρος khazaros in example ‎(23) is probably non-Greek (Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 181–182).
	Comparable to the non-adapted examples above are the examples given below, the first from a name list from Upper Egypt dating to the 2nd ct. BC, the second in a document from Soknopaiu Nesos (Arsinoites, Egypt) from the 2nd ct. AD:


	(24) 
	(BGU 6 1474 = C.Pap.Jud. I 116, Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 224, l. 3)

	
	.ναταν
	.natan

	(25) 
	(SPP 22 178 R = C.Pap.Jud III 464, Tcherikover, Fuks and Stern 1964: 24, l. 24)

	
	.αζακιελ
	.azakiel




	A strong preference for morphologically adapted names can be seen from an examination of Semitic names in Syrian epigraphic inscriptions in Al-Qudrah (2001). Of the list of over 200 Semitic male names given at pp. 202–203, only twelve are given in morphologically non-adapted form: αβρααμ abraam, βενιαμιν beniamin, γαβριηλ gabriēl, εμμανουηλ emmanouēl, ιακωβ iakōb, ιαφιθ iaphith, ισακ isak, ιωβ iōb, ιωσηφ iōsēph, λωτ lōt, ραφαηλ raphaēl and σοβαιβ sobaib. Al-Qudrah (2001: 37) notes that αδαμιος adamios is also found in the form αδαμ adam in one inscription. It is thus possible that there are more morphologically non-adapted forms. However, the fact that Al-Qudrah gives most names in morphologically adapted forms supports the popularity of this treatment.
	Williams (2007 n. 66) observes that non-adapted Hebrew names are to be found for the most part at the start of the Hellenistic period before the immigrant Jewish community had assimilated, and then again in late antiquity (4th ct. AD and on; see also Williams 2007 n. 67; 2000: 316–18). The preference for morphologically adapted names in the later Hellenistic and Roman periods can be seen from an examination of the Greek Lexicon of Personal Names (Fraser and Matthews 2015).[footnoteRef:23] Table 24, which gives the results of a search for a set of Semitic names up to the 4th ct. AD, is instructive.[footnoteRef:24] [23:  Semitic names are few and far between. This is no doubt due, of course, to the fact that the volumes relating to Palestine and Syria have yet to be published. ]  [24:  Note that there are no entries for μωσης mōsēs before the 5th ct. AD.] 



[bookmark: _Ref511831073]Table 24 – Adaptation and non-adaptation of Semitic names in Greek up to 4th ct. AD
	Potentially adapted
	Frequency
	Non-adapted
	Frequency

	αβρααμιος abraamios
	2
	αβρααμ abraam
	1

	ιακωβος iakōbos
	0
	ιακωβ iakōb
	1

	ιωαννης iōannēs
	10
	ιωαναν iōanan
	0

	ιωσηπος iōsēpos
	6
	ιωσηφ iōsēph
	3

	μαρια maria
	26
	μαριαμ mariam
	0

	TOTAL
	44
	
	5

	%
	89.8
	
	10.2




	On the face of it, nearly 90% of names in this period are potentially morphologically adapted, while 10% are non-adapted. It should be cautioned, however, that two names, αβρααμιος abraamios / αβρααμ abraam and ιακωβος iakōbos / ιακωβ iakōb are not attested frequently enough for the results to be particularly useful in and of themselves, and another, ιωσηπος iōsēpos / ιωσηφ iōsēph, is marginal. Nevertheless, taken together, the results certainly point in the direction of preference for morphologically adapted names, with only one name, ιακωβ iakōb / ιωσηπος iōsēpos, showing more instances of non-adaptation than adaptation. Indeed, two names, ιωαννης iōannēs / ιωαναν iōanan have no examples of non-adaptation. In sum, then, we may say that the epigraphic material evidences the same tendency as the documentary sources for preferring morphologically adapted names as opposed to non-adapted names.
	The fact that morphologically adapting personal names is the norm in epigraphic and documentary material suggests that it was also the norm for most Jews and other bearers of Semitic names to have, or at least to use in certain contexts, morphologically adapted names in Greek. Furthermore, it shows that if the translators of the Septuagint had wanted to use morphologically adapted names, it would have been perfectly possible for them to have done so (cf. Perkins 2010: 454). Seen in this light, Josephus’ practice of morphologically adapting Hebrew names was in fact in line with day-to-day practice among such people operating in the Roman period. This in turn makes the practice of Jewish literary writers the more unusual in their systematic non-adaptation of these names. It is to this question that I turn in the next section.

2.6 Summary
Based on the findings of the first part of this study, we can identify three strategies in the morphological adaptation of personal names: non-adaptation, partial adaptation and full adaptation:
· Non-adaptation: The final consonant is not permitted according to Greek rules, and the form is not inflected, e.g. אַבְרָהָם‎‎ ˀaḇrāhām ‘Abraham’ > NOM ὁ αβρααμ ho abraam; GEN τοῦ αβρααμ toû abraam.
· Partial adaptation: The form is inflected, but according to an innovative inflectional pattern with no counterpart for native Greek words, e.g. many names ending in <ה> <h> and <ע> <ˁ> such as מֹשֶׁה‎‎ mōšê ‘Moses’ > NOM ὁ μωυσης ho mōusēs; GEN τοῦ μωυση toû mōusē.
· Full adaptation: The name is inflected according to a pre-existing Greek paradigm, e.g. אַבְרָהָם‎‎ ˀaḇrāhām ‘Abraham’ > NOM ὁ αβραμος ho abramos; GEN τοῦ αβραμου toû abramou.
	The Biblical material and the works of the Alexandrians Philo and Ezekiel are characterised by non-adaptation, although for names ending in vowels, and in some instances gutturals and other consonants, all Jewish writings adopt the strategy of partial adaptation. Full adaptation is characteristic of Josephus, as distinct from writers of Jewish literary Greek based in Alexandria, as well as most documentary and epigraphic sources. From this analysis an important question follows, namely why should the Septuagint and Alexandrian literary writers apart from Josephus be so conservative in the degree to which they morphologically adapt personal names, as compared with the documentary and epigraphic sources, as well as Josephus? It is to this question that I turn in the second part of this study.

[bookmark: _Ref468276109]3 The socio-linguistic significance of the morphological treatment of non-Greek personal names: code-switching as a marker of cultural identity
Despite the loss of their ancestral language, the Jewish community of Alexandria maintained a strong national identity, albeit peaceably (Schwartz 2009: 18). However, it seems unlikely that the arrival of the Jewish community in Alexandria combined with the loss of their ancestral language(s) would have had no linguistic effect in the new state of affairs. I wish to suggest that a by-product of the narrative transposition of the nexus of speaker/writer ~ hearers/readers into a Hebrew-speaking world by means of the non-morphological adaptation of proper names was the generation of a linguistic signature for the community as a whole,[footnoteRef:25] a signature that set both apart from the rest of the Greek-speaking community.[footnoteRef:26] [25:  Cf. proper names serving as “culture-specific items or cultural markers” in modern translations (Mussche and Willems 2010: 474–5; Nord 2003: 184).]  [26:  For the expression of Greek identity through the morphology of female personal names in Latin, including in Jewish communities, and its consequent effect on the structure of the language, see Adams (2003: 374, 473-92).] 

	The behavior we are considering, namely the use of Hebrew morphology for personal names in documents otherwise written in Greek, has parallels in the treatment of Greek personal names in Latin. Adams (2003: 369) identifies the use of Greek inflectional endings in personal names in Latin texts as a type of code-switching. The difference in our case is that the use of Hebrew morphosyntactic rules entails that names would terminate with zero in all instances, as opposed to simply having different terminations from the usual Latin ones. Nevertheless, the principle is the same. Seen in this light, we can recast our question as the following: why should the Septuagint translators and the Alexandrian writers code-switch in their rendering of personal names, while Josephus and writers of documentary and epigraphic sources choose not to?
	The question can be seen in the framework of identity: a personal name, by definition, is more directly tied to an individual than any other word class. The changing of the form of that name according to the rules of a foreign language’s morphology is, depending on how that individual construes their own identity, likely to result in a perceived diminishing of identity on the part of the individual concerned, or their community (cf. Adams 2003: 369). Those instances where in the epigraphic and documentary materials personal names are code-switched can be seen as straightforward examples of this process in action, that is, of Jewish identity being preserved by means of non-adaptation of the personal names in question. By the same token, those cases where personal names are adapted can be seen as instances where the language user seeks to bridge the gap between his own background and culture, and the Greco-Roman culture of the majority.
	In the Septuagint and the writings of Philo and Ezekiel, the referents of personal names were historical figures at the time of writing. Accordingly, the issue in our case is not how an individual construes their own identity, but how a community construes the identity of a group of figures who are significant for that community’s identity. Language nevertheless has an important role to play here too (cf. Swain 1996: 17). The authors and translators in question will have decided how to render personal names in the light of the audience(s) for whom they were writing (cf. Perkins 2010: 456). Josephus even states, in the quotations given at ‎(26) and ‎(27), exactly for whom he is writing, and what consequences this has for his treatment of the morphology of personal names: he was writing for a Greco-Roman audience, and for this reason morphologically adapts personal names (cf. Jos. B. J. 1.3 for a similar intention expressed in the Jewish War).


	(26) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11646_76683467][bookmark: _Ref515547014]
	(Jos. A. J. 1.5)
ταύτην δὲ τὴν ἐνεστῶσαν ἐγκεχείρισμαι πραγματείαν νομίζων ἅπασι φανεῖσθαι τοῖς ἕλλησιν ἀξίαν σπουδῆς· μέλλει γὰρ περιέξειν ἅπασαν τὴν παρ᾽ ἡμῖν ἀρχαιολογίαν καὶ διάταξιν τοῦ πολιτεύματος ἐκ τῶν ἑβραϊκῶν μεθηρμηνευμένην γραμμάτων. 

	
	‘I have embarked upon the present treatise in the opinion that it will seem to all Greeks worthy of their attention; for it will contain all our history and arrangement of the constitution, translated from the Hebrew Scriptures.’




	(27) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11648_76683467]
	(Jos. A. J. 1.129)
τὰ γὰρ ὀνόματα διὰ τὸ τῆς γραφῆς εὐπρεπὲς ἡλλήνισται [hēllḗnistai make_Greek.PRF.3SG ‘have been made Greek’] πρὸς ἡδονὴν τῶν ἐντευξομένων· οὐ γὰρ ἐπιχώριος ἡμῖν ὁ τοιοῦτος αὐτῶν τύπος, ἀλλ᾽ ἕν τε αὐτῶν σχῆμα καὶ τελευτὴ μία, νωχός [nōkhós Noah.NOM.M.SG] τέ τοι νωε [Nôe Noah] καλεῖται καὶ τοῦτον τὸν τύπον ἐπὶ παντὸς τηρεῖ σχήματος. 

	
	‘For the names have been hellenized for the sake of the beauty of the narrative with a view toward the pleasure of those who come upon it. For such a form of their name is not the one used in our country, but their form is one and their ending is one. Thus Nochos is called Noe, and preserves this form in every case.’ (trans. Feldman 2000)2000)




	There is no parallel statement on the part of the Septuagint translators or the Alexandrians of which I am aware. However, as previously noted, Williams (2007 n. 66) observes that undeclined, that is, morphologically non-adapted, names are more common earlier in the Hellenistic period, whereas by the end of the 3rd ct. BC names of Hebrew and Semitic origin had to a significant degree been abandoned in favour of wholly Greek names (Williams 2000: 318; Tcherikover and Fuks 1957: 27–30). We can therefore identify at least two stages: 

· An initial stage, when the Jewish community in Egypt were less likely to morphologically adapt their names to Greek conventions, and instead code-switched in order to preserve their Jewish identity. Since the Pentateuch was translated in this period, the code-switching in these translations can be seen as part of the same phenomenon. The fact that Manetho was also working in this period, and was also likely writing for non-Greeks (Dillery 1999: 94), also has the potential to explain his code-switching. 
· A later stage, starting at around the end of the 3rd ct. BC, during which the later Septuagint translators, along with Philo and Ezekiel were working. During this stage the Jewish community as a whole either morphologically adapted their names, or avoided the use of Semitic names. The decision to code-switch would therefore have been marked even within the Jewish community. 

	Hellenized Jews comprised a critically important section of Philo and Ezekiel’s target audience (Jacobson 1983: 8, 13–17; Royse 2009: 33–34), as indeed they did for the later Septuagint translators. It is therefore reasonable to suppose that their reason for code-switching in the rendering of personal names was that their audience were used to using, if not the whole Bible, then at least the first five books, in Greek, where personal names are code-switched. Accordingly, these translators and authors would have sought to maintain the distinction of their community’s identity, vis-à-vis that of the majority (Greek and Egyptian) cultures surrounding them, by means of code-switching the names of figures in a document which was central to the identity of that community, namely the Pentateuch.[footnoteRef:27]	 [27:  For other possibilities, see Perkins (2010).] 

	We can say, then, that the Septuagint translators, Philo and Ezekiel, in using code-switched forms, deliberately foreignize the characters named, while Josephus, in choosing to use morphologically adapted personal names, deliberately locates the referents of those personal names in a Greek-speaking environment (cf. Nord 2003: 184). Josephus therefore consciously strives to de-foreignize, that is, to bring his characters into a Greco-Roman world. Nord (2003: 185) sees such treatment of names as part of a broader narrative strategy, whereby “a story set in the receiver’s own cultural world allows for identification, whereas a story set in a strange, possibly exotic world may induce the reader to stay ‘at a distance’.” This can be seen played out in modern translations. For example, in Arabic translations of Harry Potter, the transliteration of names has been found to “have a considerable foreignizing effect on the target text” (Mussche and Willems 2010: 481). 
In Nord’s terms, then, we can say that Josephus not only sets his characters in the receiver’s own cultural world, but the narrative as a whole: Josephus translates the cultural environment of the Bible into a Greco-Roman setting. Conversely, writers who code-switch may be said to create a parallel narrative world, to be distinguished from the Greco-Roman one that people were inhabiting in their daily lives, to which readers, whether Jew or non-Jew, are invited. In the terms of Transportation Theory (Green and Brock 2000: 701; Gerrig and Prince 1991: 10–11),[footnoteRef:28] we can interpret these authors’ approach as a strategy to bring the reader into a Biblical narrative space. It is of interest in this regard that Philo does not morphologically adapt even in works written for the benefit of a gentile audience. Personal names, then, are used in the writings of the antique Greek-speaking Jewish community in order to “promote, construct and promulgate their cultural identities” (Perkins 2009: 11)[footnoteRef:29] by creating narrative worlds with the potential to serve the broader social and cultural agendas of the writers vis-à-vis their hearers/readers. [28:  According to this theory, “[s]omeone (‘the traveler’) is transported, by some means of transportation, as a result of performing certain actions. The traveler goes some distance from his or her world of origin, which makes some aspects of the world of origin inaccessible. The traveler returns to the world of origin, somewhat changed by the journey.” (Gerrig and Prince 1991: 10–11, as quoted in Green and Brock 2000: 701).]  [29:  Perkins (2009: 11) is speaking about prose fiction, but the analysis seems appropriate here. Perkins cites Thomas (2003).] 

	There is in fact, a tantalising instance in which the non-adaptation of personal names functions in exactly this way. While the names for Abraham and Sennacherib, as with almost all other personal names in Josephus, are morphologically adapted as αβραμος abramos and σεναχειριμος senakheirimos (e.g. Jos. B. J. 4.531, Jos. A. J. 10.1) in one key passage, quoted in direct speech, these names are left in their non-adapted forms. The relevant sentences are given at ‎(28) and ‎(29).


	(28) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11707_802506860]
	(Jos. B. J. 5.380)
	
	
	

	
	τί
	οὖν
	ὁ
	ταύτης
	ἀνὴρ

	
	tí
	oûn
	ho
	taútēs
	anḕr

	
	Q.NOM.N.SG
	PRT
	DEF.NOM.M.SG
	DEM.F.GEN.SG
	man.NOM.M.SG


					
	
	αβρααμ,
	προπάτωρ
	δὲ
	ἡμέτερος;

	
	abraam,
	propátōr
	dè
	hēméteros;

	
	Abraham
	forefather.NOM.M.SG
	PRT
	POSS.1PL.M.NOM.SG

	
	‘What then did the husband of this woman, Abraham, our forefather, do?’ 




	(29) [bookmark: __RefNumPara__11709_802506860]
	(Jos. B. J. 5.387)
	
	
	

	
	βασιλεὺς
	ἀσσυρίων
	σενναχηρειμ […]
	ἔπεσεν;

	
	basileùs
	assuríōn
	sennakhēreim
	épesen;

	
	king.NOM.M.SG
	Assyrian.GEN.PL
	Sennacherib
	fall.AOR.IND.ACT

	
	‘Did the king of the Assyrians, Sennacherib… fall?’




	Significantly, in this passage, Josephus presents himself addressing fellow Jews. If the text can be trusted and one can therefore see this as an example of practice in Jewish Greek speech, it provides evidence that Jews may have identified themselves to one another by their use of morphologically non-adapted forms of the personal names of historic figures.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  There is a parallel for this variable treatment of a proper name according to the speaker-audience relationship. Elliott (1977: 463) argues that in Luke–Acts, the word for Jerusalem is spelled differently according to who is speaking and where the action is taking place.] 

	Finally, it is worth noting that in all the works, literary, documentary and epigraphic, personal names ending in a vowel in Hebrew are morphologically adapted into a distinctive non-native Greek paradigm. This suggests that there were limits to integration even for the communities and individuals most eager to align their identities with that of their Greek and Roman fellows.

[bookmark: _Ref474765283]4 Conclusion
We first sought to survey the distribution of morphologically adapted personal names versus non-adapted forms in Jewish Greek during the Hellenistic and Roman periods. While it has traditionally been held that Jewish writers of literary Greek always morphologically adapt personal names of Semitic origin, the true picture is rather more complicated. The Septuagint, as well as literary Greek writers such as Philo and Ezekiel, use for the most part morphologically non-adapted forms. By contrast, Josephus morphologically adapts in all but a handful of cases, while the documentary and epigraphic sources prefer adapted forms until late antiquity. 
	I argued that code-switching in personal names is deliberate and serves to locate the referents in a non-Greek, i.e. Semitic, linguistic world. In turn, the deliberate choice on the part of Josephus to use morphologically adapted names may be said to locate the referents in question in a Greek linguistic world. The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to those writers of epigraphic and documentary material who morphologically adapt their names. Both strategies can be seen as part of a broader strategy of constructing particular Jewish identities in the Greco-Roman world.
Surprisingly the question of the morphology of personal names has hardly figured in discussions of the question of Semitisms in Jewish Greek writers and the question of the existence of ‘Jewish Greek’ that it conjures.[footnoteRef:31] Yet if the non-morphological adaptation of personal names in Greek is seen as a type of code-switching, it seems reasonable that these Semitisms might constitute a bona fide element of distinctively Jewish Greek language in the Hellenistic and Roman periods.  [31:  For references and some discussion, see Jacobson (1983: 191). Horrocks (2010: 106–108, 147–148) does not mention personal names in his discussion of substrate features relating to the Septuagint and New Testament. Jacobson (1983: 42–43) does not mention the issue in his discussion of possible Semitisms in Ezekiel’s diction. Kamesar (2009) does not mention the morphology of proper names in Philo’s texts.] 
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Abbreviations
The glosses follow Leipzig Glossing rules.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/pdf/Glossing-Rules.pdf] 


	Abr.
	De Abrahamo

	A. J.
	Antiquitates Judaicae (Jewish Antiquities)

	AOR
	aorist

	B. J.
	Bellum Judaicum (Jewish War)

	C. Ap.
	Contra Apionem (Against Apion)

	Chr
	Chronicles

	Contempl.
	De vita contempativa (On the Contemplative Life) 

	Diod. Sic.
	Diodorus Siculus

	Ebr.
	De ebrieate (On drunkenness)

	Esth
	Esther

	Exod
	Exodus

	Gen
	Genesis

	Hag
	Haggai

	Hdt.
	Herodotus

	Heb.
	Hebrew

	Isa
	Isaiah

	Josh
	Joshua

	Jos.
	Josephus

	Kgs
	Kings

	Leg.
	Legum allegoriarum

	LXX
	Septuagint

	MS
	manuscript

	MSS
	manuscripts

	MT
	Masoretic Text

	Mul. virt. 
	Mulierum virtutes (The Virtues of Women)

	Mut.
	De mutatione nominum (On the Change of Names)

	Neh
	Nehemiah

	Num
	Numbers

	Pla.
	De plantatione (On Noah’s Work as a Planter)

	Plu.
	Plutarch

	PRT
	particle

	Sam
	Samuel

	Som.
	De somniis (On Dreams)
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