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[bookmark: _Hlk533352572]Scholars in the nineteenth century were often bold in their reconstructions of the setting of the translators of the Septuagint or Greek Pentateuch. It is true that some would merely follow the conventional understanding deriving from the Letter of Aristeas, and enshrined in patristic and rabbinic tradition, that located the translation within Alexandria of the third century BCE. In such a vein, the translation arose from a Jewish need for a translation owing to a loss of knowledge of Hebrew, although not without royal sponsorship owing to Ptolemaic enthusiasm for the “exotic.”[footnoteRef:1] Others, however, imagined who the translators might have been from the slim evidence then available of Jews in Egypt. Frankel, for example, doubted there to have been a sizeable Jewish community in Alexandria in the early third century and therefore supposed that the translators had to come from among the Jews living in the chora of Egypt.[footnoteRef:2] He could point to evidence of settlements earlier than Alexandria across Egypt where both Jewish mercenaries and other workers settled. These would have made up a sizeable population by the early third century BCE. Grinfield, meanwhile, while maintaining the translators’ location as Alexandria, argued that they were descended from Egyptian Jews, who had mingled with the Macedonian armies and whose descendants now formed a proportion of the commercial population.[footnoteRef:3] Like Frankel, he adduced evidence from what was known of Jews serving in the Egyptian and Ptolemaic armies.[footnoteRef:4] These suggestions were all made before the extensive publication of finds from Egypt, and especially the vast numbers of documentary papyri that began to be published only from the end of the nineteenth century. [1:  E.g., Emil Schürer, Geschichte des jüdischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi (Hildesheim: Olms, 1964 [repr. Leipzig 1909]), 3: 424–446.]  [2:  Zacharias Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta (Leipzig: Vogel, 1841), 9–11.]  [3:  Edward W. Grinfield, Apology for the Septuagint (London: William Pickering, 1850), 23.]  [4:  A similar theory, without reference to these earlier scholars, has been proposed by Jan Joosten, “Le milieu producteur du Pentateuque grec,” REJ 165 (2006): 349–361; cf. Jan Joosten, “Language as Symptom: Linguistic Clues to the Social Background of the Seventy,” Textus 23 (2007): 69–80. One of the values of Joosten’s proposal that the translators were soldiers is the ability to point to evidence both internal to the text and external in Egypt. However, in contrast to his predecessors, he does not admit of other occupations for Jews in Egypt, and he suggests that the translators were not professionals—both of these issues will be addressed in this paper.] 

It is ironic, therefore, that in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, when scholars have access to such a vast range of new data, the tendency has been to offer explanations without any attention to the data from Egypt. Instead reliance has been on earlier conventional theories and not even the sources used by their nineteenth-century predecessors. Where an attempt was made to bring in relevant data, it has largely been dismissed.[footnoteRef:5] However, we now know so much about the social and linguistic history of Ptolemaic Egypt documented in both papyri and inscriptions that we can reconstruct something of the landscape within which the Septuagint emerged. We also have greater documentary evidence of Jews in Egypt,[footnoteRef:6] revealing their widespread distribution, language use, occupations and activities. Yet, scholars still tend to conclude that we know little of Jews in the time and nothing of the origins of the Septuagint.[footnoteRef:7] It remains true that we have no contemporaneous accounts of the translation, and none of the translators of the Pentateuch have left a testimony in the form of a preface or other statement to their identity. Yet, the finds of the past century allow for a reasonably confident reconstruction of the social setting in Egypt that could have generated a translation of the Pentateuch.[footnoteRef:8] Some of that setting can then be corroborated by features internal to the text of the Septuagint, adding to the likelihood of the picture generated. Our nineteenth-century forebears were more open than recent commentators to scenarios other than the legendary accounts, and we may now follow in their paths with greater evidence at hand. [5:  E.g., Elias J. Bickerman, “The Septuagint as a Translation,” Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 28 (1959): 1–39. Cf. Chaim Rabin, “Translation Process and the Character of the Septuagint,” Textus 6 (1968): 1–26. On the too ready dismissal of Bickerman’s and Rabin’s positions, see James K. Aitken, “The Septuagint and Egyptian Translation Methods,” in XV Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies. Munich 2013 (ed. Martin Meiser and Michaël N. van der Meer; SBLSCS 64; Atlanta, GA: SBL, 2016), 271–273.]  [6:  See the article in this issue on the Herakleopolis papyri.]  [7:  Natalio Fernández Marcos, “The Greek Pentateuch and the Scholarly Milieu of Alexandria,” Sem Class 2 (2009): 85; Arie van der Kooij, “Perspectives on the Study of the Septuagint: Who are the Translators?” in Perspectives in the Study of the Old Testament & Early Judaism (ed. F. Garcίa Martίnez and E. Noort, VTS 73; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 214–229.]  [8:  There have of course been attempts to relate the Septuagint to translation activity in antiquity, but these have been based on later Roman evidence or on literary theories. See, e.g., Sebastian P. Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” GRBS 20 (1979): 69–87; Theo A. W. van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies (Leuven: Peters, 2007), 25–55.] 


Jews of Egypt
[bookmark: _Hlk533353755]That certain individuals chose to produce a translation is undeniable. Why they did it, we cannot know; how they did it, we cannot be sure. Indeed, little is known about who the Jews might have been that undertook the translation. Undoubtedly the new political climate led to an influx of newcomers from Judea and elsewhere to Egypt, including mercenaries, but that is not the whole picture. It is possible some came from Judea, attracted by the benefits afforded by Egypt for work or trade, while others may already have been resident in Egypt before this. The presence of Jews in Egypt, whether Judean or Israelite, dates back some centuries before the Ptolemaic era, but there remains uncertainty over the continuity of the community in Egypt. The Hebrew Bible itself testifies to the early presence of Jews in Egypt, and the Aramaic papyri from Elephantine confirm the presence of Jewish mercenaries serving under Achaemenid rule. However, the Jewish settlements were disparate and not located in the same places as the later Ptolemaic communities. In the Persian period they are mainly in the northern area of Lower Egypt around Memphis, and in the south in Upper Egypt at Syene and Elephantine, but the numbers were small.[footnoteRef:9] The idea that the Septuagint translators were descended from earlier groups has been posited on the basis of Aramaic influence upon the Greek of the translators. Aramaic loan-words in the Septuagint (such as πάσχα < Arm pascha’ and γειώρας < Arm gywr’) in preference to their Hebrew forms as well as some translational features (such as the spelling of gentilics), might suggest the translators were descended from indigenous Aramaic speaking Jews of an earlier generation.[footnoteRef:10] Sustained contact between Greek and Aramaic is more likely in Egypt than Judea (where Greek might have developed more slowly), but this does not rule out the possibility that the translators were Aramaic speakers from Judea who also knew Greek and spoke it as a second language in Egypt. [9:  Angela Rohrmoser, Götter, Temple und Kult der Judäo-Aramäer von Elephantine: Archäologische und schriftliche Zeugnisse aus dem perserzeitlichen Ägypten (AOAT 396. Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2014), 81–82.]  [10:  Jan Joosten, “The Aramaic Background of the Seventy,” Bulletin of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 43 (2010): 53–72. ] 

Evidence that there may have been something of a break in the period of Persian rule suggests that the translators should be sought elsewhere than among an indigenous Jewish population. From the early fourth century Aramaic documents disappear, but for a few Aramaic names near Alexandria (JIGRE 3, 4, 5), and Jews are largely absent from the fourth-century record until the third century. A continuous presence might be seen in Upper Egypt where in Edfu a small number of Jewish ostraca, two papyri and nine funerary steles have survived in Aramaic from the third century BCE.[footnoteRef:11] The onomastics indicate that names popular in the Persian period continue in use probably owing to family traditions.[footnoteRef:12] But this continuance of Aramaic arises precisely because there was little Ptolemaic influence in this region, until the installation of Greek officials in 165 BCE, following revolt and reoconquest.[footnoteRef:13] It is not the conditions under which we might locate our translators or see strong Greek-Aramaic language contact. There is instead another region where Jews were numerous in the early Ptolemaic period, but where they could not have been indigenous to the region. Ample documentation attests to Jews in the Fayum in Middle Egypt, which was an area settled and inhabited by Greeks. Ptolemy I developed the area as arable terrain, and Ptolemy II (285-246 BCE) allotted land to military veterans there, intentionally choosing this newly restored area without upsetting the economic life of Egyptian villages in the Nile Valley. It quickly became a prosperous Greek region, and many of those that settled were from outside Egypt, such as the famous Zenon, whose family was from Caria (P.Cair.Zen. 1.59056). The Jewish names found in the Greek documents from this region largely correspond to those found later in Palestine, but they are not typical of the Persian period.[footnoteRef:14] Some names, such as Ἰουοδεῖτις “Judith” (P.Count 26, twice), suggest a connection with Judea, and this association through family contacts or memory with Judea may be one factor in the adoption of the Pentateuch in Egypt.[footnoteRef:15] [11:  See Sylvie Honigman and Ehud Ben Zvi, “The Spread of the Ideological Concept of a (Jerusalem-Centred) tōrâ-centred Israel beyond Yehud: Observations and Implications” in this issue.]  [12:  Sylvie Honigman, “Jewish Communities of Hellenistic Egypt: Diverging Responses to a Varying Socio-Cultural Environment,” in Jewish Identities in Antiquity. Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern (ed. L. I. Levine and D. R. Schwartz; Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 120–123.]  [13:  On this region, see Katelijn Vandorpe, “The Ptolemaic Army in Upper Egypt (2nd-1st centuries B.C.),” in L’Armée en Égypte aux époques perse, ptolémaïque et romaine (ed. A.-E. Veïsse, and S. Wackenier; École Pratique des Hautes Études, Sciences Historiques et Philologiques, III. Hautes Études du monde gréco-romain 51; Geneva: Droz, 2014), 105–135. My thanks to Sylvie Honigman for drawing my attention to these important data.]  [14:  Sylvie Honigman, “Abraham in Egypt: Hebrew and Jewish-Aramaic Names in Egypt and Judaea in Hellenistic and Early Roman Times,” ZPE 146 (2004): 279–297.]  [15:  It has also been suggested that Hebrew names associated with Judea become more popular in the post-Persian period, but the evidence is slight: see Esko Siljanen, “Judeans of Egypt in the Persian Period (539-332 BCE) in light of the Aramaic Documents” (Unpublished PhD dissertation; University of Helsinki, 2017), 152–153.] 

	What is clear is that by the middle of the third century BCE Jews were to be found in many locations in Egypt, attested not only by the papyri but also by the inscriptions in Greek. The inscriptions testify to the size of the local communities, large enough to fund buildings for prayer houses (proseuchai) in such locations as Schedia, south of Alexandria (JIGRE 22) and Arsinoe-Crocodilopolis in the Fayum (JIGRE 117), both from the time of Ptolemy III (246–221 BCE). Jews are not confined to Alexandria, while in locations such as the Fayum they would have been in direct contact with Greek speakers, both immigrant Greeks and native Egyptians. The dedicatory inscriptions are themselves very public statements of their own self-expression in Greek.

The Septuagint within the Linguistic Landscape of Egypt
The reign of the Ptolemies inevitably encouraged wider use than ever before of Greek in Egypt. It is within this context that the origins of the Septuagint should be sought. While loss of knowledge of the Hebrew language is a partial cause, it does not explain the early move to translate religious texts in Egypt. Instead we may trace the rapid adoption by groups in Egypt of Greek, even when there had been no loss of their native language. Thus, the native Egyptians, who continued to write (and speak) Demotic Egyptian into the Roman period, rapidly learnt Greek as a means of economic advancement. It can be seen that in the third century BCE the Ptolemies employed Egyptians as their Greek scribes, people trained first to write Demotic but now writing Greek.[footnoteRef:16] The use of the Egyptian brush instead of the Greek kalamos for a number of documents is indicative of someone writing Greek trained in Demotic. The level of Greek in those Egyptian-penned documents is educated and correct for post-classical Greek, and there is nothing in them to suggest they are written by Egyptians other than an occasional name or the writing instrument used. For, despite earlier suggestions that the Greek of Egyptians reflected interference from their native tongue,[footnoteRef:17] there is little to distinguish their language use from others.[footnoteRef:18] The numbers of Greeks were probably small in the first generations of Ptolemaic rule and therefore the rulers had to rely on the local officials, who would have assisted in the administration of the countryside and been responsible for the important task of record keeping. [16:  Willy Clarysse, “Egyptian Scribes Writing Greek,” Chronique d'Égypte 68 (1993): 186–201.]  [17:  E.g., “grammatical blunders” as described by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, New Classical Fragments and Other Greek and Latin Papyri (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1897), 46.]  [18:  See Trevor V. Evans, “Complaints of the Natives in a Greek Dress: The Zenon Archive and the Problem of Egyptian Interference,” in Multilingualism in the Graeco-Roman Worlds (ed. Alex Mullen and Patrick James; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 106–123.] 

The importance of knowing Greek would have been further stimulated by Ptolemaic legislation leading to greater use of Greek from the middle of the third century BCE, such that some have spoken of a specific language policy on the part of the rulers.[footnoteRef:19] In 263 BCE Ptolemy II introduced the salt-tax levied on every adult individual. The tax stimulated greater use of literacy as records were carefully kept, and receipts written on ostraca or sometimes papyri were now required to protect the tax payer. Although papyri only survive by chance such that conclusions cannot be easily drawn from the number of the tax papyri, the increase in ostraca suggests an increase in writing and literacy in this period.[footnoteRef:20] We see both bilingual texts and variation between the use of Demotic and Greek in the third century BCE.[footnoteRef:21] It seems likely that the increase in writing in administration led to a greater need for literacy, as well as the greater use of Greek throughout Egypt. Tax registers from the second half of the third century BCE (P.Count 1–48) and some from the early second century (P.Count 59–54) throw light on a privileged class of people exempt from the obol-tax associated with the poll-tax. The title Hellēn (“Greek”) was granted to many that included some native Egyptians, as well as newcomers to Egypt, including Jews and others from the Near East.[footnoteRef:22] This special tax status afforded social and economic benefits for those who participated in some way in Greek life—educated at a gymnasium and becoming teachers, Greek actors, or similar. One particular list (P.Count 26) from the village of Trikomia in the Fayum contains what seem to be primarily Jewish names, suggesting the majority of that village were Jews classed as Hellēnes.[footnoteRef:23]  [19:  Emilio Crespo, “The Linguistic Policy of the Ptolemaic Kingdom,” in Φωνῆς χαρακτὴρ ἐθνικός. Actes du V Congrès international de dialectologie grecque, Athènes, 28-30 septembre 2006 (ed. M. B. Hatzopoulos; Μελετήματα 52; Athens: EIE, 2007), 35–49.]  [20:  See Willy Clarysse and Dorothy J. Thompson: Counting the People in Hellenistic Egypt. Volume 1: Population Registers (P. Count); Volume 2: Historical Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2006), 2: 8.]  [21:  Even in the tax receipts we find inconsistency in language use, implying a greater degree of bilingualism (Clarysse and Thompson, Counting the People, 2: 6): 10 documents are found in Demotic, 44 in Greek and some containing both Greek and Demotic sections (e.g., 2+3).]  [22:  See Clarysse and Thompson, Counting the People.]  [23:  Willy Clarysse, “Jews in Trikomia,” in Proceedings of the 20th International Congress of Papyrologists, Copenhagen 23–29 August 1992 (ed. A. Bülow-Jacobsen; Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum, 1994), 193–203; Counting the People, 2: 147–148.] 

While in many cases their level of proficiency in Greek may have been very small, the large numbers of Jews and people from non-Greek regions with this designation show how quickly people integrated into the new societal structures. This would have produced a ready stock of Greek-trained scribes from which the translators could have emerged. Evidence suggests that Egyptians taught other Egyptians in second language learning of Greek, indicating that it could have spread as a community-based activity.[footnoteRef:24] Given that it was Egyptian priests who learned their craft in temples,[footnoteRef:25] is it not possible to imagine how the many Jewish proseuchai, about which we only know their name, served as places for storing literature and for teaching literacy? They would have been the most likely place for keeping Hebrew scrolls, the location where one would expect to find literate people, and therefore also the ideal site for schools. [24:  Clarysse and Thompson, Counting the People, 2: 127. Cf. Ann Hanson, “Papyri and Efforts by Adults in Egyptian Villages to Write Greek,” in Learning Latin and Greek from Antiquity to the Present (ed. Elizabeth P. Archibald, William Brockliss, and Jonathan Gnoza; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 10–29.]  [25:  See, among others, W. John Tait, “Demotic Literature and Egyptian Society,” in Life in a Multi-Cultural Society. Egypt from Cambyses to Constantine and Beyond (ed. Janet H. Johnson; SAOC 51; Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1992), 303–310, including some of the difficulties in extrapolating evidence for the Ptolemaic period (308).] 

In all this, it is important to realise, however, that Greek was only introduced gradually into the administration in the course of the third century. Rather in the reigns of Ptolemy I and Ptolemy II Demotic was the language of administration, and Greek material is sparse presumably owing to a lack of scribes competent in Greek.[footnoteRef:26] It develops under Ptolemy II as more trained scribes became available and an increase can be detected from the 260s onwards.[footnoteRef:27] While we may only speculate on the origins of the Septuagint, that speculation can now be made based on evidence. The translation of the Septuagint would make sense in a time after the growth in the use of Greek in Egypt and the broader educational developments witnessed to by the tax papyri. The economic advantages of working in the Ptolemaic bureaucracy and the social preferment afforded by knowledge of Greek meant many groups were learning Greek. We might place the translation, therefore, in the middle or second half of the third century BCE rather than cling close, as most do, to the date implied in Aristeas of the 280s (Ptolemy I or the beginning of the reign of Ptolemy II). This later date would still be in conformity with the linguistic dating of the Septuagint Pentateuch to the third century BCE, which can never offer more than a century’s range.[footnoteRef:28] [26:  Dorothy J. Thompson, “Literacy and P
ower in Ptolemaic Egypt,” in Literacy and Power in the Ancient World (ed. Alan K. Bowman and Greg Woolf; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 71–74. See Brian Muhs, “Language Change and Personal Names in Early Ptolemaic Egypt,” in The Language of the Papyri (ed. Trevor V. Evans and Dirk D. Obbink; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 190.]  [27:  Marja Vierros, Bilingual Notaries in Hellenistic Egypt: A Study of Greek as a Second Language (Brussels: Comité Klassieke Studies, Subcomité Hellenisme, Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie van België voor Wetenschappen en Kunsten, 2012), 16.]  [28:  The language conforms to a date of the third century for the Pentateuch: see John A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (SBLSCS 14; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1983), 139–144; Trevor V. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch: Natural Greek Usage and Hebrew Interference (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 263–264.] 


Identifying the Translators
Given the lack of certainty held by contemporary scholars in later attestations of the Septuagint legend, internal evidence of the Septuagint is a surer guide to its purpose and origins. It is well-known that in the past the Greek was classified as Jewish Greek and seen as a distinctive dialect, negatively reflecting on the exclusive and segregated position of the Jews in ancient society.[footnoteRef:29] Over time it has been recognised that the language largely reflects the Greek of the time,[footnoteRef:30] and this is to be understood in two respects. First, it is the language of the post-classical period and therefore displays features not attested in Classical Greek. What at one time seemed to be features of second language speakers, are now viewed as typical of the contemporary Greek. This does not rule out interference from the Hebrew source text, but this interference derives from the process of translation rather than from the translators’ poor knowledge of Greek. Second, it largely reflects the vernacular from Egypt, a non-literary standard familiar from documentary papyri, which does not indicate a lack of education or a lower social class but reflects a choice in register.[footnoteRef:31] This lends support to the idea that the translators were indeed from Egypt. [29:  For discussion of this, see James K. Aitken, “The Language of Septuagint and Jewish Greek Identity,” in The Jewish-Greek Tradition in Antiquity and the Byzantine Empire (ed. J. K. Aitken and J. Carleton Paget; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 120–134.]  [30:  Fundamental for this is the work of G. Adolf Deissmann, Bible Studies: Contributions, Chiefly from Papyri and Inscriptions, to the History of the Language, the Literature, and the Religion of Hellenistic Judaism and Primitive Christianity (Edinburgh: T& T Clark, 1909); and Lee, Lexical Study.]  [31:  Cf. Aitken, “Language,” 129.] 

This recognition of the nature of post-classical Greek has not prevented some from portraying the language as an artificial construct for social conveyancing. The interference from Hebrew seen in the Greek has been interpreted as a self-conscious choice of the translators to maintain Jewish identity—a response to acculturation and a distancing from the Hellenistic society in which Jews found themselves.[footnoteRef:32] On such a view, while the Greek no longer represents a distinct dialect reflecting the isolation of Jews in the Graeco-Roman world, instead it is a distinct style of Greek that is intentionally constructed to express Jewish identity in defence of its environment. The arguments are predicated on a particular understanding both of the linguistic makeup of the Greek and on the social environment of the translators. As a result, this debate is at the heart of the enterprise in determining how the translation came about. To my mind, such theories are mistaken since they imply too much intentionality in the method of translation. Rather, the translation method is that used for other translations at the time—adhering closely to the source text, and manifesting lexical consistency or stereotyping, parataxis, transliteration, inference in syntax from the source, and rendering of idiom from the source language into Greek.[footnoteRef:33] Translation as an enterprise need not have been new when it was a necessary component of life in the Ptolemaic empire,[footnoteRef:34] but it may not have been theorized at this stage. [32:  Tessa Rajak, Translation and Survival: The Greek Bible of the Ancient Jewish Diaspora (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 153; Carsten Ziegert, “Kultur und Identität. Wörtliches Übersetzen in der Septuaginta,” Vetus Testamentum 67 (2017): 663–665; Carsten Ziegert, Diaspora als Wüstenzeit: Übersetzungswissenschaftliche und theologische Aspekte des griechischen Numeribuches (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015), 293–296.]  [33:  See Aitken, “Egyptian Translation.”]  [34:  Cf. Rajak, Translation, 138.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk533364922]Confirmation of this understanding can be seen in the Greek itself. There is plenty of evidence to suggest the LXX translators’ competence in Greek was on the level of native speakers,[footnoteRef:35] and this would support the idea that the translators had spent much time in Egypt, descended from Jews in Egypt or immigrants that had been present for many years, rather than newcomers with little knowledge of the language. In the Septuagint, the tendency, if occasional, to use prepositive enclitic pronouns against the word order of Hebrew (where the pronominal suffix comes after the noun or verb) would indicate this. While frequently adhering to the Hebrew word order (e.g., Gen 30:3 ἐπήκουσεν τῆς φωνῆς μου for שָׁמַ֣ע בְּקֹלִ֔י) they occasionally slipped, perhaps unconsciously, into natural Greek order (Gen 4:23, ἀκούσατέ μου τῆς φωνῆς).[footnoteRef:36] Their rendering of numerals also suggests this, where they reversed the order of numbers to conform to Greek usage (e.g., Gen 46:18, δέκα ἕξ for שׁשׁ עשׂרה).[footnoteRef:37] The use of Greek idiom is particularly notable, as in the example of Num 22:16: [35:  This case has been strongly made in a recently published book: John A. L. Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018).]  [36:  Discussed by Albert Wifstrand, “Die Stellung der enklitischen Personalpronomen bei den Septuaginta,” Årsberättelse, Kungl. Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet i Lund (1949–50): 44–70; Mark Janse, “Aspects of Bilingualism in the History of the Greek Language,” in Bilingualism in Ancient Society: Language Contact and the Written Text (ed. J. N. Adams, M. Janse and S. Swain; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 379–383.]  [37:  T. Muraoka, “Morphology of Compound Greek Numerals,” The Journal of Septuagint and Cognate Studies 51 (2018): 182–190. Muraoka describes the feature but does not address the importance of it for the translators’ competence.] 

אַל־נָ֥א תִמָּנַ֖ע מֵהֲלֹ֥ךְ אֵלָֽי
Do not let anything hinder you from coming to me
ἀξιῶ σε, μὴ ὀκνήσῃς ἐλθεῖν πρός με
Please do not delay from coming to me
The Hebrew precative particle נא is often omitted in translation by the Pentateuch translators or rendered by a discourse particle such as δή or οὖν. In this instance, however, it is the motivation for the idiomatic expression ἀξιῶ σε. The verbal phrase expresses a request in papyri (and therefore the wording of NETS “I beg you” is too strong): 
ἀναγκαίου δὲ ὄντος τοῦ̣ πρά̣γ̣ματος | ἀξιῶ σε προχρῆσαι ἡμῖν, ἵνα μὴ | γυμνοὶ ὄντες ἀσχημονῶμεν, | ἀλλὰ ἱματίσωμεν ἡμᾶς αὐτούς, | ἀργυρίου (δραχμὰς) ιδ (P.Cair.Zen. 3.59477.3–7; mid-3rd cent. BCE)
Since the matter is pressing, please lend to us 14 drachmae so that we do not behave indecently by being naked but might clothe ourselves
This expression for a request seems to be more frequent in papyri than literature earlier and may be said to be a term used by documentary scribes. Such examples of “chancery Greek” indeed take us further in the quest, since they suggest that the translators learnt their Greek in similar circles to the scribes of Greek documents from Egypt. The preference in the Genesis translator, for example, for rendering of the Hebrew ועתה by the Greek pairing νῦν οὖν is one such example.[footnoteRef:38] Thus, from the third-century BCE Zenon archive, in a request to Zenon from gardeners (P.Cair.Zen. 5.59838, ll. 5–6; reprinted from PSI 6.586), the gardeners plead: [38:  See, for full explanation, Aitken, “Language,” 127–128.] 

νῦν οὖν ἐπίσκεψαι | περὶ ἡμῶ̣ν ὅπως ἂν κ[ -  - ] ἀνεγκλήτως ἔργα. 
Now therefore take care of us, so that we can [complete] our work without complaint.
The expression νῦν οὖν appears to be a natural Greek idiom found particularly in documentary sources, its popularity indicating that it was part of the curriculum in the scribal schools of Egypt. The contrast to νῦν γάρ is informative. The latter is only attested twice in the Septuagint (Gen 22:12; Exod 9:15) and only once in papyri before the first century CE, and yet it is frequent in classical literature (and hence is typical of literary rather than documentary Greek). This shows a preference among the translators for a chancery form over a literary one.
Even the inconsistent use of particles in the Septuagint can be explained by such a context. The standard Hebrew connector vav accounts for the frequent parataxis by καί, but does not give warrant for the occasional departure in method by the introduction of different connectors such as οὖν (e.g., Gen 6:14), γάρ (Gen 27:26), μέν (Gen 43:14) or more frequently δέ (Gen 2:10). However, the introduction of occasional connectors at a time when some were beginning to disappear from the language is a mark of an educated scribe, realising he has omitted the particle but sensitive enough to add it to his draft. We thus see documentary scribes adding a particle on occasion to improve the sound of his letter.[footnoteRef:39] One Zoilos, for example, draws emphasis in the conclusion of his long letter (P.Cair.Zen.1.59034, 257 BCE) by correcting his abrupt and direct μὴ καταπλαγῆις “Don’t be surprised” (line 21) with the addition above the line of σὺ οὖν. Since this is the key moment where he is asking the recipient for financial assistance, he wishes to be as elegant as possible here. In another instance (P.Cair.Zen. 1.59044, 257 BCE), a certain Amyntas was probably pleased with his use of μέν (line 29) but then forgot to include the corresponding δέ owing to its infrequency in use (cf. Gen 43:14). He quickly added it above the line afterwards.[footnoteRef:40] Such editorial corrections might explain the intermittent use of elegant particles in the Septuagint. The scribes were educated to use them appropriately, which they did inconsistently, but with enough knowledge to add them to their drafts when need dictated. In this manner the translators reveal their level of education, sufficient for the purpose. [39:  On the linguistic importance of these additions for the history of the language, see Willy Clarysse, “The Zenon Papyri, Thirty Years on,” in 100 Anni di istituzioni fiorentine per la papirologia. Atti del Convegno internazionale di Studi (ed. G. Bastianini and A. Casanova; Firenze: Istituto Papirologico “G. Vitelli”, 2009), 42–43; and Trevor V. Evans, “Standard Koine Greek in Third Century BC Papyri,” in Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth International Congress of Papyrology, Ann Arbor, July 29–August 4, 2007 (ed. T. Gagos; Ann Arbor, MI: Scholarly Publishing Office, University of Michigan, 2010), 197–205.]  [40:  Example taken from Evans, “Standard Koine,” 202–203.] 

	The observation on chancery style brings us back to the question of internal evidence for the social location of the translators. As already noted, the translation technique reflects that of translators of Egyptian Demotic. The translators seem to have been trained in similar methods and they draw on similar items of vocabulary as a result. The vocabulary of the translations from Demotic is standard post-classical Greek of the time, containing the typical specialized vocabulary of administration. This is no surprise for legal material, but it is significant that it reflects the everyday vocabulary we also find in the Septuagint. Indeed, comparison of the vocabulary of the Septuagint to papyri has usually been invoked to prove the point that biblical Greek is the standard language of the day. Less often has it been observed that the vocabulary represents the social world of the translators as well. Both Egyptian scribes and Septuagint translators used the new vocabulary of the day, such as κόνδυ “cup” or the Egyptian loan-word θῖβις “box,” both applied words in new post-classical senses such as σῶμα for “slave” and παράδεισος for “orchard,” and both used terminology from the administrative world of their time including τοπάρχης “governor of a district” and ἐργοδιώκτης “foreman.”[footnoteRef:41] They were inscribing their texts into the world of Egypt. A notable example is the rendering of the word doctor. P.Choach.Survey 17 is a Greek translation of a Demotic contract in which the Demotic pɜ swnw “doctor” is rendered by the Greek ταριχευτής “embalmer” (l. 7=23). Other passages indicate that the role of doctor included that of “embalmer” owing to their medical knowledge. This would imply that this translation is an appropriate equivalent.[footnoteRef:42] It also strikes a note for those familiar with Septuagint Genesis, where there are two occurrences of ἐνταφιαστής (Gen 50:2) denoting someone trained for preparing a body for burial or embalming, a near synonym of ταριχευτής.[footnoteRef:43] In the passage it too is a translation of the Hebrew word for “doctor” (participle רפא) but it is clear that the individuals are responsible for handling Jacob’s dead body. The Septuagint translators clearly have the same understanding as their Egyptian neighbors when translating this profession.[footnoteRef:44]  [41:  For many of these terms, see Lee, Lexical Study.]  [42:  Pieter W. Pestman, The Archive of the Theban Choachytes (Second Century B.C.): A Survey of the Demotic and Greek Papyri Contained in the Archive (Leuven: Peeters, 1993), 30 n. b.]  [43:  For full discussion of the Septuagint term, see Aitken, “Context,” 193–195.]  [44:  It has also been suggested the translator was aiming to introduce a word more suitable to the Egyptian context: see Marguerite Harl, La Bible d’Alexandrie, 1. La Genèse (Paris: Cerf, 1986), 315.] 

	The similarities observed between the Septuagint translators and documentary scribes in Egypt, both those writing documents and those translating Demotic legal texts, suggest we would most likely find our translators among the class of scribes serving the Ptolemaic administration.[footnoteRef:45] This would fit well with what we know of the extensive bureaucracy in the kingdom and the need for a skilled Greek literate workforce. It coheres with earlier attempts to place the translators within their Egyptian setting but no longer restricts them to the position of mercenaries. In an area such as the Fayum, where as we have already mentioned there were many Jews and many classed as Hellēnes in the village of Trikomia, there would have been people with a high competence in Greek, although it remains a puzzle as to why the majority of the village seem to have been so classed. Notably, these Hellēnes would not have been soldiers since the soldiers bore their own ethno-military designations,[footnoteRef:46] and therefore the suggestion of the translators being soldiers is unlikely. Intriguingly, in this very area it is possible that some of these Greek scribes still spoke Aramaic or Hebrew, owing to phonological features in their spelling of names.[footnoteRef:47] They may have been resettled from elsewhere in Egypt or came from Judea and continued to speak their mother tongue.[footnoteRef:48] In such an environment Aramaic influence on the written Greek of the Septuagint is conceivable. In the papyri from the village of Trikomia, we find alongside Jewish names those of Thracians, Greeks and Egyptians, even an Isis priest (P.Count 26, l. 73). Daily social interaction between these groups was inevitable, and the names suggest there is strong evidence of intermarriage in Trikomia.[footnoteRef:49] It all points to not only Jews being educated in Greek, but Egyptians and other newcomers to Egypt as well. They are both living together and learning the same skills for social preferment. [45:  Sylvie Honigman, “The Library and the Septuagint: Between Representations and Reality,” in The Library of Alexandria: A Cultural Crossroads of the Ancient World: Proceedings of the Second Polis Institute Interdisciplinary Conference (ed. Christophe Rico and Anca Dan; Jerusalem: Polis Institute Press, 2017), 52, notes that the royal administrative offices are the most likely place for Jews to meet other scribes, and the very place where Demotic translations into Greek were made.]  [46:  See Clarysse and Thompson, Counting.]  [47:  Honigman, “Abraham,” 294: for example, the second omicron in the name Ἰουοδεῖτις might represent the Semitic aspirate h of Yehudit.]  [48:  Cf. Dorothy J. Thompson, Memphis under the Ptolemies (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 1988), 82-105, who suggests Arameans in the Zenon papyri may have resettled from Persian period communities elsewhere in Egypt.]  [49:  I am grateful to Sylvie Hongiman for sharing an unpublished paper with me: “The Ioudaioi in Ptolemaic Egypt: Geographical Origins, Identity, and Status.”] 

The proposal to locate our translators among the scribal class in Egypt, most likely of the Fayum, builds upon the detailed evidence of the translations themselves and comparison to the evidence of literacy across Egypt. It is further supported by the documentation of the daily interaction in the Fayum. It explains why Jews would have known Greek to a literate and not merely a spoken level, and it could also account for how they were able to fund the translation. Their primary income came from working within the administration and therefore the sponsorship of the translation would not have been onerous. It is possible too that they became familiar with the Hebrew through translating it and discussing it in Greek in a schoolroom setting, perhaps in a local proseuche. This would have made the translation task easier as equivalents had already been chosen for many key terms and important passages.
It might be objected that such documentary scribes would not seem appropriate as translators of important literature. However, the register of Greek is not in contradiction to the purpose. While the register is closer to the vernacular, it is still an educated level of Greek even if the clause structure is limited by the translation technique.[footnoteRef:50] Documentary scribes were individuals who varied in ability and ambition. For example, we may point to a well-written papyrus, such as Zoilos’ long plea (P.Cair.Zen.1.59034, 257 BCE) with its sub-clauses and choice vocabulary, and contrast it to Onnophris’ somewhat heated account of his attempt to save some kittens (P.Köln 15.594, 202/178 BCE), with its repetitive παραγίνομαι (lines 4, 5, 6, and 7) and awkward clause structure. Furthermore, education can be seen beyond the level of register. In the Septuagint we have traces of literary vocabulary (Gen 49:26, θινῶν ἀενάων; Deut 32:2, ὄμβρος) and numerous rhetorical features (such as the coordination of παρα- preverbs in Deut 32:21) which suggest the translators were writing with care and a concern to present an elegant text, but without composing high literature of the day.[footnoteRef:51] Even this does not undermine the portrayal of them as trained scribes in the administration. For similar techniques are practiced by scribes (and translators of Demotic) who used rhetorical ornamentation or even a Homeric word, just to prove that they have been educated and that their money has been well spent.[footnoteRef:52] The genre and purposes of the document govern the register and not necessarily their ability. It is possible, for example, that the one who artfully composed two poems in commemoration of Zenon’s dog who died saving him from a wild boar (Sel.Pap. III 109–110) also wrote documentary letters, since in one short letter he twice breaks out into iambic verse (P.Mich 1.77).[footnoteRef:53] The Septuagint translators might have been able to write at a higher level than they did, but the evidence of the translation does not permit us to say so. It does indicate, however, that they were not aiming to write high literature and that the Septuagint was not for them the Jewish equivalent of Homer.  [50:  Joosten poses too extreme an opposition on the Greek, calling the Septuagint “Greek of the street and the marketplace” in contrast to the Greek of the gymnasium. It is also to be doubted that they wrote Greek “more or less the way they spoke it” (Joosten, “Language as Symptom,” 71).]  [51:  These issues are discussed further in Aitken, “Language,” 128–131.]  [52:  See James K. Aitken, “The Significance of Rhetoric in the Greek Pentateuch,” in On Stone and Scroll (ed. J. K. Aitken, K. J. Dell, and B. A. Mastin; BZAW 420; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 516–519.]  [53:  Willy Clarysse, “Literary Papyri in Documentary ‘Archives,’” in Egypt and the Hellenistic World: Proceedings of the International Colloquium, Leuven 24-26 May 1982 (ed. E. Van’t Dack et al.; Leuven: Studia Hellenistica, 1983), 45.] 


Why the Pentateuch?
The integration of Jewish translators in the society presents a conundrum. If the translators are working alongside (and in some cases marrying) their Egyptian peers and if they write Greek as well as any in Egypt, why would they translate the Pentateuch when it is a document associated with Judea? From this reconstruction they do not need a strong identity marker that might have been served by a translation.[footnoteRef:54] An answer might lie within the role of literature in Egyptian Greek society, although no one explanation is ever going to be sufficient. Some would point to competing native histories such as Manetho in Egypt and Berossos in the Seleucid Empire as positive examples of subject groups explaining their national stories.[footnoteRef:55] It is possible that the Septuagint began not as a translation of law (νόμος) but as a history (διήγησις) and may have been viewed as such by some early Jewish writers. Aristobulus implies that at some point before the complete translation of the law, others had already translated accounts of events (τά…κατά), including the exodus, about their fellow countrymen, conquering of the land, and so on.[footnoteRef:56] As a statement of Jewish heritage it would have had a role for Jews in Egypt. Aristobulus, however, also understands the Septuagint as a ἱερός λόγος and the cultic status of the text may be important too. The role of the proseuchai in Egypt has already been noted, and since it was the priests in temples of Egypt who preserved and copied literature, while also serving in the administration, perhaps cultic personnel in the Jewish proseuchai preserved scrolls and undertook a translation. Therefore, older theories such as a liturgical setting or a school-house setting for the translation are not contradicted by the evidence, but the type and roles of the people behind the translation are illuminated. [54:  See Stewart Moore, Jewish Ethnic Identity and Relations in Hellenistic Egypt. With Walls of Iron? (JSJSup 171; Leiden: Brill, 2015).]  [55:  Cf. Fernández Marcos, “The Greek Pentateuch,” 86–87, who emphasizes the cultural competition between indigenous groups.]  [56:  Carl R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, Vol. 3: Aristobulus (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1995), frag. 3.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk533368985]A less forthright option might also be proposed. The issue of bilingualism and the use of Greek by Demotic-speaking Egyptians has been highlighted above. Its significance, however, goes beyond demonstrating the opportunities afforded to learn Greek. For, Egyptians were participating in this world even while still speaking Demotic. Therefore, the loss of Hebrew by Jews is only part of the story when the cultural value of Greek is also of significance. Greek literature seems to have been widely dispersed in Egypt in private collections and in gymnasia.[footnoteRef:57] Much of it would have been available in Greek areas, most notably in the Fayum, where it would have been used by Greeks. Nevertheless, the existence of bilingual archives held by Egyptian priestly families shows that Egyptians had access to Greek texts too.[footnoteRef:58] An example from a later period is a translated tax receipt from Karanis, in which the author uses a rare Greek word for “mouse catcher,” otherwise only found in Callimachus’ Aitia. Therefore he not only could read Callimachus (a copy is found in the same archive) but he could also read Egyptian.[footnoteRef:59] More significant is the power that Greek seems to have held even over Egyptians who in time came to compose literary texts in Greek,[footnoteRef:60] and even translate into Greek works that could only have been of interest to Egyptians. Much of the evidence is Roman but might derive from earlier Hellenistic versions. The Myth of the Sun’s Eye is known in Demotic and some Roman-period Greek versions, while The Potter’s Oracle is now extant only in Greek, also second to third centuries CE.[footnoteRef:61] An early Roman papyrus bears on the recto the praise of Isis (P.Oxy. 1380), and on the verso the aretalogy of Asclepius–Imouthes (P.Oxy. 1381). Our earliest extant evidence, however, is closer to our time period in the form of the Egyptian work the Dream of Nectanebo, which is found in its Demotic form among the Carlsberg papyri (P.Carlsberg 562) and a Greek version (UPZ 81) that has been dated to the first half of the second century BCE. It was found in the famous archive of the katochoi (“recluses”) of the Sarapieion in Memphis, and while the authorship is disputed, it was probably a Greek translation produced by the Greek Apollonios with the assistance of the Egyptian katochoi. It demonstrates early on how Egyptian literature was being translated into Greek and how for Egyptians it was important to have their works in Greek, even when The Dream of Nectanebo and The Potter’s Oracle are themselves critical of Greek rule. In this literary environment writing was a natural activity and the flourishing of Greek led to a flourishing of Greek writings. The Septuagint translators were participating in that world of Greek, positivist in their making of a translation, and partaking of a shared ethos. As a result social, linguistic, and cultural explanations all combine to account for the production of this first Jewish translation. [57:  Peter van Minnen, “Boorish or Bookish? Literature in Egyptian Villages in the Fayum in the Greco-Roman Period,” Journal of Juristic Papyrology 27 (1998): 99–184.]  [58:  For an overview, see Katelijn Vandorpe, “Archives and Dossiers,” in The Oxford Handbook of Papyrology (ed. Roger S. Bagnall; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 216–255. ]  [59:  Herbert C. Youtie, “Callimachus in the Tax Rolls,” in Proceedings of the Twelfth International Congress of Papyrology (ed. Deborah H. Samuel; American studies in papyrology 7; Toronto: Hakkert, 1970), 550–551.]  [60:  From the first century is the fragment of what appears to be a hymn to Thoth-Hermes, P.Oxy 31.2552. For the reconsideration of the Egyptian roots of Greek literature in Egypt, see Garth Fowden, The Egyptian Hermes: A Historical Approach to the Late Pagan Mind (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986).]  [61:  See Joachim Quack, “Translating the Realities of Cult: The Case of the Book of the Temple,” in Greco-Egyptian Interactions: Literature, Translation, and Culture, 500 BC–AD 300 (ed. Ian Rutherford; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 267–286.
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