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IX.—An Oath of Hannibal

ELIAS J. BICKERMAN

NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH AND ECOLE LIBRE DES HAUTES ETUDES

Polybius (7.9) quotes the oath of Hannibal confirming his alliance with
Philip V of Macedon. A philological examination shows that this text is an
official translation from Punic.

Among other excerpts from Polybius’ Histories, the Codex
Urbinas 112, now in the Vatican, has preserved a fragment of
Book vir giving the terms of the oath taken by Hannibal in 215 B.C.
to confirm his alliance with Philip V of Macedon. This exceptional
document has not received the attention it merits. As a matter of
fact, since J. G. Schweighaeuser’s annotations in his edition of
Polybius (vol. 6) were published in 1792, the Oath has never been
examined throughout, but only quoted here and there. Conse-
quently, neither its diplomatic formulation nor its religious char-
acter has been recognized. I hope to deal with these aspects in a
forthcoming paper, but in order to give a historical interpretation
of a record, we must first complete its philological examination.
Such is the purpose of the present article.! The passage runs as
follows:?

1T am deeply indebted to Professors G. L. Della Vida, H. L. Ginsberg, and Ralph
Marcus for most helpful criticisms in Semitic matters of a draft of this paper. But
the author is alone responsible for the views stated here.

The following abbreviations are used in addition to the familiar ones: Cooke = G.
A. Cooke, A Text-Book of North-Semitic Inscriptions (Oxford, 1903); Helbing = R.
Helbing, Die Kasussyntax der Verba bei den Sepiuaginta (Goettingen, 1928); Johannes-
sohn = M. Johannessohn, Der Gebrauch der Pripositionen in der Septuaginta (NGG
Beiheft, 1925) = Mitteil. des Septuaginia Unternehmens 3 (Berlin, 1926); Kaelker = F.
Kaelker, De elocutione Polybiana (Leipziger Studien zur class. Philol. 4 [Leipzig, 1880)]);
Krebs = F. Krebs, Die Pripositionen bei Polybius (Beitrige zur histor. Grammatik der
Griech. Sprache 1 [Wiirzburg, 1882]); Mayser = E. Mayser, Grammatik der griech.
Papyri (Leipzig-Berlin, 1926-1938); Michel = Ch. Michel, Recueil d'inscript. grecques
(Bruxelles, 1900); Swete = H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek
(Cambridge, 1914); Thackeray = H. St. J. Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament
in Greek (Cambridge, 1909); Welles = C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence in the
Hellenistic Period (New Haven, 1934). For brevity’s sake no reference is given as to
grammatical and lexical facts fixed in current grammars and lexicons. Phoenician
material cited here is taken, so far as no reference is given, from the admirable book of
Z. S. Harris, A Grammar of the Phoenician Language (American Oriental Series, 8,
[New Haven, 1936]).

2] reproduce the text of the second edition of F. Hultsch, 2 (Berlin, 1892), but
reestablish wherever advisable the readings of the Cod. Urbinas.
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“Qpkos v &éero 'AvviBas 6 oTparyyods, * * * Maywvos,
Mouipkavos Bapubrapos, kal wavres yepovoraoTal Kapxn-
Soviwy ol uer’ adrod kai wvres Kapxnddvior orparevd-
uevor uer’ abrod, mpds Eevopdrn Kheoudxov 'Abnvaior,
wpeaBevtiy v améoTehe wpos Huas Pikrmwos 6 Baocihels,
Anuntpiov, vmép alrob kali Makedovwy kal 7@V cuupa-
xwv, evavtiov Aws kal “Hpas kal 'AméA\wvos, évavriov
daiuovos Kapxndoviwy kal ‘Hpakéous kal 'Toldov, évav-
Tiov "Apews Tpirwvos Ilogeddvos, évavriov Oedv TdV
gvaTpaTevouévwy Kal HAlov kal oceNqynys kal yis, évavtiov
roTaudv kal Atuévwy kal Véatwy, évavtiov wavtwy Oedv
doov katexovar Kapxndova, évavriov Oedv mwavrwy Soou
Makedoviav kal v &AA\pv ‘EAN&da katéxovaw, évavriov
fedv wavTwy TAY KaTa oTparelav, BooL Tivés EpeaTNKATLY
¢l Tobde Tob Sprov. 'AwviBas 6 oTparnyds elmev, Kal
wévres Kapxnboviwy yepovarastal ol uer’ abrod, kal wav-
res Kapxndovior arpatevduevor uer’ adrod, & av Ookf
UMty kal fuiv, Tov Spkov TobTov BécBar mepl ¢ihias kal
ebvolas kalfs, Ppilous kal olkelovs kal ddehpols, &b’ &
7' elvar owlouévous Vmo Bacihéws Puhirmov kal Maxe-
Sévwy kal Vmo TGy dNAwy ‘EANdpwv, Soor elolv abrdv
obupaxoe, kupiovs Kapxndoviovs kal "AwiBav Tov orpa-
TYov Kal ToUs uer’ abrod kal ToUs Kapxndoviwy vmréap-
xous, ooL Tols abrols vouois xpdvrat, kal 'Irvkalovs, kal
doar moNes kal €fvn, Kapxnboviwy vmikoa, kal ToUs
gTpaTiwTas Kal ToUs ouuudxous, kal mwaoas WONes Kal
vy mwpos ds o Uy § Te phia TOv & 'Iraliag kal
Ke\rig kai & 7§ Avyverivy, kal wpds oborwas Hutv &v
yémTar dpulla kal cvupaxia & TabTy TH Xpa. €oTar Oé
kal ®iNurmos 6 Bacihels kal Makedoves kal TV @AWY
‘EXMpwy of oluppaxor ocwiouevor kal duharréuevor Uro
Kapxnboviwy 1év cvaTparevouévwy kal bmd 'Irvkalwy, kal
Umd wacdv wokewv kal €vdv Soga éoTi Kapxmdovios
bmrhroa, Kal cuuudxwy kal oTparTwTdv, Kal Umd wav-
Twy iy kal moNewv doa EoTly & 'ITalia kal Kehrig
kal Avyverivy, kal Umo 7&v dNAwv Sgov dv YévwrTaL
gbupaxol & Tois kar’ 'Irakiav Témois Tobrots. ok émi-
BovAeboouer &ANHAOLs, 000€ Aoxw Xpnaduefa ér’ aANfhos:
pera whons 0é wpofuuias kal ebvolas dvev d6Nov kal
émiBovlijs éoduefa moléutor Tols mwpds Kapxndoviovs mo-
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Aeuobor, xwpls Baciléwy kal ToNewy kal Ayuévwy mpos
9 obs Hulv elow Opkor kal puhiar. Eobuefa 6é kal nNuels
moéutor Tols moheuovar wpos Bacihéa Pilirmov, xwpls
Bagi\éwy kal TONewy kai Evdy mpos obs Nulyv elow dpkoL
10 kal ¢\iat. Eoeafe 6é rkal fulv wpds T6v mONeuov, Os
torw Huty wpos ‘Pwualovs, éws av Hulv kal duiv ol feol
11 8680 T ebquepiav. Lonbhoere §¢ Hulv, ds av xpela
12 kal &s dv ouupwriowuer. momadvTwy 6¢ TV fedw
YUty uév kal Huly kara Tov woewov T wpos 'Pwpaiovs kai
Tovs ouuudxovs alr@v, dv afida. ‘Pwpaior cuvrifecfar
wepl Puhias, owdnoouela, dor’ elvar wpos UVuds THY
13 admiy duliav, &’ @ Te uy éfetvar adrols dpachar wpos
Vuds undémore wohewov, und elvar ‘Pwualovs kuvplous
Kepkvpaiwy und’ 'AmoMwviatdv kai 'Emdauviov undé
Dbpov undé Awwdhys xal Hapbewdy und’ ’Arwravias.
14  amoddoovor §é kal Anuntpiw 76 Papiw Tols oikeious
15 wéwvras, ol edow & 73 kowd TAv ‘Pwpaiwv. &w 8é
alpwvrar ‘Pwualor mpos buds mwoNeuov § wpos nuds, Bon-
Onoouer aANGAois els TOv mwoOAeuov, kabws av ékartépots
16 7 xpela. Ouoiws 8¢ kal éav Tives dANot, Xxwpls Bacthéwy
kal TONewv kal évdv wpos d Hulv elow Bprol kal phiat.
17 & 8¢ dokfi Huty apelely § wpoolelvar mpds Tévde TOV
dprov, adeloluev 7 mpoaliygouer s &v Huiv Ook{ du-
doTépos.

I

A glance at the Greek text will convince the reader that the
Oath is neither Polybius’ own composition nor a literary adapta-
tion of the original document. There are a dozen instances of
harsh hiatus in the passage, beginning with &ero 'AwiBas (1) and
ending with dox§j auporépors (17). Such cacophony was distasteful
to Polybius and painstakingly avoided by every literary writer of
his age,® as well as by Sosylus, Hannibal’s teacher of Greek.* But
busy officials, who lacked the time to polish bureaucratic prose, did
not much care whether or not vowels were thus juxtaposed. Ac-
cordingly, official records of the Hellenistic Age show, like Han-

3 For Polybius’ usage cf. Kaelker, 236; Polybius ed. Biittner-Wobst, 4 (Leipzig,
1904), p. Ixxv. For the usage of a Semite writing in literary Greek cf. H. G.
Meecham, The Letter of Aristeas (Manchester, 1935) 162.

4 FGrH 2, no. 176; U. Wilcken, H 41 (1906) 103.
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nibal’s Oath, many such cacophonous combinations.® As often,
Polybius has reproduced the document verbatim,® and thus the
Codex Urbinas has preserved a unique document, a Greek record
written by Hannibal’s chancellery.

The Oath had been sworn in a Punic camp. Before his own
gods, invoked as witnesses, the Carthaginian chief pronounced
formulas of conditions and obligations. Necessarily’ he spoke in
Punic, inasmuch as the gods of Carthage were not supposed to
understand Greek.” It therefore appears that the text of the Oath
quoted by Polybius is simply a Greek version of the original text:
Starting from this premise, let us examine the document.?

Taken individually, each word, and almost each construction
of the Oath, is idiomatic Greek. The vocabulary is classical. Of
the sixty-three words in the Oath (thirty-seven nouns and adjec-
tives, twenty-six verbs), only two are not found in Attic prose,®
a political term 1 and a poetical word.'! Two other words are
used with new, Hellenistic connotations.’? On the other hand, the
vocabulary of the Oath belongs® to the general idiom of con-

5 Welles, p. 1; Mayser 2.3 s.v. Hiatus; W. Croenert, in Raccolta G. Lumbroso
(Milano, 1925) 450; W. Lademann, De titulis Atticis (Diss. Basel, 1935) 44.

6 Cf. Krebs, 31; Biittner-Wobst, op. cit. (see note 3) 4, p. xxiv. A. Schulte, De
ratione . . . inter Polybium et tabulas publicas (Diss. Halle, 1909) 19.

7 For the service of a Greek divinity (Demeter) in Carthage, there were Greek
priestesses: Diod. 14.77 4.

8 The bibliography of the subject is compiled by M. Holleaux, CAH 8.745. See
also W. F. Walbank, Philip V (Cambridge, 1940) 70.

9 In the LXX there are three to four words per page not to be found in Attic prose.
Cf. Swete 295.

10 yepovoraorai (1). The substantive is derivated from the verb <yepovoid{w,
attested only in later Roman time (IG 12.8.389 [Thasos]). Cf., for derivation,
Mayser 1.3.74; P. Chantraine, La Formation des noms en Grec ancien (Paris, 1933) 316.
The substantive again appears as the title of members of the municipal college of
elders, from the first century A.p. onwards. Cf. Jos. AJ 4.224; Is. Lévy REG 8 (1895)
133. Numerous examples in J. H. Oliver, The Sacred Gerousia (Hesp., Suppl. 11, 1941)
178 s.v.

11 \éxos (8). The noun is poetic, but the verb is used in Hellenistic prose (Plb.
3.40.6; LxX, Gen. 33.13, etc.). Hellenistic chancelleries often used words which
occurred before the Koine only in the poets. Cf. Welles, p. xcii and for Polybius
cf. M. A. Kreling, De usu poeticorum verborum (Diss. Utrecht, 1886).

12 edmuepia (10). The noun is found in Xen. Hell. 2.4.2 and thereafter, but in the
meaning of “‘victory” it has its earliest appearance in the Oath. The same meaning
occurs in Sosylus, fr. 1 (see above, note 4). Hellenistic, too, is the use of the verb
4kbw (12), to mean ‘‘make request.” Cf. Welles, s.v.

13 See notes 9 and 10. The word 86Mos is employed in the forensic sense by Plato,
etc., and then by the LXX, but it is absent from the Apocrypha which were composed
in Greek, as well as from the papyri and, apparently, from Hellenistic inscriptions.
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temporary chancelleries.’* The author of the document attempted
to compose a piece in good bureaucratic style.’® Accordingly, the
accidence conforms to classical rules.!

The syntax, for a translation from Semitic idiom, is, on the
whole, good. The author handles easily the complicated system
of Greek cases, prepositions, voices, moods and tenses.!” He deals
skillfully with such difficult matters as, e.g., the genitive absolute 18
or the subjunctive,!® which have no place in Phoenician. He avoids
such crude Semitisms as mark the translation Greek of the Septua-
gint—e.g., an imitation of the infinitive construction—2° although
at some points, as will be seen further on, he slavishly follows the
original.

It reappears in legal Greek as a translation of Latin dolus, about 100 B.c. (SEG 3.378).
"EmiBovM) now occurs in an Athenian decree of 196 B.c. (B. D. Meritt, Hesp. 5 [1936]
422).

14 According to Welles, p. xcvii, in royal letters of the third century B.c. one fifth
of the vocabulary belongs to the Koine. On the other hand, vocabulary of private
letters by cultivated writers remained almost Attic in Hannibal’s time. Cf. S. Wit-
kowski, Aeg. 13 (1933) 539.

15 We may note that only one verb (svsrparelopar) and two nouns (yepovoiacrali,
Noéxos) used in the Oath are not represented in the LXX, but other political terms are
absent from the translated books and appear only in the Apocrypha. Such are:
etmuepla, ebvora, émBouNy, wpeoBevtis, oTpaTidrat, asbupaxot, cvuuaxia, Vmrapyot.

16 The only Hellenistic feature of the morphology is the future agelotuer (17)
from a&¢aipéw (classical: apaipoduer). The oldest instance quoted in lexicons comes
from the Attic dramatist, Timostrates, about 190 B.c. (cf. A. Korte, RE. s.2.). But
the form already appears in the LxXx Pentateuch (Num. 15.14, etc.).

17 It is noteworthy that the articular infinitive which is a common feature of the
Koine does not occur in the Oath. The following prepositions occur in the passage:
dvev (Gen.), eis (Acc.), & (Dat.), &avriov (Gen.), émi (Gen. Dat.), katé (Acc.), ueré
(Gen.), mepi (Gen.), wpés (Acc.), imép (Gen.), Imé (Gen.), xwpis (Gen.). Ilpés occurs
ten times in a total of twenty-seven instances of the use of prepositions.

18 Genitive absolute momaarrwy 8¢ 7@y O¢dv (12). In the LXX the construction is
often used to express the Hebrew circumstantial clause. See J. Sterenberg, The Use of
Conditional Sentences in the Alexandrian Version of the Pentateuch (Diss. Munich, 1908) 4.

19 Present subjunctive with éar and future indicative in apodosis (12, 15, 16, 17);
aorist subjunctive to denote a prospective action (10); pres. subj. in relative conditional
clauses (4, 6, 7, 15); and aor. subj. (11 bis) when the action precedes that of the apodosis.
For Polybius’ use cf. S. Brief, Die Conjunctionen bei Polybius (Progr. Wien, 1893).
In the LxX the subjunctive in conditional sentences represents almost invariably the
Hebrew imperfect (Sterenberg, loc. cit. 15), but the distinction between the present
and aorist in Greek is blurred by the Alexandrian translators. See Sterenberg 51.
Cf. K. Huber, Untersuch. iiber . . . griech. Leviticus (Diss. Basel, 1916) 75. The
reading of the Cod. Urb.: 8 &» doket (4) is corrected by Reiske (4 &v dokfi). As a matter
of fact, & with present indicative does not yet occur in the Hellenistic period. Cf. J. H.
Moulton, Grammar of New Testament Greek 1 (Edinburgh, 1906) 186, note 1.

20 Cf. Thackeray 47.
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To render a Punic text in Greek, the translator had to abandon
many syntactic constructions of the original. Thus he separates
elements which are inseparable in Phoenician—an article from its
noun, and a noun in the construct state from its following genitive.?!

But in many instances he was helped by the fact that many
Greek constructions happen to coincide with Punic idiom, e.g., the
use (but not the absence) of the article,? or the singular verb placed
before a compound subject. Also, when Hannibal takes his oath
“in the presence of all the gods campaigning with him’ 2 he utters
a Phoenician formula, but exactly in the same manner the Greeks
made solemn statements ‘‘in the presence of,” that is, facing,
divine images of their own gods.?»

Furthermore, since Hellenistic syntax moved toward an analytic
expression of thought, it sometimes resembled Semitic in construc-
tion. Such phenomena in the Oath as the periphrastic use of the

21 E.g.: Tots wpds Kapxndoviovs moleuobot (8).

22 As the nature and use of the Phoenician article are doubtful (cf. C. C. Torrey,
JAOS 45[1925] 75; H. L. Ginsberg, JBL 56 [1937] 141), I give here a classified list of
the instances in the Oath. (a) With predicate substantive after a proper noun, as
'AwviBas 6 aTparnyés (1,4, 5, 7). The usage is Greek as well as Punic (e.g., Cooke, 42.2).
(b) With abstract nouns, as % ¢thia (6, 12). For Punic cf. Plaut. Poen. 937; ‘““the friend-
ship” (aelichot). (c) With delimited concepts as wpds Tov wdAeuor 6s (10, 12, 15). For
Punic cf. Cooke 33.4: “‘the men who.” (d) With classes of persons, like ol giuuaxot
(2,5,7,10, 11, 12). For Punic, e.g., ‘‘the scribes’” (J.-B. Chabot, JA, series 11, vol. 10
[1917] 54). Bothlanguages omit the article with the undefined noun, as évavriov warrwy
fecov booe (2, 3). For Greek cf., e.g., Michel 1316.2; 1317.6, etc. For Punic cf. Plaut.
Poen. 930. (e) With the demonstrative, as Tobde o0 dprov (3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 12, 17). For
Punic cf. Cooke 27.3; Plaut. Poen. 944. In Corp. Inscr. Semitic. 1.89, “‘this statue’ is
rendered in Cyprian by 7év & <v >dpta <v >7a 76<v>8e. (f) The article with a parti-
ciple to designate a class, as ol orparevéuevo (2, 7, 8, 9, etc.). For Punic, cf., e.g., “‘the
builders” (ptcp.), cf. Cooke, 52; J. B. Chabot, JA, series 11, vol. 11 (1918) 264g with
prepositional clauses as ol uer’ abdrov (1, 3,4, 5, 6, 7). These serve to render various
Semitic constructions. Cf. Johannessohn, 366.

23 See instances in 1, 2, 4, 6. For the rule of collocation in Greek cf. H. Meltzer,
JAW 159 (1912) 282. For Punic cf. Clermont-Ganneau, Recueil d’archéol. orient. 6
(Paris, 1912) 34.

238 For the Phoenician formula see two newly discovered texts; an inscription from
Lapethos (Cyprus) (A. M. Honeyman, Le Muséon 51 [1938] 290): “‘in the presence
('t pen) of my lord Melkart,” and a new fragment of Yehawmlik’s inscription (Cooke 3)
(M. Dunand, Bullet. du Musée de Beyrouth 5 [1939] 74): “‘in the presence ('t pen) of all
(the) gods of Byblos.” For the use of évavriov in the forensic sense in Greek cf. A. C.
Johnson, The Style of Isaeus (Diss. Johns Hopkins, 1909) 6; Mayser 2.2.529. Cf.,
e.g., SIG 1208: dplert . . . &vavria 7¢ 'Aokham®. The formula 'l pen seems to have
in Phoenician the meaning ‘‘to.”” See N. Aimé-Giron, Bullet. de I'Inst. Fran¢. d’ Archéol.
Orient. 38 (1939) 12.
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participle,? repetition of prepositions with every noun in the sen-
tence,? or reversion to the direct discourse from the indirect,? may
come as easily from the Punic substratum as from Hellenistic usage.
Likewise, when the Oath presents inconsistency in the use of the
article ?7 or deviations from the classical rules of concord in gender,
these blunders may be due to Punic influence, but may also be
Hellenistic solecisms.??

Again, in reproducing faithfully a Punic construction, the Oath
may sometimes agree with the special usage of Greek chancelleries.
For example, the absence of the article before proper names in the
Oath conforms to Semitic syntax,?® but the same rule was followed
in Greek by Hellenistic secretaries,?® though literary writers of the

24 The present passive of the participle is used with the copula in the Oath as a
periphrasis for the future (7) or for the infinitive (5). Cf. Mayser 2.1.223; 2.3.15;
H. Widman, Beitr. zur Sprache des Epicurus (Stuttgart, 1935) 185. The construction,
known in Hebrew, has not been found until now in Phoenician inscriptions.

2 See instances in 2. For Polybius cf. Krebs 10; for papyri cf. Mayser 2.2.515.
The LXX avoids this feature (Johannessohn, 344).

26 For Punic cf. Plaut. Poen. 935 with commentary by L. H. Gray, AJSL 39
(1922-3) 74. On the Greek original of Plautus cf. now H. Lucas, RhM 88 (1939) 189.
For the Koine cf. Mayser 2.3.112; Kaelker 256.

27 See tobs oTpaTiwTas kal Tovs ovuuaxovs (5) and ovpubxwy kal oTpaTIWTOY (7)
For the Koine cf. Mayser 2.2.3; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Inschriften von Priene
(Berlin, 1906), p. 288 s.v. &, etc.

28 ] add some minor observations on the syntax of the Oath. The author observes
the rule that a neuter plural takes a singular verb (éca &ésriv [7]), a rule still followed
in Hellenistic documents (e.g., Welles 3.27, 65.10; Mayser 2.3.28, and for LXX, cf.,
e.g., Gen. 8.1, 8.12). But while sometimes (5, 6) the attributive agrees in gender with
the part of the compound subject which stands nearest (wé\ews kal éyy . . . dmikoa [5]),
in other instances it agrees with the prevailing gender (wé\ets kal &y wpos &s . . .
[6, 9]). The author employs ueré with genitive (8) to replace the classical dative.
The usage is Hellenistic: Krebs 59; Mayser 2.2.358; Johannessohn 209. wpés is only
used with accusative; cf. Krebs 113; Meecham 141; Welles, p. Ixxvi. The Lxx dis-
tinguishes between mpés Twa and els 7¢; cf. B. J. Ricardo, De praeposit. wapé (Diss.
Amsterdam, 1917) 18. The author seems to know the same rule (roheueiv wpés Twa [8]
and Bonbetv eis Tov woNeuov [15]). Elvac mpés 7o (10) is Hellenistic, in the final sense;
cf. Mayser 2.2.501. So, too, is éni replacing the dative of advantage (8); cf. Krebs 88;
Johannessohn 313.

» Appositive geographical names take the article. See Anunrpiw 7 Papie (14),
7fi Avyverivy (6); but cf. Avyverivp (7). Cf. B. L. Gildersleeve, Syntax of Classical
Greek 2 (New York, 1911) 231. For Punic cf., e.g., M. Lidzbarski, Ephemeris fiir
Semit. Epigraphik 3 (Giessen, 1915) 98 “‘the Kitonian,” etc. The names of gods tend
to assume the emphatic article in Greek oaths (Mayser 2.2.39) but the usage is not
uniform; see, e.g., Michel 1316.

® For Attic cf. K. Meisterhans and Ed. Schwyzer, Grammatik der Attischen
Inschriften (Berlin, 1900) 222. For Hellenistic usage cf. Mayser 2.2.9. See, e.g., the
treaty between Miletus and Priene, SIG 588. With due regard to epistolary style,
royal correspondence largely used the anaphoric article with proper nouns; see, e.g.,
Welles 65.
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same time, like Sosylus, generally used the resumptive article with
proper names. Another seemingly Semitic feature is the noun
standing absolutely at the beginning of the sentence and resumed
by a pronoun: 3 8pkos év éero (1). But as it happens, the Hellenistic
chancelleries freely used suspended cases as headings,*? and, accord-
ingly, the quoted beginning of Hannibal’s Qath is exactly the same
as the initial sentence of the Ptolemaic formula of oath.®* Even
the noticeable lack of conjunctions in the Oath, which seems to
reflect the paratactic style of the Semitic original, appears in many
Hellenistic documents. The oath sworn between Magnesia and
Smyrna in 246 B.C., for example, shows the same deficiency of
subordinating connectives and the same wearisome repetition of
clauses introduced invariably by «ai and 6e.3

Finally, Hannibal’s chancellery was able to use for the transla-
tion many formulas already fixed in Greek, such as 76 kowdv rév
‘Pwuaiwy (14) (note the use of the article), or 7&v aA\Awv ‘EXAfrwy of
atupaxor (of Philip V) (7). And, of course, the translator merely
had to turn back into Greek geographic names such as Awvyverivy
(Liguria), etc.

On the other hand, some details seem to indicate the applica-
tion of fixed expressions taken from a dictionary but not always
employed with sufficient skill. Sometimes the translator is an
Atticist. He knows how to use distributive pronouns (to which
nothing directly corresponded in the original),}” and these were
often confused even by good Greek writers of his age.3® He pre-
serves exactly the distinction among 8s, 8o7is, and égos, which is

31 S, R. Driver, The Tenses in Hebrew (Oxford, 1892) 197.

32 Cf. REJ 100 (1935) 7.

33 gpkos v mooev. Cf. Mayser 2.2.22; V. V. Latyshev, Inscr. Ponti Euxini I*
(Petrograd, 1915) 402.

34 OGIS, 229; SIG 588. For pév lacking an answering particle cf. Mayser 2.3.129.
For the LxX cf. now Al. Wikgren, Translations of Daniel (Thesis Chicago, 1932) 8.
The following conjunctions are used in the Oath: éav, éws &v (10), &s &v (17), kafaws (15),
duoiws (16), dore (12), kal, kai—undé (13), re—«ai (6), 4 (15, 17), §¢, undémore (13).

3 Cf. E. Kornemann, Aeg. 13 (1933) 646.

38 The form Awyverivy occurs in a fragment of Fabius Pictor ap. Plin. N.H. 10.71;
Plb. 3.41.4, etc. Kelria (6) is a regular formation from Kelroi; cf. W. Dittenberger,
H 41 (1906) 168; 42 (1907) 180. “‘Italy” (6) is still the southern part of the peninsula.
For Polybius (3.54.2, etc.) and even for Cato (ap. Serv. ad Aen. 10.13) it reaches the
Alps.

31 Cf., e.g., J. H. Moulton and W. F. Howard, A Grammar of N. T. Greek 2 (Edin-
burgh, 1929) 437.

33 See, e.g., for Ps. Aristeas, Meecham (see note 3) 107.  For papyri cf. Mayser
2.2.92 and 88. The usage in the LXX is often incorrect; see Thackeray 192.
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sometimes blurred even by the royal secretaries, and vanishes in
Polybius.?®* But, like Polybius, he confuses the functions of the
demonstratives ofros and 8de.#® He still uses the Attic forms &’ &
7e (13), pndérore (13), and oborwas (6), which had almost disappeared
in the Koine,” but on the other hand he employs the construction
&s av with the subjunctive (17), which is still rare in papyri of his
time; 2 and he uses the Hellenistic form kafés (15), condemned by
purists and avoided by the royal chancelleries.#® Likewise, he
lapses into stich a feature of common Hellenistic speech as the
encroachment of prepositional constructions on the simple cases: he
writes, e.g., &mooTé\\w Twd wpoés Twa (1), a construction which in
Hannibal’s time was still far from having prevailed over the classical
Twa Tt

3 gs (nine times) doos (seven times) doris (once: 6). Cf. Welles, p. Ixx; for
papyri cf. Mayser 2.1.16; 2.2.68; for Potybius cf. Kaelker 245. We may add that the
author of the Oath uses (like Polybius: Kaelker 377) the form dmép adrob (1) which in
Hellenistic texts began to be supplanted by éavrot (Mayser 1.2.63). In the royal
correspondence the fashionable form replaces the other one from about 160 B.c. See
Welles, p. 388 s.v.

10 Obros (4, 6, 7) 8¢ (3). See & Tabry 7§ xdpe (6). For Polybius cf. Kaelker 277;
for papyri cf. Mayser 2.2.78 and 2.1.79.

41 updémore (13) used by Plato, etc., can no longer be found in Hellenistic texts
except in some provincial (dialectical) inscriptions. See, e.g., IG. 5.1282.20; 9.12.121.
The form is unknown in Egypt. The form é¢p’ @re with the infinitive is very rare in
Attic writers (cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particle [Oxford 1934] 529), but was
constantly used by the Athenian chancellery (cf. Meisterhans [see note 30] 253). It
appears once in Epicurus (cf. H. Widman [see note 24] 159) and rarely in Hellenistic
inscriptions (e.g., Michel 19.37), but is lacking in papyri (Mayser 2.3.156), in royal
letters, and in Polybius. The relative 8a7ts is rarely used after about 300 B.c. except
in the nominative and accusative neuter. For other cases the language used the
shorter forms, érov, etc.; cf. Kallenberger, RhM 72 (1917-8) 511. Such is the usage
of Polybius and other writers (Kallenberg, loc. cit.), of the Lxx (Thackeray 192), of
papyri (Mayser 1.3.68), of inscriptions of Pergamum (E. Schweizer, Gramm. Pergam.
Inschr. [Berlin, 1898] 162), of Magnesia (E. Nachmansohn, Laute . . . der mag-
netischen Inschr. [Uppsala, 1904] 145). Cf., too, W. Croenert, Memoria Graeca Her-
culanensis (Leipzig, 1903) 196. But Attic forms still appear sporadically, e.g.: 2 Ma.
5.10 (feTwos); in Miletus (A. Scherer, Zur Lautlehre der miletischen Inschr. [Diss.
Munich, 1934] 34 and 69); Welles 3.103; Plb. 9.14.6 (forwos), etc.

42See ws dv ovugpwriowuer (12). Cf. F. E. Thompson, A Syntax of Attic Greek
(London, 1907), 364; Mayser 2.1.274 and 2.3.79. For Polybius cf. K. Amelung, De
Polybii enuntiatis finalibus (Diss. Halle, 1907) 19.

43 Cf. Mayser 2.2.440; xabbs does not occur in Welles. For the LxX, cf. M.
Johannessohn, Der Gebrauch der Kasus . . . in der Septuaginta (Diss. Berlin, 1910) 81.
In Polybius the form is extremely rare: four times in the first five books. Cf. S. Brief,
Die Conjunctionen bei Polybius (Programm Wien, 1891) 7.

“For amooTéN\w mpbds Twa (1) cf., e.g., Welles 1.29. Both constructions, that
with the dative and that with the preposition, are still equally represented in the
Hibeh Papyri (Mayser 2.2.242). On Polybius’ usage cf. F. Hultsch 4.SG 30, 1 (1893)
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Finally, since he uses stock formulas of the Carthaginian chan-
cellery, the translator unexpectedly inserts an archaic element
between two current constructions. Thus the provisions in the
Oath are formulated in the voluntative future (éoduefa . . . mohéuor
[9]), as was usual in Greek treaties of the fifth century B.c.¥—an
evident relic of a formula composed by a Greek interpreter for the
Punic diplomats in the days of Gelon.

I1

But despite all this, Hannibal’s Oath produces the impression
of a decidedly non-Greek composition. First and foremost, the
author uses formulae and locutions which do not occur in legal
Greek or even in Greek generally. For instance, the stipulation
to refrain from violating peace is expressed in Greek by means of
a formula like the following: oire 7pomw olire unxavij oddeuiqa.® This
clause in the Oath is ok émiBovAeboouer dANHois oldé Noxw Xpnooueda
ér’ dA\Aos (8). The poetic word Aéxos, ‘‘ambush,” as well as the
verb ériBovhelw, ‘‘plot against,” would seem to be appropriate rather
to stipulations of allegiance, and we do, in fact, find similar Greek
phraseology in such contexts.#” Again, the promise to perform
the stipulated aid upera wpofuuias rai ebvolas (8) is expressed in a
formula which is usual in honorary decrees, but does not occur in
Greek international conventions.*®* And while a common Hellen-
istic expression for ‘“‘international friendship” was ¢\ia kai efvoia,*®

93, 115. Likewise unclassical are such constructions as ocurrifnue wepi Twos (12). Cf.
Krebs 105; Mayser 2.2.448. The construction moleuéw wpés Twea (9) occurs in Attic
prose, but it is still avoided by Polybius and other good Hellenistic authors. See F.
Krebs, Zur Rektion der Kasus (Progr. Regensburg, 1885) 16. Likewise, mwotety e (12)
replacing the accusative occurs in Attic, but does not appear in royal correspondence
or in Polybius. Cf. Mayser 2.2.263; F. Hultsch, loc. cit., 141.

4 See, e.g., IG 12.51: olupaxor éoéuefa. The same antique formula occurs in
the oath of the Pontic king Pharnaces, in 179 B.c. (see note 33; cf. M. Rostovtzeff,
CAH 9.218): ¢ilos éoouar . . . Bonbiow.

45 See, e.g., OGIS 229.15; Milet 3.149; 152; Plb. 4.52.6.

17 See, e.g., OGIS 229.66; 266.26; SIG 360; Michel 1317.30; the oath of Pharnaces
(see note 45) : obk émBovhelw Xepoovnaitais kar' obdéva Tpémov . . . &ANG ovvdiaduhéiw Tiv
dnuokpariav; cf. also the Athenian decree of 196 B.c. (see note 13), line 35.

8 See, e.g., Plb. 7.11.6; Michel 332.5, etc. Cf. A. Schulte (see note 6) 53; 59.
In legal texts there is only the expression uera wpofupulas; cf., e.g., OGIS 229.38; 266.31.
Likewise the formula é&vev 86Mov is without parallel, although in genuine Greek we
find the adverb &86A\ws. Cf., e.g., SIG, Index s.v. Michel 17.4; 29.21; SGDI 4259.3;
5024.6; 5039.16; etc., but the Phoenician lacks adverbs. Hdt. 1.69.2; 8.140.4 quotes
as a standing formula of Oriental diplomacy the expression: avev re 86\ov kai amarys.

49 Cf. L. Robert, RA, Series 6, vol. 7 (1926) 182, note 5.
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in the Oath the formula appears with a non-Greek addition of an
attributive: elvolas kafis (4).%°

Sometimes we are able to discover a legitimate Punic substratum
beneath a formula which is inadmissible in Greek. We may say
in Greek: ¢u\ols kal oikeious kal ddehgols (4); but while the formula
¢ilo kai oikelo. stated the friendship existing between the parties,5!
the term adehgol denoted in Greek political language only a relation
of kinship between nations.®? But the expression was correct in
the Punic original because the mention of ‘‘brotherhood” was a
part of the diplomatic style of the ancient East, from which the
Carthaginians derived their formulae.

Likewise, two other political terms are employed in the Oath
in meanings which they do not have in Greek. Hannibal stipu-
lates that the Macedonians must help «vpious Kapxndoviovs . . . kal
ToUs Kapxndoviwy dmapxovs (5). ‘‘Lords Carthaginians” are the citi-
zens optimo iure But in Greek the attribute «bpwor applied to
men would be only an expression of politeness—*‘‘messieurs’’—5%
and not a political qualification. "Twapxot, on the other hand, can
in Greek mean ‘‘vice-governors” of, or over, the Carthaginians,
while in the Oath the term seems to denote citizens who did not
have a share in the sovereign power.*® Kipwo: slavishly renders a
Punic title, such as adon.5” The mistake in the sense of Vmwapxot
is more difficult to explain. Probably the author was misled by
the character of the Greek word apx#, which corresponds to both
dpxeww and dpxesfar. On the other hand, the Punic preposition

5 efvora is absent from the LXX translations (Esth. 2.23 and 6.4 are additions)
but answers to Punic hen. Cf. Cooke 3, 10 with note.

51 Cf., e.g., Michel 21.11; Milet 1.3.143, 146.

52 See, e.g., SIG 591.25. )

33 Cf. the treaty between Rameses II and the Hittite king ap. S. Langdon and
A. Gardiner, JEA 6 (1920) 200. ‘‘Brotherly covenant’ between Israel and Tyre:
Amos 1.9. Cf. V. Korose¢, Hethitische Staatsvertrige (Leipzig, 1931) 47 and 61.
Carthaginian diplomatic formulas often made use of clauses already known in the
ancient East. See, e.g., R. Laqueur, H 71 (1936) 469.

%4 U. Kahrstedt, NGG (1923) 99, explained the Greek word as a rendering of the
Punic term ‘‘Baalim,” that is ‘‘citizens.”” But in that case we would expect, as G. L.
della Vida has pointed out to me, the form “Lords of Carthage” and not as given in
the Oath, ‘“‘Lords Carthaginians.”

% Cf. L. Robert, RA, Ser. 6, vol. 7 (1936) 235.

% According to a suggestion of G. L. della Vida. Currently, they are regarded
as privileged subjects of Carthage. See, e.g., S. Gsell, Histoire ancienne de I' Afrique
du Nord 2 (Paris, 1916) 290.

57 Cf. W. Baudissin, Kyrios 2 (Giessen, 1931) 33; 287; 3.53.
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tahat has a broader meaning than ¢wé by which it is here mechan-
ically rendered, since it corresponds to eius loco as well as to sub.5

The formula ow{ouevor kai ¢pvrarrépevor (7) is hardly good Greek,
and in any case it does not belong to Greek diplomatic style.s® It
does, however, faithfully render a Punic formula, found on some
amulets, ‘‘preserving and guarding.” 6°

You may say in Greek, ‘“Philip the King,” as the Oath has it (7),
although in the official style the royal title preceded the name; ¢!
but the formula ®i\urmos 6 Bacheds Anunrpiov (1) is decidedly un-
Greek, the patronymic being here separated from the name. On
the other hand, that is precisely the order required by Punic,
where we find, e.g., such a formula as: ‘“Hilleshabal, the Suffete,
Son of Bodtanit.” &

Then again, the translator was quite naturally affected by the
syntax of the original. Thus, the frequency of relative clauses in
the Oath probably reflects the fact that the relative was the pre-
dominant connective in Phoenician.®® In Punic the article cannot
stand with nouns modified by a genitive or a proper name. This
rule accounts for the absence of the article in the translation of
some fixed formulae of Punic law, such as wavres yepovoiasral
Kapxndoviwv (cf. 1, 4, 5).% Furthermore, two or more coordinate
nouns cannot depend in Punic on the same governing word; the
latter has to be repeated. Accordingly, the Oath shows arepetition
which is wearisome in Greek, e.g., Tavres yepovoiaoral Kapxndoviwy oi
uer’ adrod kal wavres Kapxndovior orparevouevor wer’ abdrod (1).

58 G. L. della Vida refers me to a neo-Punic inscription he has published (Africa
Italiana 6 [1935] 3) where for tribuniciae potestatis (of Augustus) is said: lehat maSelet
‘asar hamm3elim.

% The corresponding Greek formula should be substantival: émwi cwrnpiq kai pviaxi.
Cf., e.g., L. Robert, BCH 59 (1935) 493. The passive of ¢uNdrTw would rather mean
“be kept”’ and not ‘“‘be protected.” But gd{ew is usual with this connotation; see,
e.g., SIG 434.5.35.

6 M. Lidzbarski, Ephemeris (see note 29) 1.172: nsr wSmr.

6 On Philip’s royal style, now cf. Ch. Edson, HSPh 51 (1940) 127.

82 Cooke, 42. Cf. M. Lidzbarski, Handbuch der Nordsemilt. Epigraphik (Weimar,
1898) 136.

63 The relative occurs, e.g., five times in eight lines of a Phoenician inscription
from Peiraeus (Cooke 33). Accordingly, we may assume that the sacred formula:
&vavriov . . . Bedv 8ogor (3) mirrors a Punic original. Cf. Plaut. Poen. 930: ‘“these
gods . . . whom I have invoked that are of this place.” In good Greek we should
rather expect a participial construction; see, e.g., Dem. 18.184; Xen. Cyr. 2.1.1;
Inscriptions de Délos 2308 (now cf. W. F. Albright, BASOR 84 [1941] 7). But the

relative clause occurs, too, see, e.g., Michel 21 and 1316.
84 Reiske and Casaubon accordingly insert the article.
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The appositive use of the demonstratives, e.g., oiros, tends to
disappear in the Koine, while their resumptive use (for ‘‘he,” “it”)
increases enormously.®® But in the Oath these pronouns are never
employed with anaphorical force, but only to mark the object
emphatically, e.g., & 7ols kar’ 'Irakiav 7émois Tobroes (7). This em-
phatic use of a superfluous demonstrative is surely a Semitism.%
It is absent, e.g., from Punic documents turned from Latin into
Greek and quoted by Polybius.®’

The formula providing for potential modification of the agree-
ment (17) conforms to Greek style on the whole,%® but the verb
remains without the object which is indispensable in the Greek
construction (wposrifpui 7 mpés 7). The same solecism appears
in another Greek rendering of the same formula by a Semite,
namely, in 1 Maccabees 8.30. The reason for this incongruity is
that the corresponding Semitic verb, yasaf, may denote “add some-
thing,” even when used without an object,® and is accordingly so
rendered in Greek by the LxX, e.g., Deut. 4.2: o wpoobicere mpds 76
piiua.

Finally, the word-order gives a non-Greek coloring to the Oath.
The sequence, subject-object-verb, which was used in Hellenistic
writings in Greek by Jewish authors, e.g., in 11-1v Maccabees,”® is
almost entirely absent in the Oath, except in relative clauses. A
particular Semitic feature is the position of the verb elva: at the
head of sentences, describing the function of the pact, e.g., érrac ¢
kai ®\urmos (7). The position of the words here follows the order
of the Punic so-called ‘‘verbal” sentence,” while in genuine Greek
it would only stress the idea that the subject really exists.

6 Mayser 2.2.78.

% Cf. Cooke 26. For the superfluous pronouns in translation Greek cf. R. Marcus,
HThR 27 (1934) 230.

7 Reiske, of course, suppresses the pronoun. Cf. robe 700 8pkov (3), Tow Spkov
TovTov (4), & Tabry Th xwpe (6), wpds Tévde TOV Sprov (17).

% But in Greek style the clauses are united by xai (e.g., SIG 434-5) while in the
Oath they are separated by the particle #, which often represents the Hebrew waw
in the LxX. See M. L. Margolis, AJSL 25 (1908-9) 303. It is noteworthy that the
particle appears in the same place in some Cretan pacts (SGDI 3.5041.6, 5075.45) as
well as in Roman treaties turned into Greek (SIG 693; Plb. 21.43.27).

% Other instances are quoted in Gesenius’s Hebraisches Handworterbuch'’ (Leipzig,
1921) s..

70 Cf. J. Rifle, JBL 52 (1933) 285.

1 Cf. Cooke 42.4 with note.
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111

In two passages the text of the oath has been changed by
editors of Polybius as being unintelligible. It secems, however, that
the Greek is only slavishly reproducing Phoenician constructions.

First: éoeofle 8¢ kal fuiv wpos 7ov wohepov (10). The phrase elvac
mpos T¢ in the meaning hoc agere is well known from Polybius,™ but
without a predicate elvai Tu expresses ‘‘belonging to.” Accord-
ingly, the editors generally accept Schweighaeuser’s supplement:
éoeolle 0¢ rkal fulv <ogbumaxo.>. In the Punic original of the Oath,
however, the verb ‘“‘to be’” with a personal dative (expressed by a
preposition) could imply the idea of assistance rendered to the
person indicated.” The LXX often translates the Hebrew expres-
sion by means of the dative dependent on eivai, e.g., Gen. 31.42:
e uy 6 Beds . . . #w por,—'you would have sent me away empty.”
The translator of the Qath similarly renders a parallel Punic con-
struction.

Secondly: momeavTwy 8¢ TGV Bedv Dulv pév kal Hutv Katd TOV TONEuOV
v mpds ‘Pwpaiovs (12). The pious reservation dis volentibus appears
also in some Greek military agreements of the same epoch,™ but
grammatically the quoted clause is unintelligible Greek, first, be-
cause wotely Tun, used absolutely, is here without qualification. The
verb has, however, the emphatic meaning ‘‘do good” (el woielv),
and is so to be construed, since the corresponding Phoenician verb,
pa‘al (like Hebrew ‘@sak), even when used absolutely, may signify
“do good?” (or ‘“ill,”” according to the context). The LXX often
uses woely without an object in the same Semitic sense.™

72 Cf. F. Hultsch (see note 44) 358. For elvac with the dative cf. Krebs 104;
Mayser 2.2.269.

73 Cf., e.g., Ps. 124.1 and other instances quoted by the commentators ad loc.
Another passage in the Oath still provokes superfluous conjectures; see, e.g., M. Engers,
Mn Ser. 3, vol. 6 (1938) 137; éobduefa moNéutor Tois mpos Kapxndoviovs moleuovae (8).
Correctors propose to read, e.g., égopefa <Uuels uév > moléutor (Reiske),-etc. But in
Greek, as well as in Punic, “you and we’’ could not be spoken of together except in the
third person plural. See, e.g., Gen. 34.16: *‘we will give our daughters to you . . .
and we will dwell with you and we (sc. both Jacob's sons and the Sichemites) shall
become ones people’’ (LXX: 8booper Tas Ovyarépas Hudv bulv . . . kal éobuefa ds yévos
&). Likewise, in the Oath, éobuefa signifies “‘you and we.”

74 See the treaties between Hierapytna and Priansos (Michel 16.53: ai 8¢ 7t fedv
Bovhouévwr) and between Hierapytna and Lyttos (SGDI 5041.9: €l 6¢ T ka Oedv iNéwy
Svrwy NaBwpev amd T@v molepiwrv). On the date of this treaty, about 190 B.C., now
cf. M. Guarducci, Inscr. Creticae 1 (Rome, 1935) 181.

%5 Cf. S. R. Driver, Books of Samuel (Oxford, 1913) ad 1 Sam. 14.6 (LXX: debpo
SiaBiuey . . . € 1L morjoar Kipios 7utv). Quoting this passage, Schweigerhaeuser
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What, then,'is the meaning of the words xara 7ov woAewov v
mpds ‘Pwpaious kal Tols guuméxous abrév? As the parallel clause
wpds TOv wOhewov & éoTw Huiv wpos ‘Pwpaiovs (10) shows, the article
v cannot direct us here to a feminine noun in a preceding sentence,
as the editors presume since Schweighaueser.”® It rather refers to
the idea contained in the antecedent phrase as a whole: ‘“‘gods
being propitious to you and to us,” that is, against the Romans and
their allies. In this sense (¢d est), Semitic languages use a feminine,
since they have no neuter, and the LxX often render the Semitic
explanatory particle by a feminine pronoun: airy, Toiadry, ctc.”
It seems that a similar phenomenon occurs in the Oath. A Phoe-
nician third person personal pronoun feminine 78 has been rendered
mechanically in Greek as abmiv (vel simile). t9v is here probably a
corruption of the original reading which was unintelligible to copy-
ists of Polybius.”®

v

Our knowledge of Phoenician is still very imperfect. But the
cumulative force of indications pointing to a Punic original of the
Oath seems to be sufficient to confirm the hypothesis of translation.
The inadequacy of the Greek found in the Oath should not surprise
us. Greek is a very difficult language for a foreigner. The author
of the exuberant inscription of Antiochus of Commagene uses all
the flowers of Greek rhetoric, but fails, being an Aramean, in dealing
with the article, which is wanting in his native tongue.®® The
question is, rather, why Hannibal's chancellery did not correct
the uncouth Greek version of the Oath. This failure is not excep-
tional. The official Greek version of Augustus’ Res Gestae also

has already recognized this Semitism in the construction of the Oath. For Punic
cf. Cooke, 33.3; Plaut. Poen. 935. Cf., also, J. A. Montgomery, JBL 47 (1928) 196.
For the Lxx cf. Helbing 3.

6 Schweigerhaeuser has conjectured elmuepiav fuiv for the genuine reading vuty
pév kal nuv (12).

7 See S. Driver, op. cit. (see note 75) ad 1 Sam. 4.7; F. C. Conybeare and S. G.
Stock, Selections from the Septuagint (Boston, 1905) 53; J. Viteau, Etude sur le Grec du
Nouveau Testament. Sujet (Paris, 1896) 242.

78 Cf. H. L. Ginsberg, JBL 56 (1937) 141.

" v is the reading of Cod. Urb.; 7fj of some secondary manuscripts. Cf. such
variants in the tradition of Polybius as v adrgv and 79v Towadryy (6.9.4) or Tols and
Tobrovus (6.26.6). Polybius often uses the article as a demonstrative and vice versa.
See Kaelker 275.

% Cf. J.'Waldis, Sprache . . . der Inschrift vom Nemrud-Dagh (Diss. Zilrich, 1920)
45.
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presents many grammatical faults, which could easily have been
avoided with the assistance of a Greek reader.8 But we are even
more surprised to find that the same Roman chancellery, which
even by the beginning of the second century B.c. knew how to
write letters in perfect Greek, still continued a century later to issue
really barbarous Greek versions of Roman decrees.#2 The ancients
did not appreciate our modern canon of translation, in accordance
with which we attempt to render the meaning and the coloring of
the original without adherence to its structure and phraseology.
They preferred free adaptations, particularly in dealing with artistic
works.® But in turning a legal text into another language, the
ancients required literalness of rendering. Hence came such con-
structions as 80Aw movnpd for dolo malo,® or Egyptian formulae in
official Greek versions of demotic records,?® or Semitisms in Hanni-
bal’s Oath, where the translator sought to preserve the meaning of a
legal clause with all technical exactness. The same was the purpose
of the so called ‘‘translation Greek’ of the Septuagint. The rever-
ence for the words of God impelled the Alexandrian Jews to try
to the utmost limit (and even beyond) to adhere to the original.
The awkwardness of the Septuagint is as deliberate as are the
solecisms of Hannibal's Oath. Verbum verbo curabis reddere fidus
interpres.

81 A, P. M. Meuwese, De rerum gesiarum D. Augusti (Diss. Amsterdam, 1920)
31, 45, 56.

82 Cf., e.g., on one hand the Roman letter of 194 B.c. (SIG 601) and, on the other
hand, the translation of a Roman law (SEG 3.378) or of a senatus consultum in A.
Passerini, Ath. 25 (1937) 252.

83 See F. Blatt in Classica et medievalia 1 (1938) 217. Cf. W. Schwarz, JThS 45
(1944) 73; H. Gerstringer, WS 55 (1937) 96.

84 Cf. A. Passerini, Ath. 23 (1935) 61.

8 See, e.g., P. M. Meyer, Juristische Papyri (Berlin, 1920), nos. 28, 29. Cf. R.
Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-Roman Egypt (New York, 1944) 241.
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