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Preface 
The seeds of this volume were planted when two long-time friends from 

university studies in Germany met in the pleasant environment of autumnal 
Maine: David Trobisch of Bangor Theological Seminary and Wolfgang Kraus of 
the University of the Saarland, Saarbrücken. Together they conceived and 
planned a conference to which they invited a small representative group of 
North American and German Septuagint scholars, mostly from among the 
translators associated with The New English Translation of the Septuagint 
(NETS) and the Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D). The papers in this volume 
started as presentations at that September 2002 conference at Bangor 
Theological Seminary. That group owes its thanks to David Trobisch, 
Throckmorton-Hayes Professor of New Testament Language and Literature, and 
William Imes, the President of Bangor Theological Seminary, for financially 
supporting the conference and for their wonderful hospitality while we were in 
Bangor. Our thanks also goes to the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, which 
provided financial support for the German participants. 

Editing this volume of papers has been a labor of love for the editors as we 
worked with our different teaching schedules, and across the Atlantic Ocean, to 
bring continuity of language and presentation to the volume. Getting the volume 
into print has not been due only to our labors, however. We would like to thank 
several people who have helped along the way. Mrs. Dorothee Schönau did 
much of the formatting, and the Kirchliche Hochschule in Wuppertal, Germany, 
generously made her time available to us for that work. Our assistants helped 
with a variety of tasks: Amanda Moss, Cindy Dockendorff, Sarah Donsbach, 
Heike Panter, Nicole Pusch, and Dr. Martin Vahrenhorst. The contributors have 
been very patient as we asked them to review their material more than once. We 
owe thanks to the series editor, Dr. Melvin Peters, for supporting this volume 
and to Leigh Andersen and Bob Buller at SBL for bringing it to press.  

We believe that this volume will contribute to the discipline of Septuagint 
studies by introducing some new names and ideas to the discipline, and 
introducing two translation  projects and the principles that guide them. We 
hope that it will stimulate even more discussion on the Septuagint. 
 
Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn Wooden 
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Contemporary “Septuagint” Research:  
Issues and Challenges in the Study of the  

Greek Jewish Scriptures 
Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn Wooden 

Interest in the Greek Jewish Scriptures1 has grown considerably in the past few 
decades as is demonstrated through the publication of important monographs, 
collections of essays, and lexicons, as well as introductions.2 They show that 
there is a renewed scholarly interest in the Septuagint, which is bringing to this 
unique document the attention it deserves in the fields of theology, Jewish 

                                                           
1 Referred to as the Septuagint or abbreviated as LXX, although that term was originally 
used for the translation of the Pentateuch only. Recently “LXX/OG” has been used to 
represent the complex of translations and compositions collected under the title 
Septuagint. See Leonard Greenspoon, “The Use and Abuse of the Term LXX and Related 
Terminology in Recent Scholarship,” BIOSCS 20 (1987): 21–29; and Robert A. Kraft, 
“The Codex and Canon Consciousness” in The Canon Debate (ed. L. M. McDonald and 
J. A. Sanders; Peabody: Hendrickson, 2002), 229–33. 
2 In recent years several introductions to the LXX (and translations of those introductions) 
have been published. They lay emphasis on different thematic aspects and they aim at 
different groups of readers: Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier Munnich, eds., 
La Bible Grecque des Septante: Du Judaisme Hellénistique au Christianisme Ancien (2d 
ed.; Initiations au Christianisme Ancien; Paris: Cerf, 1994); Staffan Olofsson, The LXX 
Version: A Guide to the Translation Technique of the Septuagint (ConBOT 30; 
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1990); Mario Cimosa, Guida allo studio 
della Bibbia greca (LXX): storia, lingua, testi (Roma: Società Biblica Britannica et 
Forestiera, 1995); Natalio Fernández Marcos, Introducción a las Versiones Griegas de la 
Biblia (2d ed., Textos y estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” de la Biblia Políglota Matritense 
64. Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1998); (in English: idem, 
The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible (Leiden: Brill, 
2000); Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: 
Baker Academic, 2000); Folker Siegert, Zwischen hebräischer Bibel und Altem 
Testament: Eine Einführung in die Septuaginta (MJSt 9; Münster: LIT, 2001), and idem, 
Register zur Einführung in die Septuaginta: Mit einem Kapitel zur Wirkungsgeschichte 
(MJSt 13; Münster: LIT, 2003). 
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studies, classics, philosophy, history of religions, linguistics, and history of 
literature.  

The two translation projects the New English Translation of the Septuagint 
(NETS) and Septuaginta-deutsch (LXX.D) can be placed within the context of this 
renewed interest. Given the fact that contemporary readers’ command of the 
ancient languages tends to be somewhat poor in comparison with that of 
previous generations, these translations aim at enabling them to gain access to 
the original texts more easily (but, not at replacing them) and at offering help for 
deeper understanding.  

The essays collected in this volume have mostly been authored by 
contributors to one of the two projects mentioned above (NETS and LXX.D). They 
originate from, although are mostly fuller versions of, presentations made in 
September 2002, a joint conference consisting mostly of members of those two 
projects held at Bangor Theological Seminary (Bangor, Maine). This small 
group focused on the present state of LXX research and on issues related to the 
ongoing translation projects. The contributions published here, although they do 
not represent the ‘state of debate’ in all its breadth, present a significant and 
representative picture of the discipline. We have arranged the essays into four 
central aspects of contemporary LXX scholarship: prolegomena to LXX studies, 
problems arising out of individual works in the LXX, subjects that encompass a 
wider range of the LXX books, and work on the history of reception.  

1. Prolegomena Concerning the LXX as Translation  
and/or Interpretation 

We begin with four essays that explore the question: what is the nature of the 
translation process evidenced by the translated materials in the LXX? The 
conceptual model that the scholar making use of the texts, or the translator 
trying to render it, brings to the task will predetermine some matters. Are we to 
consider the translations (which originated from the third century B.C.E. 
onwards) of originally Hebrew scriptures as individual literary works that were, 
from the beginning, intended to be independent of their respective Hebrew 
Vorlage? Or can these writings only be assessed adequately in constant 
comparison with their parent texts, because they try to lead readers back to the 
Hebrew original? Or, again, does the truth transcend these alternatives, or lay 
somewhere between them?  

The issues become even more complex when the traditional body of LXX 
writings incorporates some items that, having originally been written in Greek, 
lack a Hebrew Vorlage, yet were read and cherished as religious literature in 
early Greek-speaking Judaism and Christianity. These questions are real “pro-
legomena,” i.e., questions that need to be answered if a translation project or 
research into specialized issues are to have solid foundations.  
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Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Albert Pietersma, Benjamin Wright, and Wolfgang 
Kraus focus on such basic issues. Cameron Boyd-Taylor introduces the debate 
concerning the prolegomena of a translation of the LXX in his essay entitled “In 
a Mirror, Dimly—Reading the Septuagint as a Document of Its Times.” He 
argues that, in order to assess the LXX adequately, it must be understood as 
“translational literature,” which makes it fundamentally different from 
“compositional literature.” Boyd-Taylor takes up this distinction, which was 
introduced by Gideon Toury, and applies it to the LXX. He concludes that 
“without doubt the foremost desideratum for Septuagint studies today is a theory 
of translation.” Only when this is achieved does it become possible to discuss 
the more far-reaching question to what extent the LXX translations contain 
factual modifications and theological interpretation of the Hebrew Vorlage. Two 
fundamental questions, then, need to be considered initially: “First, what would 
a theory of translation appropriate for the study of the Septuagint look like? 
Secondly, what would such a theory attempt to explain?” (p. 22).  

Boyd-Taylor refers to the programmatic introduction of the NETS project 
(“To the Readers of NETS”), which he considers a watershed for future LXX 
research: “NETS is presupposing a Greek translation which aimed at bringing the 
reader to the Hebrew original rather than bringing the Hebrew original to the 
reader. Consequently, the Greek’s subservience to the Hebrew may be seen as 
indicative of its aim.”3 Boyd-Taylor agrees then that the LXX can be adequately 
described using what A. Pietersma calls the “interlinear paradigm.” This leads to 
one more distinction: “The paradigm of Septuagint origins is an interlinear text 
within a Hebrew-Greek diglot, in contradistinction to the Septuagint as a free-
standing, independent text now calls for a further distinction alluded to earlier, 
namely, that between its Sitz im Leben or constitutive character on the one hand 
and its reception history on the other.”4 Based upon such an understanding of the 
text, Boyd-Taylor then goes on to exemplify his position using three pieces of 
ancient translation literature (Job 29:12–13; Ps 15:9–10; and a copy of Iliad A 
1–6 that has a school translation actually paralleled). He concludes that scholars 
need to take greater care when attempting to derive beliefs from the lexical 
choices made by translators, especially in the linguistically motivated 
translations.5 

                                                           
3 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright III, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally 
Included under That Title: The Psalms (ed. A. Pietersma; New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2000), ix. 
4 Ibid., xii–xiii. 
5 In their papers in this volume, Rösel will argue that it is possible to derive beliefs from 
lexical choices, and White will argue that even seemingly linguistically motivated 
translations can be revealing of more than is apparent at first consideration. 
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Albert Pietersma (“Exegesis in the Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits—
the Psalter as a Case in Point”) considers whether the LXX is a translation or an 
interpretation or both. After some deliberations on basic issues, he turns to the 
Psalms. He begins by clarifying the different and sometimes ambiguous uses 
made of the terms “Septuagint” and “Exegesis” in scholarly discussion. He 
insists on using the term “Septuagint” in the sense of “the original Septuagint as 
an exegesis of its Hebrew source text; hence, ‘the Septuagint’ as a subcategory 
of ‘the Septuagint of the Jews’” (p. 34). Translating into other languages always 
implies interpretation, but not every “exegesis” must be considered an 
“interpretation”; hence he is more interested to determine “what level of 
interpretation takes place, and whether it is at all meaningful to dub any given 
level of interpretation ‘exegesis’” (p. 35).  

Referring to Gideon Toury and his studies on translation theory, Pietersma 
argues that “rules and procedures for identifying exegetical activity must be 
based on the textual-linguistic make-up of the translated text,” i.e., “what needs 
to be done is to map the translation onto the original” (p. 37). In doing so, one 
finds that, with regard to the Psalter, we have to speak of a “word-based 
translation,” as H. St. John Thackeray already discovered (p. 38). Pietersma then 
exemplifies his position, mostly over against the position of Martin Rösel,6 by 
considering the psalm headings of the Septuagint Psalter, and reaches con-
clusions contrary to Rösel’s. Pietersma stresses the distinction between product 
and reception, and in his opinion, the textual-linguistic make-up of the Greek 
text is of primary importance concerning the product. 

Benjamin Wright III approaches the question of the nature of the LXX as a 
translation and/or an interpretation by evaluating the nature of the claims made 
in the Letter of Aristeas and Philo: “Translation as Scripture: The Septuagint in 
Aristeas and Philo.” Wright starts from the “interlinear model,” which underlies 
the approach of NETS, according to which the LXX was a translation that was 
originally intended to be used always “in concert with the Hebrew” (p. 49). He 
then goes on to describe the original Sitz im Leben of the Septuagint and 
proceeds to determine the place of the Letter of Aristeas and of Philo’s writings 
within the evolving history of the understanding of the Septuagint as holy 
Scripture. Wright argues that by no means ought the Letter of Aristeas to be 
used as a historical portrayal of the original Sitz im Leben and for the original 
intention of the translation. Contrary to what Sebastian Brock claimed, Wright 
holds that the LXX, “both as to its original function and as to its later role” was 
not “a freestanding text that took the place of the original.” Rather he contends 
that the LXX originated in a genuinely “educational context” (p. 52, citing 
Pietersma’s exposition of S. Brock’s outline). Thus, the Letter of Aristeas is 

                                                           
6 Martin Rösel, “Die Psalmüberschriften des Septuagintapsalters,” in Der Septuaginta-
Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (ed. E. Zenger; HBS 32; Freiburg: Herder, 
2001), 125–48. 
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rendered irrelevant as a source for historical details about the origins of the LXX, 
but is valuable with regard to the significance of the LXX one hundred years after 
the LXX originated within Alexandrian Judaism. The Letter of Aristeas places 
the origins of the LXX within the context of pagan, Ptolemaic politics. Thus the 
Letter of Aristeas has to be understood as a means of legitimizing the LXX within 
this context. “One thing such a claim accomplishes is to distinguish the 
translation from its Hebrew parent text from its very inception” (p. 54). In the 
case of Philo, too, “the Septuagint began its existence as an independent 
replacement for the Hebrew, commissioned by Ptolemy Philadelphus” (p. 58). 
In Philo as well as in Aristeas, the remarks concerning the origin of the LXX do 
not aim at describing the historical facts but rather at pointing out the 
significance of the LXX at the time of the two authors. That there were perceived 
problems with the nature of the translation Greek in the LXX from a Greek point-
of-view, is clear; the Letter of Aristeas seeks to dismiss opposition to what had 
become scripture in a Jewish Greek context. 

Lest readers new to the field think that the interlinear model of the trans-
lation process dominates Septuagint studies, Wolfgang Kraus explores the 
methodologies of three current projects in his essay “Contemporary Translations 
of the Septuagint: Problems and Perspectives.” He compares the concept of the 
German translation project, Septuaginta-deutsch, with NETS on the one hand and 
the French project La Bible d’Alexandrie on the other hand. The French and the 
Canadian-USA projects have chosen different paths in their work on the LXX: 
the French focusing more on how it might have been understood by readers; the 
NETS focusing more on how the translators understood the Hebrew original.  

Kraus claims that each of the individual writings of the LXX has to be 
looked at separately. For the German translation project the comparison between 
the Greek and Hebrew texts must not be neglected because it allows translators 
to establish the textual-linguistic make-up of each translation, but Kraus gives 
reasons for assessing each book of the LXX individually as a translation and as 
an interpretation as well. In his opinion, two facts are complementary: The 
translators of the LXX, on the one hand, did not have in mind a work that should 
be independent of the Hebrew original. On the other hand, however, they at 
times consciously modified what the Hebrew parent text said. So, in 
consequence, the LXX is an autonomous expression of Hellenistic-Jewish faith. 
Kraus therefore considers it as too one sided to suggest that the LXX was always 
read “in concert with the Hebrew text” (B. Wright).7 The achievement of the 
translators becomes obvious if we look at (1) the plot of the LXX Books, which 
sometimes differs from that of the source texts, (2) the intended enculturation in 

                                                           
7 On the origins of the LXX see Siegfried Kreuzer, “Entstehung und Publikation der 
Septuaginta im Horizont frühptolemäischer Bildungs- und Kulturpolitik,” in Im Brenn-
punkt: Die Septuaginta: Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung der griechischen Bibel, 
(ed. S. Kreuzer and J. P. Lesch; BWA(N)T 161; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2003), 61–75. 
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the milieu or the social environment of Alexandria, e.g., the evasion of 
anthropomorphism, (3) the intended shift of theological conceptions, and (4) the 
intended modifications concerning theological topics, such as the relationship of 
Israel and the nation, and the temple concept in Ezek 40–48. Finally, resulting 
from these insights, the concrete program of the German project is sketched. 

The questions raised by these four essays, and the answers offered, will be 
raised again throughout this volume. The contributions will at times reflect one 
or other of the three approaches outlined by Kraus, thus demonstrating the 
complexity of the issues involved and illustrating the liveliness of the debate 
about what the nature of the Septuagint translations.  

2. Issues Concerning Individual LXX Books 

The essays in this second group discuss problems of individual LXX books. The 
LXX was translated successively and by different translators. Thus there is at best 
a limited validity to the concept of “the LXX” in general.8 Matters of the Hebrew 
Vorlage, translation techniques, and the freedom or otherwise of the translator 
must be discussed for each book individually. In this group of essays Robert 
Hiebert, Kristin De Troyer, Glenn Wooden, Wade White, Aaron Schart, and 
Patricia Ahearne-Kroll explore issues related to the translation and transmission 
of particular Hebrew and Aramaic works. 

Robert Hiebert discusses “The Hermeneutics of Translation in the 
Septuagint of Genesis.” Hiebert is “interested in exploring some of the 
interpretive dynamics that are at work in a randomly chosen but representative 
section of the LXX of Genesis, namely ch. 17.” (p. 86) He gives an in-depth 
analysis of certain verses in Gen 17. NETS follows the NRSV translation where 
the Greek text seems to allow this. Hiebert compares the translation in the NRSV 
with the translation that is now being prepared for the Genesis volume of NETS. 
His concrete use of the “interlinearity model” leads him to conclude that the 
question of the “relationship between the Semitic (Hebrew/Aramaic) Vorlage 
and its Greek counterpart” must be asked and answered for each translation unit 
individually (p. 102). 

Kristin De Troyer aims at “Reconstructing the Old Greek of Joshua.” 
Basing her argument on the Schøyen MS 2648 (= Ra 816), she suggests that 
“The OG of Joshua witnesses to a pre-MT of the book of Joshua” (p. 106). This 
pre-MT differs significantly from the MT, which is demonstrated by analyzing 
Josh 10:14–18a, especially v. 15 within the context of Josh 10 (MT and OG). Her 
conclusion is that “the differences between the Hebrew and the Greek texts can 
be seen as differences between two stages in the book of Joshua. The OG of 
Joshua represents an older stage of the book of Joshua, older than the MT” 

                                                           
8 Cf. Jobes and Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 30.  
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(p. 118). “The pre-MT book of Joshua became the MT book by insertion of and 
focus on Gilgal as the central camping ground of Joshua and his army” (p. 118). 

Glenn Wooden explores “Interlinearity in 2 Esdras: A Test Case.” He 
accepts the “interlinear model” as introduced by Albert Pietersma, using it as a 
heuristic category for describing the relationship between the Greek translation 
and its Vorlage. Wooden asks, with reference to 2 Esdras, whether it is possible 
to establish the adequacy of this model. Based on a thorough analysis of the 
translation characteristics of 2 Esdras (relationship to the kaige-Theodotion 
group, transliterations, word order, conjunctions, anacoluthon in lists within and 
outside 2 Esdras), his conclusion is that, “in the case of 2 Esdras, it seems that 
the translation model followed by the translator can be classified as interlinear. 
As such it would have been intended as a translation to help users gain access to 
the source texts, and not to have a reading experience through the translation 
alone” (p. 143). Given the fact that “the practice developed in an educational 
setting, not a liturgical or recreational one, 2 Esdras represents a low educational 
level” (p. 143). “As an achievement of literary merit, this translation of Ezra-
Nehemiah fails. But, as an interlinear translation, it is successful, and for that 
reason, it also serves as a window to its Vorlage, so that where 2 Esdras is not in 
line with the MT, we may more confidently argue for a unit of variation in the 
MT tradition” (p. 144). 

Wade White explores isomorphism in Job: “A Devil in the Making: 
Isomorphism and Exegesis in OG Job 1:8b.” Isomorphism usually is understood 
as “a descriptive term that constitutes a specific type of quantitative represen-
tation, namely, a one to one relationship between items in the source and 
receptor texts” (p. 145). By examining Job 1:8b, White wishes “to demonstrate 
that the quality of formal equivalence between source and receptor texts must 
also be afforded some standing alongside the issue of quantity” (p. 146). The 
book of Job in the LXX is commonly considered to be a rather free translation. It 
is therefore surprising that, in reading Job, one finds “not a few examples of a 
certain quantitative affinity with its (presumed) Hebrew Vorlage” (p. 146). At 
first glance, Job 1:8b might seem to be an example in case. Closer examination, 
however, leads to different results. “Thus one is left with a translation that, while 
on the surface bears a certain formal equivalence with its parent text, actually 
introduces a significant shift in meaning when compared with its Hebrew 
counterpart. Furthermore that element which is commonly regarded as one of 
the fundamental underpinnings for the determination of literalism—namely, a 
close quantitative relationship between the texts—was discovered here to be 
potentially misleading in that its presence in OG Job 1:8b is not attributable to a 
so-called ‘literal’ style of translation” (p. 156). 

Aaron Schart’s contribution deals with “The Jewish and the Christian 
Greek Versions of Amos.” In the first part Schart establishes a stemma of the 
different Hebrew and Greek versions in order to show how the LXX text, as used 
in the Christian tradition, originated. His thesis is that the Hebrew consonant text 
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used by the Greek translator represents an earlier stratum than the MT as it is 
known today. On the whole, then, the LXX translator tried to give a faithful, 
literal translation. In a second part, Schart looks for examples where the 
translator consciously altered the meaning of the Vorlage. At some points 
anthropomorphisms and anthropopathisms have been avoided, but not 
consistently. “Apparently there was no systematic suppression of the concept of 
a bodily God in LXX Amos” (p. 165). The same cannot be said, however, 
concerning the concepts of prophecy that the translator of Amos expressed, of 
his concept of time, and maybe of his understanding of the messiah. In a third 
part, Schart investigates the reception of LXX Amos in the New Testament, 
particularly in Acts 7 and 15. He shows that the proof from Scripture given in 
those two New Testament chapters could only be successfully undertaken on the 
basis of the LXX, and would not have been possible on the basis of the Hebrew 
text. 

Patricia Ahearne-Kroll’s essay, “LXX/OG Zechariah 1–6 and the Portrayal 
of Joshua Centuries after the Restoration of the Temple,” starts from the well-
known differences between MT and LXX. “Some of these differences reveal 
common text-critical variations that result from the progress of transmission, 
while other distinctions seem to reflect the worldview of the translator(s). Given 
the conservative nature of transmission in antiquity, the altered meaning the 
LXX/OG Zechariah does not necessarily expose any purposeful manipulation of 
the text. Rather, these textual differences suggest the historical and theological 
assumptions shared by initial translators” (p. 179). Focusing on Zech 3, Patricia 
Ahearne-Kroll explores the roles of Zerubbabel, the high priest Joshua, and the 
temple cult in LXX Zech 1–6. Her conclusion is that, differing from the historical 
situation after exile, “by the time of the LXX/OG Zechariah translation this cult 
and the role of the high priest were well established” (p. 192). In contrast to the 
role of Zerubbabel, which is not different from that in the MT, Joshua’s 
importance increases. “As for the LXX/OG, it enhances Zechariah’s description 
of Joshua’s responsibilities. It retains much of what the MT provides: Joshua is 
given the authority to judge (diakri,nw) and to administrate the temple courts and 
is conditionally granted access to the divine court (3:7). However, the LXX/OG 
explicitly associates Joshua with Aaron, and in so doing it refers to the 
reestablishment of Aaronid priesthood more clearly than the MT” (p. 191). 
“LXX/OG Zech 1–6 presents the reestablishment of the temple cult, with Zerub-
babel as an important assistant and with Joshua as a co-leader in the political 
realm and as the cultic authority of the Jewish people. By expanding the under-
standing of Joshua, LXX/OG Zech 1–6 presents a belief that corresponds to a 
religious reality of Hellenistic Judaism” (p. 192).  
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3. Comprehensive Issues and Problems Concerning Several  
LXX Books 

Some issues that Septuagintalists encounter cannot be studied merely in one 
book, or over books with a similar translation style. The contributions in this 
section, from Heinz-Josef Fabry, Claudia Bergmann, Siegfried Kreuzer, and 
Martin Rösel, deal with comprehensive questions involving more than one book 
of the LXX and with problems that are relevant for several writings or groups of 
writings, such as messianism, idol worship, and theology of the LXX.  

Heinz-Josef Fabry in his article on “Messianism in the Septuagint” starts 
with an evaluation of messianic texts in the MT, in the Targums, in texts from 
Qumran, in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, and the Psalms of Solomon. 
In the LXX Fabry does not find any homogeneous messianism. Rather, he finds 
different tendencies that sometimes contradict each other: messianic passages in 
the Hebrew Bible are “dismantled” or reduced in the LXX (e.g., Isa 9:5; Mic 
5:2). On the other hand, we find messianic interpretations of unmessianic texts 
of the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Num 24:7, Ezek 21:30–32). These different 
tendencies may result from the fact that the books of the LXX were translated at 
different times. “The messianisms of the Septuagint are obviously not closely 
related to their original socio-cultural and political conditions. Rather, the 
translators tried to free messianic belief from the original cultural, liturgical, 
etc., background and to transfer it into a new framework within Hellenistic 
culture” (p. 204). The frequently asserted thesis that the LXX increases and 
broadens messianic hopes already found in the Hebrew Bible is untenable in 
view of these results.  

In her article, Claudia Bergmann investigates “Idol Worship in Bel and the 
Dragon and Other Literature from the Second Temple Period.” It is obvious that 
“the prohibition of idol worship has a long tradition in the Hebrew Bible.… In 
the Second Temple period, when Judaism had to face some new challenges, the 
prohibition of idol worship was underscored by new literary tendencies that 
portrayed idol worship as ridiculous to the enlightened mind” (p. 207). 
Bergmann describes these tendencies as they appear in Bel and the Dragon and 
other Second Temple period texts such as the Epistle of Jeremiah, Jub. 12 and 
20, Wis 13–15, and the Apocalypse of Abraham. She then shows “some 
peculiarities of Bel and the Dragon in the context of other Second Temple 
literature that deals with idol worship, and … [finally] compare[s] the different 
emphases in the OG and the Theodotion versions of Bel and the Dragon” (p. 
207). 

In his article “From ‘Old Greek’ to the Recensions,” Siegfried Kreuzer 
asks “Who and What Caused the Change of the Hebrew Referent-Text of the 
Septuagint?” The LXX as a translation of Hebrew scriptures into Greek has 
developed in several stages with important changes. Since the discovery of the 
texts from Qumran and Nahal „ever it is clear that recensional activities had 
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already begun by the first century B.C.E. Recensional activities are especially 
evident in the books of Kingdoms and Chronicles with the kaige-sections and 
the question of a proto-Lucianic recension.9 Starting from the Septuagint and the 
Qumran texts of the books of Samuel, Kreuzer discusses (1) the relation of the 
LXX text to the different text types at Qumran, (2) the change of the Hebrew 
reference text from the “Old Greek” to the recensions, and (3) presents a 
solution to the question of when and how this change took place. His answer is 
“that the change was caused by the Hellenistic crisis of the old Jerusalemite 
priesthood in the time of Antiochus IV and especially by the success of the 
Maccabean revolt and the establishment of the Hasmonean dynasty. These events 
and the establishment of a new temple hierarchy in Jerusalem led to the 
domination of the MT, and that led to the change in the Hebrew text type on 
which the Septuagint was based.” “This change is reflected in the Letter of 
Aristeas with its defense of the OG Septuagint” (p. 237). 

The question of whether there can be an overarching “Theology of the 
Septuagint” may be as old as LXX research itself. For German researchers in the 
twentieth century the question is a particularly loaded issue, given the anti-
Semitic undercurrents of some of the early research. More broadly, it is 
currently a controversial topic of discussion among Septuagintalists. Martin 
Rösel’s contribution, “Towards a theology of the Septuagint,” is an attempt to 
take up an old question and to propose a solution that considers both the 
possibilities and parameters of a possible approach. First, Rösel asks “what 
‘Theology of the Septuagint’ can mean at all.” Secondly, he discusses “some 
texts and topics that show characteristic theological and anthropological 
distinctions between the Hebrew and the Greek Scriptures.” Finally, he briefly 
outlines “how … such a theology can be written.” (p. 239)  

Such a theology of the LXX must fulfill the following conditions: it may 
not level out the differences among the individual books; it is not only to repeat 
what one normally finds in an Old Testament Theology, being oriented 
thematically on theological topics: “… a Theology of the LXX should serve to 
give an impression of where, in which texts, how, and why the Greek Scriptures 
differ from the Hebrew, and on what topics it makes a difference whether the 
LXX or the Hebrew Bible were used” (p. 243). As examples, Rösel outlines 
theological and anthropological tendencies that he thinks would need to be 
addressed in a “Theology of the Septuagint,” because in each case the LXX 
exhibits differences from the Old Testament that signal theological tendenz.  

                                                           
9 Cf. Natalio Fernández Marcos and José Ramón Busto Saiz, El texto antioqueno de la 
Biblia griega (Textos y estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” de la Biblia Políglota Matritense 
50, 53, 60; Madrid: Instituto de Filologia, CSIC, 1989–1996).  
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4. Reception History of the LXX in Early Judaism and Christianity 

The reception of the Greek Scriptures in the New Testament and in the early 
church and Judaism is of interest in several ways. It gives us insight into the 
different forms of the text that were used during New Testament times, and it 
also helps us understand the history of interpretation of Jewish scriptures in new 
contexts, such as where interpretation was mainly determined by Christology. In 
this section Florian Wilk, Helmut Utzschneider, Stephen Ahearne-Kroll, Karen 
Jobes, Martin Karrer, Ralph Brucker, and Beate Ego look at different aspects of 
reception history.  

The subject of Florian Wilk’s contribution is “The Letters of Paul as 
Witnesses to and for the Septuagint Text.” The discoveries in the Judean desert, 
among which is the scroll of the twelve minor prophets from Wadi Muraba’at, 
bear witness to the fact that recensions of Greek Bible had been made even 
before the first century B.C.E. Such recensions can be found in New Testament 
quotations from the Old Testament, particularly in Paul, some of whose 
quotations from Isaiah differ markedly from the LXX. There are various reasons 
for this: sometimes Paul intentionally changes the wording, adapting it to the 
new context; sometimes he follows other text forms than those of the LXX. Wilk 
excludes the possibility, however, that Paul, following the Hebrew Bible, should 
himself have corrected his quotations, by the evidence is not so unambiguous as 
to allow a definite conclusion. Some of Paul’s quotations agree with the texts of 
Aquila, Symmachus, or Theodotion. Thus, the quotations in Paul are important 
witnesses to the textual history of the Greek Jewish scriptures.  

The contribution by Helmut Utzschneider deals with the use of the Minor 
Prophets in the New Testament: “Flourishing Bones: The Minor Prophets in the 
New Testament.” Compared, for example, to the book of Isaiah, the Minor 
Prophets play a modest role in Jewish literature. Differently from the 
understanding in Qumran or in the book of Ben Sira, the Minor Prophets are not 
treated as one single entity in the New Testament, where citations of the Minor 
Prophets can be grouped into longer and shorter ones. The wording of the 
shorter ones has been strongly assimilated and adapted to the new context. 
Looking at the textual basis of the citations in the New Testament, most of them 
come from the Old Greek, but there are several citations that go back to the 
Alexandrian tradition (the longer citations in Acts). In Matthew and John the so-
called “Erfüllungszitate” seem to stem from a Hebraizing, proto-Theodotionic 
revision. The quotations are interwoven with their new contexts. They play a 
decisive role, not only verbatim but together with their Old Testament contexts. 

In his article “Abandonment and Suffering,” Stephen Ahearne-Kroll 
discusses the question of whether or not one can speak of an allusion to Ps 40 
LXX in the Markan passion narrative (Mark 14:18 within the context Mark 
14:17–21). First, he explains the methodology by which he determines an 
allusion. Next, “Mark 14:17–21 and Ps 40 [are] … considered in Greek, both 
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separately and in conversation with each other.” Ahearne-Kroll’s aim is, on the 
one hand to understand the dynamics of Ps 40, and on the other hand to gain 
“insight into the complexities of Mark 14:17–21 and of Mark’s passion narrative 
in general.” (p. 293) 

In her contribution, “The Septuagint Textual Tradition in 1 Peter,” Karen 
Jobes presents a descriptive analysis of the LXX textual tradition in 1 Peter—a 
letter which, considering its length, quotes and alludes to the LXX more 
frequently than any other book in the New Testament. Although textual criticism 
of the Old and New Testaments have been developed independently of each 
other, there are considerable affinities, especially where the transmission of 
Greek texts is concerned. Those who passed on the New Testament where 
identical with those who passed on the LXX. This is shown with reference, for 
example, to the codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Alexandrinus, which are 
editions of the whole Bible in Greek. Jobes argues that much could be learned 
from analyzing the transmission of the Old Testament and New Testament in 
tandem. 

Martin Karrer (“The Epistle to the Hebrews and the Septuagint”) explores 
the quotations from the LXX in the epistle to the Hebrews, which relies upon 
quotations from Scripture to an exceptional degree: twenty-nine texts from 
different parts of Scripture are cited. The scriptural quotations in Hebrews are 
special in that the wish is to express the actual, contemporary words of God, 
Christ, or the Spirit, rather than being mere quotations from the distant past. All 
quotations in Hebrews are from the LXX. Based on Heb 1:6 (where Deut 32:43 / 
Od 2:43 is quoted) and Heb 2:17–3:6 (where Hebrews quotes from 1 Sam 2:35), 
Karrer explains the use of Scripture made in Hebrews. In so doing he also 
explores the textual traditions used by the author of the epistle.  

In his article, “Observations on the Wirkungsgeschichte of the Septuagint 
Psalms in ancient Judaism and early Christianity,” Ralph Brucker deals with the 
reception and ongoing interpretation of LXX Psalms in ancient Judaism and in 
the early church. With regard to ancient Judaism he looks at 1 Maccabees, Philo 
of Alexandria, and Josephus. An excursus on Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 
is included. Among New Testament references to Scripture, the Psalms play an 
exceptional role. The textual basis is invariably the LXX, not the Hebrew Bible. 
In the New Testament the focus is on the Gospels and on Paul. Finally, Brucker 
looks at the reception in the apostolic fathers, the apologists, and the Greek church 
fathers.  

Beate Ego’s contribution deals with “Textual Variants as a Result of 
Enculturation: The Banishment of the Demon in Tobit.” The book of Tobit is 
among those LXX Books of which there is no parent text in the Hebrew Bible. 
Among the Dead Sea Scrolls, however, fragments in Aramaic and Hebrew have 
been found. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the book of Tobit was 
originally written in a Semitic language. The Greek book of Tobit is extant in 
two different versions, a longer and a shorter one. According to Ego, the long 
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version, represented in the Codex Sinaiticus, is the older one of the two. It is, 
however, not identical with the Greek original, but is itself the result of a 
revision. Concentrating on the exorcism motif in 3:17, 6:15 8–3, Ego shows that 
the versions of Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus/Vaticanus, as compared to MS 319, are 
adaptations that were “influenced by the cultural and religious setting of those 
who did the reworking of the different versions and manuscripts” (p. 378). 

Although these four areas do not cover the whole breadth of present 
Septuagint research, significant areas of scholarship have been mentioned. The 
contributions collected in this volume give valuable insight into present research 
and they identify desiderata for future investigation. It is our hope that they 
stimulate more research into this fascinating collection of Greek scriptures that 
were held in common by early Judaism and early Christianity. 



 



 

In a Mirror, Dimly— 
Reading the Septuagint as a Document of Its Times 

Cameron Boyd-Taylor 

The corpus of Jewish translational literature that comes down to us as the 
Septuagint is undoubtedly shot through with the concerns and interests of those 
who produced it. As such it promises to offer important evidence for the 
religious and intellectual life of Second Temple Judaism. Yet the fact that we are 
here dealing with translations and not compositional literature has far-reaching 
implications which need to be addressed before the nature and significance of 
this evidence can be properly assessed. 

1. The Use of the Septuagint as a Historical Source  

The temptation to construct a variety of Judaism underlying this or that text of 
the Septuagint is understandable.1 What we seek is evidence for some specific 

                                                           
1 By Septuagint I mean that body of Jewish translational literature that eventually 
clustered around the OG Pentateuch, or Septuagint proper. This literature was 
approaching its later canonical shape as early as the time of Jesus ben Sirach (ca. 116 
B.C.E.), who in his prologue refers to a Greek version of the Law as well as the Prophets 
and the other books. For the sake of the present study I exclude from the outset the non-
translational literature that entered the Greek Bible over the course of its canonical 
formation. Of course, the Septuagint, as I have defined it, consists of many translations 
undertaken at different times, in various places, and to distinct ends. Hence, unless 
otherwise indicated such generalizations as are made should be understood by the reader 
to be restricted to the books of the Greek Pentateuch, which, although not a single 
translation unit, exhibits sufficient literary and textual unity to be treated as a coherent 
whole. In the words of Dominque Barthélemy, “Admettons d’abord que l’on est en droit 
de parler d’une oeuvre littéraire cohérente de traduction du Pentateuque, les doutes 
présentés par Kahle en ce domaine étant réfutés par les papyri juifs antérieurs à notre ère. 
On trouve en effet déjà présentes en ces papyri des particularités ou des erreurs de 
traduction qui caractérisent tous les témoins de notre ‘Septante.’” (“Pourquoi La Torah a-
t-Elle Été Traduite En Grec?,” in Études d’Histoire du Texte de L’Ancien Testament 
[D. Barthélemy; OBO 21; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978], 322). 
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intellectual or religious development, which can then be pinned down 
historically. Such use of the Septuagint is frequently made by students of 
Christian origins, who wish to trace an intellectual trajectory from some social 
formation in Hellenistic Judaism through to the world underlying the New 
Testament. Of the varieties of Judaism so constructed, Proto-Pharisaism has 
proven to be one of the most compelling. The direct literary evidence for the 
origins of this sect, gleaned principally from Josephus, the Qumran writings, the 
New Testament, and the rabbinic corpus is on the whole late and 
methodologically problematic; the Septuagint however is relatively early and, it 
would seem, not so problematic and so presents itself as a promising witness.2 
The possibility of a Pharisaic origin for certain Septuagint texts has thus been 
mooted in some quarters. R. T. Beckwith considers the Greek Pentateuch to be 
one of the earliest Pharisaic writings we possess.3 Joachim Schaper has 
described the Greek Psalter as “a document of proto-Pharisaic theology.” 4 

There is nothing inherently implausible about such proposals. Yet if we are 
to read the Septuagint in this manner, that is, as a historical document, a 
document of its times, certain methodological issues need first be addressed. 
There is little external evidence of any real value and so we must rely on the 
internal evidence, that of the texts themselves. Of course this presupposes that 
we have established what sort of evidence the texts have to offer and how this 
evidence is to be assessed. As it happens this is not as straightforward a matter 
as some would have it. What tends to get overlooked is the awkward fact that we 
are dealing with translational literature; and yet axiomatic for the study of the 
Septuagint, I would submit, is a principled distinction between translational and 
non-translational discourse.5 Quite simply a translated text never represents a 

                                                           
2 See A. Rofé, “The Onset of Sects in Postexilic Judaism: Neglected Evidence from the 
Septuagint, Trito-Isaiah, Ben Sira, and Malachi,” in The Social World of Formative 
Christianity and Judaism: Essays in Tribute to Howard Clark Kee (ed. J. Neusner et al.; 
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 39. 
3 Roger T. Beckwith, “The Pre-History and Relationships of the Pharisees, Sadducees and 
Essenes: A Tentative Reconstruction,” RevQ 11 (1982): 30. 
4 Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (WUNT 2.76; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 1995), 20. See John H. Hart, Ecclesiasticus: The Greek Text of Codex 248, 
Edited with a Textual Commentary and Prolegomena (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1909), 306–7, who detects Pharisaic elements in the Greek Psalter. Arie van der 
Kooij, (“On the Place of Origin of the Old Greek of Psalms,” VT 33 [1983]: 73) proposes 
a Pharisaic milieu for the text. 
5 Gideon Toury, “The Meaning of Translation-Specific Lexical Items and Its 
Representation in the Dictionary,” in Translation and Lexicography: Papers Read at the 
EURALEX Colloquium Held at Innsbruck 2–5 July 1987 (ed. M. Snell-Hornby and  
E. Pöhl; Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1989), 45ff., notes that this distinction is 
grounded in an opposition of a semiotic nature. 
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straightforward instance of performance in the target language.6 Translations 
deviate from the conventions governing well-formed texts and this fact has both 
linguistic and social cultural implications.7 The practices of reading brought to 
bear on a translation, the expectations of its readership, the uses to which it is 
put, will vary systematically from those proper to non-translational texts. 

It follows that assessing the evidential value of a translation is categorically 
different from assessing that of a non-translational text. In his widely acclaimed 
Jordan lectures Jonathan Z. Smith has documented how the failure to appreciate 
just this point has led to a certain arbitrariness in the study of Hellenistic 
Judaism.8 The burden of Smith’s argument is that the Septuagint is often treated 
as a direct channel of verbal concepts to primitive Christianity. Such a strategy, 
he urges, is duplicitous; it employs a spurious philology to bulwark a theological 
assumption.9  

As an example of what Smith is talking about we might consider the 
widespread claim that for the Septuagint, as for the New Testament, the Greek 
word evlpi,j has taken on a biblical meaning, that is to say, a meaning insulated 
from secular usage. According to this argument biblical evlpi,j carries the sense 
of Hebrew xjb or “trust,” as an expression of confidence in God’s promise of 
salvation.10 It has proven tempting to infer that the word evlpi,j was closely 
associated with the object of Christian and Pharisaic eschatological hope, the 
future resurrection.11 The quotation of Greek Ps 15:9 in Peter’s Pentecost sermon 
                                                           
6 Ibid., 45ff. 
7 We might say that translational literature is marked as such for the recipient culture. In a 
translation one regularly encounters linguistic phenomena either absent from non-
translational discourse or at least differently distributed within it. See Gideon Toury, 
Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Benjamins Translation Library 4; 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1995), 274–79. 
8 Jonathan Z. Smith, Drudgery Divine: On the Comparison of Early Christianities and the 
Religions of Late Antiquity (JLCRS 14; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), 62–
84. Smith sets himself the task of “rethinking the comparative enterprise” within the 
study of early Christianity; what emerges from his discussion is a highly persuasive 
critique of “the processes and goals” of religious studies (vii). 
9 Ibid., 81. On the one hand this strategy seeks to establish the purity of early Christian 
discourse with respect to pagan antiquity by locating it in a variety of pre-Christian 
Judaism. On the other hand, it seeks to distance Christian discourse from the Judaism so-
constructed by showing how the former supersedes the latter. In this way the uniqueness 
of Christian discourse is safeguarded at the expense of responsible historiography. 
10 E.g., TLNT 1:485, which asserts that a “veritable semantic revolution is effected by the 
LXX, which gives elpis and elpizo a strictly religious meaning.” 
11 In this regard Acts 24:15 is a key text. Paul declares, “I have a hope in God—a hope 
that they themselves also accept—that there will be a resurrection of both the righteous 
and the unrighteous (evlpi,da e;cwn eivj to.n qeo.n h]n kai. auvtoi. ou-toi prosde,contai( avna,stasin 
me,llein e;sesqai dikai,wn te kai. avdi,kwn).” By “they” Paul is referring to the Pharisees, 
with whom he shares his “hope in God.” 
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is often cited as an instance of this association.12 The Greek reads h̀ sa,rx mou 
kataskhnw,sei evp v evlpi,di, “my flesh will tent in hope.” Of the phrase evp v evlpi,di 
Ernst Haenchen observes, “This alone enabled the Christians to hear at this point 
an echo of the hope of resurrection.”13  

Now, it is generally and perhaps rightly assumed that this echo has a pre-
Christian source in some variety of Judaism. Given that the New Testament’s 
eschatological understanding of evlpi,j appears at first blush to be premised on 
Septuagintal usage, the question arises as to whether the idea might have been 
introduced into the Greek Psalter by its translators. Some commentators believe 
there is a case to be made. Let us consider the merits of this claim.  

Psalm 16:9–10 [15:9–10] 

ydwbk lgyw ybl xmX !kl dia. tou/to huvfra,nqh h̀ kardi,a mou kai. 
hvgallia,sato h ̀glw/ssa, mou 

xjbl !kXy yrXb @a e;ti de. kai. h ̀sa,rx mou kataskhnw,sei  
evp v evlpi,di 

lwaXl yXpn bz[t al yk o[ti ouvk evgkatalei,yeij th.n yuch,n mou 
eivj a[|dhn 

txX twarl $dyst !tt al ouvde. dw,seij to.n o[sio,n sou ivdei/n 
diafqora,n 

  
Therefore my heart is glad, and my 
soul rejoices; 

Therefore my heart was glad, and 
my tongue rejoiced; 

my body also rests secure. moreover my flesh will tent in hope. 
For you do not give me up to Sheol, For you will not abandon my soul to 

Hades, 
or let your faithful one see the Pit.  or let your devout one see 

corruption. 

As C. K. Barrett observes, the theme of MT Ps 16 in its original use was 
likely protection from death.14 The Hebrew poet depicts a person delivered from 
peril and permitted to continue living. But for Barrett the Greek translator is 
saying something quite different. Barrett suggests that in contradistinction to the 
Hebrew the Greek text “contemplates deliverance from the corruption of death 

                                                           
12 All translations of the Greek Psalter are drawn from Albert Pietersma, trans., A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint, and Other Greek Translations Traditionally 
Included under That Title: The Psalms (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000). All 
translations of the MT are drawn from the NRSV. 
13 Ernst Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary (trans. B. Noble and G. 
Shinn; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971), 181. 
14 C. K. Barrett, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles (ICC; 
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994), 1:147. 
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itself.”15 Now if this is so the text has important implications for Jewish 
intellectual history. The Greek Psalter would provide evidence for the doctrine 
of corporal resurrection as early as the second century B.C.E.16  

Such a proposal has been advanced by Joachim Schaper, for whom Greek 
Ps 15:9–10 represents “one of the first, if not the first” instances of the promise 
of “personal, physical resurrection,” and hence an indication of Proto-Pharisaic 
theology.17 Schaper’s claim rests on the translator’s selection of certain lexical 
equivalents. These items are to be understood as “changes” to the text, that is, as 
the deliberate accommodation of old texts to new religious ideas. Schaper 
identifies two “really interesting” changes in Ps 15:9–10.18 The first is the 
rendering of xjbl by evp v evlpi,di. Here one might speak of a shift from “trusting 
security” in the Hebrew text to “trusting expectation” in the Greek, and with it a 
shift in temporal orientation from the present time to the end times. The second 
“change” identified by Schaper is the rendering of txX by diafqora,n. Where the 
Hebrew provides a stock figure for death, the Greek text seems, at first blush, to 
envision release from the consequences of death. Taken together these two 
“changes” point to the introduction of the doctrine of corporal resurrection into 
the Greek psalm. 

Not everyone, however, is satisfied with this line of reasoning. Claude Cox, 
for one, has rightly asked whether Schaper has not imposed an eschatological 
reading upon the text.19 Cox makes a valid point. It is extremely hazardous to 
draw firm conclusions from what is after all translational usage. Let us consider 
each rendering in turn. Consulting a concordance we find that when rendering 
members of the xjb word group the translator of the Greek Psalter regularly 

                                                           
15 Ibid., 147. Barrett cites the discussion by Pierre Benoit, Exégèse et théologie (Paris: 
Cerf, 1961), 1:7, with approval; “… nous y trouvons cette fois la doctrine de la 
résurrection clairement suggérée dans le mot diafqora,, par lequel ils transposent, plus 
qu’ils ne traduisent, le mot hebreu sahat: Dieu ne permettra pass que son saint voie la 
corruption, c’est-à-dire que sa façon de lui épargner le quasi-anéantissement du schéol 
sera de le faire vivre éternellement, dans son corps même, auprès de lui. Il semble qu’il y 
a la, consigné dans la Septante, un véritable apport doctrinal, qui s’explique par le 
progrès survenu dans la Révélation depuis l’original hébreu.” 
16 For a second-century dating of the Greek Psalter, see Tyler F. Williams, “Towards a 
Date for the Old Greek Psalter,” in The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert 
Pietersma (ed. R. J. V. Hiebert, C. E. Cox, and P. J. Gentry; JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: 
Sheffield Academic, 2001). 
17 Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 50. 
18 Ibid., 49. 
19 Claude E. Cox, “Schaper’s Eschatology Meets Kraus’s Theology of the Psalms,” in The 
Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma (ed. R. J. V. Hiebert, C. E. 
Cox, and P. J. Gentry; JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 292. 
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supplies evlpi,j and its cognates.20 The extent to which this preferred rendering is 
indicative of a thematic interest in any given instance is difficult to determine. It 
could simply be a reflex of his method. We observe that at Pss 59:10 and 107:10 
the translator evidently understood #xr to mean “trust” rather than “washing.”21 
But rendering this Hebrew word by evlpi,j results in “Moab is the basin of my 
hope.” That the translator intended to identify Moab as the object of God’s 
eschatological hope is unlikely.22 In the case of Ps 15:9 it would therefore seem 
arbitrary to assign any special significance to the presence of evlpi,j without 
further warrant. 

Turning to the second item we note that diafqora, may carry the sense of 
physical deterioration or decay, and this is certainly how Luke understood it.23 
Yet the word can denote any sort of destruction and was very often used as a 
figure for the cessation of life. The Greek phrase ivdei/n diafqora,n might well be 
glossed “to see death” and be intended by the translator as a parallelism for eivj 
a[|dhn, “being given up to Hades.” In this way the Greek psalmist is simply 
confident he will not die, which is just what the Hebrew text would appear to be 
saying. 

As for the selection of diafqora as a translation equivalent for txX we note 
that the translator of the Greek Psalter consistently handles this Hebrew item in 
one of two ways. At 7:16 and 9:13 where the context requires a physical pit he 
renders it bo,qroj. In all other instances he understands txX to denote “destruction” 
of some sort and renders it by diafqora, or a cognate form.24 Whether diafqora, 
is ever intended to specify the process of physical corruption is hard to say. At 

                                                           
20 The qal form of the verb xjb is rendered by evlpi,zw at 4:6; 9:11; 12:6; 20:8; 21:5, 6; 
25:1; 26:3; 27:7; 30:7, 15; 31:10; 32:21; 36:3, 5; 39:4; 40:10; 43:7; 51:10; 54:24; 55:4, 5, 
12; 61:9, 11; 77:22; 83:13; 85:2; 90:2; 111:7; 113:17, 18, 19; 117:9; 118:42; and 142:8. It 
is rendered by evpelpi,zw at 51:9, and by pei,qw at 24:2; 48:7; 113:16; 117:8; 124:1; 
134:18; and 145:3. The hipvil participle is rendered by evlpi,j at 21:10. The nominal form 
is rendered by evlpi,j at 4:9 (xjb l by evp v evlpi,di), 15:9 (xjb l by evp v evlpi,di), 77:53 (l 
xjb by evn evlpi,di). 
21 M. Flashar, “Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter,” ZAW 32 (1912): 251, 
suggested long ago that this reading trades on the Aramaic meaning of the lexeme, i.e., 
“to hope.” 
22 Unlikely, though not inconceivable. See the ingenious explanation offered by Schaper, 
Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 43–45. 
23 We note that LXX Ps 15:10 is quoted by Paul at Acts 13:34–37 to support his 
affirmation that God raised Jesus from the dead. The word diafqora, emerges as a 
leitmotif in this context, occurring no less than four times. Paul’s argument trades on the 
connotations of physical corruption or dissolution. This of course is understandable, since 
his theme is deliverance from the consequences of death. 
24 txX is rendered by diafqora, at 9:16, 15:10, 29:10, 34:7, 54:24; by katafqora, at 48:10; 
and by fqora, at 102:4. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles, 182, makes the suggestion that 
here the equivalency rests on a derivation from the pivel of txX, “to spoil.” 
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15:10 the translator might simply be trading on the stock meaning of his 
preferred translation equivalent, as he is seen to do elsewhere.25 What becomes 
clear is that determining the evidential significance of the translator’s usage in a 
given context is notoriously difficult.  

This issue has been touched upon more than once by James Barr.26 The 
burden of Barr’s argument is that Septuagintal parallels cannot merely be cited 
as straightforward evidence of verbal meaning. Rather, one must first “attempt 
to discover the method by which translators read Hebrew texts and decided on a 
rendering.”27 To return to our example, an assessment of the thematic 
significance of evlpi,j within the Greek Psalter should involve more than a survey 
of the various contexts in which it occurs. What is required is a principled basis 
for assessing the translator’s selection and deployment of evlpi,j as a translational 
equivalent. Without such an assessment there is little that can be said about a 
text such as Ps 15:9–10. 

We know that the words h̀ sa,rx mou kataskhnw,sei evp v evlpi,di, “my flesh 
shall dwell in hope,” came to be understood in reference to corporal resurrection 
within early Christian circles. No doubt this use of the text owed much to the 
collocation of the key words sa,rx and evlpi,j in the Greek psalm.28 Whether it 
                                                           
25 Thus at 34:7 he offers diafqora.n pagi,doj auvtw/n for ~tXr txX. Whether or not we 
choose to gloss this curious expression “destructive snare” with NETS, we can hardly 
place much interpretative weight on diafqora, in this instance. Rather, the translator has 
simply provided his preferred rendering. 
26 James Barr, “Common Sense and Biblical Language,” Bib 49 (1968): 379. See also, 
James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1961). 
27 Barr, “Common Sense and Biblical Language,” 379, argues that fundamental to any 
such enquiry is the distinction between two sets of mental processes, “those of the 
translators themselves, whose decisions about meaning were reached from the Hebrew 
text, and those of later readers, most of whom did not know the original.” 
28 At Acts 2:31 Luke places the following interpretation of the psalm on the lips of Peter: 
proi?dw.n evla,lhsen peri. th/j avnasta,sewj tou/ cristou/ o[ti ou;te evgkatelei,fqh eivj a[|dhn ou;te h ̀
sa.rx auvtou/ ei=den diafqora,n, “foreseeing this, David spoke of the resurrection of the 
Messiah, saying, ‘He was not abandoned to Hades, nor did his flesh experience 
corruption.’” Peter’s interpretation clearly rests on the premise that the two negative 
assertions of the psalmist, namely that God will neither abandon his soul to Hades 
(evgkatalei,yei th.n yuch,n eivj a[|dhn), nor let his devout one see destruction (ouvde. dw,seij to.n 
o[sio,n sou ivdei/n diafqora,n) together imply the physical resurrection of the Messiah (h̀ 
avna,stasij tou/ cristou/). We note that in Peter’s interpretation, ò o[sioj, “the devout one,” 
of the Greek psalm text has given way to h ̀sa,rx, “the flesh.” Here is where the emphasis 
falls—the object of David’s hope (evlpi,j) is that his corporal being, his flesh, will not be 
subject to corruption (diafqora,), here understood as the material dissolution of the body. 
We might then speak of the motif of physical incorruptibility. The words ou;te 
evgkatelei,fqh eivj a[|dhn, “he will not be abandoned to Hades,” are thus understood by Peter 
in reference to the condition of the Messiah after death. It is not that he will be protected 
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carried the same significance for the translator as it did for Luke, and if so to 
what extent it represents a deliberate intervention on the part of the translator, 
remains open to question.29 To paraphrase Jonathan Smith we cannot begin to 
determine the evidential significance of the text without a theory of translation.30 
But while scholars such as Smith and Barr have identified the need for such a 
theory, the matter has yet to be pursued in any detail and remains a desideratum 
for the field of Septuagint studies. Two fundamental questions must first be 
addressed. First, what would a theory of translation appropriate for the study of 
the Septuagint look like. Secondly, what would such a theory attempt to explain. 
In the next section I shall very briefly sketch out what I believe to be a fruitful 
way of proceeding on these issues.  

2. Towards a Theoretical Framework for Septuagint Studies—  
The Interlinear Paradigm  

Our task is to establish a principled basis for assessing Septuagintal texts as 
documents of their time, and this involves us in the theory of translation. My 
suggestion is that we start with what is undoubtedly a watershed document for 
the field of Septuagint studies, namely “To the Reader of NETS,” authored by the 
editors of NETS and published together with its first fascicle, the Greek Psalter.31 
As I see it, this ambitious document lays the groundwork for a theory of 
translation adequate to the task of assessing the historical and hermeneutic 
significance of the text. What I am referring to of course is the so-called 

                                                                                                                                  
from death, rather, having entered into death, he will be delivered from it through 
physical resurrection. 
29 Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 168, traces a continuous history of 
scriptural interpretation from the original Hebrew text of Ps 16, through its Greek 
translation and on to the book of Acts, where the psalm is invested “with a more and 
more refined and enriched array of meanings.” What Schaper has in fact done is attribute 
Luke’s interpretation of the psalm to its Greek translator. But the fact that Luke 
understood the text eschatologically has little to no bearing on the issue. As Schaper is 
well aware, the Hebrew text was itself patient of this reading, as we see in the midrash on 
Ps 16:9 which reads “even my flesh shall dwell in safety—that is after death. Rabbi 
Yitzhaq said: ‘This shows that neither worm nor corruption has power over his flesh.’” 
Ernst Haenchen is therefore wrong to insist that it is the presence of the phrase evp v evlpi,di in 
the Greek text that alone makes the Christian reading possible. While Luke’s interpretation 
may exploit certain idiosyncrasies of the Greek text, it does not require them. 
30 Smith, Drudgery Divine, 77. 
31 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright III, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally 
Included under That Title: The Psalms (ed. A. Pietersma; New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2000), ii–xviii. See also Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright III, “The New 
English Translation of the Septuagint (NETS),” BIOSCS 31 (1998): 26–30. 
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interlinear paradigm of Septuagint studies.32 I shall not endeavor to undertake a 
critical assessment of the model here, this would be premature. Rather, I shall 
limit myself to a few observations on what I take to be its fundamental premise, 
namely the priority of function. I shall then illustrate the relevance of this 
premise to the issues raised by our discussion of LXX Ps 15:9–10.  

Even a cursory glance at “To the Reader of NETS” will testify to the priority 
of function in its approach to the Septuagint. The editors attribute the verbal 
make-up of the text to the fact that it “was made to serve a pedagogical 
purpose.”33 We read that,  

NETS is presupposing a Greek translation which aimed at bringing the reader to 
the Hebrew original rather than bringing the Hebrew original to the reader. 
Consequently, the Greek’s subservience to the Hebrew may be seen as 
indicative of its aim.34  

To help conceptualize this subservience, the editors offer the reader what they 
call a “visual aid,” namely the figure of interlinearity, that is, of a translation 
following its parent phrase by phrase.35 The editors go on to say that such 
“interlinearity with and dependence on the Hebrew may be termed the Sitz im 
Leben of the Septuagint.”36 With the introduction of the term Sitz im Leben we 
see that for NETS the meaning and significance of the text is bound up with its 
inferred function within the community that produced it. So much is clearly 
stated later in the document: “The reason for the NETS approach is integral to the 
NETS aim: that of reflecting the Septuagint’s constitutive character or Sitz im 
Leben.”37 

We note that used alongside Sitz im Leben is the expression “constitutive 
character.” A close reading of the document indicates that by introducing this 
notion the editors seek to accomplish two things. First, they want to draw our 

                                                           
32 There is a steadily growing literature pertaining to the paradigm. Cameron Boyd-
Taylor, “A Place in the Sun: The Interpretative Significance of LXX-Psalm 18:5c,” 
BIOSCS 31 (1998): 71–105; and Albert Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old 
Questions: The Relevance of the Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in 
Bible and Computer—The Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference: Proceedings of the 
Association Internationale Bible et Informatique ‘From Alpha to Byte,’ University of 
Stellenbosch 17–21 July, 2000 (ed. J. Cook; Leiden: Brill, 2002) 337–64. See also Robert 
J. V. Hiebert, “Translation Technique in the Septuagint of Genesis and Its Implications 
for the NETS Version,” BIOSCS 33 (2000): 75–93; and Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “The 
Evidentiary Value of Septuagintal Usage for Lexicography: Alice’s Reply to Humpty 
Dumpty,” BIOSCS 34 (2001): 47–80. 
33 Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” ix. 
34 Ibid., ix. 
35 Ibid., ix. 
36 Ibid., x. 
37 Ibid., xv. 
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attention to the circumstances surrounding the original production of the text.38 
Secondly, they mean to prioritize what I would call the institutional dimension 
of the translation, namely, the role translation was intended to play within the 
community that produced it.39 I would submit that the notion of constitutive 
character is central to the rationale of NETS and worthy of serious attention. It 
captures a fundamental insight, namely, that the work of a translator is 
circumscribed and structured by the shared expectations of the institution within 
which and for which he is translating.40 The translation technique adopted will 
reflect the prospective function of the text within the life of that institution, that 
is, who is going to read it, under what circumstances and to what end. 

This approach to the text has clear empirical consequences. By studying 
various translations for which both the institutional circumstances of their 
production and the translation technique adopted by the translator can be 
established independently of one another, we are able to trace correlations 
between these two variables. Such evidence can then be used as a basis for 
extrapolating from one variable to the other. In the case of the Septuagint we 
know precious little about its institutional context. Conversely we know a 

                                                           
38 Texts are used in different ways at different times. NETS wants to anchor our assessment 
and interpretation of the Septuagint in the historical circumstances of the translation. See 
Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” xii–xiii; “The paradigm of Septuagint 
origins as an interlinear text within a Hebrew-Greek diglot, in contradistinction to the 
Septuagint as a free-standing, independent text now calls for a further distinction alluded 
to earlier, namely, that between its Sitz im Leben or constitutive character on the one hand 
and its reception history on the other.” 
39 The editors are especially concerned to assert the role of institutional expectations in 
shaping the form or verbal makeup of the text. See ibid., xiii: “Constitutive character or 
Sitz im Leben is a figure for socio-linguistic realities. As such it includes not only what, 
judging from the language, used the text overtly means but also what at times resulted 
covertly from the model that informed the translator’s work.” 
40 In a seminal paper read to the European Society for Translation Congress in Prague, 
1995, Theo Hermans emphasized the role of the translator, and hence the translation, in 
an existing network of social relations. For Hermans the work of translation is informed 
by shared expectations, both cognitive and regulative, which at once circumscribe and 
structure its domain as a field of behavior. This is not to deny the translator his due; in 
fact, it clarifies his role in the process. The translator is seen as one actively negotiating 
the expectations of his community by making choices, i.e., by selecting “one option from 
among the range of more or less practicable, more or less likely options available to them 
in the circumstances.” (“Translation as Institution,” in Translation as Intercultural 
Communication: Selected Papers from the EST Congress, Prague 1995 [ed. M. Snell-
Hornby, Z. Jettmarová, and K. Kaindl; Benjamins Translation Library 20; Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins, 1997], 55) We might say that there is a nexus between, on the one hand, 
the expectations and norms that circumscribe the task of translation, and, on the other, the 
choices made by the translator as he selects one verbal form rather than another in his 
rendering of the source text. 
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reasonable amount about the underlying translation technique. From an analysis 
of the methods of the translator and the verbal makeup of his translation we 
should be able to discern at least partially the expectations the text was 
originally intended to meet. 

Now while this argument is never fully articulated by the editors of NETS, 
something like it must be assumed. This is to say that underlying their claim that 
the typical Septuagint translation was intended to occupy a role subservient to 
and dependent upon the Hebrew is the premise that so much can be inferred 
from the linguistic evidence of the translation itself. If an empirical basis is to be 
provided for this inference it will come from the comparative analysis of 
different translations. To illustrate this point let us consider the following three 
translations from antiquity, two from Jewish translational literature and one 
from a non-Jewish source. Adopting a technique used by Gideon Toury we shall 
identify what he calls “coupled pairs.” Each pairing is subject to the principle 
that a complete solution to a problem of translation is represented. A coupled 
pair thus represents the level of discourse at which the source text is represented 
in the target text, thus providing a basis for comparative analysis. 41  

Our goal in assessing the linguistic evidence is to identify the sort of 
institutional expectations under which the translator operated. To this end 
Gideon Toury has proposed a hierarchical typology.42 The key notion in Toury’s 
hierarchy is the degree to which the translator is expected to assimilate the 
source text to the norms of the recipient culture, or conversely, the degree to 
which there is an expectation that the production of the target text will be 
accommodated to the formal features of the parent. To the extent that the text is 
assimilated to the norms of the recipient culture, various strategies come into 
play, including the suppression of those features of the source text which cannot 
be assimilated, the reshuffling of desirable features according to target 
conventions, and the addition of features lacking in the parent.43 In each case we 
can speak of speak of shifts away from the formal and conventional features of 
the source text.44  

Let us then characterize our texts according to Toury’s typology.  
                                                           
41 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 88–89. 
42 Ibid., 170–71. 
43 Ibid., 171. These strategies operate at each level, picking out, respectfully, linguistic 
features, textual features and literary features. 
44 On the basis of this typology Toury (Ibid., 171), identifies three fundamental types of 
literary translation. First, there is the linguistically motivated translation. This yields a 
product the linguistic make-up of which is more or less well-formed in terms of the target 
language, but which does not conform to a model of textual formation in the target 
culture. Second, there is the textually dominated translation. Here the product represents 
a well-formed text, but does not conform to any recognized literary model. Last, there is 
literary translation proper. This results in a product that is well-formed in terms of the 
literary expectations of the target culture. 
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Job 29:12–13 

[wXm yn[ jlma yk die,swsa ga.r ptwco.n evk ceiro.j 
duna,stou 

wl rz[ alw ~wtyw  
 kai. ovrfanw/| w|=  ouvk h=n bohqo,j 

evboh,qhsa 
abt yl[ dba tkrb  

!nra hnmla blw sto,ma de. ch,raj me euvlo,ghsen 
  
… because I delivered the poor who 
cried, and the orphan who had no 
helper. The blessing of the wretched 
came upon me, and I caused the 
widow’s heart to sing for joy.  

For I delivered the poor from the 
hand of the powerful, and the 
orphan, who had no helper, I helped, 
and the widow’s mouth blessed me. 

Greek Job 29:12–13 exhibits many features of literary translation. Here the 
coupled pairs extend well beyond the clausal level. Strategies of assimilation to 
target expectations are well attested. Rather than render the relative participial 
clause [wXm, “who cried,” the translator brings forward a motif from 5:15, 
namely, the deliverance of the beggar ceiro.j duna,stou, “from the hand of the 
master.”45 He then adds the verb bohqe,w to complement diasw,zw, but also to 
mark off Job’s concern for orphans as a distinct topic. The reference to the 
blessing of the wretched in the Hebrew is then dropped entirely so that this 
theme can be extended through the blessing of the widows. Such reshuffling 
pulls together the imagery into a tighter amalgam, no doubt giving rise to a 
translation more acceptable to the target culture. We would infer that the 
translator understood his task as one of providing a Greek version of Job that 
would stand on its own as a literary work independent of the Hebrew text. 

Next, let us consider Septuagint Ps 15:9–10. 

Ps 15:9–10 

!kl dia. tou/to46 
xmX huvfra,nqh47 
y bl h ̀kardi,a mou 
lgy w kai. h`gallia,sato48 

y dwbk h ̀glw/ssa, mou49 

                                                           
45 The Hebrew underlying the phrasing is therefore qzx dym. In the present context, the 
translator might well have read [wX as [;wOX, but even then he has added the idea of 
deliverance “from the hand.” It is interesting to note that the Greek Psalter handles the 
Hebrew item in precisely the same way at 71:12. 
46 This equivalency occurs 5/5x in the Greek Psalter. 
47 Hebrew xmX is rendered by Greek euvfrai,nw 52/52x. 
48 Hebrew lyg is rendered avgallia,omai 19/19x. 
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@a e;ti de. kai.50 
y rXb h ̀sa,rx mou 
!kXy kataskhnw,sei51  

xjb l evp v evlpi,di 
yk o[ti. 
al ouvk 

bz[t evgkatalei,yeij52 
y Xpn th.n yuch,n mou 

lwaX l eivj a[|dhn 
al ouvde. 
!tt dw,seij 

$ dysx to.n o[sio,n sou 
twar l ivdei/n 

txX diafqora,n 

Here the translator is minimally guided by target culture models. The strategies 
of suppression, reshuffling, and addition are altogether absent. Rather, his use of 
the Greek language consistently accommodates to the formal features of the 
source text. We might speak of a quantitative fidelity to the parent. With few 
exceptions the coupled pairs consist of phrases or single words. Target lexemes 
have evidently been selected on the basis of their suitability as glosses of the 
corresponding source lexemes, with little regard for contextual meaning.53 The 
translation is well described as highly atomistic.  

In the case of Ps 15:9–10 we thus find a rather extreme form of what Toury 
would call a linguistically motivated translation. As it happens this is the very 

                                                                                                                                  
49 The rendering of ydwbk by h̀ glw/ssa, mou represents an apparent exception under the 
interlinear model. Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 49, follows Gunkel in 
pointing the Hebrew item ydibKi, “my liver,” which he takes as a figure for joy. The Greek 
translator would then have provided as suitable figure for communal praise. Under the 
assumption of interlinearity, we would say that faced with a difficult or ambiguous 
lexeme in the parent, the translator provided a gloss appropriate to the local context. 
50 This pairing only occurs once in the Psalter. Typically, the translator renders @a by ga,r. 
Yet in the same psalm (15:7) he also supplies e;ti de. kai,, a locution he elsewhere supplies 
for Hebrew ~g (twice). Particles obviously do not admit stereotyped equivalents, but must 
be glossed contextually. 
51 The pairing of kataskhno,w with !kX arises perhaps from the sense of “settling” (also 
“resting,” “nesting”) common to both, as well as the fact that both have cognates 
denoting an “abode” or “place of rest.” It is an excellent example of the translator’s 
tendency to render words according to their etymology. 
52 This rendering of bz[ by evgkatalei,pw occurs 20/22x. 
53 The rendering of ydwbk by h̀ glw/ssa, mou might then be said to be the exception that 
proves the rule. 
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level at which the school translation works. I have provided a vulgar translation 
of a passage from the Iliad for comparison.54 

Iliad A 1–6 
Phlhi?a,dew paidi. tou/ Phle,wj 
vAcilh/oj tou/  vAcille,wj 
ouvlome,nhn ovleqri,an 

h[ h[tij 
muri,a polla. 

vAcaioi/j toi/j   [Ellhsi 
a;lkea kaka. 
e;qhken evpoi,hsen 

polla.j de. plei,staj de. 
ivfqi,mouj ivscura.j 
yuca.j ta.j yuca.j 
H̀rw,wn tw/n h`miqe,wn avndrw/n 
auvtou.j de. ta. de. sw,mata auvtw/n 
èlw,ria èlki,smata spara,gmata 
teu/ce evpoi,ei 
ku,nesi toi/j kusi. 

oivwnoi/si de. pa/si kai. pa/si toi/j sarkofa,goij wvrne,oij legome,noij 
Dio.j de. h ̀de. tou/ Dio.j 
evtelei,eto evteleiou/to 
boulh, h ̀gnw,mh 
evx ou= dh. avf v ou= dh. cro,nou 
ta. prw/ta th.n avrch.n 
diasth,thn die,sthsan 

The above columns are drawn from a school papyrus, which provides a 
word by word, phrase by phrase glossary of a small section of the Iliad in vulgar 
Greek. Like the Greek psalm it is highly atomistic in its rendering of the source 
text. Such interlinear translations, well attested in antiquity, provided ancillary 
texts for the study of literature in the schools.55 It is interesting to note that the 
procedure of these early glossaries were carried forward in the translation 
technique of the later complete translations of the Iliad undertaken in the 

                                                           
54 See Erich Ziebarth, Aus der antiken Schule: Sammlung griechischer Texte auf Papyrus, 
Holztafeln, Ostraka (KlT 65; Bonn: A. Marcus und E. Weber, 1910), 12–13. 
55 For a comprehensive survey of religious and philosophical teaching and classroom 
practices in antiquity, see H. Gregory Snyder, Teachers and Texts in the Ancient World: 
Philosophers, Jews, and Christians (Religion in the First Christian Centuries; London: 
Routledge, 2000). 
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Byzantine period.56 They too evidently served as a semantic bridge, bringing the 
reader to the real object of study, the poetry of Homer. 

The comparison between the Greek Psalter and Homeric school translation 
does not need to be pressed too far to be methodologically useful. We do not 
have to conclude that the Greek Psalter was used exclusively in a school setting. 
Rather, all that needs to be established is that the text is sufficiently like a school 
translation that certain inferences regarding its constitutive character can be 
drawn.57 NETS’s characterization of the text as subservient to and dependent upon 
its Hebrew parent can be inferred from its family resemblance to known school 
translations. This in turn has consequences for our assessment of the translation 
as evidence for the beliefs of the community that produced it. 

3. Some Implications of the Paradigm for Historical Exegesis 

We are thus in a position to establish the sort of evidence Greek Ps 15:9–10 has 
to offer and how this evidence is to be assessed. Like a school translation it 
parcels out meaning in an atomistic manner, gloss by gloss, with little regard for 
context. The important lesson to draw here is that such a text seldom documents 
the thematic interests of the translator in a straightforward manner.58 Rather, in 
so far as these interests are expressed at all, they will be reflected primarily at 
the level of lexical selection, the choice of verbal equivalents for Hebrew 
phrases. Hence, even though at 15:9 evlpi,j occurs in a context where the theme is 
deliverance from death, its significance must be assessed in terms of its selection 
by the translator as a gloss for xjb. As I have indicated, it represents a default 
rendering. 

                                                           
56 According to V. Bartoletti, “Papiri Inediti Fiorentini,” Aeg 19 (1939): 177–78, the 
Byzantine translations of Homer were also materially indebted to the earlier continuous 
interlinear texts. 
57 See Boyd-Taylor, “A Place in the Sun,” 71–105 and passim; and Pietersma, “A New 
Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions,” 337–64 and passim. See also Sebastian P. 
Brock, “The Phenomenon of the Septuagint,” OtSt 17 (1972): 17. 
58 Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 19, has stated that he seeks to understand 
the Greek Psalter “not just as a translation, but also as a document of the religious, 
intellectual and political life of Hellenistic Judaism.” He is certainly not alone in this 
ambition. And yet, if the editors of NETS are right, to read the text as a document of its 
times is in effect to read it as a series of relatively isolated glosses on the Hebrew. See 
James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations (MSU 15; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 18: “Far from it being the case that every 
translation is also necessarily an interpretation, there could be points in some ancient 
translations of the Bible where one of the main motives was, if we may put it 
paradoxically, to avoid interpreting. The concern of the translator was not to take the 
exegetical decisions but to pass on to his readers, in Greek, Latin or whatever it might be, 
the semantic raw material upon which a decision might later be built.” 
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This is not to say that the translator’s translation of xjbl is uninteresting. 
The Greek phrase evp v evlpi,di functions as an adverbial at 15:9 and connotes 
“hope,” “expectation,” or “expectancy”; it might be glossed “in hope” or 
“hopefully.”59 Hebrew xjb always functions as an adverbial, with or without a 
preposition, and connotes “security” or “safety”; it can be glossed “securely” in 
most instances. So there would appear to be a fair degree of semantic distance 
between the source lexeme and its Greek rendering. In this regard it is worth 
noting that the translators of the Pentateuch never supply evlpi,j for xjb, but 
consistently render it either by a form of avsfalei,a, connoting “safety” or 
“assurance,” or else by the perfect active participle of pei,qw, connoting “trust” 
or “confidence.”60 It is therefore significant that the translator of the Greek 
Psalter, who often draws upon the lexical equivalencies established in the Greek 
Pentateuch, should break so sharply with precedent. In light of this I would like 
to suggest quite tentatively that evlpi,j functions as a sort of privileged gloss in 
the Psalter, a motif as it were. This is simply to say that when the translator is 
rendering words that describe the security and confidence of Israel’s relationship 
with God, he deems “hope” best equipped to convey the religious attitude he 
perceives to be underlying the text.61  

Now I should quickly add that, while I detect an interest in the theme of 
hope on the part of the translator and his community and perhaps even a 
religious piety characterized by expectancy, I do not believe we have a warrant 
for identifying this expectation with the resurrection of the dead. So too, even 
though the theme of hope does bespeak a certain worldview, we cannot in good 
conscience assign it to a specific intellectual milieu, such as Proto-Pharisaism. 
After all, the theme was sounded by a diverse chorus of voices in Second 

                                                           
59 It carries this meaning five times in the Septuagintal corpus, its use being restricted to 
the Psalms (4:9, 15:9), Proverbs (1:33), and the Twelve (Hos 2:20; Zeph 2:15); in each 
case as a rendering of either xjbl or xjb. The Greek Psalter renders xjb by evn evlpi,di 
once (77:53), where the syntax precludes evpi,. Greek Ezekiel supplies evn evlpi,di at 28:26; 
34:27; and 34:28; but in contexts where evp v evlpi,di might just as easily have been used. 
60 These equivalencies, once established, were then employed frequently by later trans-
lators. Thus, Greek Proverbs follows Pentateuchal precedent at 3:23, 29; and 10:9. In the 
one instance where it supplies evlpi,j, the rendering appears to be contextual. So too, the 
translator of the Twelve follows precedent at 14:11. Where evlpi,j is supplied, it may be 
contextually motivated (e.g., Hos 2:20) but this is not easily determined (cf. 2:8). In 
Greek Isaiah and Ezekiel, yet another equivalency is introduced, evp v eivrh,nh (Isa 14:30; 
Ezek 38:8, 11, 14; 39:6, 26). In the case of Ezekiel, this rendering appears to be used 
contextually, i.e., where cessation of conflict is described. 
61 This would partly explain why he also uses evlpi,j to render both xjbm, “confidence,” 
and hsxm, “refuge.”  vElpi,j renders xjbm 3/3x (39:4; 64:5; 70:5), and hsxm 7/7x (13:6; 
60:3; 61:7; 72:28; 90:9; 93:22; 141:5). 
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Temple Judaism.62 Thus, while the results of our analysis are of literary and 
exegetical interest, they do not bear directly on the question of sectarian origins. 

On the whole, evidence for the historical provenance of a Septuagintal text 
is unlikely to come from the wholesale introduction of religious doctrines, such 
as corporal resurrection. Rather, such evidence as is forthcoming will tend to be 
more oblique. A school text will on occasion disambiguate or clarify the parent 
text in some manner. Here, perhaps, some light may be cast on the intellectual 
milieu of the translator. But whether such clues will point to the social or 
religious formations underlying the translator’s work is hard to say. We have to 
proceed carefully, since, on the one hand, there were undoubtedly more sec-
tarian formations in Second Temple Judaism than are attested in our sources, 
and on the other, it is difficult to identify issues on which such parties as we 
know of can be securely contrasted. Having said this, it is worth considering that 
there may well be specific halakic matters on which we might yet be able to 
identify Proto-Pharisaic tendencies within the Septuagintal corpus, but that is a 
subject for another day. 

                                                           
62 See TLNT 1:485–86. 



 



 

Exegesis in the Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits  
 (The Psalter as a Case in Point) 

Albert Pietersma 

As happens not infrequently when one is asked to submit a title for a paper, one 
aims rather high and wide, ensuring that whatever it is one wants to say on the 
general subject can fit within the title’s parameters. The title of my present paper 
is no exception to that. I could, of course, have changed my submitted title but 
decided not to, since in the space that I have been allotted I do in fact want to 
speak more about generalities than specifics. That is to say, I am more interested 
in the explanatory framework within which one pursues exegesis in the 
Septuagint than in the minutiae of the exegesis itself. For it is my belief that 
such an explanatory framework is operative when one is so engaged, whether or 
not one explicitly acknowledges its presence, and that, furthermore, such an 
explanatory framework is in fact determinative for one’s endeavor. Though this 
assertion may give the impression of purely deductive reasoning, let me hasten 
to give assurance that the explanatory framework of which I speak must in fact 
arise from within the text itself. That is to say, the textual-linguistic make-up of 
the text must supply us with the rules by which to identify its exegesis. From a 
somewhat different perspective, I would argue that differences among scholars 
on the issue in question are often directly traceable to a difference in perception 
as to the nature of the text. My recent reading of the rich volume edited by Erich 
Zenger (Der Septuaginta-Psalter: Sprachliche und Theologische Aspekte) only 
confirmed me in that view.1 

1. Setting the Stage  

It would seem only right and proper that before one begins a quest for exegesis, 
one asks the question as to the object of the endeavor. Thus exegesis in “the 
Septuagint” presupposes a coming to terms with what one has in mind by the 
term “the Septuagint.” Again, reading Zenger’s volume, perhaps because it 
                                                           
1 Erich Zenger, ed., Der Septuaginta-Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (HBS 
32; Freiburg: Herder, 2001). 
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focuses on a single biblical book, brought this need in full view. Let me be clear: 
I am not contending that there is only one correct way of using the term “the 
Septuagint,” but simply that different meanings left undifferentiated in a 
dialogue or conversation about exegesis in the body of literature generally called 
“the Septuagint” can lead to confusion, misunderstanding and unnecessary 
controversy. Allow me to illustrate. (1) When one speaks of “the Septuagint” 
one may mean the Hebrew biblical corpus in Greek form, undifferentiated. That 
is to say, no distinction is made between (a) its interpretational and its textual 
difference from our Hebrew Textus Receptus, the MT, and (b) no distinction is 
made between its original form and meaning and its subsequent reception 
history. One may want to use the term “Septuagint” in this undifferentiated 
manner when speaking of the reception history of the Bible as a whole, but 
scarcely, I should think, when seeking to address the question of hermeneutics 
specific to the Greek text. (2) When one refers to “the Septuagint” one may have 
in mind the Greek text minus those elements that rest on a Hebrew base different 
from MT. Here again, one might use the term in such a manner in a discussion of 
the reception history of the Bible as a whole. Yet, since in this case the aspects 
of the original Septuagint versus the Septuagint at some stage during its 
reception history are left undifferentiated, one would scarcely so use the term, I 
would submit, in a context of Septuagintal hermeneutics, the more since, 
prototypically, differences in text have nothing to contribute to exegesis. One 
might, however, so use the term if one were speaking of the history of 
interpretation of the Septuagint from, for instance, the third century B.C.E. to the 
third century C.E. (3) When one speaks of “the Septuagint” one may have in 
mind the original, pristine Greek text as it left the hands of the translator in 
contrast to the subsequent reception history of that text. In other words, what the 
translator made of his source text, in distinction from what others made of the 
translator’s target text. If the distinctions I am making are not exactly to your 
liking, for purely illustrative purposes here a simpler contrast will do, evoked, 
for example, by the title of a recent book by Martin Hengel (with an 
Introduction by Robert Hanhart): The Septuagint as Christian Scripture;2 thus 
the Septuagint of the Christians, in distinction from the Septuagint of the Jews. 
As I see it, distinctions of the kind I have suggested are of vital importance in 
the exegetical enterprise, since each carries with it its own set of procedures. In 
this paper I am interested only in the third named “Septuagint,” namely, the 
original Septuagint as an exegesis of its Hebrew source text; hence “the 
Septuagint” as a sub-category of “the Septuagint of the Jews.” 

The second term that stands in need of some delineation before one 
attempts to uncover Septuagintal exegesis is the term “exegesis” itself. That the 
very act of translating is interpretation is an oft stated truth and, it seems to me, 
                                                           
2 Martin Hengel, The Septuagint as Christian Scripture: Its Prehistory and the Problem of 
Its Canon (trans. R. Deines; OTS; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2002). 
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not subject to controversy. What may possibly be open to some dispute is my 
contention that not all such interpretation can be called exegesis. Consequently, 
the real question to be asked is not whether interpretation takes place in the 
transfer from the source language to the target language, but what level of 
interpretation takes place, and whether it is at all meaningful to dub any given 
level of interpretation “exegesis.” Even an elementary definition of “exegesis” 
points up what I have in mind. According to Webster’s New Twentieth Century 
Dictionary (1956) exegesis is “the exposition, critical analysis, or interpretation 
of a word, literary passage, etc., especially of the Bible.” In similar vein, the 
Canadian Oxford English Dictionary (1998) defines it more briefly as: “critical 
explanation of a text, especially of Scripture.” It is clear then, that exegesis has 
at least three aspects: (1) deliberate-ness, (2) methodical-ness, and (3) target 
oriented-ness. That is to say, when one exegetes one acts deliberately, 
systematically, and purposefully. Unless all three aspects are present it makes 
little sense, I would submit, even to begin to speak of exegesis or exposition. 
Furthermore, since exegesis is by nature contextual, exegesis or exposition can 
be said to commence only in context. But before I proceed, permit me to cast a 
quick glance at current practice in Septuagintal exegesis. 

2. A Bird’s Eye View of Current Septuagintal Exegesis 

Admittedly, painting with a big brush can be dangerous; yet it has certain merits 
as well. As I see it, one can usefully construct a continuum for the field of 
Septuagint hermeneutics with minimalism at the one extreme and maximalism at 
the other: 

minimalism                                                     maximalism 

Let me illustrate what I have in mind. Joachim Schaper, in his book 
Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, takes particular aim at the so-called Finnish 
School of Septuagint studies, because of its presumed propensity for not seeing 
the woods for the trees.3 What Schaper objects to is what he sees as the 
essentially mechanistic view of the Greek translator who, in Schaper’s 
perception, is not “in any way … influenced by his religious and cultural 
environment,” but instead acts as a “mere medium.”4 For my present purpose, 
Schaper’s caricature of the Finnish School illustrates well enough what I mean 
by hermeneutical minimalism: the translator as a mere medium (a conduit) of 
the source text. Such a translator, prototypically, does not add to nor subtract 
from the text being transmitted, nor are alterations made to it. Schaper’s own 
                                                           
3 Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (WUNT 2.76; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 1995). My review: Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, BO 54 (1997): 185–90. 
4 Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 21. 
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approach, on the other hand, I would characterize as hermeneutical maximalism, 
for in the introduction to his book he writes, 

We shall attempt to look at the Septuagint Psalms not merely from a 
philological point of view, but also from the perspective of the history of ideas. 
Tracing the development of early Jewish eschatology … and trying to assign to 
the Greek Psalter its proper place in this development will give us a fresh view 
of the importance and the formative power of Septuagint texts in early Judaism.5 

Here the Greek translator is effectively elevated to the status of an author, whose 
work becomes a substitute or replacement for the source text. From that 
perspective the Greek Psalter becomes a free-standing entity with its own 
message, i.e., a message (more or less) deliberately, systematically, and purpose-
fully revised from that of its Hebrew parent. Thus the continuum from 
minimalism to maximalism might now be graphically redrawn as follows: 

translator as medium                                                     translator as author 

As I have argued elsewhere, there can be no doubt that the translated corpus 
of the Septuagint contains units that might be placed all along the baseline of the 
continuum.6 I would further suggest that where one places any given translation 
unit on the continuum to a large extent determines the extent of the exegesis one 
uncovers in the text. In other words, the rules and procedures one employs to 
identify the exegetical dimension are rooted in the textual-linguistic make-up of 
the translation unit. 

Be it noted, finally, that Schaper is evidently not speaking of exegetical 
potential inadvertently created by the Greek translator, but about actual exegesis 
consciously breathed into his text in the process of translating his source. 

3. Rules and Their Basis 

As my polar contrast between the translator as medium and the translator as 
author implies, the question at issue is fundamentally one of perceived 
relatedness, i.e., degree of relatedness of the target text to the source text. In 
other words, the translator as medium signifies a translation that is heavily 
dependent on its source. In architectural terms one might call it a lean-to, rather 
than a free-standing structure. In the film industry one might refer to it as 
subtitled text, rather than spoken text; in physiological terms one might refer to 
it as a creature that cannot stand on its own feet. The translator as author, on the 

                                                           
5 Ibid., 6. 
6 Albert Pietersma, A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other Greek 
Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2000), xv. 
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other hand, signifies a translation that is quite the opposite, i.e., independent, 
free-standing, self-sufficient, self-supporting, and autonomous. If it is correct 
that rules and procedures for identifying exegetical activity must be based on the 
textual-linguistic make-up of the translated text, it is clearly of paramount 
importance that one establishes its place on the continuum, and that involves, I 
would submit, a full-fledged theory of translation, the lack of which Jonathan 
Smith pointedly identified in his book, Drudgery Divine.7 Thus what needs to be 
done is to map the translation onto the original along the lines Gideon Toury has 
suggested in his volume, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond.8 For 
Toury, any translation as a fact of its host culture has three interdependent 
aspects: function, product, and process. A function-oriented approach concerns 
itself with the position a translation occupies or is intended to occupy within the 
recipient culture. A product-oriented approach seeks to delineate a translation’s 
textual-linguistic make-up, and a process oriented approach focuses on the 
process through which a translation is derived from its source text. To 
underscore the interdependence of these three aspects Toury uses the following 
graphic representation, which I have slightly amended: 

 
The (prospective) systemic position & function of a translation 

(function) 
 

determines 
 

Its appropriate surface realization 
(= textual-linguistic make-up) 

(product) 
 

governs 
 

The strategies whereby a target text (or parts there of) is derived  
from its original, and hence the 

relationships which hold them together 
(process) 

 
Figure 1. Toury’s product-oriented approach9 

                                                           
7 Jonathan Z. Smith, Drudgery Divine: On the Comparison of Early Christianities and the 
Religions of Late Antiquity (Jordan Lectures in Comparative Religion: Chicago Studies in 
the History of Judaism 14; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), 77. 
8 Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Benjamins Translation 
Library 4; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1995). 
9 Ibid., 13. The three aspects together might be labeled the constitutive character of the 
text. See Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “A Place in the Sun: the Interpretative Significance of 
LXX-Psalm 18:5c,” BIOSCS 31 (1998): 73; and Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright 
III, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and the 
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It would take us too far afield to do a mapping of the Greek Psalter onto the 
Hebrew. Thus I will here simply skip to some important results.  

To the best of my knowledge the essentials of Thackeray’s assessment of 
the Greek Psalter, namely, that it is a word-based translation, has never been 
gainsaid, though the phrasing of that conclusion has understandably varied. If 
that is indeed the consensus of scholarly opinion, I would like to suggest some 
implications of this scholarly consensus. Personally, I prefer the descriptive 
“word-based” (over, e.g., “literal” or “word-for-word”), because it at once 
brings into view the Greek Psalter’s predominant characteristic, namely, its 
replacement of a Hebrew word (or morpheme) with a Greek counterpart; in 
other words its predominant isomorphism. Concomitant with this word-based-
ness is what Toury would call negative transfer from the source text, i.e., 
deviations from normal, codified practices of the target system—in our case 
Hellenistic Greek—for example, patent Hebraisms that find no parallel in Greek 
usage. The Greek Psalter has plenty of those “translationese-isms.” For exegesis, 
one of the most important implications would seem to be this: in a word-based 
translation, the primary unit of meaning is the word; hence any change in 
meaning from the source resides in the first instance in the word, though it may 
well, of course, extend beyond that. I am fully aware that this may sound like 
linguistic heresy, but it is based on the fact that the primary reason for a word’s 
presence in such a translated text is to represent its Hebrew counterpart, rather 
than its appropriateness to the new context that is being created. The primary 
cognitive process is thus that Greek X is deemed a good match for Hebrew Y. In 
other words, prototypically, suitability in the Greek context is a secondary con-
sideration, not a primary one (as it is in standard composition). As an illustration 
of this, just think of the many instances in LSJ in which non-Greek meanings are 
attributed to Greek words, simply because this fact was overlooked and words 
were reshaped in light of their Hebrew counterpart and the Greek context in 
which they were found. 

Of course, as I have already intimated, there is more to say. Just because the 
Greek Psalter is predominantly a word-based, formal-correspondence type of 
translation, that scarcely precludes the existence of both genuine exegesis and 
perfectly good, normal, intelligible Greek. But if it is true that the Psalter is 
fundamentally word-based, it becomes immediately clear where the burden of 
proof must lie. That is to say, one needs to begin at the word-level and to 
proceed from there in centrifugal fashion. And it deserves to be emphasized that 
a good beginning, according to an apt Dutch proverb, is half the task. Further-
more, I would argue that a comprehensive explanatory framework based on the 
textual-linguistic make-up of the translation must be able to accommodate all its 

                                                                                                                                  
Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (A. 
Pietersma; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), xiii–xiv. 
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facets, intelligible discourse as well as unintelligible, idiomatic Greek as well as 
out-and-out translationese.  

If then there is widespread scholarly agreement on the textual-linguistic 
make-up of the Greek Psalter and if the textual-linguistic make-up should form 
the basis for one’s rules and procedures by which to identify its exegetical 
dimension, what might these look like? I have elsewhere tried to develop an 
exegetical approach for such a translated text.10 Here I can only give it in outline 
form. If the translated text is word-based, one’s starting point should clearly be 
at the word level or lower. Since exposition and exegesis are by their very nature 
a matter of contextualization, it will be obvious that at the word or morpheme 
level of interpretation little if any exegesis can occur. I want to emphasize that I 
am here interested in exegesis or exposition by the translator of his source text, 
not in simple representation of the source text. 

I have delineated five levels of interpretation, using the superscriptions of 
the Psalter as my database:11 

Level 0:  “interpretation” by transcription. The number zero here is 
deliberate since items of language transfer which I place here are not 
interpretational in any meaningful sense of the term, since this category is 
comprised not of just any transcriptions from the source language but of 
transcriptions that had no prior linguistic status in the target language. 

Level 1: interpretation at the word level. What happens here is that a 
lexeme of the source text (Hebrew) is replaced by a lexeme of the target text 
(Greek), though not necessarily integrated syntactically and therefore supplied 
with unmarked inflection (nominative). 

Level 2: interpretation at the phrase level. As the minimum unit of 
information it is perhaps understandable that at this level the greatest potential 
for maximalist interpretation comes to the fore. This is so, no doubt, because a 
phrase out of context or in minimal context gives inherently ambiguous 
information. 

Level 3: interpretation at the clause or sentence (and therefore at the 
propositional) level. 

Level 4:  interpretation at the paragraph or discourse level. At this level of 
interpretation significant exposition of the source text clearly takes place. 

                                                           
10 See n. 11. 
11 For more details see Albert Pietersma, “Septuagintal Exegesis and the Superscriptions 
of the Greek Psalter,” in The Book of Psalms: Composition and Reception (ed. P. W. 
Flint, P. D. Miller, and A. Brunell; VTSup 99; FIOTL 4 Leiden: Brill, 2005), 443–75. For 
a brief response to these issues, see Rösel’s contribution to this volume, p. 250 n. 40. 
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4. A Couple of Illustrative Examples 

As an illustration of what I have been speaking, I would like to discuss in 
conclusion two phrases that Martin Rösel discusses in his recent article “Die 
Psalmenüberschriften des Septuagintapsalters,” namely, sune,sewj / eivj su,nesin 
and eivj to. te,loj.12 For Rösel, both phrases are made to stand in larger than 
phrasal context and, furthermore, carry eschatological import. Thus, as I see it, 
there are two issues involved here: (1) the semantic issue of the head term, i.e., 
su,nesij and te,loj; and (2) the issue of contextual scope, i.e., the level of 
interpretation.  

I begin with sune,sewj / eivj su,nesin. The observable facts of the case are as 
follows: (a) that both render Hebrew lykXm, commonly thought to be a kind of 
poem (BDB glosses it as a “contemplative poem”); (b) that the translator did not 
understand lykXm as a certain type of poem; (c) that the term was derived from 
the verb √lkX, “to understand”; (d) that in Psalms √lkX is translated with 
suni,hmi + cognates some twenty-two times; (e) that suni,hmi + cognates is used 
to translate √!yb, “understand,” some twenty-seven times; (f) that in most super-
scriptions (10x) lykXm is translated with a genitive (32[31], 52[51], 53[52], 
54[53], 55[54], 74[73], 78[77], 88[87], 89[88], 142[141]); (g) that in three 
superscriptions it is rendered by eivj su,nesin (42[41], 44[43], 45[44]). 

To be sure this summary points up some interesting facts. For example, the 
translator vividly demonstrates a lack of familiarity with lykXm as a type of 
song in 47[46]:8 where lykXm wrmz, “play a Maśkil,” is translated as ya,late 
sunetw/j, “make music [on strings] with understanding.” Similarly, it is interesting 
that in all cases he pushes su,nesij from the word level to the phrase level, either 
by inflection or by preposing a preposition, though perhaps it deserves noting 
that verbal nouns in the superscriptions are regularly made to function at the 
phrasal level whether or not there is explicit warrant in the Hebrew, the only two 
exceptions being sthlografi,a in Ps 15 and ai;nesij in Ps 144. Thus the reason 
for turning su,nesij into a phrase may be chiefly linguistic. But whatever the 
precise reason, exposition at the phrasal level has occurred. Beyond that, if 
perchance the translator opted for eivj su,nesin (as a purpose expression) because 
of the adjacent phrase toi/j uìoi/j Kore, on the assumption that it was thought that 
the latter could do with a bit of understanding (cf. Num 16), we can even say 
that an expositional move extended to the propositional level. Rösel, however, 
wants to push it well beyond that point, since for him it re-labels the entire 
psalm whenever su,nesij occurs in the superscription as a gloss for lykXm.13 That 
seems highly questionable since its occurrence is predictable on the basis of the 

                                                           
12 Martin Rösel, “Die Psalmüberschriften des Septuagintapsalters,” in Der Septuaginta-
Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (ed. E. Zenger; HBS 32; Freiburg: Herder, 
2001), 125–48. 
13 Ibid., 136–37. 
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source text, albeit read erroneously. Similarly, on the few occasions that a 
member of the suni,hmi group occurs within the psalm itself (31:8, 9; 52:3; 
77:72), it is again predictable on the basis the translator’s standard equations. 
That being the case, how can it be argued that the translator is engaged in 
deliberate interpretation, i.e., exposition? All that can be said is that, since 
Hebrew √lkX and Greek su,nesij + cognates do not have an identical semantic 
range, inadvertent interpretation may be taking place in the translational process. 
Rösel, however, takes yet another step, since he writes: 

Das fragliche Nomen ist nun mitsamt dem zugehörigen Verbum suni,hmi in der 
Jesaja-LXX wie in der Dan-LXX eindeutig im Sinne eines eschatologisch-
apokalyptischen Verstehens der Wege Gottes konnotiert; man erinnere sich nur 
an die berühmte Übersetzung von Jes 7,9 mit “glaubt ihr nicht, so versteht ihr 
nicht”.14 

He then proceeds to certain passages in the Psalter where su,nesij or a cognate 
thereof might carry the same sense e.g. 15[16]:7; 48[49]:13, 21;146[147]:5, and 
110[111]:10. Thus Rösel’s argument here is effectively that, since su,nesij 
elsewhere in the LXX can have an eschatological-apocalyptic sense, it should be 
given that meaning whenever a given text can bear it. But that ignores two 
fundamental facts: that suni,hmi + cognates, both without and within the LXX, 
rarely carries that meaning, and furthermore, that in three of the four passages he 
cites in the Psalter the Greek word is predictable. That leaves 15[16]:7 where 
suneti,zw, “to make to understand,” translates Hebrew #[y, “to give counsel.” 
Since in this case suneti,zw is a non-default rendering for #[y (=bouleu,omai 4x; 
evpisthri,zw 1x), it of course attracts exegetical interest; but it scarcely gives it an 
eschatological-apocalyptic meaning. That su,nesij anywhere has such a meaning 
is quod est demonstrandum. Similarly, that what the translator does has more 
than an indirect and non-deliberate effect on the psalms in question is equally 
quod est demonstrandum. 

All of the above is not to say that the phrase in question cannot possibly be 
read in the way that Rösel seeks to read it. That the church Fathers often read 
sune,sewj / eivj su,nesin as having to do with eschatological revelation is certainly 
true. As a case in point, let me cite what Athanasius has to say regarding the 
superscription of Ps 44 (Eivj to. te,loj u`pe.r tw/n avlloiwqhsome,nwn\ toi/j ui`oi/j 
Kore eivj su,nesin\ w|vdh. ùpe.r tou/ avgaphtou/\): 

David dedicates the present ode to the Beloved, i.e., Christ who came at the end 
of days, and brought about “the alteration” (th.n avlloi,wsin), i.e., the change 
from idol-worship to true piety. He (David) also mentions the sons of Kore, 

                                                           
14 Ibid., 136. 
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alluding to the Apostles. Now it is necessary that we understand all these things. 
For that reason eivj su,nesin stands in the title.15  

What I would suggest, however, is that here we are no longer in the domain of 
the original Septuagint, but at a certain stage in its reception history. But more 
on this presently. 

Rösel reserves perhaps the most lavish interpretation for eivj to. te,loj, a 
phrase that occurs in the superscriptions of the Psalter more often than any other 
(ca. 55x), with the exception of tw|/ Dauid (ca. 73x). Again I begin with the 
observable facts: (a) That eivj to. te,loj and xcnml form a closed Greek-Hebrew 
equation; (b) that the translator was unfamiliar with the meaning “leader” 
(NRSV) or “director” (BDB); (c) that the translation was arrived at through an 
equation of eivj te,loj with xcnl. As in the case of su,nesij, Rösel would have us 
believe that eivj to. te,loj should be understood eschatologically. He briefly 
entertains others possibilities but then writes: 

Sinnvoller ist die Übersetzung mit “Ende”, die man wohl auf die Endzeit 
beziehen muss; die entsprechenden Lieder zielen demnach auf die Endzeit. 
Diese Überlegung wird durch die auffällige Verwendung des Artikels 
unterstützt, die m. E. eindeutig auf ein bestimmtes Ende zielt.16  

If such a claim could be substantiated it would mean that our Greek translator in 
the act of translating a single phrase has made some 55 psalms into psalms about 
the end time. But the argument that leads to such a conclusion seems fatally 
flawed. I begin with Hebrew xcn for which te,loj regularly serves as a gloss. 
According to the lexica, it would seem safe to say that the root has essentially 
three components of meaning: “(pre-)eminence, successfulness, perpetuity.” It is 
thus little wonder that xcnl is commonly glossed in English as “forever,” that is 
to say, “in perpetuity.” Though te,loj can have a great many meanings and 
clearly has considerable semantic overlap with xcn, the component not covered 
very well, if at all, by te,loj is that of perpetuity, i.e., the temporal dimension. 
This becomes at once clear when one investigates how xcn is translated in the 
Septuagint. Outside of the Psalter, the root occurs some thirty-five times: five 
times one finds eivj te,loj, “completely” (Hab 1:4; Job 4:20; 14:20; 20:7; 23:7), 
five times eivj ni/koj, “victoriously” (2 Sam 2:26; Jer 3:5; Amos 1:11, 8:7; Lam 
5:20) + tou/ nikh/sai, “to win victory” (Hab 3:19), and h̀ ni,kh, “victory” (1 Chr 
29:11).17 Seemingly related to the concept of “victory” are ivscu,w, “to be 

                                                           
15 th.n prokeime,nhn wv|dh.n avnati,qhsi tw/| VAgaphtw/| o` Daui?d( toute,sti Cristw|/( tw|/ evpV 
evsca,twn tw/n h`me,rwn evlhluqo,ti( kai. th.n avlloi,wsin pepoihko,ti( toute,sti th.n 
metabolh.n th.n evx eivdwlolatrei,aj eivj qeose,beian) Me,mnhtai de. kai. tw/n uìw/n Kore( eivj 
tou.j avposto,louj avnape,mpwn to. pro,swpon) Tau/ta de. pa,nta avnagkai/on sunie,nai h`ma/j\ 
dio. kai. eivj su,nesin evpige,graptai) 
16 Ibid., 138. 
17 Aquila and Quinta use eivj ni/koj for xcnl. 
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powerful/prevail,” in Isa 25:8, katiscu,w, “to prevail over,” in Jer 15:18, and 
evniscu,w, “to prevail in,” in 1 Chr 15:21. And again trading on the notion of pre-
eminence are glosses like evrgodiw,kthj, “taskmaster,” in 1 Chr 23:4 and 2 Chr 
2:17, as well as evpiskope,w, “to oversee,” in 2 Chr 34:12. Thus there is plenty 
that reflects the components of “(pre-)eminence” and “successfulness.” 
Interestingly, however, when the component of “perpetuity” comes into play xcn 
is glossed by temporal phrases: eivj to.n aivw/na (Isa 28:28; Jer 27[50]:39), eivj to.n 
aivw/na cro,non (Isa 13:20, 33:20), cro,non polu,n (Isa 34:10), dia. panto,j (Isa 
57:16), and e;ti (Job 34:36). Thus one can conclude with reasonable assurance 
that outside of the Psalter te,loj does not seem to have a temporal dimension. 
Yet that is precisely what Rösel claims for the Psalter in his lead-up to “die 
Endzeit” (p. 138). To prove his point, he makes reference to three passages in 
the Psalms where eivj te,loj appears as a parallel to eivj to.n aivw/na (9:19; 76:8– 
9[?]; 102:9). The inference is, therefore, that “parallel” means “identical.” That 
seems to me problematic. One can in fact argue that in Psalms too te,loj is not 
perceived to have a strictly temporal dimension, since in 49[48]:20 where the 
Hebrew has xcn-d[ and where the meaning is patently temporal, the translator 
switches to e[wj aivw/noj. Since this is a non-default rendering of xcn it can be 
taken to have some exegetical significance. 

Rösel’s proposal to read eivj to. te,loj eschatologically again raises a serious 
problem. In non-philosophical Classical and Hellenistic literature te,loj as a 
nominal means nothing more often than “conclusion” (natural or logical) and as 
an adverbial it means nothing with greater frequency than “in conclusion” or 
“completely/finally,” with no more of an eschatological overtone than the 
English glosses I have used. Polybius, for example, regularly uses eivj te,loj. 
Similarly, within the Septuagint (some ninety-four occurrences according to 
HRCS, not counting the Psalter) te,loj rarely has an eschatological sense. In 
light of all that, with what justification can the claim be made that the phrase eivj 
to. te,loj has an eschatological sense and is thus an exegetical contribution of the 
translator? Is it because of the article, which Rösel sees as supporting such a 
claim? But the article is there simply to maintain isomorphism with the source 
text.18 Perhaps more importantly it allows the translator to reproduce a contrast 
in his source text: eivj te,loj = xcnl and eivj to. te,loj = xcnml, while at the same 
time maintaining the intra-lingual linkage. 

That the Fathers of the church, who read the entire Septuagint as a 
praeparatio euangelica, would read eivj to. te,loj and in fact te,loj generally from 

                                                           
18 For an instance of the same kind see ùpe.r tw/n avlloiwqhsome,nwn for ~ygXX-l[ in Pss 
44[45], 59[60], 68[69], and 79[80], and the principle of isomorphism is generally 
observable in the translator’s representation of Hebrew l and the nota accusativi by the 
Greek article. 
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an eschatological perspective is of course true. So, for example, Asterius the 
Sophist in comment on Ps 9:1 exclaims:19 

ti, to. te,loj; … h` avrch. tou/ euvaggelikou/ khru,gmatoj( o[ evsti te,loj tou/ no,mou 
kai. tw/n profhtw/n. 

What is to. te,loj? … The beginning of the proclamation of the Gospel, which is 
the te,loj of the Law and the Prophets (18:3–4). 

Or one might cite to the same effect Didymus the Blind on Ps 43:20 

peri. tou/ te,louj polla,kij evle,cqh( o[ti to. e;scaton ovrekto,n evstin( ou- e[neka ta. 
a;lla pa,nta gi,netai. 

te,loj was often referred to, because the end (to. e;scaton) is something longed 
for, for the sake of which all other things occur (307). 

In similar vein, 1 Pet 4:7 writes that “the end of all things is near” (pa,ntwn de. to. 
te,loj h;ggiken). Thus again it is patently obvious what happened in the reception 
history of the Greek Psalter. I seriously doubt, however, that the reception 
history of the Psalter and its constitutive character can simply be folded into one. 
In that case, one would fall into the trap James Barr warned against more than 
thirty years ago when he wrote, 

He [David Hill] does not make the obvious and necessary distinction between 
two sets of mental processes, those of the translators themselves, whose 
decisions about meaning were reached from the Hebrew text, and those of later 
readers, most of whom did not know the original.…21 

Gideon Toury makes a similar distinction in Descriptive Translation Studies 
when he writes, 

… this principle [namely, that function determines textual-linguistic make-up] 
does not lose any of its validity when the position occupied by a translation in 
the target culture, or its ensuing functions, happen to differ from the ones it was 
initially ‘designed’ to have; e.g., when the translation of a literary work, 
intended to serve as a literary text too and translated in a way which should 
have suited that purpose, is nevertheless rejected by the target literary system, 
or relegated to a position which it was not designed to occupy. In fact, one task 
of descriptive studies in translation may well be to confront the position which 
is actually assumed by a translation with the one it was intended to have.…22 

                                                           
19 Asterius Sophista Scr. Eccl., “Commentarii in Psalmos (Homiliae 31),” in TLG. 
20 Didymus Caecus Scr. Eccl., “Commentarii in Psalmos 40–44.4,” in TLG. 
21 James Barr, “Common Sense and Biblical Language,” Bib 49 (1968): 379. 
22 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 14. 
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5. Conclusion 

I have sought to argue that though genuine exegesis and exposition can be found 
in the Greek Psalter, it needs to be identified and isolated on the basis of its 
textual-linguistic make-up. If its textual-linguistic make-up argues for a 
translation characterized more by formal correspondence than by dynamic 
equivalency, one’s approach to hermeneutics in the Septuagint should accord 
with that. As I see it, that means at a minimum that exegesis needs to be 
demonstrated, not presupposed. From that perspective I would suggest that one 
work from the least intelligible phenomena to the more intelligible; that one 
proceed from the word level to higher levels of constituent structure; that one 
pay more attention to deviations from the translator’s Hebrew-Greek defaults 
than to the defaults and standard equations or, to put it differently, that greater 
weight be given to what is unpredictable than to what is predictable; that mere 
representation of the source text does not constitute exegesis of the source. 

To read the translated text in the light of its constitutive character is one 
thing, but to read it in the light of a culturally re-articulated function and 
position is quite another. I see no reason to believe that a re-articulated role in 
the recipient culture changes a translation’s textual-linguistic make-up.  

There can be no doubt that the (translated) Septuagint played a mediating 
role between the Hebrew Bible and Greek literature (including the New 
Testament corpus) indirectly based thereon. But to a much greater extent than is 
often allowed for, the nature of that mediation can best be described in terms of 
articulation and re-articulation. Articulation and re-articulation, however, are 
quite distinct and must not be confused. 



 



 

Translation as Scripture:  
The Septuagint in Aristeas and Philo 

Benjamin G. Wright III 

1. The Interlinear Model of the Septuagint 

At the beginning of the work on the New English Translation of the Septuagint, 
those involved in preparing the foundations for the project had to reckon with 
the problems of translating into English, not an original work in the Greek 
language, but a Greek translation of a Hebrew (and Aramaic) original. The 
Septuagint presented quite a few difficulties in this respect, not the least of 
which was the frequency of what one might call infelicitous translations that 
ranged from awkward Greek to nonsensical Greek in some cases. The principles 
of translation ultimately adopted by NETS require the translators to “seek to 
reflect the meaning of the Greek text in accordance with the ancient translator’s 
perceived intent and as occasioned by the ancient translator’s linguistic 
approach, even when this policy may result in an unidiomatic (though 
grammatical) English rendering.”1 Such an approach to translating a translation 
stems from the realization that the Septuagint, as a translation, has a particular 
relationship to its Hebrew original. The introduction to the first fascicle of NETS, 
Albert Pietersma’s translation of Psalms, puts it this way: 

While it is obvious that the so-called Septuagint in time achieved its 
independence from its Semitic parent and that it at some stage shed its 
subservience to its source, it is equally true that it was at its inception a Greek 
translation of a Hebrew (or Aramaic) original. That is to say, the Greek had a 
dependent and subservient linguistic relationship to its Semitic parent. More 
particularly, for the vast majority of Septuagint books this linguistic relationship 
can best be conceptualized as a Greek inter-linear translation of a Hebrew 
original within a Hebrew-Greek diglot.… Looked at from a different 
perspective, NETS is presupposing a Greek translation which aimed at bringing 
the reader to the Hebrew original rather than bringing the Hebrew original to 

                                                           
1 Albert Pietersma, Translation Manual for “A New English Translation of the 
Septuagint” (NETS) (Ada: Uncial Books, 1996), 9. 
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the reader. Consequently, the Greek’s subservience to the Hebrew may be seen 
as part of its aim.2 

The reasons for the preceding claims lie at the heart of what Pietersma 
would later develop more fully as the “interlinear paradigm of Septuagint 
Studies.”3 This approach to the Septuagint utilizes the work of Gideon Toury, 
who argues in his book Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond that 
“translations are facts of target cultures: on occasions facts of a special status, 
sometimes even constituting identifiable subsystems of their own, but of the 
target culture in any event.” Since any translation is fundamentally rooted in its 
target culture, “the [prospective] position (or function) of a translation within a 
recipient culture (or a particular section thereof) should be regarded as a strong 
governing factor of the very make-up of the product, in terms of underlying 
models, linguistic representation, or both.” In other words, the textual-linguistic 
make-up of a translation provides strong indications of its intended position in 
the target culture.4 

Toury describes a three-fold series of relationships operative in any 
translation, which he labels position/function-process-product. The intended 
position or function of any translation in its target culture exerts a determining 
influence on its textual-linguistic make-up. Recognizing that every translation 
originates in a specific cultural milieu and meets particular needs in the recipient 
culture, Toury writes, “… translators may be said to operate first and foremost 
in the interest of the culture into which they are translating, however they 
conceive of that interest.”5 Further, the “surface realization” of the translation, 
its textual-linguistic make-up, establishes the parameters for the individual 
translation strategies employed by the translator.6 (See Figure 1 on p. 37, how 
Toury diagrams the relationships among the three characteristics.) 

                                                           
2 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright III, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint, and Other Greek Translations Traditionally 
Included Under That Title: The Psalms (A. Pietersma; New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2000), ix. 
3 Albert Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of 
the Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in Bible and Computer—The 
Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference: Proceedings of the Association Internationale Bible et 
Informatique ‘From Alpha to Byte,’ University of Stellenbosch 17–21 July, 2000 (ed. J. 
Cook; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 337–64. 
4 Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Benjamins Translation 
Library 4; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1995). The quotes are from pp. 29 and 12, 
respectively. 
5 Ibid., 12. 
6 Ibid., 12. 
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When we approach one particular set of translations, the Septuagint,7 
Toury’s analysis holds out tremendous promise for understanding several 
dilemmas that this Greek corpus presents to scholars. Pietersma applies Toury’s 
insights to the Septuagint in a seminal paper entitled “A New Paradigm for 
Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of the Interlinear Model to the 
Septuagint.” There Pietersma has argued that the Septuagint’s textual-linguistic 
nature (Toury’s “process”), one in which many aspects of the Greek text are 
unintelligible without resort to the Hebrew original (and indeed he notes that the 
Greek often “cannot stand on its own feet”), indicates that the linguistic 
relationship of the Greek to the Hebrew was originally one of subservience and 
dependence. That is, the Greek translation was intended from the first to be used 
in concert with the Hebrew. This relationship Pietersma characterizes by the 
term “interlinear.” Such a description does not mean, in Pietersma’s words, “that 
every linguistic item in Greek can only be understood by reference to the parent 
text, or that the translation has an isomorphic relationship to its source, but that 
the Greek text qua text has a dimension of unintelligibility.”8 Pietersma 
contends, then, that only a relationship of dependence of the translation on its 
source text can account both for the Septuagint’s intelligibility and for its 
unintelligibility at the same time. To use Toury’s language from the diagram on 
p. 37, the textual-linguistic make-up/surface realization of the Greek that we 
find in the Septuagint suggests an intentionally close relationship, indeed a 
dependent one, of the Greek translation on its Hebrew original. The translators 
developed the particular translation strategies utilized in rendering the Hebrew 
into Greek in order to achieve the textual-linguistic make-up they deemed 
necessary. The intended “function” of the Septuagint in the cultural environment 
of the translators (the hotly debated question of the origins of the Septuagint) 
was the factor that determined the appropriate textual linguistic make-up or 
surface realization. 

These three relationships constitute the basic information out of which we 
might reconstruct the social location of the Septuagint, what Toury calls 
“contextualization.” He writes, “In an almost tautological way it could be said 
that, in the final analysis, a translation is a fact of whatever target sector it is 
found to be a fact of, i.e., that (sub)system which proves to be best equipped to 
account for it: function, product and underlying process.”9 Of all the various 
social locations that have been proposed for the Septuagint, Pietersma suggests 
that the most satisfactory place for a translation with its particular textual-
linguistic make-up would be the school, where the subservient and dependent 
Greek translation would function for students as a kind of crib to the Hebrew. 

                                                           
7 I use the term “Septuagint” in this paper in the more restrictive sense of the term—the 
translation of the Pentateuch into Greek, probably in the early third-century B.C.E. 
8 Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions,” 350. 
9 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 29. 
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NETS, then, relies on Pietersma’s interlinear paradigm for essentially three 
reasons: 

First, this paradigm best explains the “translationese” aspect of Septuagintal 
Greek with its strict, and often rigid quantitative equivalence to the Hebrew. As 
Conybeare and Stock (and others) noted nearly a century ago, Septuagintal 
Greek is often “hardly Greek at all, but rather Hebrew in disguise,” especially in 
its syntax. Secondly, the interlinear paradigm of Septuagint origins makes it 
legitimate for the NETS translator to draw on the Hebrew parent text as an arbiter 
of meaning, when appropriate. Differently put, the interlinear paradigm 
recognizes that unintelligibility of the Greek text qua Greek text is one of its 
inherent characteristics. Thirdly, and perhaps paradoxically, the interlinear 
paradigm safeguards the Greekness of the Septuagint by emphasizing that its 
linguistic strangeness, rather than reflecting a form of the living language at 
serious odds with its Hellenistic environment, was made to serve a pedagogical 
purpose.10 

These comments only provide the general contours of Toury’s theoretical 
analysis and Pietersma’s development of the interlinear paradigm. While the 
interlinear paradigm undergirds the ongoing work of the NETS project, it also 
offers the potential for new insights into some other questions about the 
Septuagint and related issues that might not at first blush be so obvious. Here we 
turn to the Letter of Aristeas and to Philo of Alexandria. 

2. The Letter of Aristeas and Septuagint Origins 

At the heart of any discussion about the origins of the Septuagint lies the Letter 
of Aristeas. This early Jewish text represents the earliest account of the 
translation of the Septuagint.11 It is not necessary to review the complicated 
history of scholarship on the Letter of Aristeas here; it suffices to say that 
scholars generally agree that the work (1) is pseudonymous, written by a Jew 
reflecting Jewish concerns, not by “Aristeas,” a Greek member of Ptolemy’s 
court, (2) is not a contemporary account, but one written a significant time after 
the actual translation was made,12 and (3) reflects interests contemporary with 

                                                           
10 Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” ix. 
11 The Jewish writer Aristobulus (ca. 160 B.C.E.), mentioned by Eusebius in his Praep. ev. 
13.12.2, apparently also knew the story of the translation of the Septuagint. Depending on 
what date one assigns to the Letter of Aristeas, Aristobulus might be earlier. 
Aristobulus’s notice, however, is very attenuated and reflects nothing like the fuller 
“account” given by Aristeas. 
12 Dates assigned to the book range from the mid-third century B.C.E. down to the first 
century C.E. A date sometime in the second century B.C.E. seems most probable. For the 
various possibilities, see especially R. J. H. Shutt, “Letter of Aristeas,” in OTP, 2:8–9; 
Moses Hadas, Aristeas to Philocrates (Letter of Aristeas) (JAL; New York: Harper & 
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the Jewish writer of the work, not those of the third century B.C.E. Scholars have 
suggested a number of motivations for the writing of Letter of Aristeas, among 
them a response to some contemporary crisis, a polemic targeting the emergence 
of rival translations to the Alexandrian Septuagint, the problems of Hellenism 
and Judaism. Whatever its original purpose, and despite the fact that only a 
small portion of the letter actually describes the translation process, the Letter of 
Aristeas is occupied throughout with the rendering of the Hebrew Torah into 
Greek. Indeed, this task frames the entire work, since it is said to be central to 
Aristeas’s deputation to Eleazar the Jewish high priest (§§1–3). 

Despite the general scholarly consensus that the Letter of Aristeas is not a 
contemporary account and that it does not accurately describe the actual events 
surrounding the translation of the Septuagint, scholars continue to use the letter 
as foundational evidence for reconstructing the origins of that translation. Some 
make minimal use of the letter together with other external evidence to derive a 
date for the production of the translation—usually the early part of the third 
century B.C.E. Others want to take more seriously the claim of the letter that the 
Greek translation of the Jewish Law had official Ptolemaic sanction. Most 
scholars, however, accept as true, whether implicitly or explicitly, Aristeas’s 
assumption that the Septuagint was intended to be a free-standing and 
independent replacement for the Hebrew Pentateuch, and acceptance of 
Aristeas’s claim often appears as one of the major building blocks of scholarly 
theories about the original purpose of the Septuagint. 

Almost all scholars accept that the Septuagint was a Jewish translation 
undertaken in response to Jewish needs. They may disagree over what those 
needs were, but in each case, the requirements of the Jewish community for a 
translation of its scriptures almost always assumes that the community had to 
have a translation that would function independently of its Hebrew original. 
Several examples illustrate this point. The proposal that the Septuagint was 
made for liturgical purposes assumes that the Jews of Alexandria had lost the 
ability to use Hebrew, and so a Greek translation became necessary as a stand-in 
for the Hebrew scriptures during Jewish worship.13 Any proposal that operates 
under the assumption that the Septuagint was made for official government 
purposes necessarily has to claim that the Septuagint was meant to substitute for 
the Hebrew. This is true, for instance, of the suggestion that the translation was 

                                                                                                                                  
Brothers, 1951), 9–17; André Pelletier, Lettre d’Aristée à Philocrate (SC 89; Paris: Cerf, 
1962), 57–58; Sidney Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study (Oxford: Clarendon, 
1968), 47–49. 
13 This theory was championed by Henry St. J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish 
Worship: A Study in Origins (2d ed.; SchL; London: Humphrey Milford, 1923). 
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motivated by an official Egyptian policy of rendering oriental law codes into 
Greek.14 

Several scholars have suggested the school as the place where the 
Septuagint may have originated. Sebastian Brock’s work is especially note-
worthy in this regard. His analysis of the Septuagint has convinced him that the 
textual-linguistic nature of the translation indicates that it tries to bring the 
reader to the original, not the original to the reader, and he points specifically to 
the school as a possible location for the Septuagint’s origins. Yet even he, 
despite these conclusions, stops short of arguing for such an originating 
context.15 Pietersma speculates that one contributing reason for Brock’s reluc-
tance to argue for an educational context might be that, 

… in spite of Brock’s observation that literal texts aim to bring the reader to the 
text, and thus play a patently subservient role vis-à-vis the source text, he 
nevertheless believes that both as to its original function and as to its later role 
the Septuagint was a free-standing text that took the place of the original, 
precisely as the Letter of Aristeas maintains, and thus is in continuity with 
modern mainstream translations of the Bible.16 

If, however, the Letter of Aristeas was indeed composed many years after 
the translation of the Septuagint, and if Pietersma’s interlinear paradigm has any 
explanatory force when applied to the Septuagint, why should scholars give such 
credence to Aristeas’s account as a legitimate explanation of the Septuagint’s 
origins? In short, if we accept what the interlinear paradigm pushes us to 
conclude about the nature of the Septuagint as a translation—that the Greek text 
is subservient to and dependent on the Hebrew—then the picture offered by the 
Letter of Aristeas does not, indeed cannot, accurately reflect the origins of the 
Septuagint. In fact, Toury’s work and Pietersma’s use of it with respect to the 
textual-linguistic nature of the Septuagint provide a lens through which to look 
at the function of the legend of Septuagint origins offered in the Letter of 
Aristeas. Although Pietersma applies the interlinear paradigm to certain 
observations about the nature of the Septuagint as a translation, as he himself 
argues, it has important implications for attempts to answer questions about the 
Septuagint’s origins. Toury’s three-relationship model provides an analytical 
tool for understanding some basic characteristics of translations—perhaps most 
significantly in the present context, that the textual-linguistic character of the 
Septuagint must have a role to play in any discussions of the intended function 
                                                           
14 See Dominique Barthélemy, “Pourquoi la Torah a-t-elle été traduite en Grec?” in On 
Language, Culture and Religion: In Honor of Eugene A. Nida (ed. M. Black and W. A. 
Smalley; Approaches to Semiotics 56; The Hague: Mouton, 1974); Joseph Mélèze-
Modrzejewski, The Jews of Egypt from Rameses II to Emperor Hadrian (Philadelphia: 
Jewish Publication Society, 1995), 99–119.  
15 Sebastian P. Brock, “The Phenomenon of the Septuagint,” OtSt 17 (1972): 11–36. 
16 Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions,” 346. 
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of the translation. Simply put, the textual-linguistic nature of the Septuagint 
makes it difficult to think that it was originally intended to function as an 
independent replacement for the Hebrew. Because the Letter of Aristeas is the 
earliest and most complete “account” of the Septuagint’s origins, however, and 
because practically every scholarly reconstruction of the Septuagint’s origins 
utilizes the Letter of Aristeas, not only do we need to ask if the letter’s version 
of the events is relevant, we must also try to account for it if it is not. 

Thus, if Pietersma is correct about the notion of interlinearity and his 
subsequent suggestions about the pedagogical origins of the Septuagint make 
sense, then the Letter of Aristeas has no evidentiary value for explaining the 
origins of the Septuagint. If the Letter of Aristeas does not provide the evidence 
scholars often claim it does, how then can we make sense of the letter and its 
contents? The answer to this question must satisfy objections like the one made 
by Paul Kahle, who thought that the Letter of Aristeas was not even concerned 
with the Septuagint, but with a revised version of the Septuagint that was being 
accorded authority over other versions. He argued that the Alexandrian 
translation could not be the subject of the Letter of Aristeas partly because 
“[n]obody makes propaganda for something a hundred years old. Propaganda is 
made for something contemporary. We can be sure that the translation had just 
been made when the letter of propaganda was written.”17 Even for Kahle, the 
version in the Letter of Aristeas and its perceived centrality for explaining 
Septuagint origins demanded explanation. In my estimation, however, we do not 
need to resort to Kahle’s assessment of the Letter of Aristeas. It is possible to 
explain its story of the translation of the Septuagint even while, at the same time, 
rejecting its usefulness as an account of how the Septuagint actually came to be. 

If the Septuagint’s origins were in subservience to and dependence on its 
Hebrew source, then it becomes patently clear that the function of the Septuagint 
did shift over time from that original dependence to independence—it ultimately 
did function as a replacement for the Hebrew. Of course, the intended 
function/position of a translation can change over time without experiencing any 
modification of its textual-linguistic make-up. In such cases one then observes a 
surface realization that becomes out of sync with the later function/position of 
the translation. Toury notes, “… translations which retain their status as facts of 
the target culture may nevertheless change their position over time.”18 I would 
contend that this is precisely what happened with the Septuagint. It gradually 
lost its close relationship to the Hebrew from which it was translated, and its 
users began to regard it in the manner that Aristeas does, as an independent, 
free-standing replacement for the Hebrew. It retained its unintelligible features, 

                                                           
17 Paul Kahle, The Cairo Geniza (2d ed.; SchL; Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1959), 211. 
Kahle’s larger argument, that there was no “original” Septuagint, but various competing 
translations, has largely been rejected by scholars as unconvincing. 
18 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 30. 
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but they were no longer moored to the Hebrew, which had given them at least a 
measure of intelligibility. In its beginnings the Septuagint was intended to serve 
as a point of entry to the Hebrew, a way of bringing the original to the reader as 
Brock says, but the Hebrew continued to remain the main focus of interest. The 
Hebrew original was the text regarded as authoritative, with the Greek 
translation being a means of accessing it. As readers encountered the Septuagint 
separated from its original moorings, its status must have become somewhat of a 
problem. The linguistic relationship between the two texts may have been 
severed, but a crucial issue must have been what relationship they continued to 
have, if any, as individual and separate repositories of divinely sanctioned 
Jewish law and practice. How authoritative was the Septuagint on its own?  

We know the end of the process, of course. The Septuagint came to be 
regarded by many Jews as authoritative, divinely inspired scripture. But 
somewhere along the line someone had to offer a justification for regarding the 
Septuagint in this way. The Letter of Aristeas provides precisely that kind of 
justification. And here is where I believe Kahle, in the statement I quoted above, 
is wrong. If the Septuagint’s origins were indeed characterized by subservience 
to and dependence on the Hebrew, then, however old it was when it began to be 
used as an independent and authoritative text, someone did have to make 
propaganda for it, and that is exactly what Aristeas does. Rather than an accurate 
reflection of the origins of the Septuagint, I think it more probable that the Letter 
of Aristeas presents us with a foundational myth of origins for the Septuagint’s 
transformed position/function as an independent, scriptural authority. 

Despite the long symposium section in the middle of the book, Aristeas’s 
primary concern is the translation of the Jewish Law. One of the ways that 
Aristeas creates a myth of origins intended to legitimate the Septuagint’s 
independence from the Hebrew and its authoritative status is to claim that it was 
never intended to relate to the Hebrew in the first place. One can read the claim 
that the undertaking was commissioned by the Ptolemaic king as a primary 
feature of the myth of the Septuagint’s original independence. It is difficult to 
know if the legend of official Ptolemaic sanction is the author’s own creation or 
if it represents use of a preexisting tradition that the author inherited. The Jewish 
philosopher Aristobulus, like Aristeas, connects the translation with the 
Ptolemaic court, and he makes the same error as Aristeas, connecting Demetrius 
of Phalerum with Ptolemy Philadelphus rather than Ptolemy I Soter.19 It is not 
clear if Aristeas knew Aristobulus, if it was the other way around or if both drew 
on an independent tradition. Whatever the case, if the Septuagint actually arose 
out of the needs of the Jewish community as most scholars think, why does the 
earliest form of the legend attribute its genesis to Gentile rulers? One thing such 

                                                           
19 Scholars debate Aristobulus’s dates, but Adela Yarbro Collins, “Aristobulus,” in OTP, 
2:832–33, places him in the middle of the second century B.C.E. roughly contemporary 
with the most probable time of the composition of the Letter of Aristeas. 
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a claim accomplishes is to distinguish the translation from its Hebrew parent text 
from its very inception. The initial motivation reported by the Letter of Aristeas, 
that a translation of the Hebrew sacred books must be included in the royal 
library, leaves no doubt for the reader that the Septuagint, as a translation, had 
always been intended to replace the Hebrew. The later scene in §§308–311 in 
which the Jewish community hears and accepts the translation reinforces that it 
replaces the Hebrew, even for the Jews of Alexandria. 

As a translation that was meant to function independently of its source, the 
accuracy of the translation concerned the author of the Letter of Aristeas, who 
takes pains to make the point that both the Hebrew manuscripts used for the 
translation as well as the translation itself were completely accurate. According 
to §30, the Hebrew books were missing from the king’s library because “they 
have been transcribed somewhat carelessly and not as they should be.”20 When 
the translators travel to Alexandria, they arrive “with the fine skins on which the 
Law had been written in letters of gold in Jewish characters; the parchment had 
been excellently worked, and the joining together of the letters was imper-
ceptible” (§176). The king inquires about the scrolls and then does obeisance to 
them “about seven times” (§177). The fine execution of the scrolls and the 
king’s reaction to seeing them confirms their complete accuracy and sanctity. 
Here are copies, to rephrase §30, that “are transcribed completely accurately and 
as they should be.” Aristeas also emphasizes that the translation made from 
these scrolls is just as accurate as the original. After the completion of the 
translation, Demetrius assembles the Jewish people and reads it aloud. The 
Jewish leaders affirm that the translation “has been made rightly and reverently, 
and in every respect accurately” (§310). This use of the language of accuracy for 
both the original and translation serves to place the Septuagint on a par with its 
Hebrew source. Aristeas wants us to know that each of the two texts possesses 
its own authority guaranteed by its accuracy.  

In addition, the claims made about the translators themselves, that they were 
men of skill in the Law, who led exemplary lives and were of mature experience 
(§32), further vouchsafe the accuracy of the Septuagint as a perfectly reliable 
version of the Jewish Law. Each day before they begin translating, they wash 
their hands in the sea and pray to God. Aristeas explains that these practices 
show that these men had done no evil, “for all activity takes place through the 

                                                           
20 Kahle argued that this verse referred to earlier translations of the Law into Greek, but 
the interest of the passage is in the Hebrew text, and thus probably refers to Hebrew 
manuscripts. The key to this passage is the verb sesh,mantai, here translated 
“transcribed.” Almost all commentators note the difficulty of the passage. The verb has 
been variously translated as “edited,” “copied,” “transmitted,” or “written.” See Emanuel 
Tov, “The Septuagint,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading, and Interpretation of the 
Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. M. J. Mulder; CRINT 2.1; 
Assen: Van Gorcum, 1988), 166–67. 
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hands; thus they nobly and piously refer everything to righteousness and truth” 
(§306). Translation, conducted in writing, constitutes an activity of the hands, 
and here the Letter of Aristeas implies that the piety and rectitude of the 
translators extends to their product, the Greek translation of the Law. Unlike 
later versions of the legend, the Letter of Aristeas is decidedly unmiraculous.21 In 
fact, the translators work in a very sensible manner. They reach agreement by 
comparing the versions that they produce. The result is one version agreed upon 
by all these pious men. Demetrius himself copies the final version of their work 
(§302). The only explicit hint that the deity might be guiding the process comes 
in §307 where Aristeas claims that the seventy-two translators finished their 
work in seventy-two days “just as if such a result was achieved by some 
deliberate design.” 

When speaking of the Septuagint, however, it is Aristeas who works with a 
deliberate design. The emphasis on accuracy contributes to a larger and more 
central claim, “to accord the Septuagint version of the Torah the same sanctity 
and authority long held by the Hebrew original—in a word to certify the ‘divine’ 
origin of the Septuagint.”22 Aristeas accomplishes this aim in part by framing the 
creation and acceptance of the Septuagint in the same language as the making 
and acceptance of the Hebrew Torah. Harry Orlinsky notes, for example, that 
the reading of the translation followed by the consent of the people in §§308–
311 closely resembles Exod 24:3–7 where Moses reads the Law to the people 
who then consent to follow it. He maintains that the phrase “to read aloud to the 
people” followed by some expression of consent “describes the biblical 
procedure in designating a document as official and binding, in other words, as 
divinely inspired, as Sacred Scripture.”23 After the people’s consent, the Jewish 
priests and elders command that no one should alter this version in any way, and 
they curse anyone who might try. Deut 4:1–2 employs the same tactic with 
respect to the Hebrew laws commanded by God.24 Sections 312–317, which 
describe the abortive attempts by Theopompus and Theodectus to translate 
sections of the Jewish Law, reinforce Aristeas’s assertion that only this 
translation was made from accurate copies of the Law by upright men who 
produced a completely accurate version and thus only this version deserves the 
approbation given to it by the Jewish elders and priests and the Jewish people as 
a whole. God’s punishment of these two Gentile figures for their presumably 

                                                           
21 For the sources of the later versions of the legend, see Jellicoe, Septuagint and Modern 
Study, 38–47; Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier Munnich, La Bible Grecque 
des Septante: Du Judaisme Hellénistique au Christianisme Ancien (Initiations au 
Christianisme Ancien; Paris: Cerf, 1988), 45–50. 
22 Harry M. Orlinsky, “The Septuagint as Holy Writ and the Philosophy of the 
Translators,” HUCA 46 (1975): 94. 
23 Ibid., 94. 
24 Ibid., 95. 
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arrogant actions demonstrates that only the version that Aristeas describes can 
be authoritative scripture.25 

In the light of the close original relationship between the Septuagint and the 
Hebrew Torah, what Aristeas tells us about is not original function, but 
reception history. The Septuagint’s textual-linguistic make-up points to its 
intended original function, one in which the Greek was dependent on rather than 
a replacement for the Hebrew. One might also conclude that such a relationship 
between the Greek and the Hebrew meant that the Greek translation was most 
likely not at first considered authoritative scripture, but instead it provided a 
means of gaining access to the Hebrew scriptures.26 The Letter of Aristeas offers 
a justification, a myth of origins, for what the Septuagint had become by the 
author’s time, and it had become two things that it probably was not in the 
beginning: independent and scriptural. The Letter of Aristeas testifies to a place 
in the process at which the Septuagint had acquired these two characteristics. It 
does not, unfortunately, provide evidence for the precise circumstances in which 
the Septuagint made the transition from dependence to independence and from 
access point to scripture. What seems clear is that somewhere between the early 
third century B.C.E. and the composition of the Letter of Aristeas, the Septuagint, 
warts and all, struck out on its own. 

3. Philo of Alexandria and the Septuagint 

By the first century, when Philo was writing in Alexandria, the Septuagint had 
long since acquired the status of an independent, scriptural authority. The actual 
origins of the translation were shrouded in the mists of time and tradition, even 
for one who wrote in the city of the Septuagint’s genesis. But the myth that had 
its first complete articulation in the Letter of Aristeas was alive, well, and 
developing. In Moses 2.25–44 Philo reports on the translation of the Mosaic 
Law into Greek. He tells essentially the same story as the Letter of Aristeas, but 
with some interesting subtractions and additions. Scholars remain divided about 
whether Philo knew the Letter of Aristeas or whether he had inherited the same 
tradition. Much of what Philo lacks from the version in the Letter of Aristeas can 
be attributed to his own interests, and the answer to the question of Philo’s 
possible dependence on the Letter of Aristeas is not what concerns me here. 
Several developments in the story, whether Philo created them or whether he 
obtained them through Alexandrian tradition, indicate that the myth that the 
Letter of Aristeas had offered was sufficient for Philo’s purposes, and it served 
particular aims for him.  
                                                           
25 These examples make the point. For additional argumentation, see ibid., 98–103. 
26 See the section on the Septuagint in my “Access to the Source: Cicero, Ben Sira, the 
Septuagint and Their Audiences,” JSJ 34 (2003): 1–27; and Pietersma, “A New Paradigm 
for Addressing Old Questions,” 337–64. 
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For Philo, like the Letter of Aristeas, the Septuagint began its existence as 
an independent replacement for the Hebrew, commissioned by Ptolemy 
Philadelphus. Whereas Aristeas grounds the motivation for producing the 
translation in the need for inclusion of the Jewish sacred books in the king’s 
library, in Philo the translation of the Mosaic Law was made so that it would be 
available for the benefit of all people, not just the Jews. Philo writes, “In ancient 
times the laws were written in the Chaldean tongue, and remained in that form 
(kai. me,cri pollou/ die,meinan evn o`moi,w|) for many years, without any change in 
language, so long as they had not yet revealed their beauty to the rest of 
humankind” (2.26).27 The fame and knowledge of the Jewish laws spread among 
non-Jews, and Ptolemy, “having conceived an ardent affection for our laws,” 
decided to have the Law translated into Greek. Yehoshua Amir has argued that 
Philo’s use of the term form (o[moioj) rather than language when he refers to 
translation into Greek implies that, “… now that the Law of Moses can reveal its 
beauty to all humankind in the garment of the Greek language, the Hebrew is of 
no importance.”28 While I am not convinced that this statement can bear the 
evidentiary weight that Amir assigns it, he does hit on an important theme in 
Philo’s legend of the Septuagint, its form, or I think more properly, its linguistic 
nature.  

When Philo describes the work of the translators, we find several fascina-
ting developments from what we saw in the Letter of Aristeas, all of which look 
to me like an apologia for the specific linguistic form of the Septuagint rather 
than a more general argument for the scriptural status of the translation, which 
Philo certainly assumed. While Philo’s story lacks the public reading of the 
translation and its acceptance by the Jewish people (which as we saw served the 
purpose for the Letter of Aristeas of establishing the translation’s status as 
scripture), his version retains the claim of the importance of not changing 
anything, but it is relocated and reconfigured. Philo describes the translators’ 
task this way, “Reflecting how great an undertaking it was to make a full version 
of the laws given by the Voice of God, where they could not add or take away or 
transfer anything, but [they] must keep the original form and shape (avlla. th.n evx 
avrch/j ivde,an kai. to.n tu,pon auvtw/n diafula,ttontaj), they proceeded to look for the 
most open and unoccupied spot in the neighborhood outside the city” (2.34). 
Philo’s major concern is not for the inviolability of the text of the completed 
translation as was the case for the Letter of Aristeas, but that the translation 
cannot alter in any way its Hebrew source, in either nature or shape. The two 

                                                           
27 Translations come from Philo, Life of Moses (Colson, LCL), vol. 6. 
28 Yehoshua Amir, “Authority and Interpretation of Scripture in the Writings of Philo,” in 
Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading, and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient 
Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. M. J. Mulder; CRINT 2.1; Assen: Van Gorcum, 
1988), 443. 



 Translation as Scripture  59

must be an exact match, and this is the crucial point of Philo’s version of the 
story.  

In order to meet this challenge, the translators discover the island of Pharos 
as the best available place; they stretch the Hebrew books up toward heaven and 
pray that God might keep them from failing (2.36). And sure enough, when they 
actually begin to work on the translation, “they became, as it were, possessed, 
and, under inspiration, wrote, not each several scribe something different, but the 
same word for word, as though dictated to each by an invisible prompter” (ta. d’ 
auvta. pa,ntej ovno,mata kai. r̀h,mata( w[sper ùpobole,wj e`ka,stoij avora,twj evnhcou/ntoj; 
2.37). Philo reports no translation by committee à la the Letter of Aristeas; God 
answered the translators’ prayers by taking the matter out of their hands. In 
effect, God accomplished the translation using the translators as writing 
instruments. 

Philo follows up this version of the events with another justification for the 
Septuagint’s textual-linguistic character. He claims that, even though every 
language, but especially Greek, allows great flexibility in the possible ways to 
express things, such is not the case with the Septuagint. He insists that for the 
Septuagint by contrast,  

… the Greek words used corresponded literally with the Chaldean, exactly 
suited to the things they indicated. For, just as in geometry and logic, so it 
seems to me, the sense indicated does not admit of variety of expression which 
remains unchanged in its original form, so these writers, as it clearly appears, 
arrived at a wording which corresponded with the matter, and alone, or better 
than any other, would bring out clearly what was meant. The clearest proof of 
this is that, if Chaldeans have learned Greek or Greeks Chaldean, and read both 
versions, the Chaldean and the translation, they regard them with awe and 
reverence as sisters, or rather one and the same, both in matter and words, and 
speak of the authors not as translators but as prophets and priests of the 
mysteries, whose sincerity and singleness of thought has enabled them to go 
hand in hand with the purest of spirits, the spirit of Moses (2.38–41). 

This long paragraph strikes me as somewhat Shakespearean—Philo protests a 
bit too much. But why does he feel compelled to defend the Septuagint in this 
way? Although I cannot really claim that much evidence could be marshaled to 
give a definitive answer, a couple of possibilities strike me as at least suggestive. 
First, Philo, given his own abilities and Greek education, must be cognizant of 
the problematic textual-linguistic nature of the Septuagint. Even though he 
probably could not make a comparison with the Hebrew on his own, his 
description of the translation process and its resultant form offer a justification 
for the actual state of affairs as he knows them. Perhaps he did even rely on 
those who knew both Greek and Hebrew for this information.29 Philo himself, 
                                                           
29 The issue of Philo’s knowledge of Hebrew has been widely debated. For a cogent 
argument against Philo’s knowledge of Hebrew that invokes the same passages used in 
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however, engages an interlinear text divorced from its interlinear partner, and he 
may well be uncomfortable with what he has. He thus goes to great lengths to 
reinforce the claim that the form as well as the content is part of the divine 
sanction accorded this translation; indeed it is part of the Septuagint’s inspired 
nature. For someone who was skilled at writing Greek and who explicitly 
recognizes the rhetorical possibilities of the language, the Greek of the 
Septuagint must have been something of an embarrassment for which he had to 
account. He does so by arguing that the translation does not add to, subtract 
from, or alter anything in its source, and that is the way God intended it.  

Secondly, Philo appeals to those who know both languages (as he 
apparently did not)—they will testify that the two versions are not just related, 
but in fact are “one and the same, both in matter and words” (w`j mi,an kai. th.n 
auvth.n e;n te toi/j pra,gmasi kai. toi/j ovno,masi). Such complete correlation with the 
original demonstrates for Philo that the translators were more than simply pious 
men who rendered one language, Hebrew, into another, Greek, but they were 
actually “prophets and priests of the mysteries” who possessed the same pure 
spirit that Moses had. Here Philo utilizes the language of prophecy and oracle, 
language he uses elsewhere for Moses and the Mosaic Law.30 This claim 
establishes that the translation, in form and content, is just as inspired as the 
original, since God worked through the translators in the same way as God had 
through prophets and priests. 

Several possible explanations can account for this emphasis in Philo’s 
version of the legend of the Septuagint in Moses. The least likely, I think, is that 
Philo is responding to criticisms of the Septuagint that its close correspondence 
to its Hebrew source somehow detracts from its status as a scriptural text.31 Philo 
turns the issue on its head and claims that precisely this close relationship of 
form and content makes the Septuagint what it is. The Septuagint’s textual-
linguistic character is not a drawback, but quite the opposite, a proof of its 
divine origins. The ability to establish such a claim would be especially crucial 
for someone like Philo, in the first instance because the Septuagint constituted 
his sacred scripture and in the second because Philo’s own hermeneutical 
enterprise revolved so directly around the exact words used in those scriptures. 
Since Philo most likely did not know Hebrew, he could not on his own consult it 
and compare it to the Greek. He thus had to resort to the purported testimonials 

                                                                                                                                  
this section of my paper, see D. Gooding, “Philo’s Knowledge of the Hebrew Underlying 
the Greek,” in Two Treatises of Philo of Alexandria: A Commentary on De Gigantibus 
and Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis (ed. D. Winston and J. M. Dillon; BJS 25; Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1983). See also Samuel Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: An Introduction 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), chapter 9. 
30 Amir, “Authority and Interpretation of Scripture in the Writings of Philo,” 443. 
31 Samuel Sandmel speculates, however, that Philo’s account was a response to unknown 
people who were critical of the Septuagint. See Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria, 52. 
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of those who could. For Philo, the Jewish scriptures embodied in the Septuagint 
are the key to disclosing the activity and will of God in the world. In his 
allegorical interpretations he takes seriously each and every word and why it 
occurs where it does. Philo’s hermeneutical approach to the Jewish scriptures 
only works if the Greek can be claimed to be inspired like the Hebrew and if it 
bears such a close resemblance to the Hebrew original.32 He works hard in his 
report of the story to establish both of these claims. 

Philo’s primary goal, then, is not like that of the Letter of Aristeas, which 
offers a myth of origins that establishes the independence and sanctity of the 
Septuagint. Philo does not need to establish the translation’s scriptural status; 
that is undoubtedly beyond question for him. In order for Philo to pursue his 
exegetical methods, he must go an additional step and argue that the form of the 
Septuagint constitutes an indispensable part of its claim to being scripture. I 
cannot say if this argument is part of some theological conflict to which Philo 
was responding, although I think it is possible. Philo’s repeated insistence on the 
inspired nature of the textual-linguistic form of the Septuagint leads me to 
conclude that at the least he has to make the case in order to build a solid 
theological foundation for the kind of scriptural exegesis in which he is engaged.  

4. Conclusion 

The accounts of the translation of the Septuagint in both the Letter of Aristeas 
and Philo have traditionally occupied an important place in scholarly 
reconstructions of its origins. The interlinear paradigm, however, suggests that 
the versions of both the Letter of Aristeas and Philo have more to tell us about 
the fate of the Septuagint in times contemporary with those writers rather than 
with the translation’s beginnings. What the interlinear paradigm requires is that 
to understand the nature of the Septuagint, its original function, and the social 
location of its origins, we are thrown back upon the translation itself with all the 
attendant difficulties that presents. 

                                                           
32 For similar conclusions, see Amir, “Authority and Interpretation of Scripture in the 
Writings of Philo,” 440–44; Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria, 52; Ronald Williamson, Jews 
in the Hellenistic World: Philo (Cambridge Commentaries on Writings of the Jewish and 
Christian World, 200 BC to AD 200 1.2; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 
168–69. 



 



 

Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint:  
Problems and Perspectives∗ 

Wolfgang Kraus 

There is “Septuagint” in the academic air! Unlike decades ago, more and more 
exegetes and historians are occupied with the Bible of Hellenistic Judaism and 
early Christianity, trying to determine the unique value of the Greek Bible and 
not merely to use it as a quarry of variants in the determination of the Hebrew 
text. One manifestation of this scholarly interest in the Septuagint are the 
numerous translation projects that have come into being in the last years all over 
the world. Besides projects in Greece, Italy, Spain, Israel, etc., the most 
important ones seem to be the French project La Bible d’Alexandrie, and the 
English project the New English Translation of the Septuagint. Since 1999 a 
German project has also been in process: the Septuaginta-deutsch.1 In the 
following I would like to describe the scholarly position of the German project 
within the context of other translation projects and to give some hints of how we 
try to cope methodologically and practically with the tasks that lie before us.2 

1. The Beginnings of the German Septuagint Project 

The German Septuagint translation project has didactic origins. The beginnings 
go back to experiences I had when teaching students of theology at university. 
Besides the fact that only very few students were interested in seminars on 
Septuagint matters, three major factors can be differentiated that led to the 
inception of this project. First, there are the problems of language. Most of the 
students had real difficulties in translating the Greek of the Septuagint into 
German. Secondly, those coming from a Lutheran background sometimes were 

                                                           
∗ In memoriam Jürgen Roloff (1930–2004). 
1 When I refer to “French,” “English,” and “German,” I refer to the language of 
translation and not to the nationality of the collaborators. 
2 I am grateful to the participants of the conference on the Septuagint held at Bangor 
Theological Seminary, September 2002, for the stimulating discussions. I especially want 
to thank Albert Pietersma for the fruitful exchange we had leading up to that meeting. 
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not even aware that the so-called Apocrypha, which many thought to be of less 
value, were part of the Bible of ancient Christianity and are still part of the 
Orthodox and Roman Catholic Bible.3 Finally, in their Old Testament seminars 
the Septuagint was mainly consulted when text-critical problems arose, but it 
was not considered as a work with a value of its own. Students learned to 
appreciate the Old Testament as part of the Christian Bible, but for most of them 
“Old Testament” meant the Hebrew Bible and not the Septuagint.4 

Of course there are not only didactic considerations for our translation. 
There are various matters for which our project could be helpful, not to speak of 
the scholarly value of Septuagint studies in itself. But the beginnings of our 
project go back to experiences in academic teaching (at university) and to the 
lack of awareness or even ignorance within our seminars, and we tried to keep 
this experience in mind when we made decisions concerning the specific aims of 
our work. So our first goal was and still is to improve the recognition of the 
Septuagint in academic settings. 

2. Translating the Septuagint into Modern Languages 

The most crucial problem when translating the Septuagint (LXX) into a modern 
language is the matter of how the LXX itself is dependent on, or better, related to, 
the Hebrew original—either the MT or a Proto-Masoretic form of the Hebrew 
text as for example in the fragments found in the Judean desert—and how this 
relation or dependency affects a translation project.5 

Many differences between the Hebrew and Greek text are obvious even to a 
very superficial reader. As John Wevers has pointed out, the differences can 
have a variety of reasons: 

                                                           
3 On this particular problem see Nikolaus Walter, “‘Bücher: So Nicht der Heiligen Schrift 
Gleich Gehalten …’: Karlstadt, Luther—und die Folgen,” in Praeparatio evangelica 
Studien zur Umwelt, Exegese und Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments (ed. N. Walter, W. 
Kraus, and F. Wilk; WUNT 98; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 341–69. 
4 When I studied theology at university, the situation was not that different. Martin 
Karrer, my colleague from Wuppertal, had the very same kind of experiences, and as we 
have known each other for many years, we decided to embark on a joint venture in 
translating the Septuagint into German. 
5 Concerning the Greek fragments, cf. Emanuel Tov, “Greek Texts From the Judean 
Desert,” QC (1999): 161–18; Emanuel Tov, Robert A. Kraft, and P. J. Parsons, eds., The 
Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal „ever (8HevXIIgr) (DJD 8; Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1990); and Heinz-Josef Fabry, “Die griechischen Handschriften vom 
Toten Meer,” in Im Brennpunkt: Die Septuaginta: Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung 
der griechischen Bibel (ed. H.-J. Fabry and U. Offerhaus; BWA(N)T 153; Stuttgart: 
Kohlhammer, 2001): 131–53. 
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(1) They “could theoretically be due to the translator’s freedom in the 
translation process, i.e., the translator might simply be putting the general 
content of the source language into the target language, and therefore very little 
if anything could be inferred about the exact nature of the parent text.” (2) “It 
must then be accepted as a truism that the texts of OG and LXX have textual 
significance, i.e., they can at times help one reach an earlier, and at times better, 
form of the Hebrew text than Masoretic Text.” (3) And it is also clear, “that the 
terms of OG and LXX not only include different translations and translators, but 
also different conceptions of what the translation process consists of.”6 

So the first task of our work on the LXX is to do a linguistic analysis of the 
translated text in order to recognize what A. Pietersma calls “the textual-
linguistic make-up”7 and to see how the Greek text is related to the parent 
Hebrew text. Only this kind of textual-linguistic analysis enables us to see the 
dependencies and also the deviations between Hebrew and Greek text, and 
therefore it must not be neglected. 

But beyond these possible reasons for differences between Hebrew text and 
LXX another question arises concerning the theological and cultural framework 
of the translators. And here the scholarly consensus is in question: Did the 
translators of the LXX try to render the Hebrew text into Greek as true to the 
original as possible, as Robert Hanhart, the famous LXX scholar from Göttingen, 
wrote?8 Or is the LXX a form of independent Judeo-Hellenistic re-interpretation 
of the original text, as Hans Hübner, another scholar from Göttingen, claims.9 

                                                           
6 All three quotes are from John W. Wevers, “The Interpretative Character and 
Significance of the Septuagint Version,” in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of 
Its Interpretation (ed. M. Saebo; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 1:91. 
7 Cf. his article in this volume p. 33–45. 
8 Robert Hanhart, “Septuaginta,” in Altes Testament (ed. W. H. Schmidt, W. Thiel, and R. 
Hanhart; Grundkurs Theologie: Kohlhammer Urban-Taschenbücher 1; Stuttgart: Kohl-
hammer, 1989), 180f: “Die Initiative zur Übersetzung der Septuaginta liegt bei der 
jüdischen Gemeinde von Alexandria, insbesondere “in ihrem unaufgebbaren Verlangen, 
in einer Zeit fortschreitender Hellenisierung, des durch den Zwang der Verhältnisse 
gegebenen Verlustes der Sprache der Väter, durch die unverfälschte Bewahrung der 
Tradition Glaube, Bekenntnis und gottesdienstliche Handlung aufrecht zu erhalten. Der 
Beweis für diesen Ursprung der griechischen Thora liegt im Charakter des Übersetzungs-
werks, das jede hellenistische Neuinterpretation zu meiden sucht, sich gegenüber dem 
hebräischen Original treu verhält und so in der Tradition des hellenistischen Schrifttums 
als Fremdkörper erscheint.” Cf. Nikolaus Walter, “Die Griechische Übersetzung der 
‘Schriften’ Israels und die Christliche ‘Septuaginta’ als Forschungs- und als Übersetzungs-
gegenstand,” in Im Brennpunkt: Die Septuaginta: Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung 
der griechischen Bibel, 82. 
9 Hans Hübner, “Vetus Testamentum und Vetus Testamentum in Novo Receptum: Die 
Frage nach dem Kanon des Alten Testaments aus Neutestamentlicher Sicht,” JBTH 3 
(1988): 147–62. 
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Nikolaus Walter, one of the co-editors of the German project, asks the question: 
Is the LXX in itself a witness of the hellenization of the Old Testament traditions 
or is the LXX only the preparation or the basis on which the hellenization of 
Judaism in the Diaspora came into being?10 Albert Pietersma, the mentor of 
NETS, put it this way: Is the LXX a kind of translation that wants to replace the 
Hebrew text, or is it better understood as a kind of interlinear translation that 
wants to bring the reader to the Hebrew original?11 

One may doubt whether these approaches are to be understood exclusively. I 
shall try to argue against that. In the scholarly debate one sometimes gets the 
impression that a certain exclusiveness occurs.12 For me it is clear that the 
answer to this complex question cannot simply be yes or no. The answer may be 
found between the positions of Hanhart and Hübner. And it is also clear that the 
answer must take into account the diversity of the various books of the LXX and 
cannot be given for “the LXX” as a whole.13 

On the topic of the LXX as translation, or interpretation, or both there are 
two facts we have to take into account which, in my view, are complementary: 
the one is that the LXX or at least most of the books is/are basically the 
translation of a Hebrew text; the second is that the living conditions of the 
translators and also theological ideas affected the result of the translation.14 That 
                                                           
10 Cf. Walter, “Die griechische Übersetzung der ‘Schriften’ Israels und die christliche 
‘Septuaginta,’” 82. 
11 Albert Pietersma, “Translating the Septuagint Psalms” (paper presented at the 
Septuagint conference at Penteli Monastery, Athens, 2001). 
12 Compare, e.g., R. Hanhart with H. Hübner. 
13 As I understand it, this is exactly what Albert Pietersma is trying to achieve with his 
plea for considering the “textual-linguistic make-up” of the Greek text and his 
“interlinear model”. Cf. in this volume, p. 33–45. Arie van der Kooij states: “Für uns 
heute gilt es, die Frage der Theologie der LXX vorsichtiger, differenzierter, detaillierter 
und zuerst für jedes einzelne LXX-Buch herauszuarbeiten” (Arie van der Kooij, “Zur 
Theologie des Jesajabuches in der Septuaginta,” in Theologische Probleme der 
Septuaginta und der hellenistischen Hermeneutik [ed. H. Reventlow; Veröffentlichungen 
der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für Theologie 11; Gütersloh: Chr. Kaiser, 1997], 10). 
14 This opinion is clearly spelled out by Walter, “Die griechische Übersetzung der 
‘Schriften’ Israels und die christliche ‘Septuaginta,’” 84: “Denn wenn auch … im Ernst 
nicht daran gezweifelt werden kann, dass es die primäre Absicht der Übersetzer war, den 
heiligen Text in einer sinngetreuen Weise griechisch wiederzugeben, so ist es doch 
undenkbar, dass dabei eben alle jene Lebensbedingungen, unter denen die Übersetzung 
vonstatten ging, keinerlei Einfluss auf das Ergebnis ausgeübt haben sollten.” Arie van der 
Kooij argues “that the translators of the Greek Bible are to be seen as belonging to the 
circles of learned scribes in early Judaism, which implies that not only the living 
conditions but also particular ideas about the reading and interpretation of the Hebrew 
text may have affected the translation” (Arie van der Kooij letter to the author, 6 May 
2003; cf. his The Oracle of Tyre: The Septuagint of Isaiah XXIII as Version and Vision 
[VTSup 71; Leiden: Brill, 1998], 112–23). 
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is to say that in the translation process the translators created a new entity, and 
this new entity—although they may primarily not have intended it—formed the 
basis for a religious identity.15 In other words, when translating the Hebrew text 
into Greek, the translators simply could not avoid creating the basis for what we 
might call a Judeo-Hellenistic identity.16 The difficult question we are dealing 
with is how to sort out translation from interpretation, and there is probably not 
just one answer for the individual books of the LXX.17 

3. Two Approaches to the Septuagint: La Bible d’Alexandrie and The New 
English Translation of the Septuagint 

In the present discussion of this issue we should have a look at two current 
translation projects: the French La Bible d’Alexandrie and the English NETS. 
Helmut Utzschneider has published an article of fundamental significance for 
this question.18 He took up a distinction made by Marguerite Harl in a 
programmatic article, written at the outset of BdA. She differentiates between 
two possible perspectives on how to translate the LXX into a modern language.19 
                                                           
15 This is basically agreed by Robert Hanhart, “Die Bedeutung der Septuaginta für die 
Definition des ‘Hellenistischen Judentums,’” in Congress Volume Jerusalem, 1986 (ed. J. 
A. Emerton; VTSup 40; Leiden: Brill, 1988), 71–72. 
16 Albert Pietersma emphasizes that a distinction must be made between the exegetical 
“potential” of the translated text and the exegetical “realization” of that potential. “That is 
to say between what can be attributed to the text from a historical-critical perspective and 
what is later made of that text” (Albert Pietersma letter to the author, 23 August 2002.). I 
fully agree with that. At this point I’m only speaking of the “potential” of the text itself. 
And I would like to show that already in the translation process new “potentials” came 
into being. On the other hand, I want to emphasize that I do not agree with Georg 
Bertram who stated that Hellenistic Judaism created a certain form of piety expressed in 
the LXX (Septuagintafrömmigkeit), a piety which even stood in a certain contradiction to 
Judaism. Cf. Georg Bertram, “Septuaginta-Frömmigkeit,” RGG 5:1707–9; and idem, 
“Vom Wesen der Septuaginta-Frömmigkeit,” WO (1954–1959): 274–84. But I am indeed 
convinced that the LXX is a document in its own right and a witness to ancient Jewish 
thought in the Diaspora. 
17 “Der Streit geht vor allem um die genaue Bestimmung von Übersetzen und Inter-
pretieren, und es dürfte gewiss nicht pauschal für alle Einzelschriften der Septuaginta in 
der gleichen Weise entschieden werden können.” (Walter, “Die griechische Übersetzung 
der ‘Schriften’ Israels und die christliche ‘Septuaginta,’” 85). 
18 Helmut Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe mit dem Text: Überlegungen zum Wissen-
schaftlichen Standort einer Übersetzung der Septuaginta ins Deutsche,” in Im Brenn-
punkt: Die Septuaginta: Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung der griechischen Bibel, 
11–50. Helmut Utzschneider is another co-editor of the German project, and responsible 
especially for the minor prophets. 
19 Marguerite Harl, “Traduire la Septante en Français: Pourquoi et Comment?,” in La 
Langue de Japhet: Quinze Études sur la Septante et le Grec des Chrétiens (ed. M. Harl; 
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The one is what she calls amont (upstream), and the other she calls aval 
(downstream).  

The upstream perspective is mainly interested (1) in the translator of the 
Hebrew text and how that person understood the extant Hebrew original, (2) in 
the reconstruction of the translation techniques, and (3) in the question of the 
text-critical use of the LXX. What conclusions are to be drawn from the 
translation process of the Hebrew source into the OG and what conclusions can 
be inferred concerning the Hebrew text itself? 

In the downstream perspective, on the other hand, the interest is 
concentrated on the Greek Bible as a work that stands on its own—in M. Harl’s 
words “un oeuvre autonome, détachée de son modèle,” an autonomous work, 
detached from its parent text.20 The interest therefore is not concentrated on the 
translator and what he might have thought, but on the readers and their 
understanding of the translated text. 

In Helmut Utzschneider’s opinion the upstream perspective is preferred by 
most scholars. He characterizes this perspective as diachronic and translator 
oriented whereas the downstream perspective is synchronic and reader 
oriented.21 According to Utzschneider the NETS project is committed to the 
upstream perspective, whereas the downstream perspective is found in BdA.22 I 
shall try to argue that for both projects this is only part of the truth. 

Although the collaborators of BdA are aware of the problem, one has to 
admit that the primary concern of the first volumes of BdA is indeed not focused 
on the relationship between the Hebrew and the Greek text. The LXX is 
understood as literary work on its own: “un oeuvre littéraire au sens plein du 
term”.23 The Greek text has to be translated with the question in mind: How did 
the reader of that time—who did not know Hebrew—understand the text? This 

                                                                                                                                  
Paris: Cerf, 1992), 33–42. The article appeared for the first time in 1984. It was 
significant for the first volumes of BdA. 
20 Ibid., 36. 
21 Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe mit dem Text,” 15. Cf. Albert Pietersma, Translation 
Manual for “A New English Translation of the Septuagint” (NETS) (Ada: Uncial Books, 
1996), 32: “… the IOSCS has decided to translate the Septuagint, not in the first instance 
as its reading public would have read it, but rather as the ancient translators themselves 
presumably understood and intended it.” Cf. also, Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. 
Wright III, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and 
the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2000), vii–xvii. 
22 Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe mit dem Text,” 16–19. 
23 Harl, “Traduire la Septante en Français,” 33, cf. M. Harl, “La Genese,” in La Bible 
d’Alexandrie, Paris: Cerf 1986 (2d ed. 1994), 25. “Nous ne sommes pas des spécialistes 
du texte bibliques. Si nous maintenons un choix des notes sur les différences entre le grec 
et l’hébreu, c’est surtout pour situer les points d’ancrage d’exégèses, juives et, plus 
encore chrétiennes ….” 
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is the main concern. According to the above mentioned article by M. Harl the 
Hebraisms of the LXX are to be translated primarily without consideration of the 
Hebrew text, but just as the readers might have understood them.24 

The volumes of BdA that have appeared in the meantime are impressive. The 
disposition of the translation is primarily oriented toward the Greek text. There 
are thematic headings for the several sections of a chapter derived from the 
Greek line of thought. Much attention is paid to the reception history of the text 
especially in the ancient church and in the ancient Jewish tradition, but there are 
also remarks on the Hebrew text or the supposed Vorlage of the text. Thus the 
practice of translation does not exactly follow the theoretical concept of the 
early article by M. Harl. As far as I can see there has been a shift in the 
conception of BdA. The textual notes of the recent volumes of BdA are real 
treasure troves both for the reception history and for the comparison of the LXX 
and the Hebrew Vorlage. 

If we look at the NETS project, the concept seems to be quite different 
compared to BdA. Following the General Instruction the LXX is to be considered 
as “a Greek interlinear translation of a Hebrew original.”25 The aim of the LXX 
translators was to bring the reader close to the Hebrew original rather than to 
bring the Hebrew original to the Greek speaking reader. According to NETS the 
relation of the Greek to the Hebrew text has to play a prominent role. In 
consequence the practical aim of the NETS project is to serve the study of the 
Hebrew original.26 On the other hand, the “interlinear model” allows a great 
variety of reasons for differences between Hebrew and Greek text. A. Pietersma 
also concedes:  

If translating is indeed interpreting and not simply reproducing as semanticists 
insist it is, a Greek interpretation of a Hebrew original can be expected to reflect 
what the translator understood the Hebrew text to mean.… Clearly at this 
particular point we can properly speak of the independence of the Greek text 
vis-à-vis the Hebrew, albeit an independence of the Greek text that is 
circumscribed and relative.27 

With these remarks the outlines of two major contemporary LXX projects are 
summarized. In my view both projects hold on to a substantially relevant aspect 
of the character of the Septuagint. Not exclusiveness in the methodological 

                                                           
24 Harl, “Traduire la Septante en Français,” 37: “Par principe nous ne practiquerons pas ce 
recours à l’hébreu pour établir notre traduction.” 
25 Pietersma and Wright, “General Introduction: To the Reader of NETS,” ix. 
26 “… the users of such a translation should be able to utilize it to the greatest possible 
extent in a comparative study of the Hebrew and Greek Bibles.” Pietersma, Translation 
manual for “NETS,” 29. This is also the reason why NETS uses the NRSV as a basis for the 
translation of the LXX. 
27 Ibid., 32. 
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approach but complementarity is the relation in which they have to be looked 
upon. 

4. Translating the Septuagint “auf Augenhöhe mit dem Text” 

Where does the German project take its position when dealing with the 
aforementioned problems? In brief I would say that the original translators of the 
LXX wanted to mediate between the tradition and the contemporary situation. 
This includes a relation to the Vorlage as well as the possibility of conscious 
modifications and attempts to bring things up-to-date.28 That is to say our 
primary perspective is neither amont nor aval but is to translate “auf Augenhöhe 
mit dem Text”—the text in its present outlook.29  

I will give four reasons why I think this approach is appropriate; four 
aspects that show, when taken together, that we find both: at time a very close 
relationship to the Hebrew and also a freedom to make deliberate modifications. 

4.1 The “plot” 

It depends on the thematic structure whether or not a text is to be looked upon as 
a literary unit of its own. Narrative analysts of texts speak of the “plot” of a 
story. As H. Utzschneider in his translation of LXX Micah has pointed out, the 
thematic structure of LXX Micah significantly differs from the Hebrew parent 
text.30 He distinguishes three categories that enable us to speak of a specific plot 
in a literary text: (1) the sequence of scenes or speech units and the characters 
that happen to be present in these units; (2) signals at the sentence level of the 
text, such as the tenses, the sentence types, the limits of sentences, and the 
formulas that structure the text;31 and (3) thematic words or groups of words that 
serve as ‘leitmotivs’ or groups that show an independent thematic structure by 
pointing backwards and forwards within the text.32 

In his work on Micah, H. Utzschneider has shown in several text units that 
the LXX establishes independent plots, and this in short passages (e.g., Mic 1:6–

                                                           
28 If mediation between tradition and situation was indeed a major concern in the making 
of the LXX, conscious modifications and actualizations could not be avoided. 
29 Here I have tried to adopt the formulation of Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe mit dem 
Text,” 11–50. Of course in the progress of our analysis we have to ask questions 
belonging to the amont or to the aval perspectives. 
30 It is important to note that Utzschneider analyzed the whole text of Micah and not only 
a few portions. 
31 “Satzarten,” “Satzgrenzen,” “textgliedernde Formeln” (Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe 
mit dem Text,” 34). 
32 “Die LXX [schafft] mithilfe von thematischen Leitworten und Leitwortgruppen Vor- 
und Rückverweise im Text und damit auch eigenständige thematische Strukturen” 
(Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe mit dem Text,” 35). 
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8, or 7:1–6), in longer ones (Mic 1:6–2:5), and also over the whole book. He 
consequently urges those working with the text to look at LXX Micah, in this 
respect, as an independent literary work, and this not although but rather 
because LXX Micah is a translation of a Hebrew text. The comparison with the 
MT—although not necessarily the parent text of LXX Micah—enables us to 
recognize the literary independency of the plot in LXX Micah. 

If we look, e.g., at Mic 1:6–8 and then Mic 1:10–15, the following points 
are to be seen: 

 (1) In the MT we have a change of the characters acting between vv. 7 and 8. In 
v. 7 the feminine singular suffix points to Samaria. In v. 8 there is a new 
speaker, the mourning prophet, acting in a symbolic action. In the LXX we do 
not have any change of person. Samaria is also spoken of in v. 8 where the city 
is mourning about her future fate. God speaks in vv. 6–9. Verse 10 and the 
following text (the poem of cities) is connected to that. 

(2) In the MT eleven cities from the surrounding areas of Jerusalem are 
mentioned. Combined with a paronomastic use of the names of the cities the 
coming catastrophe is outlined. In the LXX we have only five cities. In vv. 10–
12 the destruction of Akim and Senaan is proclaimed, false hope is destroyed, 
and elements of mourning are missing. In vv. 13–15 Lachisch is mentioned as 
the archbetrayer from the beginning. This is a reference to Josh 10:34f. in the 
LXX but not in the MT. 

So, as Utzschneider concludes, in LXX Micah another proclamation of crisis, vv. 
10–15, is added to the proclamation of the crisis in vv. 6–9. 

4.2 Intended enculturation to the milieu or the social environment of the 
target language 

Martin Rösel in his article in the Festschrift dedicated to Adrian Schenker dealt 
with the book of Numbers especially with interpretations in, and the attempts to 
update the area of, cultic technical terms and concepts.33 Rösel emphasizes the 
double dependency of the translator (1) on the Hebrew parent text, and (2) on 
patterns of the translations of Genesis, Exodus, and Leviticus, that is, on the 
Alexandrian translation tradition. Several examples are given to show how 
translation and interpretation are interwoven: harmonizations, updates, and 
modifications of the content. One example for each of them follows: 

(1) Harmonizations: to remove contradictions found in the Hebrew Pentateuch, 
the translator tries to harmonize differing details. Thus the list in Num 1 is 

                                                           
33 Martin Rösel, “Die Septuaginta und der Kult: Interpretationen und Aktualisierungen im 
Buch Numeri,” in La double transmission du texte biblique: Études d’histoire du texte 
offertes en hommage à Adrian Schenker (OBO 179; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht: 2001), 25–40. Martin Rösel is another co-editor of 
the German project, responsible especially for the Pentateuch. 
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harmonized with the details in Gen 35:22–26 and in Gen 49 against the Hebrew 
text of Num 1.34 

(2) Updates: these are found, for example, in the translation of lha, “tent, with 
oivki,a, “house,” and the translation of hxpXm, “kinship, family, tribe,” with 
dh/moj, “people, group of citizens,” which does not mean family or kinship but 
ethnic group, just as the Jews in the Diaspora were looked upon.35 

(3) Modifications: in Num 3:9–10 the function of the Levites is minimized 
compared to the Hebrew text. The same thing occurs in Num 18:8ff. On the 
other hand the role of Aaron is emphasized in the book of Numbers.36 

Concerning foreign cults: the Hebrew xbzm for “altar” is translated with Greek 
qusiasth,rion, and this word is only used for legitimate altars. All the other altars 
in the Pentateuch are called bwmoi,. There is only one instance in the Pentateuch 
in Exod 34:13 where qusiasth,rion is used for a heathen altar as a translation for 
xbzm, but it is an altar that has to be destroyed. 

The LXX of Numbers avoids anthropomorphic expressions of the Hebrew 
text for God. For example LXX Num 12:8 speaks of the do,xa qeou/ (glory of God), 
whereas the Hebrew text refers to the hnmt, “appearance” or “shape.” In Num 
23:19 the LXX translates la Xya al, “God is not a man,” with ouvc w`j a;nqrwpoj o ̀
qeo,j, “God is not like man.” In Num 11:1 and 18 people are speaking hwhy ynzab, 
“in the ears of the Lord,” but the LXX translates it with e;nanti kuri,ou, “before 
the Lord.” In Num 11:1 the Hebrew speaks of hwhy Xa, “the fire of the Lord,” 
and the LXX translates it with pu/r para. kuri,ou, “fire from the Lord.” 

These examples highlight the twofold relationship of the translator both to 
the Hebrew parent text and to the tradition of translation in the Alexandrian 
milieu. These both constitute the frame in which the translator worked. Thus this 
form of the reception of the biblical text created new traditions. The aim of the 
translator of Numbers was to formulate in a new language what the true Mosaic 
religion was as opposed to false religion.37 

4.3 The intended shift of theological conceptions in biblical books 

In his article about the interpretative character and significance of the LXX John 
Wevers draws the attention to the length of biblical books where there is a great 
difference between MT and LXX. Concerning the book of Esther the LXX version 
is more than two times longer than the MT. He regards these pluses as “haggadic 
amplifications of the story”.38 But this is only the outer appearance. Wevers says 
that these pluses “also change the book from a secular story to one in which 
                                                           
34 Ibid., 30 (in accordance with G. Dorival). 
35 Ibid., 31. 
36 Ibid., 33, with examples concerning the role of Aaron. 
37 Ibid., 39–40. 
38 Wevers, “Interpretative Character and Significance,” 88. 
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God’s direction of world affairs to the benefit of his people is emphasized; in 
fact only in section B God is not referred to. It is obvious that the extended 
Greek version made it easier to regard the book as a canonical text.”39 In the 
book of Job we find the opposite: the Greek Job is only five sixths the length of 
the Hebrew Job. For most scholars the shorter text of Job is not based on a 
shorter Hebrew Vorlage but is something like an abridged text for the Greek 
reader.40 

4.4 Intended modifications concerning theological topics 

Here I will give two thematic aspects: (4.4.1) Israel and the nations, and (4.4.2) 
the temple in Ezek 40–48. 

4.4.1 Israel and the nations 

There is great diversity in the approach of the Old Testament to the issue of 
Israel and the nations. On the one hand, we have texts that favor a total 
separation of both entities: Israel and the nations (especially in parts of the 
Deuteronomistic literature). And on the other hand, there are texts in which the 
concept of the people of God is at least modified, if not suspended (especially in 
parts of the prophetic literature).41 How do the LXX translators deal with that 
issue? Is there any influence from the situation in the Diaspora on the translation 
process? I will give a few examples of such influence from a wide range of 
texts. 

                                                           
39 Ibid., 88. The Greek text of the book of Jeremiah is much shorter than the MT, but in 
this case the Hebrew Vorlage was shorter, and the LXX Jeremiah reflects a stage in the 
history of the Hebrew text earlier than the text we now have in the BHS. 
40 Markus Witte, who is working on the book of Job in the German project, is convinced 
that the textual situation in Job is more complicated. On the one hand, there is some 
evidence that the translators of Job had a Proto-MT, which was shorter than the MT of Job. 
See also on this issue Folker Siegert, Zwischen hebräischer Bibel und Altem Testament: 
Eine Einführung in die Septuaginta (MJSt 9; Münster: LIT, 2001), 70–71. On the other 
hand, according to Witte there is evidence that the translators left out or paraphrased 
verses that were already corrupted in the Hebrew Vorlage, or they substituted them by 
formulae from earlier passages of Job (Markus Witte to the author, 9 January 2003.). 
41 On this problem see Horst D. Preuß, Theologie des Alten Testaments (Stuttgart: 
Kohlhammer, 1992), 2:305–27; Wolfgang Kraus, Das Volk Gottes: Zur Grundlegung der 
Ekklesiologie bei Paulus (WUNT 85; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 12–44, 45–110. 
For the early Jewish tradition see Louis H. Feldman, Jew and Gentile in the Ancient 
World: Attitudes and Interactions from Alexander to Justinian (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1993). 
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(a) Psalm 47:10  

In the Hebrew text of Ps 47:10 we read 
~hrba yhla ~[ wpsan ~ym[ ybydn 

The leaders of the nations are gathered together as the people of the God of 
Abraham. 

The LXX translator did not read ~hrba yhla ~[;, “the people of the God of 
Abraham,” but ~[i, meta. tou/ qeou/ VAbraa,m, “together with the God of Abraham.” 
Is it a correction or is merely a different vocalization? The translator might have 
read ~[i, “together with,” instead of ~[;, “people,” but as Jörg Jeremias has 
pointed out,42 outside of this passage the Hebrew @sa is always constructed with 
la, l[, or l, and never with ~[i. So it is possible that the translator intended to 
avoid the notion that the nations are gathered as the people of the God of 
Abraham. But this was indeed what the author of Ps 47 wanted to say, that the 
leaders of the nations would leave their gods behind and come to the one true 
God, the God of Abraham, and would be the people of that God. 

(b) Isaiah 19:16–25 

The second example comes from Isa 19.43 In vv. 16–25 we have one of the most 
extraordinary texts in the Hebrew Bible concerning the relationship of Israel to 
the nations. 

In v. 21 the prophet speaks of the revelation of God to the Egyptians. Then 
they will accept the Lord as their God. There will be a legitimate altar in Egypt 
to offer to the Lord. But the strongest notion is to be found in v. 25. The concept 
                                                           
42 Jörg Jeremias, Das Königtum Gottes in den Psalmen Israels: Begegnung mit dem 
kanaanäischen Mythos in den Jahwe-König-Psalmen (FRLANT 141; Göttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1987). 
43 The text is well known and has often been debated. On LXX Isaiah see Joseph Ziegler, 
Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias (ATA 12,3; Münster: 
Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1934); Isaac L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint 
Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems (trans. E. van Loo; Mededelingen en 
verhandelingen 9; Leiden: Brill, 1948); Arie van der Kooij, “Zur Theologie des Jesaja-
buches in der Septuaginta,” 9–25; and David A. Baer, When We All Go Home: 
Translation and Theology in LXX Isaiah 56–66 (JSOTSup 318; The Hebrew Bible and Its 
Versions 1; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 215–17. Since the works of Ziegler 
and Seeligmann it has been agreed that the character of LXX Isaiah is that of a rather free 
translation. According to Ziegler, Seeligmann, and others, it has to be supposed that the 
translators of LXX Isaiah had a Vorlage very close to the MT. Cf. also on this topic, Arie 
van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches: Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte 
des Alten Testaments (OBO 35; Freiburg: Universitätsverlag Freiburg, 1981), 23–32. 
Robert Hanhart also discussed the text in his article, “Die Bedeutung der Septuaginta,” 
74–76, but the conclusions he draws are different. 
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of the people of God is modified so that that the prophet speaks of Egypt and 
Assyria as rwXa ydy hX[mw ~yrcm ym[, “my people Egypt and the work of my 
hands Assyria.” According to v. 24 there will be a threefold coalition between 
Assyria, Egypt, and Israel “on that day.” 

The LXX translates the altar in v. 19 with qusiasth,rion, so it is a legitimate 
altar also for the LXX translator.44 In the LXX it is also prophesied that the 
Egyptians will turn to the Lord. In v. 25, however, there is a great difference 
between the Hebrew and the Greek texts where the translator did not read 
rwXa wdy hX[mw ~yrcm ym[, “my people Egypt and the work of my hands 
Assyria,” but read euvloghme,noj ò lao,j mou o ̀ evn Aivgu,ptw| kai. ò evn VAssuri,oij, 
“blessed be my people in Egypt and in Assyria.” This may be due to v. 18 where 
there could be a reference to the Jews in the Diaspora. Regardless of the 
connection to v. 18, in v. 25 we have an intended reduction of the prophetic 
announcement. The translator of Isaiah does not think of the Egyptians or 
Assyrians as of the people of God, but he restricts the expression to those 
belonging to the people of God in Egypt or in Assyria, and that means he had 
the Jews of the Diaspora in mind.45 

(c) Isaiah 66:18–24 

We find a similar example in Isa 66. According to v. 19 (MT) the nations will be 
missionaries for the God of Israel. According to v. 20 they will bring home the 
brethren of Israel who are spread out in the Diaspora. In v. 21 the Hebrew text is 
not quite clear. From what group of people should the priests and the Levites be 
taken: from the returning Israelites or from the nations? To me it seems likely 
that the prophet thought of the nations, not only because the grammatical 
subjects in vv. 19 and 20 are the heathen missionaries each time, but because 

                                                           
44 This may be due to the fact that, according to van der Kooij, LXX Isaiah originates from 
Leontopolis, where there was in the time 160 B.C.E. to 73/4 C.E. a second Jewish temple. 
On this problem see van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches, 60–63. 
45 Cf. on this point, Hanhart, “Die Bedeutung der Septuaginta,” 74–75. In Hanhart’s 
opinion this kind of actualization—which means reduction or modification of the 
prophetic line of thought—was the only way to preserve the prophetic hope in a 
Ptolemaic context (p. 75). On vv. 24–25 in the LXX version see Seeligmann, Septuagint 
Version of Isaiah, 117. In the Targum we find: “In that time Israel will be a third with the 
Egyptians and the Assyrians, a blessing in the midst of the earth, whom the LORD of 
hosts has blessed, saying: ‘Blessed are my people whom I brought forth from Egypt; 
because they sinned before me I exiled them to Assyria, and now that they repent they are 
called my people and my heritage.’” Bruce Chilton, The Isaiah Targum: Introduction, 
Translation, Apparatus and Notes (ArBib 11; Wilmington: Glazier, 1987), 39; cf. John 
Frederick Stenning, The Targum of Isaiah (Oxford: Clarendon, 1949). L. Wilson, “In 
That Day,” Int 22 (1967): 83, points to the fact that, concerning vv. 23–25, 1QIsa is in 
full accordance with the MT. 
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v. 21 starts with a xqa ~hm ~gw, “and also from them I will take,” which is 
strongly emphasized. 

If we look at the LXX, there is an alteration in v. 20. The translator changes 
the idea that the representatives of the nations would bring the sons of Israel as 
an offering in pure vessels—in analogy to the offerings which the Israelites 
fulfill. In the LXX the bring them meta. yalmw/n (with psalms).46 Concerning the 
group from which priests and Levites are taken, the LXX is rather clear in my 
opinion: v. 21a refers to v. 20b, but the Hebrew ~gw is only translated by kai,, so 
the emphasis has gone. The subject in v. 20b is the uìoi. VIsrahl; that means that 
the priests and Levites would be taken from the returning Israelites. 

(d) Isaiah 56:3–8 

The last example comes from Isa 56. In vv. 3–8 the Hebrew text says that there 
will be the possibility for foreigners (rknh-ynb) and for eunuchs (~ysyrsh) to 
become members of the people of God. They will get an everlasting name 
(~Xw dy) in the congregation of the Lord through the Lord himself. The question 
of whether or not a person can be a full member of the congregation of the Lord 
will not depend on genealogy any more but on the commitment to the Lord’s 
commands. Foreigners and eunuchs may take part in the temple service. The text 
stands in direct contradiction to the statements in Deut 23 and obviously 
contradicts Ezra 9–10 and Neh 9–10 and 13. The differentiation between Israel 
and the non-Israelites will be suspended. This is nothing but an abrogation of the 
statement in Deut 23:2–9.47 It has to be emphasized that the Hebrew text does 
not speak of proselytes (~yrg) but of rknh-ynb, i.e., foreigners.48 

Let’s look at the LXX. In vv. 3 and 6 the LXX Isaiah speaks of ò avllogenh.j o`̀ 
proskei,menoj pro.j ku,rion / oì avllogenei/j oì proskeime,noi kuriw|/. The expression 
oì proskeime,noi kuri,w| is also used to denote proselytes (cf. Jos. Asen. 15:7; 
16:14, v. Jos. Asen. 22:13). It is highly probable that the LXX understands the 

                                                           
46 Cf. Baer, When We All Go Home, 247–76, esp. 247–48. 
47 In 2 Chronicles 5:6 we read: kai. o` basileu.j Salwmwn kai. pa/sa h` sunagwgh. VIsrahl 
kai. oì fobou,menoi kai. oì evpisunhgme,noi auvtw/n e;mprosqen th/j kibwtou/ qu,ontej mo,scouj 
kai. pro,bata. This text stands in a certain contradiction to Deut 23:2–9. Who are the 
fobou,menoi? Could they be “Godfearers”? According to Louis H. Feldman, “The 
Omnipresence of the God-Fearers,” BAR 12 (1986): 59, 63, “Godfearer” as a technical 
term occurs from the third century C.E. on. This seems to me a very late date. For 
discussion see Folker Siegert, “Gottesfürchtige und Sympathisanten,” JSJ 4 (1973): 162–
63. 
48 For discussion see Herbert Donner, “Jesaja 56:1–7: Ein Abrogationsfall innerhalb des 
Kanons. Implikationen und Konsequenzen,” in Congress Volume: Salamanca, 1983 (ed. 
J. A. Emerton; VTSup 36; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 81–95, esp. 88, 92, and 94. In Mal 2:13–
16; Isa 23:17–18; Ezek 20:25 we do not have the same problem as in Isa 56 (Donner, 
“Jesaja 56:1–7,” 92ff.). See also Kraus, Das Volk Gottes, 19–22. 
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foreigners as proselytes,49 which would be less extraordinary than in the Hebrew 
text.50 

Concerning the other terms used in Deut 23:2 and Isa 56:3, the LXX follows 
to the Hebrew text. In Isa 56:3 the LXX reads o ̀euvnou/coj for syrsh; and in LXX 
Deut 23 we have qladi,aj kai. avpokekomme,noj for hkpX twrkw akd-[wcp. 

4.4.2 The temple in Ezekiel 40–48 

Michael Konkel, one of our translators of the book of Ezekiel, delivered a paper 
on the use of architectural terms in Ezek 40–48.51 He observed that concerning 
several important facilities of the temple in Ezek 40–48 the LXX differs from the 
MT. I shall give some examples: 

(1) The LXX has three different terms for “wall” (toi/coj, peri,boloj, 
protei,cisma), whereas the MT only uses hmwx. 

(2) The gateways in Ezek 40:14f. and 19 have, differently to the Hebrew text, 
an ai;qrion, a term typical for the architecture of houses in Egypt. The term 
ai;qrion is not an adoption from the Latin atrium but comes from the Greek 
adjective ai;qrioj, which means “light, clear” with reference to the sky. Most 
instances where ai;qrion occurs belong to the Roman-Byzantine period. Only 
once it occurs in an earlier text, namely in one of the Zenon papyri. 

(3) An ai;qrion is usually surrounded by a peristyle. And consequently, in LXX 
Ezekiel peri,stulon occurs, whereas in the MT only plasters (hpcr) but no 
peristyle are mentioned. 

(4) In Ezek 40:18 a stoa, is part of the temple, which is not spoken of in the MT. 

Michael Konkel did not want to decide finally whether or not the whole concept 
of the temple in LXX Ezekiel differs from that in the MT. Such a decision 
deserves more investigation. But concerning the architectural terms and also the 
concept of courts, gateways, rooms for priests around the ai;qrion, and the 
pastofo,ria, influence from Hellenistic architecture seems to have had an effect. 

Maybe we can go one step further than M. Konkel does when the following 
is taken into consideration. One term Konkel did not deal with in his paper is 

                                                           
49 Cf. Christoph Burchard, trans., Joseph und Aseneth (JSHRZ 2.4; Gütersloh: Mohn, 
1983), 676 n. f. 
50 The rkn or yrkn means the avllogenh,j/avllo,trioj or the avllo,fuloj/avllo,trioj. In most 
instances the LXX translates yrkn with avllo,trioj (35x) or xe,noj (5x), whereas rkn with 
avllo,trioj (24x) or avllogenh,j (9x). 
51 Michael Konkel, “Zur Architekturterminologie in Ezekiel 40–48LXX,” paper delivered 
at the annual meeting of the German translation project, Fulda 2002. 
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i`lasth,rion. For i`lasth,rion we have twenty-eight occurrences in the Bible. The 
most debated one is surely 4 Macc 4:21, but this one is not relevant for us now.52  

In the Pentateuch twenty-one of the overall twenty-eight instances occur. 
Here ìlasth,rion always stands for trpk, “mercy seat.” In Amos 9:11 the 
Hebrew rwtpk is translated in several MSS (namely B and W, and the recensions 
L and C) with i`lasth,rion. Maybe it is a misreading. But more probable it is a 
term to denote not the trpk itself, but the place where atonement is performed 
(MSS A and Q read qusiasth,rion instead of i`lasth,rion).53 

The remaining instances are found in Ezek 43 at vv. 14 (3x), 17, and 20.54 
Here, i`lasth,rion is the translation of hrz[, which means the base or corpus of 
the altar. This altar stands in the geometrical center of the whole temple area.55 
In the other biblical occurrences of hrz[ the LXX translators use auvlh,, i`ero,n, and 
peribolh,. However, Ezek 43:14 differentiates between to. i`lasth,rion to. mikro,n 
and to. i`lasth,rion to. me,ga. The altar is built like a ziqqurat,56 and the ìlasth,rion 
is the place where the sacrificial blood is applied. In my opinion, the translation 
of hrz[ by i`lasth,rion has conceptual significance. Already in the Hebrew text 
of Ezekiel the concept of the temple differs from the one in the book of 
Exodus.57 The great altar forms the center of the whole area. LXX Ezekiel goes 
one step further: in times when the original i`lasth,rion, the trpk, is no longer at 
hand, the altar in the center of the temple becomes the new i`lasth,rion, the place 
where atonement is performed. 

These examples may suffice to show that translation and interpretation 
cannot be separated, but are rather mingled in the LXX. And these examples 
bring me to the conclusion that the LXX is in the first instance a translation, but it 
is more. The translators wanted to mediate between the tradition and the 
contemporary situation. This includes modifications and updates. 

I am therefore convinced that our approach in the German project to the 
translation work has to take the text as it is in its present outlook. We do not 
want to negate other possible perspectives such as taking the LXX as a means to 
achieve earlier variants for the MT, or as to be primarily interested in the 
Wirkungsgeschichte of the LXX. 

                                                           
52 On the lexicographical problem of ìlasth,rion, see Wolfgang Kraus, Der Tod Jesu als 
Heiligtumsweihe: Eine Untersuchung zum Umfeld der Sühnevorstellung in Römer 3:25–
26a (WMANT 66; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1991), 21–41. 
53 If ìlasth,rion is the original reading, then the center of the cult is the focus. 
54 See Michael Konkel, Architektonik des Heiligen: Studien zur zweiten Tempelvision 
Ezechiels (Ez 40–48) (BBB 129; Berlin: Philo Verlagsgesellschaft, 2001), 82–93. 
55 Konkel, Architektonik des Heiligen, 366. See the drawing in Hans Peter Rüger, 
“Tempel,” BHH 3:1943 f. 
56 See the drawings in Konkel, Architekonik des Heiligen, 369–70. 
57 Ibid., 369. 



 Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint  79

Consequently we do not favor the opinion that the LXX is basically an 
oeuvre littéraire, détachée de sons modèle.58 Every reader in the first centuries of 
its existence realized that the LXX was a translation. The relation to the Hebrew 
text has always been recognized. So we do not find that the perspective aval 
(downstream) alone is sufficient. Nor do we favor the opinion that the LXX 
wanted to be a guardian of the undistorted tradition in a time of ongoing 
hellenization, because the texts I have mentioned point in another direction.59 So 
also the perspective amont (upstream) is one-sided.  

5. The Aims of Our German Project 

Despite the importance of the LXX for theology, ancient history, Judaic studies, 
cultural history, etc., the LXX does not have the recognition it ought to have. 
What we want to help to achieve is a change in this lack of recognition. We are 
confident that the translation of the Septuagint will attract a wide range of 
interests and not only from theologians. 

– Besides helping students of theology, the translation of the LXX can also 
provide help for students of ancient history, philosophy, history of religion, and 
philology. 

– For a long time the LXX has not been appreciated by many students who study 
Greek, because the Greek of the LXX is said to be of inferior quality compared 
to the Greek of Plato and other classics. A translation could be a good starting 
point to consider the LXX seriously. 

– The translation of the LXX will also be helpful for ecumenical talks. It will be 
helpful for the members of the western churches, because they will be able to 
read the Bible of the Orthodox Churches. Moreover the translation of the LXX 
can also be of use for those members of Orthodox Churches in Germany who 
are not able to read their own Bible anymore and therefore need a translation. 

– The LXX translation will also be helpful in the Christian-Jewish dialogue, 
because the LXX is, just like the Hebrew text, a common basis for Jews and 
Christians. It has to be emphasized that the LXX is in its origins a Jewish work 
and not a Christian one. 

So how can we achieve these aims? This brings me to my final section: 

                                                           
58 This was the tenor of the programmatic article by Marguerite Harl, “La Septante et la 
Pluralité Textuelle des Écritures: Le Témoignage des Pères Grecs,” in Naissance de la 
méthode critique (Paris: Cerf, 1992), 231–43. 
59 It was Robert Hanhart who wrote that the LXX predominantly tries to be true to the 
Hebrew original and avoids Hellenistic reinterpretations (Hanhart, “Septuaginta,” 180–
81.). 
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6. Details Concerning the Outlook of the German Translation Project 

Let me touch on some questions concerning the focus of our project in order to 
show how we try to stay within our theoretical framework. We are a group of 
about eighty-five people. Besides two editors-in-chief we have nine co-editors, 
who are responsible for particular parts of the LXX, such as Pentateuch, 
Dodecapropheton, Psalms, poetical books, etc. We have both Protestant and 
Catholic members. We are some seventy translators (male and female) and 
usually two translators are in charge of each book of the LXX. In most cases one 
of the translators comes from an Old Testament and one from a New Testament 
background. Larger books such as Isaiah and Ezekiel are divided into portions. 
Each grouping of translators (Pentateuch, Dodecapropheton, etc.) has a 
consulting “Fachberater” (expert advisor) for special Greek matters. And we 
have more of those experts for special aspects such as problems of ancient 
history, Judaic studies, German language studies, etc. For issues concerning the 
Orthodox tradition we have two counseling experts for Christian Orthodox 
Theology. 

6.1 General outlines 

We have planned two volumes: one with the translation, and one with 
annotations, both of about the same size. Besides the translation itself the 
translation volume will contain several kinds of remarks or footnotes: 

– There will be textual annotations where LXX and MT differ. This will be done 
only by italicizing the portion of the translation where the differences occur. If 
the MT has a portion of text which the LXX omits, we will have a plus sign (+) in 
the translation. More information in detail will be provided in the 
accompanying volume. 

– There will be footnotes with remarks on relevant text critical variants, but the 
stress is on “relevant.” 

– There will also be footnotes with remarks on alternative possibilities of 
translation. 

The footnotes of the translation volume will be limited to about 10% of each 
page. There will be a brief introduction to every Biblical book. 

Chapter and verse differences between Hebrew and Greek will be 
mentioned. The counting of psalms, chapters, and verses will be that of the LXX, 
the other will stand in brackets. In books where there is no extant Hebrew text, 
but the Latin text of the Vulgate differs in counting, we will give the Vulgate’s 
counting in brackets. 

The supposed readers of our translation are the students previously 
mentioned, interested people from other disciplines, people who are interested in 
Jewish or Christian history, and lay people. The translation volume can be used 
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without any knowledge of Greek or Hebrew. We will not use Hebrew or Greek 
characters in the translation volume. 

The translation will be literal, but we want to achieve an intelligible and 
reliable translation. We discussed whether we should use an extant German 
translation, e.g., the Elberfelder Bibel, which is very close to the Hebrew text, as 
a so called translation guide (Leitübersetzung) for our translation, but this was 
rejected. The main reason for the rejection of a translation guide is the 
peculiarity of the LXX. By using a translation guide the peculiarities of the LXX 
would be neglected. 

In consequence I must concede that the question of a internally concordant 
translation is still a problem. We established lists with the intention of 
translating certain terms consistently, but we found out that it will not be 
possible to render terms consistently throughout the whole LXX. A similar 
problem is the transliteration of proper names and toponymy: as a general guide 
we have decided to transcribe the Greek form of names and places. In a certain 
number of well-known names and places, we will give the well-known form. 
That means we will read “Egypt” (Ägypten) and not “Aigyptos.” The same 
applies for Antioch, Damascus, Gilgal, etc. We also have established a small list 
of well-known proper names such as Abram/Abraham, David, Elijah, Elisha, 
etc. 

6.2 The “Begleitband” (Accompanying Volume) 

The second volume will be, as we call it, a Begleitband (accompanying volume). 
It will contain an introduction to the books of the LXX, scholarly explanations 
for special translation issues, remarks on the Wirkungsgeschichte of the texts, 
etc. Every footnote in the translation volume will be explained in the companion 
volume in a more detailed way. Its supposed readers will mainly be students and 
scholars. We also hope that it will encourage the scholarly discussion of the LXX. 

6.3 The textual basis of our project 

The textual basis for our translation will be the Göttingen LXX edition, as much 
as has appeared, and the text of Rahlfs where the Göttingen LXX does not yet 
exist. We had a lengthy discussion on that topic. Finally we decided to use the 
Göttingen LXX edition—being aware of the text critical problems of any critical 
LXX edition. We also decided that all the differences between the Göttingen and 
Rahlfs editions will be mentioned in the footnotes and will be translated so that 
the commonly used text of Rahlfs will be translated as well, either in the main 
text or in the footnotes.60 

                                                           
60 This is partly due to the fact that the Göttingen text is not available to everybody, and 
that the Rahlfs text is used by most readers of the LXX. 
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It is up to each translator whether to use other old translations such as the 
Syriac, Old Latin, Vulgate, etc., for comparison. We do not want to engage in a 
broad text critical discussion. Establishing a critical edition for all LXX books 
will be left to the Göttingen project. Usually we take the Göttingen text as far as 
it has been published. Corrections of the Göttingen text are possible but have to 
be mentioned. Thus, for example, in cases where the Göttingen edition makes 
emendations to, or corrections of, the LXX text based on the Hebrew 
manuscripts, they will be mentioned, or when, e.g., John Wevers has a different 
reading in his notes on the LXX text of Leviticus than in his Göttingen Leviticus. 
The discoveries in the Judean Desert will be taken into account, especially in our 
accompanying volume or—but limited to very few and important cases—in the 
footnotes. 

6.4 Which books will be translated 

The books that will be translated will be those that the Rahlfs edition contains. 
So we are also going to translate the Psalms of Solomon and the Odes—being 
aware that the Psalms of Solomon do not belong to all the major manuscripts and 
that the Odes are a collection originating from a Christian context. Books for 
which we have two textual traditions, such as Judges (Vaticanus and 
Alexandrinus), Daniel (LXX and Theodotion), and Tobit (LXX 1 and LXX 2 after 
Göttingen), will have both translations. For several portions of the book of 
Kingdoms we will also have two translations: one of the Rahlfs text, and one of 
the so called Antiochene or Lucianic text. 

6.5 The LXX as the Old Testament of the Orthodox Churches 

As mentioned above one of our aims in translating the LXX is to provide material 
for ecumenical relationships between the different Christian churches, and so we 
have taken special consideration of the Orthodox liturgical tradition. We have 
decided to pay attention to this, and it seems likely that we will have, at the 
relevant passages, a second segment of footnotes in which the Orthodox 
liturgical tradition will be addressed. This is especially important for Genesis, 
the Psalms, and the book of Isaiah. 

6.6 Group meetings and general meeting 

To bring people together to work on their translations and to improve the 
knowledge of LXX Greek and LXX matters, we have group meetings several 
times a year and one general meeting once a year. The group meetings help the 
members of a group, e.g., the Pentateuch, to discuss special problems that arise 
from Pentateuchal issues, etc. The general meeting once a year has a more 
comprehensive goal. We try to advance the scholarly discussion about LXX 
problems and to improve the scholarly competence of the translators. 
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The outcome of the annual meetings is two volumes that contains studies in 
LXX which appeared in 2001 and 2003 in the BWANT series from the 
Kohlhammer printing house.  

To coordinate our work we have a LXX coordinating office at the institute of 
Protestant Theology in Koblenz. The staff there, financed by the protestant 
church of the Rhineland, coordinates the different work projects. We could not 
undertake such a project without financial support. Our main sponsors, besides 
the Protestant church of the Rhineland, are the German Bible Society and the 
Protestant church in Bavaria.61 

7. Conclusion 

We hope that our work will be a contribution to the recognition of the LXX as a 
basic text for both Christianity and Judaism and to open the doors to other 
disciplines for their involvement in LXX issues. We take the LXX as a literary 
work that began as a translation of a Hebrew text, but also has an interpretative 
character and significance, and has developed into something which has had 
great effects in history. It became the starting point of a further Wirkungs-
geschichte. It is a work that is dependent on a Hebrew original (Vorlage) but 
nevertheless stands on its own. 

To cite and somehow expand John Wevers’s position in his essay on the 
interpretative character and significance of the Greek Pentateuch I should say 
that the LXX is a “humanistic document of interest by and for itself, i.e., without 
reference to its parent text. It is not just a source for interesting emendations but 
gives us an insight into the faith and attitudes of Alexandrian Jewry….”62 

                                                           
61 Until the translation is published, for further information about our aims, our challen-
ges, and the progress of our work, please visit our homepage: http://www.septuaginta-
deutsch.de. 
62 Wevers, “Interpretative Character and Significance,” 95. 



 



 

The Hermeneutics of Translation 
in the Septuagint of Genesis 

Robert J. V. Hiebert 

1. Introduction 

When one begins to read the Old Greek version of the Jewish Scriptures, one is 
introduced to an interesting and often perplexing literary anthology. I say 
anthology, because this version in its most inclusive sense represents the output 
of numerous literati, both translators of the Hebrew/Aramaic canon and authors 
of works composed in Greek. Although the well-known second century B.C.E. 
document that purports to tell the story of the translation of the Pentateuch, 
Aristeas to Philocrates (or the Letter of Aristeas [hereafter, Aristeas]), portrays 
this undertaking as a project that involved seventy(-two) translators, the author 
of this legendary tale maintains that the translators collaborated to produce the 
consensus that we call the Septuagint (LXX).1 The text itself, however, exhibits 
more heterogeneity in terms of translation technique than the account in Aristeas 
would appear to allow. When one expands the frame of reference to include the 
whole of the Old Greek canon, the literary diversity between books is often 
dramatically greater than it is among the constituent components of the 
Pentateuch. It is this kind of diversity of approach to translation, particularly as 
it is manifested within individual books that would presumably have been the 
product of various single translators, that occasions the reader’s perplexity. Why 
there should be such marked swings from idiomatic to painfully literal 
renderings, sometimes within the same verse, has long been debated by scholars. 
This question, in turn, gives rise to further interesting ones concerning the sort 
of reader that the creators of the Old Greek version had in mind as they did their 
work, the kinds of linguistic, cultural, and theological factors that conditioned 
the translational/compositional choices made by translators/authors, and the 
way(s) in which this version might have been used by the community of 
readers/auditors for which it was produced. 

                                                           
1 Moses Hadas, Aristeas to Philocrates (Letter of Aristeas) (JAL; New York: Ktav, 1973). 
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In the present paper I am, of course, able to probe only a limited number of 
aspects of the preceding questions. The context of my investigation is the book 
of Genesis, the book I am translating for the forthcoming New English 
Translation of the Septuagint, published by Oxford University Press. 
Specifically, I am interested in exploring some of the interpretative dynamics 
that are at work in a randomly chosen but representative section of the LXX of 
Genesis, namely ch. 17. I will start at the beginning of the chapter and discuss a 
few of the problems and issues associated with translating this ancient 
translation in the order that they present themselves in the text. The scope of this 
investigation will be limited for the most part to the first two verses and to a 
particular phrase that occurs towards the end of the chapter in vv. 23 and 26.2 

Before I go any further, I should say a few words about the nature of NETS 
in order to provide a context for the excerpts from it that appear throughout the 
paper. While it is acknowledged by the Translation Committee that the LXX 
eventually came to be read and interpreted without reference to its Hebrew or 
Aramaic parent, the mandate issued to NETS translators is that they strive to 
reflect in their renderings the initial phase in the life of this version, when the 
translators of the LXX and some of its earliest readers would have had continual 
recourse to the Semitic original, whether literally or from memory. Focusing on 
the LXX as a translated corpus has, of course, significant implications. Perhaps 
the most fundamental of these is that NETS translations must be based on the 
careful analysis of Semitic-Greek equivalences, both lexical and syntactical. 
Furthermore, it is incumbent upon translators to reproduce not just the content of 
the LXX, but also its style of translation, ranging as it does at any given point 
from hyper-literal to idiomatic or free. Thus their approach to translation will 
generally incline toward formal correspondence rather than dynamic equivalence. 
An additional feature of NETS is that it is designed to facilitate synoptic 
comparison with a widely used, contemporary English translation of those 
Scriptures that were originally composed in Hebrew or Aramaic, the NRSV. Thus 
wherever the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek are in substantial agreement, the NRSV 
reading is retained if it serves as an appropriate equivalent to the Greek; 
wherever they diverge significantly or the NRSV reading is for some other reason 
not adequate, it is adjusted.3 

                                                           
2 The Bible versions used throughout this paper are the following: BHS; NRSV; John W. 
Wevers, Genesis (Septuaginta 1; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974) = LXX 
Genesis; NETS.  
3 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright III, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally 
Included under That Title: The Psalms (A. Pietersma; New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2000), vii–xviii. 
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2. Analysis 

Genesis 17:1 

 [Xtw hnX ~y[Xt-!b ~rba yhyw 
~rba-la hwhy aryw ~ynX 
yn ydX la-yna wyla rmayw 

hyhw pl $lhth 
~ymt

VEge,neto de. VAbra.m evtw/n evnenh,konta 
evnne,a( kai. w;fqh ku,rioj tw/| VAbra.m 
kai. ei=pen auvtw/| VEgw, eivmi ò qeo,j sou\ 
euvare,stei evnanti,on evmou/ kai. gi,nou 
a;memptoj 

When Abram was ninety-nine years 
old, the LORD appeared to Abram, 
and said to him, “I am God 
Almighty; walk before me, and be 
blameless”  

Now Abram came to be ninety-nine 
years of age, and the Lord appeared 
to Abram and said to him, “I am 
your God; be well pleasing before 
me and become blameless” 

17:1 w … yhyw 

The opening words of Gen 17 provide evidence of important hermeneutical 
choices made by this LXX translator, choices that are characteristic of the 
approach to translation throughout the book. First, the decision to render 
w … yhyw, a formula that specifies the circumstances associated with an action or 
state described in the subsequent clause, as evge,neto de. … kai. reflects an evident 
concern to reproduce the Hebrew quantitatively. Henry St. John Thackeray in 
his discussion of this translation equivalence points out that the yhyw formula 
usually includes a second waw that introduces the adjoining clause (as in 17:1); 
that for most of the formula’s occurrences LXX translators do in fact render it 
quantitatively; and that in Genesis, two constructions with evge,neto are employed 
in a total of 59 such renderings: (1) evge,neto followed by a finite verb, and (2) 
evge,neto followed by kai, plus a finite verb.4 He also notes the dearth of evidence 

                                                           
4 Henry St. J. Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek according to the 
Septuagint (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909), 50–52:  

1) evge,neto followed by a finite verb: 4:3; 6:1–2; 8:6, 13†; 11:2; 12:11; 14:1–2†; 15:17 
(with evgi,neto instead of evge,neto); 19:29; 22:1; 24:22, 52; 25:11; 29:13; 30:25; 34:25; 
35:16, 17, 18, 22; 37:23; 38:1, 24, 28; 39:11; 40:1†; 41:1, 13 (with evgenh,qh instead of 
evge,neto); 44:24. Of the preceding 29 contexts, the ones marked with a † do not exhibit the 
resumptive conjunction in either the Hebrew or the Greek texts.  

2) evge,neto followed by kai, plus a finite verb: 4:8; 7:10; 12:14–15; 17:1; 19:17, 34; 
20:13; 21:22; 22:20; 24:15, 30; 26:32†; 27:1, 30 (in this case there are two yhyw = kai. 
evge,neto constructions that precede a single one with w = kai, followed in due course by a 
verb [ab = h=lqen]); 29:10†, 23†, 25; 31:10; 38:27; 39:5, 7, 13–14, 19; 40:20; 41:8; 42:35; 
43:2, 21; 48:1. Of the preceding 30 cases (including the two counted in 27:30), those 
marked with a † exhibit a sequence that includes evge,neto followed by kai. plus a participle 
and thereafter by a finite verb that is not preceded by kai,. Note that Thackeray’s tally for 
what he calls the evge,neto h=lqe construction (i.e., without kai, between evge,neto and the 
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for both these Greek constructions in non-biblical koinh, or Hellenistic Greek of 
the period.5 Apart from the preceding renderings of the yhyw formula, two 
contexts in Genesis feature h=n, the third singular imperfect active indicative 
form of eivmi,, instead of the gi,[g]nomai root.6 Only five times in Genesis is a 
circumstantial clause that is introduced by yhyw translated without the 
employment of a form of either gi,[g]nomai or eivmi,.7 In one other instance (26:8) 
the LXX translator’s counterpart to the Hebrew (dependent) circumstantial clause 
does include evge,neto, but it becomes an independent clause in the Greek:  

Genesis 26:8 
 ~ymyh ~X wl-wkra yk yhyw 

$lm $lmyba @qXyw 
aryw !wlxh d[b ~ytXlp

evge,neto de. polucro,nioj evkei/\  
paraku,yaj de. VAbime,lec ò basileu.j 
Gera,rwn dia. th/j quri,doj ei=den 

When Isaac had been there a long 
time, King Abimelech of the 
Philistines looked out of a window 
and saw….  

And he stayed on there quite some 
time. Now Abimelech the king of 
Gerara, when he peered through the 
window, saw…. 

 
In view of the fact that the LXX translator of Genesis usually renders this 
Hebrew formula in quantitative fashion, it is appropriate that this be reflected in 
NETS with a word-based sequence like the one that is exhibited in 17:1. 

17:1 w 

A component of the yhyw formula is, of course, the w conjunction in a paratactic 
construction. The following description of this conjunction’s usage comes from 
the BDB lexicon:  

w> is used very freely and widely in Heb., but also with much delicacy, to express 
relations and shades of meaning which Western languages would usu. indicate 
by distinct particles. But in Heb. particles such as wOa, za', %a;, !kea', ~l'Wa, rWb[}B;, 
![;m;l., !kel', etc., were reserved for cases in which special emph. or distinctness 
was desired: their frequent use was felt instinctively to be inconsistent with the 
lightness and grace of movement which the Hebrew ear loved; and thus in AV, 

                                                                                                                                  
finite verb) is 34, and for the evge,neto kai. h=lqe construction (i.e., with kai,) it is 25; he 
provides no biblical references (p. 51). 
5 Thackeray, Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek, 50–51. On koinh, / Hellenistic 
Greek as the basis of LXX Greek, see ibid., 16–31; Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, Studien zur 
Septuaginta-Syntax: Zu seinem 70. Geburtstag am 4. Juni 1987 (ed. A. Aejmelaeus and 
R. Sollamo; AASF B.237; Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 28–39. 
6 w … yhyw = kai. h=n … kai, (5:32); h=n de. … kai, (26:34). 
7 w … yhyw = peri. de, (15:12); ẁj de. … kai, (38:29); ẁj de, (39:18); h`ni,ka de. … kai, (39:10); 
snyw … bz[yw … w[mXk yhyw = evn de. tw/| avkou,sai auvto.n … katalipw.n … e;fugen (39:15). 
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RV, words like or, then, but, notwithstanding, howbeit, so, thus, therefore, that, 
constantly appear, where the Heb. has simply w>.8 

Richard C. Steiner sounds an appropriate cautionary note with regard to the 
excessively polysemous analysis of the w conjunction exhibited by some 
grammarians and lexicographers: “Each language must be viewed in [sic] its 
own terms. Hebrew has the right to ignore distinctions that are obligatory in 
English or to express them differently.”9 Nonetheless, whether one understands 
the conjunction to convey a broad range of relations and semantic nuances or 
just a few, its ubiquity in the Hebrew Bible and the prevalence of parataxis in 
that literary corpus are evident to any reader. The LXX translators had at their 
disposal a broad selection of conjunctions and a variety of syntactical strategies 
to deal with Hebrew grammatical constructions involving w.10 What they chose to 
do the great majority of the time, however, was to follow the Hebrew in 
reproducing its parataxis, most often by means of kai,.11 That the default 
rendering in the LXX for the w conjunction is kai,, can readily be illustrated in 
Gen 17 where the w = kai, equivalence is found in fifty-three of the sixty-seven 
cases in which the Hebrew conjunction occurs.12 Of the remaining fourteen 
occurrences of the w conjunction, there are ten cases of the w = de, equivalence, 
one of w = avlla,, and three in which there is no Greek counterpart.13 While 
parataxis is common enough in non-biblical (including pre-LXX) Greek, in the 
LXX it is so frequent that Frederick C. Conybeare and St. George Stock are 
provoked to remark, somewhat hyperbolically, “Roughly speaking, it is true to 
say that in the Greek of the LXX there is no syntax, only parataxis. The whole is 
one great scheme of clauses connected by kai,.”14 In point of fact, however, 
                                                           
8 BDB, w>, W, w"; cf. GKC §154. 
9 Richard C. Steiner, “Does the Biblical Hebrew Conjunction -w Have Many Meanings, 
One Meaning, or No Meaning at All?,” JBL 119 (2000): 257. Steiner’s answer to the 
question posed in the title of his article is that the w conjunction “is sometimes meaningful 
and sometimes meaningless. All of the meaningful instances can be viewed as having one 
and the same meaning … [that] of the logical connective ‘&’… There is no need to have 
recourse to any of the other meanings that have been attributed to it” (p. 267). 
10 See H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (ed. G. M. Messing; 2d ed.; Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1956), §§2159–82, 2769–3003. 
11 Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Academic, 2000), 111; Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint: A Study of the 
Renderings of the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek Pentateuch (AASF 31; 
Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982). 
12 Vv. 13x, 23x, 32x, 4, 5, 63x, 74x, 83x, 92x, 102x, 113x, 122x, 132x, 14, 15, 163x (for the first of 
these the Hebrew counterpart is ~gw), 174x, 192x, 203x, 22, 234x, 26, 272x. 
13 w = de,: vv. 1, 9, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25. w = avlla,: v. 5. w with no equivalent: vv. 1, 
14, 24. 
14 F. C. Conybeare and St. George Wm. J. Stock, A Grammar of Septuagint Greek with 
Selections from the Septuagint, According to the Text of Swete (Boston: Ginn, 1905; 
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conjunctions other than kai, are sometimes employed, as the preceding analysis 
makes clear, and from time to time (though not in ch. 17) there is even hypotaxis 
by means of circumstantial participles where the Hebrew text exhibits 
parataxis.15 For example: 
 

Genesis 18:22 
wklyw ~yXnah ~Xm wnpyw kai. avpostre,yantej evkei/qen oì a;ndrej 

h=lqon 
So the men turned from there, and 
went 

And after the men had turned away 
from there they went 

 
Since NETS is supposed to reflect the translation technique exhibited in the 

LXX, the English version will, like the Greek one, generally be characterized by 
parataxis and an abundance of conjunctions, or more precisely, the repeated use 
of the same one. For Genesis (as for other books) this has entailed the 
establishment of defaults that serve to regulate the translation process, including 
the following guidelines that govern the rendering of Greek counterparts to the w 
conjunction:16  

1. When the w conjunction is matched by “and” in the NRSV and kai, in the 
LXX, NETS also typically has “and.” 

2. When the NRSV, undoubtedly for the sake of English style, ignores the 
presence of the Hebrew conjunction which the LXX nevertheless faithfully 
renders as kai,, NETS reflects the LXX—usually with “and” as the English 
counterpart. 

3. When the equivalent for the w conjunction is kai, but the NRSV shows 
something other than “and,” particularly when it is an inferential or 
adversative conjunction, NETS normally has “and.” 

4. When the counterpart to the w conjunction is not kai, and the NRSV reading 
is not already the best option for the Greek, the attempt is made in NETS to 
represent the Greek’s distinctiveness from the Hebrew. 

What follows is a statistical breakdown of English renderings for Greek 
counterparts to the w conjunction in Gen 17:  

                                                                                                                                  
repr., Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980), §40. On non-biblical Greek, see Smyth, Greek 
Grammar, §2169. 
15 Conybeare and Stock point out that “[t]he small use made of participles in the LXX, as 
compared with classical Greek, is a natural result of the paratactical construction which 
reigns throughout” (Grammar of Septuagint Greek, §79). Thackeray remarks, “The use of 
the conjunctive participle is yielding to the coordination of sentences with kai,, largely 
under Heb. influence” (Ibid., 24). 
16 See Albert Pietersma, A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other 
Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2000), xxvi, for a comparable set of guidelines. 
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1. When w = kai,, NETS has “and” fifty-two times. 
2. When w = de,, NETS has “and” five times, “now” four times, and “but” twice. 
3. The only time that w = avlla,, “but,” is used in NETS (and the NRSV). 
4. In the three cases when there is no Greek equivalent for w, there is likewise 

none in NETS (or, as it turns out, in the NRSV).17 

In the light of the preceding, the NRSV’s hypotactic rendering in Gen 17:1 of the 
Hebrew paratactic construction (aryw … yhyw), which is reproduced in Greek 
(evge,neto de. … kai. w=fqh), has had to be modified. So the NRSV’s “When Abram 
was ninety-nine years old, the LORD appeared” has become “Now Abram came 
to be ninety-nine years of age, and the Lord appeared” in NETS. Furthermore, 
because the Greek counterpart for the first of the Hebrew conjunctions is not the 
default kai, but de,, and in order to signify movement to the next stage of the 
narrative, I have opted for the adverbial “now.” 

17:1 !b / tb: Age Formula 

Whereas the translational phenomena in Gen 17:1 discussed thus far have 
illustrated the LXX translator’s proclivity to reproduce his Vorlage quantitatively, 
the next one in the verse, the typical Hebrew age formula involving !b / tb, 
shows that, for whatever reason, he did not always adhere rigidly to the Hebrew. 
Of the seventeen contexts in Genesis in which someone’s age is given in years, 
the statistical breakdown of LXX counterparts works out as follows: 

1. evtw/n + number: eleven times18 
2. number + evtw/n: four times19 
3. compound adjective (i.e., èkatontaeth,j): once20 
4. ui]oj + number + evtw/n: once21 

For options 1 and 2, to signal to the reader of NETS that the LXX rendering of the 
Hebrew constitutes idiomatic Greek rather than translationese, I have modified 
the NRSV’s “x years old” to read “x years of age.” In Gen 17 there are two 
examples of option 1 (in vv. 1 and 25) and two of option 2 (vv. 17 [2°] and 24). 
The NRSV’s reading in v. 17 (1°), “a man who is a hundred years old,” is 
likewise altered in NETS to read “a hundred-year-old” (option 3) so as to reflect 
                                                           
17 In two of these contexts, the Hebrew has the circumlocution specifying someone’s age 
(~ynX [Xtw hnX ~y[Xt-!b [v. 1], hnX [Xtw ~y[Xt-!b [v. 24]), and once it has a 
resumptive w plus perfect verbal form preceded by a nominative pendant construction 
([sic] awhh Xpnh htrknw wtlr[ rXb-ta lwmy-al rXa rkz lr[w [v. 14]); cf. GKC §143b, 
IBHS §32.2.1e, and John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis (SBLSCS 35; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 235. 
18 6:1(5:32 MT); 7:6; 12:4; 17:1, 25; 21:5; 25:20, 26; 26:34; 41:46; 50:26. 
19 16:16; 17:17 (2°: this is the only case in Genesis that involves tb), 24; 37:2. 
20 17:17 (1°). 
21 11:10. 
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the differences in Hebrew and Greek idiom. With regard to option 4 in 11:10, 
however, because the LXX’s translation is an inexplicably stilted reproduction of 
the Hebrew age formula, I have translated the Greek accordingly for NETS, i.e., 
“a son of one hundred years,” versus “one hundred years old” in the NRSV. 

There are two additional cases of the Hebrew age formula with !b in 
Genesis in which someone’s age is given in days. Both have to do with the 
prescribed age for an infant boy to be circumcised and involve the construction 
~ymy tnmX-!b. In 17:12 the LXX has paidi,on ovktw. h`merw/n, which I translate for 
NETS as “a youngster of eight days” (the NRSV reads “when he is eight days 
old”), while in 21:4 the LXX rendering is th/| ovgdo,h| h̀me,ra|, for which the 
equivalent in NETS is “on the eighth day” (the NRSV reads “when he was eight 
days old”). 

One further observation should be made with respect to the way the LXX 
translator of Genesis deals with age designations when compound numbers 
above twenty are involved. In three instances the Hebrew author divides the 
compound number by separating the multiple of ten, with which the collective 
form hnX is associated, from the relevant numerical component ranging from 
one to nine, with which the plural form ~ynX is associated, and links those two 
constructions, the sequence of which can be reversed, by means of the w 
conjunction. In Greek the numerical constructions are considerably simplified, 
inasmuch as there is no repetition of the word for years (evtw/n) and the 
components of the compound number are not linked by means of kai,: 
 

12:4 hnX ~y[bXw ~ynX Xmx-!b “seventy-five years old”  
  evtw/n e`bdomh,konta pe,nte “seventy-five years of age”  
16:16  ~ynX XXw hnX ~ynmX-!b “eighty-six years old”  
  ovgdoh,konta e]x evtw/n “eighty-six years of age” 
17:1 ~ynX [Xtw hnX ~y[Xt-!b “ninety-nine years old”  
  evtw/n evnenh,konta evnne,a “ninety-nine years of age”  

Interestingly, later in ch. 17 in both the MT and the LXX the respective construc-
tions for the number ninety-nine are different from the above constructions. In 
the MT the author employs the word for years only once in the form of the 
collective hnX, and in the LXX the sequence of evtw/n plus the number is reversed: 
 

17:24 hnX [Xtw ~y[Xt-!b “ninety-nine years old”  
 evnenh,konta evnne,a evtw/n “ninety-nine years of age”  

Subsequently, in 50:26 the MT construction also features only a single 
occurrence of the word for years, though in this case it is the plural form ~ynX: 
 

50:26 ~ynX rX[w ham-!b “one hundred ten years old”  
 evtw/n èkato.n de,ka “one hundred ten years of age”  

 



 Hermeneutics of Translation in the Septuagint of Genesis 93 

17:1 hnX 

At this juncture it would be appropriate to mention that e;toj is not the only 
equivalent for hnX, whether in the book of Genesis as a whole or in ch. 17. To 
be sure, this equivalence obtains in 110 of the 157 occurrences of the Hebrew 
noun in the first book of the Pentateuch (four of these are in ch. 17, as 
mentioned earlier).22 In another forty-two cases there is no Greek counterpart 
(one of these is in ch. 17, as noted above).23 The LXX translator of Genesis has 
also rendered hnX as evniauto,j in five contexts, one of which is 17:21.24 
Lexicographical investigation reveals that the semantic ranges of the e;toj and 
evniauto,j are not entirely co-extensive, however: whereas e;toj denotes “year” 
exclusively, evniauto,j embraces a broader range of denotations including “any 
long period of time, cycle, period … a year.”25 Yet these two lexemes are 
synonyms with regard to at least a certain component of meaning that they 
share, so potentially either of them can serve as an equivalent for hnX. It is, of 
course, desirable for the NETS translator to reproduce the kind of lexical 
differentiation illustrated by the LXX translator’s handling of hnX wherever that 
is feasible and appropriate. Those conditions do not, however, seem to be met in 
ch. 17 because English does not have two readily interchangeable words for 
“year” the way Greek does. Thus while the use of “year” as the equivalent for 
both e;toj and evniauto,j in the same chapter conveys a sense of leveling that is not 
present in the LXX, replicating the differentiation that the Greek translator has 
produced is not possible without resorting to the kind of pedantry (e.g., “annual 
cycle”) that does not do stylistic justice to the Greek. In this instance, as well as 
in similar situations in chs. 26 and 47,26 the former option is preferable to the 
latter. 

17:1 ydX la 

The interpretative character of the LXX translation of Genesis is further 
demonstrated by what the translator does throughout the book with the divine 
title that appears in 17:1, ydX la “God Almighty” (NRSV). In this passage and in 
35:11, both contexts in which the deity is the speaker, the Greek counterpart is o ̀

                                                           
22 5:3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 
30, 31, 32; 6:3; 7:6, 11; 8:13; 9:28, 29; 11:10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 32; 12:4; 14:42x, 5; 15:13; 16:3, 16; 17:1, 17, 24, 25; 21:5; 23:1; 25:72x, 
172x, 20, 26; 26:34; 29:18, 20, 27, 30; 31:38, 413x; 35:28; 37:2; 41:262x, 272x, 29, 30; 
41:34, 35, 36, 46, 47, 48, 50, 53, 54; 45:6, 11; 47:8, 94x, 182x, 282x; 50:22, 26. 
23 5:5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31; 7:11; 9:28, 29; 
11:13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 25, 32; 12:4; 16:16; 17:1; 23:13x; 25:72x, 172x; 35:28; 47:28. 
24 1:14; 17:21; 26:12; 47:17, 28. 
25 LSJ, s.v. e;toj, evniauto,j. 
26 e;toj 26:34; 47:8, 94x, 182x, 282x; evniauto,j 26:12; 47:17, 28. 
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qeo,j sou, “your God” (NETS). In 28:3, 43:14, and 48:3, all places in which a 
human speaks, it is o ̀qeo,j mou, “my God” (NETS). An alternative rendering that 
employs the articulated first person possessive pronoun in the nominative case 
instead of the enclitic form in the genitive case is found in 49:25 for ydX without 
la, i.e., ò qeo.j o ̀ evmo,j, “my God” (NETS). As John Wevers points out, the 
translator of LXX Genesis always interprets references to God that involve ydX in 
terms of the deity as “the personal God of an individual.”27 In Exod 6:3, one of 
the two contexts in which ydX la is found outside of Genesis, the Greek 
counterpart also features the combination of the generic denotation for deity 
with a possessive pronoun (qeo.j w'n auvtw/n, “being their God”).28 In the other 
context outside of Genesis the second component of the title is transliterated 
(qeou/ Saddai, “God Saddai” [Ezek 10:5]). When ydX occurs on its own 
elsewhere in the LXX, various renderings are attested, including:  

qeo,j, “God” (e.g., Num 24:4 [NETS]) 
ò evpoura,nioj, “the Heavenly One” (Ps 67[68]:15 [NETS]) 
ò qeo.j tou/ ouvranou/, “the God of heaven” (Ps 90[91]:1 [NETS]) 
pantokra,twr, “the Almighty” (e.g., Job 5:17 [NETS]) 
ku,rioj, “the Lord” (e.g., Job 6:4 [NETS])) 
ku,rioj pantokra,twr, “the Lord Almighty” (Job 15:25 [NETS]) 
ò ta. pa,nta poih,saj, “the maker of all things” (Job 8:3 [NETS]) 
ò ìkano,j, “the Sufficient One” (e.g., Ruth 1:20 [NETS]) 

This diversity indicates that translators then, as now, were uncertain about the 
etymology of ydX, and thus when not transliterating it, they produced contextual 
renderings of one sort or another.29 

17:1 $lh hitpavel 

Another clear example of interpretative translation is the $lh hitpavel = 
euvareste,w equivalence in Gen 17:1. The same equation occurs in five other 
contexts in Genesis.30 For the two remaining instances of $lh hitpavel, the 
Greek counterparts are verbs that connote perambulation like the Hebrew does: 
diodeu,w, “pass through” [NETS], “walk through” [NRSV] (13:17); and peripate,w, 
“walk about” [NETS], “walk” [NRSV] (3:8). On the other hand, euvareste,w, “be 
well pleasing,” does not have that connotation, though it does constitute an 

                                                           
27 Ibid., 228; see also Marguerite Harl, La Genèse (2d ed.; La Bible d’Alexandrie 1; Paris: 
Cerf, 1994), 52. 
28 John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus (SBLSCS 30; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1990), 73. 
29 HALOT, “yD;X;.” 
30 5:22, 24; 6:9; 24:40; 48:15. 
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appropriate interpretation of the Hebrew idiom of walking before/with ($lhth 
ta / ynpl) the deity as a metaphor for upright living.31 

17:1 hyh 

I have already discussed gi,[g]nomai in relation to the yhyw formula that appears at 
the beginning of Gen 17:1. Later in the verse where the counterpart to hyh is 
again gi,[g]nomai, the Hebrew and Greek constructions are not the same as 
before, and consequently both the NRSV and NETS handle the situation 
differently. Furthermore, this Hebrew verb is rendered by one form or another of 
eivmi, in each of the remaining eight contexts in ch. 17 in which it appears.32 This 
kind of semantic differentiation by the LXX translator is all the more evident 
when one examines the 316 occurrences of hyh throughout Genesis. Such an 
examination reveals a judicious choice of Greek counterparts, typically 
involving a selection of ones that make sense in the various contexts in which 
they are found. The two most frequently-used equivalents are, as would be 
expected, gi,[g]nomai (151x) and eivmi, (147x).33 Other verbs employed are doke,w, 
“seem” (19:14), sumbai,nw, “happen” (41:13), and suggi,[g]nomai, “have relations 
with” (39:10, tou/ suggene,sqai for ~[ twyhl). Besides these there are temporal 
constructions with hyh followed by a bound infinitive / infinitive construct or a 
participle for which the corresponding LXX translations show no verbal 
counterpart to hyh. It will be noticed that the temporality of the following 
clauses is reinforced in the MT by the inseparable preposition k in all but one 

                                                           
31 See Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, 71; Harl, Genèse, 122–23. 
32 Vv. 4, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 162x. 
33 gi,[g]nomai: 1:32x, 52x, 6, 82x, 9, 11, 132x, 14, 15, 192x, 232x, 24, 30, 312x; 2:5, 7; 3:22; 4:2, 
3, 8; 5:4, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 23, 27, 31; 6:1; 7:6, 102x, 12, 17; 8:6, 13; 9:27, 29; 10:10, 
19, 30; 11:2, 3, 32; 12:10, 11, 14, 16; 13:7; 14:1; 15:1, 172x; 17:12x; 18:11, 12, 18; 19:17, 
26, 29, 34; 20:12, 13; 21:20, 22; 22:1, 20; 23:1; 24:15, 22, 30, 52, 60, 67; 25:3, 11; 
26:12x, 8, 14, 28, 32; 27:1, 302x; 29:10, 13, 23, 25; 30:25, 41, 42, 43; 31:10, 40; 32:6, 11; 
34:15, 25; 35:5, 16, 17, 18, 22, 28; 36:11, 22; 37:23; 38:1, 7, 9, 24, 27, 28; 39:2, 52x, 7, 
11, 13, 19; 40:1, 20; 41:1, 8, 13, 53, 54; 42:35, 36; 43:2, 21; 44:24; 46:12; 47:9, 20, 28; 
48:1; 49:15, 17; 50:9. 

eivmi,: 1:2, 6, 14, 15, 29; 2:18, 24, 25; 3:1, 5; 4:2, 8, 12, 142x, 17, 20, 21; 5:32(6:1), 6:3, 
4, 9, 19, 21; 9:2, 3, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 25, 26; 10:8, 9; 11:1, 3, 30; 12:2, 12; 13:3, 5, 6, 
8; 15:5, 13; 16:12; 17:4, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 162x; 18:18, 25; 21:20, 30; 24:14, 41, 43, 51; 
25:20, 27; 26:3, 28, 34, 35; 27:12, 23, 33, 39, 40; 28:3, 14, 20, 21, 22; 29:20; 30:29, 30, 
32, 34; 31:3, 5, 82x, 42, 44; 32:9; 33:9; 34:5, 16, 22, 25; 35:3, 10, 11, 22; 36:7, 12, 13, 14; 
37:2, 20, 27; 38:5, 9, 21, 22; 39:22x, 6, 21; 40:4, 13; 41:27, 362x, 40, 48, 54, 56; 42:5, 11, 
31; 44:9, 102x, 17, 31; 45:10; 46:32, 34; 47:19, 242x, 25, 26; 48:5, 6, 192x, 21; 49:26. 
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context (15:12), and in the LXX by a preposition, an adverb, or a conjunction of 
one sort or another:34 
 

39:15 evn de. tw/| avkou/sai auvto.n “And as soon as he heard”  
  w[mXk yhyw “And when he heard”  
39:10 h`ni,ka de. evla,lei  “And when she would speak”  
  hrbdk yhyw “And although she spoke”  
15:12 peri. de. h`li,ou dusma.j  “Then about sunset”  
  awbl XmXh yhyw “As the sun was going down”  
38:29 ẁj de. evpisunh,gagen th.n 

cei/ra  
“But when he retracted his hand”  

  wdy byXmk yhyw “But just then he drew back his hand”  
39:18 ẁj de. h;kousen o[ti 

u[ywsa th.n fwnh,n mou 
“But when he heard that I raised my 
voice” 

  ylwq ymyrhk yhyw “But as soon as I raised my voice”  
 

Again, in the interests of reproducing the semantic differentiation 
manifested in the Greek text, I have tried, where it seems appropriate, to 
distinguish the LXX translator’s use of gi,[g]nomai and eivmi, as equivalents of hyh. 
This is possible because gi,[g]nomai frequently denotes “come to be” or 
“become” and the like, whereas eivmi, is usually rendered “be” or “exist.”35 So in 
NETS 17:1 the two occurrences of gi,[g]nomai are rendered “come to be” and 
“become,” respectively, and eivmi, is translated “be” in 17:4, 5, 7, 8, 13, 16 (2°) 
and “exist” in 17:11. The first instance of hyh in v. 16 involves the construction 
l htyhw “and she shall give rise to” (NRSV), which the LXX renders kai. e;stai eivj 
and which in NETS I translate as “and she shall become.” With regard to the 
choice of gi,[g]nomai as the counterpart to hyh at the end of v. 1, one wonders if 
the LXX translator intends to signal to the reader that Abram/Abraam only 
becomes blameless (~ymt = a;memptoj) through the action of sealing the covenant 
between the deity and himself in circumcision, the description of which 
constitutes the conclusion to this chapter. 

Genesis 17:2 

 ytyrb hntaw 
$nybw ynyb 

dam damb $twa hbraw

kai. qh,somai th.n diaqh,khn mou  
avna. me,son evmou/ kai. avna. me,son sou/  
kai. plhqunw/ se sfo,dra 

And I will make my covenant 
between me and you, and will 
make you exceedingly numerous. 

and I will set my covenant between 
me and between you and will make 
you very numerous. 

                                                           
34 In ten additional cases, there is no Greek counterpart to hyh: 1:7; 2:10; 3:20; 8:5; 29:17; 
34:10; 38:23 (a Hebrew periphrastic construction [zwbl hyhn] is rendered by means of a 
single finite verb in Greek [katagelasqw/men]); 39:20, 22; 46:33. 
35 LSJ, “gi,gnomai,” “eivmi,.” 
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17:2 !tn 

In Gen 17:2 we encounter the frequently-occurring verb !tn whose Greek 
counterpart in this passage is ti,qhmi. Given the semantic range of this Hebrew 
verb, it is perhaps not surprising that the LXX of Genesis exhibits a significant 
degree of semantic differentiation in translating it. Apart from three contexts in 
which there is no Greek counterpart, thirteen Greek verbs are employed by the 
Genesis translator to render the other 145 occurrences of the qal stem, though, 
as might be expected, di,dwmi (3x in ch. 17) and cognates (avpodi,dwmi, evpidi,dwmi, 
prosdi,dwmi) constitute the great majority of them (123x or nearly 85%).36 Of the 
remaining equivalents, ti,qhmi (3x in ch. 17) and cognates (parati,qhmi, peri-
ti,qhmi) are the most well attested with thirteen occurrences.37 The six other 
Greek equivalents (avfi,hmi, evmba,llw, i[sthmi, kaqi,sthmi, poie,w, proekfe,rw) are 
used once or twice each.38 With regard to the !tn = ti,qhmi equivalence in 17:2, 
the context has to do with the establishment of the covenant between the deity 
and Abram, and while these Hebrew and Greek verbs can both denote “make,” I 
reserve that denotation in covenant contexts in NETS Genesis for diati,qhmi 
(specifically, the medio-passive form diati,qemai) in combination with diaqh,kh.39 
For ti,qhmi in v. 2 the only place in Genesis where this verb has diaqh,kh as the 
direct object, the rendering “set” seems more appropriate.40 On the other hand, in 
vv. 5 and 6, where !tn is rendered by ti,qhmi, although not in conjunction with 
tyrb = diaqh,kh, I have retained the NRSV’s choice of “make” for NETS. 
Likewise, both members of the !tn = di,dwmi equivalence in vv. 8 and 16 are best 
understood as meaning “give,” which is what the NRSV and NETS in fact have. In 

                                                           
36 di,dwmi (119x): 1:29; 3:6, 122x; 4:12; 9:3, 12; 12:7; 13:15, 17; 14:20, 21; 15:2, 3, 7, 18; 
16:3, 5; 17:8, 16, 20; 18:7; 20:14, 16; 21:14, 27; 23:4, 92x, 112x; 24:7, 32, 35, 36, 41, 532x; 
25:5, 6, 34; 26:3, 4; 27:17, 28; 28:42x, 13, 20, 22; 29:192x, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29; 30:4, 6, 9, 
14, 182x, 28, 312x, 35; 31:7, 9; 32:17; 34:8, 9, 11, 122x, 14, 16, 21; 35:4, 123x; 38:9, 16, 17, 
182x, 26; 39:4, 8, 21, 22; 40:11, 13, 21; 41:45; 42:25, 27, 37; 43:14, 23, 24; 45:18, 212x, 
222x; 46:18, 25; 47:11, 16, 17, 19, 22, 24; 48:4, 9, 22; 49:20; avpodi,dwmi (2x): 30:26; 
42:34; evpidi,dwmi (1x): 49:21; prosdi,dwmi (1x): 29:33; no Greek counterpart (3x): 23:11, 
13; 43:24. 
37 ti,qhmi (11x): 1:17; 9:13; 15:10; 17:2, 5, 6; 40:3; 41:10, 482x; 42:30; parati,qhmi (1x): 
18:8; periti,qhmi (1x): 41:42. 
38 avfi,hmi (2x): 20:6; 45:2; evmba,llw (1x): 39:20; i[sthmi (1x): 30:40; kaqi,sthmi (2x): 41:41, 
43; poie,w (2x): 27:37; 48:4; proekfe,rw (1x): 38:28. 
39 Gen 9:17; 15:18; 21:27, 32; 26:28; 31:44. In the first context, the corresponding 
Hebrew verb is the hipvil of ~wq, but in the remaining cases, the Hebrew equivalent is the 
qal of trk. On these Hebrew and Greek verbs, see HALOT and LSJ, respectively. 
40 In 17:7, 19, and 21, where covenant making is expressed in terms of the hipvil of ~wq 
plus tyrb in Hebrew, and the causal sense of i[sthmi in combination with diaqh,kh in 
Greek, the NRSV’s “establish” as the counterpart to the Hebrew verb will do very nicely 
as a translation of the Greek verb in NETS (see BDB and LSJ). 



 Hiebert 98

v. 20, however, where lwdg ywgl wyttnw, “and I will make him a great nation” 
(NRSV), is rendered kai. dw,sw auvto.n eivj e;qnoj me,ga, !tn can readily be translated 
“make,” as it is in the NRSV, but neither the model reader nor the average third 
century B.C.E. Greek speaker would have understood di,dwmi that way apart from 
knowledge of the Hebrew Vorlage.41 A more likely option is “appoint,” the 
denotation I have chosen for NETS: “and I will appoint him as a great nation.” 

17:2 tyrb 

The tyrb = diaqh,kh equivalence in 17:2 is a closed equation that occurs twenty-
six times in Genesis.42 Only once (14:13), when tyrb is used in the expression 
tyrb yl[b, “allies” (NRSV), does the LXX employ a different term for that bound 
construction, i.e., sunwmo,tai, “confederates” (NETS). The choice of diaqh,kh, the 
usual term in Hellenistic and earlier Greek for last will and testament, as the 
equivalent for tyrb, which generally speaking denotes a compact or covenant, is 
indicative of a semantic development with regard to how diaqh,kh came to be 
used, not only throughout the LXX but no doubt also in the living language of 
Greek-speaking Jews even prior to the translation of Genesis.43 The term 
typically used in non-LXX Greek to signify a compact, treaty, or covenant is 
sunqh,kh, apparently regarded by the translator to be inappropriate for a covenant 
instituted by the deity since the prefix sun- would imply an arrangement in 
which partners collaborate to set up an agreement. Wevers remarks: 

But the tyrb is something that God sets up; only he determines both the 
responsibilities and the benefits of the divine-human relationship. For this [LXX] 
Gen chose the dia- compound which meant “testament, will,” thus a word in 
which only the testator determines the terms, and the relationship flows 
basically in one direction. The word is of course not fully adequate in its 
original Greek sense since the death of the testator is not presupposed and the 
tyrb relation can make demands on the recipient. The word as used in the LXX 
must then be understood solely in terms of its Hebrew equivalent.44 

                                                           
41 See HALOT and LSJ. 
42 6:18; 9:9, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17; 15:18; 17:2, 4, 72x, 9, 10, 11, 132x, 14, 192x, 21; 21:27, 
32; 26:28; 31:44. 
43 HALOT, “tyriB..”; LSJ, “diaqh,kh”; BDAG, “diaqh,kh”; John A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study 
of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (SBLSCS 14; Chico: Scholars Press, 1983), 
30; Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” xiv; Pietersma, New English 
Translation of the Septuagint: Psalms, xxii; idem, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old 
Questions: The Relevance of the Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in 
Bible and Computer—The Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference: Proceedings of the Association 
Internationale Bible et Informatique ‘From Alpha to Byte,’ University of Stellenbosch 17–
21 July, 2000 (ed. J. Cook; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 353. 
44 Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, 86; cf. BDAG, “diaqh,kh,” 2. 
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This kind of transference of a component of meaning from the Hebrew term to 
its Greek counterpart makes the latter a calque. Since the semantic range of 
diaqh,kh has been expanded to embrace this denotation from the Hebrew, it is, of 
course, perfectly appropriate to let the NRSV’s rendering of “covenant” for tyrb 
stand as the counterpart to diaqh,kh. 

17:2 !yb … !yb 

Hebrew influence of another sort is evident in how the LXX translator deals with 
the repetition of the preposition !yb in conjunction with the second element of 
paralleled items in 17:2, i.e., $nybw ynyb. Although the prepositional phrase avna. 
me,son antedates the LXX, its repetition reflects Hebrew, not Greek, idiom.45 In the 
book of Genesis as a whole, where !yb is repeated, the LXX follows suit in 
twenty-four instances but does not do so on fifteen occasions.46 This sort of 
alternation between Hebraistic and good Greek constructions is rather typical of 
the LXX of Genesis (and many other books), and raises the question once again 
as to what motivated the translator(s) to adopt such a strategy of translation. It is 
a question to which we shall return presently. 

17:23, 26 hzh ~wyh ~c[b 

The last translation phenomenon that I shall discuss in this paper occurs in the 
narrative near the end of ch. 17 where the circumcision of Abraham/Abraam and 
the male members of his household is described, an event which, as I intimated 
earlier (page 96), may be alluded to in v. 1. In vv. 23 and 26 the Hebrew text 
emphasizes the fact that this took place hzh ~wyh ~c[b, “that very day” (NRSV), 
i.e., the day on which Yahweh issued the circumcision command. This phrase is 
found elsewhere in Genesis only at 7:13 in connection with the description of 
Noah/Noe and his family entering the ark. The Greek rendering in both locations 
in ch. 17, evn tw/| kairw/| th/j h̀me,raj evkei,nhj, “at the opportune time of that day” 
(NETS), is not a fully equivalent translation. The fact that in 7:13 the Greek 
rendering is simply evn th/| h̀me,ra| tau,th|, “on this day” (NETS), leads one to suspect 
that something distinctive is being communicated in the passage concerning 
circumcision. Wevers characterizes the translation in 17:23, 26 as “a noble 

                                                           
45 On avna. me,son see LSJ, “me,soj,” III.1.a. 
46 LXX repeats avna. me,son in the following contexts: 1:4, 7, 14, 18; 3:153x; 9:12, 15, 16, 17; 
10:12; 13:3, 7, 82x; 16:14; 17:2, 72x, 10; 20:1; 26:28; 30:36. In twelve of the fifteen places 
in which the LXX does not repeat avna. me,son, the relevant Hebrew and Greek phrases occur 
in verses with the same numbering in their respective versions (9:12, 13, 15; 13:8; 16:5; 
17:10, 11; 23:15; 31:44, 48, 49; 32:17). In two other instances the corresponding Hebrew 
and Greek texts are in different verses (31:50 [v. 44 in the LXX], 51 [v. 48 in the LXX]), 
while in the remaining case a Greek counterpart to the Hebrew reading is completely 
lacking (26:28). 
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attempt to render a difficult phrase,” but there may be more to it than that.47 In 
the first place, the Greek version of this phrase sounds very similar to what a 
number of Targums have: Targum Neofiti 1: !yd(h) amwy !mzb (also in 7:13); and 
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan and Targum Onqelos: !ydh amwy !rk(y)b (also in 
7:13).48 

Like kairo,j, !mz is a word for time, and although in his dictionary Marcus 
Jastrow assigns !rk by itself the denotations “roundness, fullness, essence” and 
renders amwy !rk, “the very day,” some scholars allow that !rk may be a 
signifier of time inasmuch as it could be a Greek loan word in Aramaic dress, 
i.e., cro,noj.49 All of this raises a question regarding the significance of these 
allusions to a time of day for the circumcisions described in Gen 17. On this 
matter a series of rabbinic regulations about when the procedure is to be 
performed—admittedly codified long after the LXX translation of Genesis was 
produced—provide some indication of the kinds of concerns that might lie 
behind the readings in the LXX and the Targums of Gen 17:23 and 26: 

A child can be circumcised on the eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, or twelfth day, 
but never earlier and never later. How is this? The rule is that it shall be done on 
the eighth day; but if the child was born at twilight the child is circumcised on 
the ninth day; and if at twilight on the eve of Sabbath, the child is circumcised 
on the tenth day; if a Festival-day falls after the Sabbath the child is 
circumcised on the eleventh day; and if the two Festival-days of the New Year 

                                                           
47 Ibid., 241. 
48 On Tg. Neof. 1, see Bernard Grossfeld, Targum Neofiti 1: An Exegetical Commentary 
to Genesis (New York: Sepher-Hermon, 2000), 8, 14: note that at 17:26 the text has !yd; 
Martin McNamara, Targum Neofiti 1: Genesis (ArBib 1A; Collegeville: Liturgical, 
1992), 75–76 and n. 12, 102 and n. 11. Michael Maher reports that the Palestinian 
Targums “normally use the formula bzmn ywm’ (h)dyn” (Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: 
Genesis [ArBib 1B; Collegeville: Liturgical, 1992], 41 and n. 15). 

On Tg. Ps.-J. and Tg. Onq., see Ernest G. Clarke, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of the 
Pentateuch: Text and Concordance (Hoboken: Ktav, 1984), 8, 18: note that at 17:23 
Tg. Ps.-J. has !rkyb; Alexander Sperber, The Bible in Aramaic (Leiden: Brill, 1959–
1973), 1:11, 23, 24; Maher, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Genesis, 41 and n. 15. 
49 Marcus Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and 
the Midrashic Literature (New York: Choreb, 1926; repr., New York: Judaica, 1971): 
!m'z>, “appointed time, term, time … festive season,” and !r'K.; LSJ: kairo,j, “exact or 
critical time, season, opportunity.” On !rk as a loan word from Greek, see Alejandro 
Díez Macho, Neophyti 1: Targum Palestinense ms. de la Biblioteca Vaticana (Textos y 
estudios del Seminario Filológico Cardenal Cisneros 7–11, 20; Madrid: Consejo Superior 
de Investigaciones Científicas, 1968–1979), 5:50*–51*. McNamara says of !rkb!ydh 
amwy, “‘at the hour/essence of this day,’ unless krn is a Greek loan word (chronos)” 
(Targum Neofiti 1, 76 n. 12). 
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fall after the Sabbath the child is circumcised on the twelfth day. If a child is 
sick it is not circumcised until it becomes well.50 

A mashuk, and a proselyte whose conversion took place while he was already 
circumcised, and a child, the proper time of whose circumcision [wnmz] had 
passed, and all other circumcised persons, this means to include one who has 
two foreskins, may be circumcised in the daytime only. R. Eleazar b. Simeon, 
however, said: At the proper time [wnmzb] children may be circumcised in the 
daytime only; and if not at the proper time [wnmzb alX] they may be 
circumcised both by day and by night.51 

How is it possible, however, that a person’s male children should be in 
existence during the eating and not during the preparation? Obviously only 
when birth occurred in the interval between the preparation and the eating. Thus 
it may be inferred that uncircumcision in the pre-circumcision period 
constitutes a legal status of uncircumcision. Said Rabbah: Do you understand 
this? The All Merciful said, Let all his males be circumcised, and then let him 
come near and keep it; but such a child is not fit to be circumcised! But what 
are we dealing with here? With a child who recovered from a fever. Then let 
him be granted [a period of convalescence of] full seven days, for Samuel said 
that a child who recovered from a fever must be allowed a period of 
convalescence of full seven days!—Where he was already granted the seven 
days’ period. He should, then, have been circumcised in the morning! 
[arpcm]—We require a full period of seven days.52 

Why were they not circumcised in the wilderness?—If you wish I might say: 
Because of the fatigue of the journey; and if you prefer I might say: Because the 
North wind did not blow upon them…. What was the reason?—If you wish I 
might say: Because they were under divine displeasure. And if you prefer I 
might say: In order that the clouds of glory might not be scattered. 

R. Papa said: Hence, no circumcision may be performed on a cloudy day or on 
a day when the South wind blows….53 

                                                           
50 m. Šabb. 19:5, Herbert Danby, The Mishnah (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933; 
repr., 1977), 117. 
51 b. Yebam. 8:72a–b, Isidore Epstein, trans., The Babylonian Talmud: Seder Nashim 
(Quincentenary ed.; London: Soncino, 1978), 1:489. A mashuk is “one who has his 
prepuce drawn forward in order to disguise the sign of the covenant” (Jastrow, 
Dictionary of the Targumim, %WXm'). The proper time for circumcision of a male child is, 
of course, the eighth day after his birth (see Epstein, Seder Nashim, 1:489 nn. 4 and 5). 
52 b. Yebam. 8:71a–b, Epstein, Seder Nashim, 1:481–82. The references to eating, 
preparation, and keeping have to do with the Passover. 
53 b. Yebam. 8:71b–72a, Epstein, Seder Nashim, 1:485. The north wind “in that part of the 
world brings fine, mild and wholesome weather” while the south wind “brings 
unwholesome weather” (Epstein, Seder Nashim, 1:485 nn. 11 and 14). N. M. Sarna 
(Genesis [The JPS Torah Commentary; Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1989], 
387) summarizes regulations pertaining to the timing of circumcision: “The proper time 
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Thus it could be that halakic considerations are reflected in the Greek and 
Targumic renderings of hzh ~wyh ~c[b. Space considerations preclude further 
discussion of that possibility here, but I plan to revisit this case and to deal with 
other ones like it in a forthcoming commentary on the LXX of Genesis. 

3. Conclusion 

In this paper I have dealt with hermeneutical issues pertinent both to the Greek 
translation of Genesis and to its subsequent rendering into English. The 
alternation by the Greek translator between verbum e verbo and sensus de sensu 
modes of translation gave rise to a document that is quite uneven in terms of its 
literary style. As I have noted above, LXX scholars have long struggled to 
account for this anomaly. In recent years, discussion among those involved in 
the NETS project has focused on the so-called interlinear model of LXX origins. 
This model accommodates both the “unintelligibility” and the “intelligibility” of 
the translated books in its acknowledgment of the shifting dynamics of the 
relationship between the Semitic (Hebrew/Aramaic) Vorlage and its Greek 
counterpart, a relationship that exhibits within each translation unit and 
throughout the corpus varying degrees of dependence by the latter upon the 
former. In the present investigation of Gen 17 I have discussed a case 
(representative of others in the LXX) in which Jewish halakah may also have 
exerted its influence on the work of the Greek translator. The interlinear model 
has been advanced as a metaphor to conceptualize the linguistic relationship 
between the Semitic and Greek texts rather than as a hypothesis that the LXX 
translators actually produced a diglot. The existence of both bi-columnar and 
interlinear school texts from the Greco-Roman period—some consisting of 
bilingual versions of literary selections and others of unilingual parallels of 
esoteric works and colloquial renditions of them—indicates that the model’s 
characterization of the LXX’s linguistic dependence upon the Semitic original is 
not without precedent. These school texts also seem to provide analogical 
support for the idea put forward by some scholars that the LXX is more likely to 
have been produced, at the outset, for educational purposes than, as others have 
argued, for liturgical ones. In other words, it may well have been the intention of 

                                                                                                                                  
for fulfilling the mitzvah is as soon as possible after sunrise on the eighth day after birth, 
even if it is a Sabbath or holy day. If, however, the child is born in the twilight period, 
rabbinic authority must be sought as to the correct time for performing circumcision. If 
circumcision has been postponed for medical reasons, it may not subsequently be carried 
out on a Sabbath or holy day. Once postponed, it is also not performed on a Thursday 
because this might lead unnecessarily to profanation of the Sabbath, which would be the 
third day of circumcision, when the pain is thought to be most intense and some special 
treatment might be called for.” 
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LXX translators to provide a crib for Jewish speakers of Greek to facilitate their 
study of the Hebrew/Aramaic Scriptures.54 

The debate concerning LXX origins is sure to continue. Both internal and 
external evidence of various kinds—textual, linguistic, literary, cultural, theolo-
gical—is relevant in the search for answers to questions about the creation of 
this literary corpus. Such evidence likewise informs the hermeneutical tasks of 
reading, interpreting, and retranslating the LXX’s constituent parts. 

                                                           
54 Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions,” 337–64; Pietersma and 
Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” ix–x; Sebastian P. Brock, “The Phenomenon of the 
Septuagint,” OtSt 17 (1972): 11–36; Sebastian P. Brock, “To Revise or Not to Revise: 
Attitudes to Jewish Biblical Interpretation,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings 
(ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars; SBLSCS 33; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 301–38; 
Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “A Place in the Sun: The Interpretative Significance of LXX-
Psalm 18:5c,” BIOSCS 31 (1998): 71–105; Robert J. V. Hiebert, “Translation Technique 
in the Septuagint of Genesis and Its Implications for the NETS Version,” BIOSCS 33 
(2000): 76–93; idem, “Translating a Translation: The Septuagint of Genesis and the NETS 
Project,” in X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate 
Studies, Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 51; Atlanta: Society of Biblical 
Literature, 2001): 263–84. 



 



 

 

Reconstructing the OG of Joshua 
Kristin De Troyer 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Schøyen MS 2648 (= Ra 816) 

In December 1998 Mr. Martin Schøyen from Oslo, Norway, bought two 
important Greek papyri, MS 2648 (Joshua) and MS 2649 (Leviticus). The scribe 
is the same for both. Each was part of a codex, probably of two different 
codices, and they probably come from the Oxyrhynchus area in Egypt. The first 
part of this author’s edition of the papyri is devoted to MS 2648, whose number 
is 816 in Rahlfs’s list.1  

Manuscript 2648 has six leaves, written recto and verso, hence twelve 
pages. It contains part of the Greek book of Joshua, namely 9:27 to 11:3. After 
calculating the length of the text I have concluded that the codex started with the 
book of Joshua. Most probably it was a Joshua codex.2 The entire codex might 
have been about seventy-two pages. 

In the edition Rosario Pintaudi and Guglielmo Cavallo date the papyrus 
between the end of the second and the beginning of the third centuries C.E., more 
precisely, ca. 210–215 C.E. This date has been confirmed by Detlef Fraenkel and 
Udo Quast from the Septuaginta-Unternehmen in Göttingen. For a detailed 
technical description of the codex the reader is referred to the published edition.3 

                                                           
1 Kristin De Troyer, “The Schøyen Papyrus of Joshua,” in Papyri Graecae Schøyen, Part I 
(ed. R. Pintaudi; Papyrologica Florentina 35, Manuscripts in the Schøyen Collection 5; 
Firenze: Gonnelli, 2005), 79–145, pl. xvi–xxvii. 
2 This is important, because we do not have evidence of codices that start with or only 
contain Joshua. In most codices, Joshua is part of a Hexateuch or Octateuch. With thanks 
to Detlef Fraenkel. 
3 See n. 1. 
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1.2 Differences between the MT and the OG 

1.2.1 General 

In my evaluation of the papyrus I first established that the text of the papyrus 
was independent of the work of Origen.4 Then I established its relationship to 
the OG of Joshua. I used the following categories: additions, omissions, and 
variants of the papyrus vis-à-vis the OG as represented by Codex Vaticanus. 
Variants were subdivided in the following categories: grammatical variants, 
syntactical variants, variants in meaning, lexical variants, phonetic changes, and 
compositional variants. In all the categories I distinguished between variants 
agreeing and those disagreeing with the MT. This task was rather difficult, for 
the papyrus sometimes was also different from Codex Vaticanus, leading me to 
identify some recensional elements in Codex Vaticanus. Moreover, the papyrus 
has already proven to be useful in the reconstruction of the OG of Joshua as 
undertaken by Udo Quast at the Septuaginta Unternehmen in Göttingen. 

In this contribution I do not want to go into the specific differences between 
MS 2648 and the OG, but rather I intend to focus on the major differences 
between the OG of Joshua and the Hebrew (MT). 

1.2.2 Striking Differences: 10:15, 23, and 43 

The striking differences between the OG of Joshua and the MT are the absence 
of vv. 15 and 43 in the OG text, as well as the slightly shorter text of v. 23 of the 
OG.  

1.3 Thesis 

The OG of Joshua witnesses to a pre-MT of the book of Joshua. The pre-MT 
differs from the MT by: 

– its lesser stress on the execution forms of the commands, given, for example, 
by Joshua, as is evident in the OG Josh 10:23; and 

– not having Gilgal as Joshua’s headquarters, as evident in OG Josh 10:15 and 
43. 

1.4 Focus on Gilgal in Joshua 10:15 

I will focus on Josh 10:15. The MT and OG texts of 10:14–18a are as follows:5 

                                                           
4 The evaluation is in part 4 of the edition. 
5 The Hebrew text is taken from it. For the Greek text see Alan E. Brooke and Norman 
McLean, eds., The Old Testament in Greek: According to the Text of Codex Vaticanus, 
Supplemented from Other Uncial Manuscripts, with a Critical Apparatus Containing the 
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Joshua 10:14–18a 

awhh ~wyk hyh alw 
wyrxaw wynpl 

Xya lwqb hwhy [mXl 
larXyl ~xln hwhy yk 

wm[ larXy-lkw [Xwhy bXyw 
hlglgh hnxmh-la 

hlah ~yklmh tXmx wsnyw 
hr[mb wabxyw 

hdqmb 
rmal [Xwhyl dgyw 

~yabxn ~yklmh tXmx wacmn 
hdqmb hr[mb 

… [Xwhy rmayw 

kai. ouvk evge,neto h`me,ra toiau,th  
ouvde. to. pro,teron ouvde. to. e;scaton 
w[ste evpakou/sai qeo.n avnqrw,pou\ 
o[ti Ku,rioj sunepole,mhsen tw/| 
VIsrah,l) 
Kai. e;fugon oi` pe,nte Basilei/j 
ou=toi( 
kai. katekru,bhsan eivj to. sph,laion 
to. evn Makhda,) 
kai. avphgge,lh tw/| vIhsou/ le,gontej 
Eu[rhntai oi` pe,nte basilei/j 
kekrumme,noi 
evn tw/| sphlai,w| tw/| evn Makhda,) 
kai. ei=pen vIhsou/j … 

There has never been a day like it 
before or since, when the Lord 
heeded a human voice; for the 
Lord fought for Israel. Then 
Joshua returned and all Israel with 
him, to the camp at Gilgal. 
Meanwhile, these five kings fled 
and hid themselves in the cave at 
Makkedah. And it was told Joshua, 
“The five kings have been found, 
hidden in the cave at Makkedah.” 
Joshua said,…. 

And there was not such a day either 
before or after, so that God should 
hearken to a man, because the Lord 
fought on the side of Israel. And 
these five kings fled, and hid 
themselves in a cave that is in 
Makeda. And it was told Joshua, 
saying, The five kings have been 
found hid in the cave that is in 
Makeda. And Joshua said, … 
(Brenton6) 

In the critical edition I have attached the following note to v. 15:7 

Kai. evpe,stryen ivhsou/j kai. pa/j i®h®l® met ,auvtou/ eivj th.n parembolh.n eivj ga,lgala 
om in B A Fb V OldLat Sahb Saht; exstat in Bmg Fbmg G W 18 19 30 38 54 56 58 
68 75 82 85mg 108 120 121mg 122 126 129 246 343mg 344mg 346mg 370 376 426 
458 488 489 628 630 646 669 707 730 ArmEthfSyh (sub ÷; in O sub *). 

                                                                                                                                  
Variants of the Chief Ancient Authorities for the Text of the Septuagint, Pt. 4. Joshua, 
Judges and Ruth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1917). 
6 Lancelot C. L. Brenton, The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament: With an English 
Translation, and with Various Readings and Critical Notes (2 vols.; London: Samuel 
Bagster & Sons, 1844–1851; repr., Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978). 
7 Although this note was made for the critical edition of the papyrus, it is useful for the 
reconstruction of the OG as well. 
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2. A comparative, literary-critical analysis of MT and OG Joshua 108 

2.1 Structure of the MT Joshua 10 

In ch. 10 Joshua is dealing with the coalition of five kings, headed by King 
Adonizedek of Jerusalem. Looking at the destruction of Jericho and Ai and 
probably shocked at the voluntary submission of Gibeon, King Adonizedek has 
become a bit worried about his territory and asks for his colleagues to come and 
attack Gibeon. Gibeon, though, sends for help and asks Joshua to come and 
defeat his former allies. Joshua grabs the opportunity to fight and leaves Gilgal 
to attack the five kings. After defeating the coalition he returns to Gilgal. Later 
he deals with the five king and then sets out to smite their cities. One after the 
other the cities are destroyed: Libnah, Lachish, Eglon, Hebron, and Debir. At the 
end of the chapter the author offers a summary about Joshua defeating the area. 
The chapter concludes with a note that Joshua and his troops return to Gilgal. 
Schematically: 

I. First story: The fight against Gibeon  
vv. 1–4: Introduction to the initiative of King Adonizedek 
v. 5:   Report on fight against Gibeon 
v. 6:   Report on call for help from Gibeon 
v. 7:   Report on Joshua’s response 
v. 8:   Report on God’s promise 
vv. 9–13:  Report on the intervention of the fabulous team of Joshua and 

God, with notes regarding some miraculous events 
v. 14:   Conclusion of the first story of Josh 10: Statement about what 

happened 
v. 15:   Comment on location: The people return to the camp at Gilgal 

  
II. Second story: Dealing with the five kings 

v. 16:   Report on new action: The five kings had fled to Makedah and 
they hid in the cave 

v. 17:   Report to Joshua 
v. 18:   Immediate reaction of Joshua regarding the kings 
vv. 19–21:  Additional instruction by Joshua: He directs his people to yet 

another action—additional story. 
v. 22:   Report on second, later reaction of Joshua regarding the kings 
v. 23:   Report on response of the guards 
v. 24a:   Report on action of Joshua  
v. 24b:  Report on response of the people 
vv. 25–27:  Report on final actions of Joshua with the five kings 
v. 28:   Report on how Joshua destroyed Makedah 

                                                           
8 The following section is part of the second chapter of my book entitled: Kristin De 
Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text: What the OG Texts Tell Us about the Literary Growth 
of the Bible (Text-Critical Studies 4; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003). 
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III. Third story: Dealing with the destruction of the five cities 
vv. 29–30:  Report on fight against Libnah 
vv. 31–32:  Report on fight against Lachish 
v. 33:   Report on additional fight against an ally, king Horam of Gezer 
vv. 34–35:  Report on fight against Eglon 
vv. 36–37:  Report on fight against Hebron 
vv. 38–39:  Report on fight against Debir 

 
IV. Conclusion  

vv. 40–42:  Summary of how Joshua smote the area beyond the five 
kingdoms and took all its kings 

v. 43:   Comment on location: Joshua and his troops return to Gilgal. 

2.2 A closer look at Joshua’s whereabouts 

In ch. 10 Gibeon sends for help. His men have to go to Gilgal in order to locate 
Joshua who is in Gilgal (v. 6). Joshua goes up from Gilgal to help the Gibeonites 
(v. 7). It takes the troops an entire night to go from Gilgal to the battlefield 
(v. 9). After the battle Joshua and all the Israelites with him return to Gilgal.9 In 
10:43 again it is said that Joshua returned, and all the Israelites with him, to the 
camp at Gilgal. In between these events Joshua is in Makedah butchering the 
kings (Josh 10:16–28) and in the entire country destroying their cities, and 
dealing with other kings and other cities (10:29–42). This is a survey of Joshua’s 
whereabouts in ch. 10; the centrality of Gilgal surfaces immediately: 

Gilgal battlefield Makedah  rest of land  
10:6 
10:7 
(10:9) 10:10–14 
10:15 

 10:21–28 
     

  10:29–42 
10:43 

In v. 21 Joshua “returns” to Makedah. This is a rather surprising remark, for one 
would expect the troops to go after the five fleeing kings and thus, turn to 
Makedah. There is, however, no need to “return” to Makedah. To the contrary 
Joshua and his gang return to Gilgal after the battle. How then can Joshua return 
to Makedah if he had never been there before? So when in the narrative does 
Joshua move his camp from Gilgal (v. 15) to Makedah (v. 21)?  

                                                           
9 It seems that the entire camp leaves Gilgal and later returns to Gilgal, because the author 
writes that “all Israel” went with him. 
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There is yet another problem that needs to be solved before locating the 
switch in Joshua’s whereabouts. In v. 16 the narrator reports that the five kings 
flee to Makedah. The reader knows that they are gone. But Joshua, the supreme 
leader, needs to know too. Hence in v. 17 Joshua is informed about the fleeing 
of the kings. The verse literally states that it was reported to Joshua. By the end 
of v. 17 both the reader and the leading character in the story seem to know the 
same fact. Verse 17, however, is not constructed in an obvious manner: it opens 
with a hopval “it was told to Joshua;” then the verse continues with “saying” 
followed by a direct quote in the third plural “they have found.” Hence, v. 17 not 
only reports on the fleeing of the five kings, it also informs that they were found. 
Verse 17 offers the necessary facts for the continuation of the story. If it were 
not for v. 17, how would Joshua have found out, and how would the story have 
been continued? Verse 17 is truly a perfect verse! It gives information to both 
the main character of the plot and the reader of the narrative. Joshua finds out 
about the finding of the kings. The reader now knows that indeed Joshua knows 
that the kings are found. One could now presume that the report about the 
fleeing kings was made to Joshua when he was in his camp at Gilgal. And 
Joshua reacts in an appropriate way: in v. 18 he orders that large stones be rolled 
against the mouth of the cave and that men be set by it to guard it. Joshua then 
orders his soldiers to pursue their enemies till the bitter end (vv. 19–20). In v. 20 
the narrator writes: “All the people returned safe to Joshua in the camp at 
Makedah.” Without notice, as if in a dream, the entire camp has moved to 
Makedah. There is no mention of the camp’s move nor of the duration of the 
process. This time it only takes a blink of the eye to move from Gilgal to 
Makedah. There is no overnight transfer. It just happens. The author uses almost 
the same sentence as in v. 15, which reads: “And Joshua returned, and all Israel 
with him, to the camp, to Gilgal.”10 Verse 21 reads: “And all the people returned 
to the camp, to Joshua, (to) Makedah, in safety.”11 The addition of the words “in 
safety” even creates the illusion that the people have come ‘home,’ namely that 
they have returned to their point of departure. The camp, however, is no longer 
in Gilgal but in Makedah. The story can now continue with the events that 
happen in Makedah. 

Looking at the overall structure of ch. 10, the moving from one camp to 
another seems to be logical: they pursue their enemies and go first to Libnah, 
then to Lachish, to Eglon, to Hebron, and finally to Debir. The Hebrew story of 
ch. 10, however, does end as it began; indeed, v. 43 is precisely the same as 

                                                           
10 In the book of Joshua the word Gilgal is used three times with a he-locale to indicate 
the direction towards, for instance, a city or land: Josh 10:6, 15, 43. 
11 The verse seems to be constructed on analogy with v. 15. The location, Makedah, 
however, is not constructed with a he-locale, neither is it related to “camp” or “Joshua.” 
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v. 15: “And Joshua returned, and all Israel with him, to the camp, to Gilgal.” 
Gilgal does seem to be the headquarters for Joshua’s troops. 

In the book of Joshua Gilgal is mentioned right after the Israelites have 
come out of the water of the Jordan River (4:19). This is not a surprise, for God 
had instructed the Israelites to go and cross there, and to utter a blessing on 
Mount Gerizim from Gilgal and a curse on Mount Ebal. These mountains are 
precisely opposite Gilgal, beside the oak of Moreh (Deut 11:28–29). They camp 
in Gilgal (Josh 4:19), set up stones in Gilgal (4:20), and celebrate Passover in 
Gilgal (5:10). An etiology for the name Gilgal is given in connection with the 
stones that the twelve priests, representing the twelve tribes, must pick up from 
the Jordan and set as a monument in remembrance of their leaving Egypt. God 
explains that the “rolling stones” represent the rolling away of the disgrace of 
Egypt (5:9). In the Hebrew word ‘Gilgal’ one indeed hears the rolling stones. 
Joshua is still in Gilgal in 9:6 as well as in 14:6. A king from Gilgal is 
mentioned in 12:23. Gilgal is also referred to in descriptions of local geography: 
15:7. In the book of Judges Gilgal remains an important place (Judg 2:1; 3:19). 
Samuel frequently visits Gilgal and Saul turns it into his headquarter as well 
(1 Sam 7:16; 10:8; 11:14; 13:4, 7, 8, 12, 15; 15:12, 21, 33; 19:16, 41). Even the 
prophets Elijah and Elisha are connected with Gilgal (2 Kgs 2:1; 4:38). From 
then onwards it is downhill with the real-estate value of Gilgal, for by the time 
the minor prophets speak about it, it is only in a context of evil, iniquity, and 
transgressions (Hos 4:15; 9:15; 12:12; Amos 4:4; 5:5; Mic 6:5). Gilgal is no 
longer the pivotal place; Jerusalem has taken over.  

For a long time, then, Gilgal was the place to be. It was the place out of which 
the next stage in Israelite history would start. The pivotal role played by Gilgal 
does, indeed, explain why the author mentioned the troop’s return to Gilgal—both 
in v. 15 and in v. 43—but why then did the author never mention that the camp 
also moved to Makedah? Why was this little inconvenient detail forgotten? 

2.3 Structure of the OG Joshua 10 

Except for the already mentioned differences, the structure of the OG of Josh 10 
is very similar to the one of the MT: 

I. First story: The fight against Gibeon  
vv. 1–4:  Introduction to the initiative of King Adonizedek 
v. 5:  Report on fight against Gibeon 
v. 6: Report on call for help from Gibeon 
v. 7:  Report on Joshua’s response 
v. 8:  Report on God’s promise 
vv. 9–13:  Report on the intervention of the fabulous team Joshua-God, 

topped with notes regarding some miraculous moments 
vv. 14:  Conclusion of the first story of Josh 10: Statement about what 

happened 
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II. Second story: Dealing with the five kings 
v. 16:  Report on new action: The five kings have fled to Makedah and 

they hide in the cave 
v. 17:  Report to Joshua 
v. 18:  Immediate reaction of Joshua regarding the kings 
vv. 19–21: Additional instruction of Joshua: He directs his people to yet 

another action—additional story. 
v. 22:  Report on second, later reaction of Joshua regarding the kings 
v. 23:  Report on response of the guards 
v. 24a:  Report on action of Joshua  
v. 24b:  Report response of the people 
vv. 25–27:  Report on final actions of Joshua with the five kings 
v. 28:  Report on how Joshua destroys Makedah 

 
III. Third story: Dealing with the destruction of the five cities 

vv. 29–30:  Report on fight against Libnah 
vv. 31–32:  Report on fight against Lachish 
v. 33:  Report on additional fight against an ally, king Horam of Gezer 
vv. 34–35:  Report on fight against Eglon 
vv. 36–37:  Report on fight against Hebron 
vv. 38–39:  Report on fight against Debir 

 
IV. Conclusion  

vv. 40–42:  Summary on how Joshua smote the area beyond the five 
kingdoms and took all its kings.  

2.4 Again a closer look at Joshua’s itinerary 

It is clear that in the Greek text too, Gilgal plays a role. The name Gilgal has 
been transliterated into Galgala. Joshua is located at Galgala when the 
Gibeonites come to ask for his help (10:6). He sets out in 10:7 to move to the 
battlefield. It still takes him a long night to walk (10:9) to the battlefield. After 
the battle, however, he does not return to Galgala. Neither does he go ‘home’ in 
10:43. Joshua simply walks from one site to the next one. Nowhere in the 
narrative does he turn back. The survey of Joshua’s whereabouts in the Greek 
text looks as follows: 

Galgala battlefield Makedah rest of land  
10:6 
10:7 
(10:9) 
– 
    10:21–28 
      10:29–42 
– 
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Joshua, thus, must have continued from the battlefield to Makeda, for it is said 
that his troops return to him in Makedah. Indeed, in v. 21 it is said that people 
return to Joshua at Makedah. In Makedah Joshua deals with the kings (10:21–
27) and finally fights the city (10:28). Then, he moves to take on the cities of the 
five kings and the rest of the area. As in the Hebrew text it is not reported when 
precisely Joshua moved his camp to Makedah. What Joshua does between the 
battle at the battlefield and his actions against the king is not mentioned. He 
does not, however, return to Gilgal/Galgala between his fight and his dealing 
with the kings. At least after his battle Joshua is closer to Makedah than in the 
Hebrew story. 

The “omission” of Gilgal/Galgala makes the story, however, a bit less 
complicated. Indeed, v. 21 in the Greek text appears less strange than in the 
Hebrew. Verse 21 just marks the new camp. It is in Makedah. It is the next stop 
on Joshua’s itinerary. At first sight v. 21 of both the Hebrew and the Greek text 
give the same information:  

~wlXb hdqm [Xwhy-la hnxmh-la ~[h-lk wbXyw 
MT: And all the people returned safely to the camp, to Joshua, to Makedah. 
Kai. avpestra,fh pa/j o` lao.j pro.j vIhsou/n eivj Makhda u`giei/j. 
LXX: And all the people returned safely to Joshua in Makedah. 

Only in the Greek text, however, is this information appropriate: after all that 
happened Joshua and his compatriots are located in Makedah. In the Hebrew text 
the reader or audience expects the army to go back to Gilgal, not to Makedah.  

The Greek text even runs more smoothly than the Hebrew text. In the 
Hebrew text there is much information given at the end of the verse: “the people 
return to the camp, to Joshua, (to) Makedah, in safety.” The Greek text, to the 
contrary, just states that the people return safely to Joshua in Makedah.  

I could conclude this analysis by stating that the Greek text has avoided the 
difficulty created by omitting v. 15. Indeed, by omitting v. 15 the translator 
interpreted the text and made Joshua move to Makedah somewhere before v. 21, 
so that Joshua was able “to return” to Makedah in v. 21. The Greek text, 
however, has also omitted the reference to Gilgal at the end of the chapter. 
Indeed, there is no v. 43 in the Greek text.12 Removing v. 43, however, does not 
make the story better, but just a bit different. In the Greek story Joshua takes on 
the rest of the land. There is no return to Gilgal. The Greek story, however, 

                                                           
12 The Cambridge text critical apparatus reads as follows: kai. avne,streyen i®h®j® kai. pa/j 
i®h®l® met , auvtou/ eivj th.n parembolh.n eivj ga,lgala G b c x z(mg) Arm Ethc Syh. The editor 
adds that the sentence is marked with an * in both G and the SyroHexapla. It is clear that 
this Greek line stems from the Hebrew text. In “das Kollationsheft” from Udo Quast in 
Göttingen the following witnesses are listed as having v. 43: G 19 85mg 108 376 426 (G 
sub *). 
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could also have ended with Joshua’s return to Gilgal. So, why did the translator 
omitted v. 43? 

3. Who is responsible for the final touches to the OG Joshua?  
When did this happen and why? 

3.1 Solution one: The translator of the OG is responsible for the omission of 
verses 15 and 43 

The solution for the omission of these two verses from ch. 10 could lie in the 
free attitude of the translator. Maybe the translator of the book of Joshua felt 
free to change the story, adapt verses, from time to time omit verses, and even 
add verses. He or she ‘omitted’ some verses in ch. 20. Finally, the translator 
‘added’ some verses in 21:42 and 24:30. Was the translator, however, a very 
free translator? A detailed study of the translation technique of the entire book 
of Joshua normally provides the answer to the question. That is, however, a 
book in itself. Seppo Sipilä, for instance, wrote a book on one aspect of the 
translation technique of the book of Joshua.13 He points to the precarious balance 
the translator of Joshua kept in his translation. On the one hand he/she did have 
the freedom to change some elements, but on the other hand kept close to the 
Hebrew text.14 The translator, thus, does not omit something because he/she did 
not like it, or because he/she wanted to change the story. The translator does 
follow closely the Hebrew text but alters systematically some syntactical 
constructions in order to create a good Greek text. 

My analysis of the commands and their executions points to a similar 
conclusion.15 The translator does stay close to the Hebrew text. Comparing the 
verses in which Gilgal was mentioned in the Hebrew text with their counterparts 
in the Greek book of Joshua, I note that the translator kept every single reference 
to Gilgal, with the exception of vv. 15 and 43. The translator also omitted the 
reference to Gilgal in 5:10.16 Looking at all the “Gilgal”-verses, I noted that the 
translator seems to change the name of the place. Up till ch. 10 the translator 
renders the Hebrew word “Gilgal” as “Galgala.” In the list of captured kings, 

                                                           
13 Seppo Sipilä, Between Literalness and Freedom: Translation Technique in the 
Septuagint of Joshua and Judges Regarding the Clause Connections Introduced by w and 
yk (Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society 75; Helsinki; Göttingen: Finnish 
Exegetical Society; Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht: 1999). 
14 “He/she” is my way of referring to the translator of Joshua, not Sipilä’s. 
15 See Kristin De Troyer, “Did Joshua Have a Crystal Ball? The OG and the MT of Joshua 
10:15, 17 and 23,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea 
Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S. M. Paul et al.; VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003). 
16 This may be the case, because it was just mentioned in 5:9. 
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12:23, the translator opts for “Galilaias,” maybe because “Gilgal” is here 
mentioned together with king “Goim” or “king of the Goim” of Gilgal—a 
further unknown king. From ch. 14 onwards the Hebrew place name is rendered 
with Galgal not Galgala. Maybe the translator did not know of one place 
“Galgala”? Maybe the place “Galgala” was not all that important? Who can 
tell?17 What is obvious is that the translator does translate the reference to Gilgal 
in almost all passages except 10:15 and 10:43. The question, thus, remains: Why 
is there no v. 15 (and no v. 43) in the Greek text? 

3.2 Solution two: The Vorlage of the OG of Joshua did not have verses 15 
and 43 

The answer to the problem about why v. 15 (and 43) is absent from the Greek 
text might be very simple. It might be that the Vorlage did not have v. 15 (nor 
v. 43).  

External support for the absence of v. 15 in the Hebrew text that was in 
front of the translator comes from the Schøyen Joshua papyrus, MS 2648, which 
does not have v. 15. Moreover, there is a strong list of evidence quoted in the 
beginning of this chapter that supports the absence of v. 15 in the oldest layer of 
the Greek translation of the book of Joshua. Verse 43, also, is absent from this 
old manuscript. Again, a list of witnesses buttress my opinion that v. 43 was 
absent from the OG of Joshua.18 All this points to a Hebrew text in which vv. 15 
and 43 were not present. Similarly, there is external support for a text without 
v. 17. Manuscripts 53 125 246 392 799 do not have v. 17. Moreover, the 
Schøyen Joshua papyrus also does not have v. 17. In my opinion the Hebrew 
text underlying the OG text did not have vv. 15, 17, and 43. Manuscript 2648, 
the Schøyen Joshua papyrus, is a valuable tool to reconstruct an OG text without 
v. 15, 17, and 43. 

3.3 The pre-MT of Joshua 10 

After this long analysis I have now concluded for the existence of a Hebrew text 
underlying the OG text, which did not have vv. 15 and 43. This text is called the 
pre-MT. Now, the following issue needs to be addressed. When and who inserted 
vv. 15 and 43 into the old story of Joshua? Who is responsible for the final 
touches to the pre-MT Joshua? Who turned the pre-MT of Joshua, and especially 
the elements I focus on in this chapter, into the MT?  

                                                           
17 The translator of the books of 1 and 2 Samuel on the other hand renders Gilgal again 
with Galgala. 
18 See my note on the use of “additions” and “omissions” attached to the structure of the 
Hebrew text. 
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In order to answer this question, I studied the structure of the Hebrew text 
once more. I noted that the reference to Gilgal has been inserted into two crucial 
sections: right after the first fight and right after the last fight of the first round. I 
indicate the insertions with “>>>”: 

3.3.1 The structure of Joshua 10, marking Gilgal 

I. First story: The fight against Gibeon  
vv. 1–4:  Introduction to the initiative of King Adonizedek 
v. 5:  Report on fight against Gibeon 
v. 6:  Report on call for help from Gibeon 
v. 7:  Report on Joshua’s response 
v. 8:  Report on God’s promise 
vv. 9–13:  Report on the intervention of the fabulous team Joshua-God, 

topped with notes regarding some miraculous moments 
vv. 10:14:  Conclusion of the first story of Josh 10: Statement about what 

happened 
>>> v. 15:  Comment on location: The people return to the camp at Gilgal 

  
II. Second story: Dealing with the five kings 

v. 16:  Report on new action: The five kings have fled to Makedah and 
they hide in the cave 

v. 17:  Report to Joshua 
v. 18:  Immediate reaction of Joshua regarding the kings 
vv. 19–21:  Additional instruction of Joshua: He directs his people to yet 

another action—additional story. 
v. 22:  Report on second, later reaction of Joshua regarding the kings 
v. 23:  Report on response of the guards 
v. 24a: Report on action of Joshua  
v. 24b: Report response of the people 
vv. 25–27:  Report on final actions of Joshua with the five kings 
v. 28:  Report on how Joshua destroys Makedah 
 

III. Third story: Dealing with the destruction of the five cities 
vv. 29–30:  Report on fight against Libnah 
vv. 31–32:  Report on fight against Lachish 
v. 33: Report on additional fight against an ally, king Horam of Gezer 
vv. 34–35:  Report on fight against Eglon 
vv. 36–37:  Report on fight against Hebron 
vv. 38–39:  Report on fight against Debir 
 

IV. Conclusion  
vv. 40–42:  Summary on how Joshua smote the area beyond the five 

kingdoms and took all its kings 
>>> v. 43:  Comment on location: Joshua and his troops return to Gilgal. 

By inserting vv. 15 and 43 the author turned “Gilgal” into Joshua’s headquarters.  
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3.3.2 The structure of the Joshua, marking Gilgal 

In addition to making Gilgal Joshua’s headquarters the author has turned 
“Gilgal” into a structural marker. Gilgal now marks the beginning or endings of 
larger sections. It marks the entrance of Israel to the land in ch. 4; it marks the 
beginning and end of the first round of battle; it also points to the end of the 
second round—albeit it in the strange list of conquered kings—and, finally, to the 
beginning of the second stage of the taking and dividing the land. This movement 
is evident too when observing the larger structure of the book of Joshua. 

I. Introduction  
1:1–9: Report on the installation of Joshua, the new leader 
1:10–15: Report on Joshua’s first commands 
1:16–18: Report on acceptance of Joshua’s leadership 
 

II. Israel crosses the Jordan and marks the event 
2:1–24: Story about the spies and Rahab 
3:1–4:24: Report on Israel’s preparation for, actual crossing of, and ritually 

marking of their crossing of the Jordan 
4:19–20: Camping and celebrating in Gilgal 
5:1–8: Report on circumcision 
5:9: Comment on location, Gilgal 
5:10–12: Report on Passover celebration 
5:13–15: Report on Joshua’s brief encounter with God 
 

III. Examples on how to live in the land 
6:1–27: The Jericho story 
7:1–8:29: Report on the first and second attempt on taking Ai 
8:30–35: Report on the building of an altar 
 

IV. Conquering the land 
9:1–10:43: Report on the first round of battling against the kings of the land 
9:6: Joshua is still in Gilgal 
10:15, 43: Joshua’s headquarter 
11:1–12:24: Report on the second round of battling against the kings of the 

land 
12:23: Gilgal is mentioned in the list of the kings that Joshua smote 
 

V. Conquering the land, phase two 
13:1–22:34: Report on how the Israelites took possession and divided the 

land 
14:6: Joshua is reported to still be in Gilgal 
 

VI. Conclusions 
23:1–16: First concluding chapter of the book of Joshua 
24:1–33: Second concluding chapter  
Judges 2:1: An angel comes up from Gilgal to Bochim 
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In short Gilgal plays a prominent role in the entering to the land in 4:19–20 and 
5:9 by marking the opening and closing of phase one in the conquering of the 
land at 9:6; 10:15, 43, and opening and closing of phase two in the conquering 
of the land at 14:6 and Judg 2:1. 

4. Conclusion 

Looking at the two main witnesses of the book of Joshua, the Hebrew and the 
Greek, studying the text critical data, comparing the narratives and evaluating 
the structure of the books, I have found that the differences between the Hebrew 
and Greek texts can be seen as differences between two different stages in the 
book of Joshua. The OG of Joshua represents an older stage of the book of 
Joshua, older than the MT. As this older text was later transformed into the 
current MT, I label the Vorlage of the Greek book of Joshua a pre-MT book of 
Joshua. The pre-MT book of Joshua became the MT book by the insertion of, and 
focus on, Gilgal as the central camping ground of Joshua and his army. In the 
pre-MT of Joshua, Gilgal is not yet the place to be. This absence of interest in 
Gilgal explains the absence of vv. 15 and 43 in ch. 10. Moreover, it explains the 
absence of v. 17. As soon as Gilgal became the new epicenter, vv. 15, 17 and 43 
were inserted to adapt the pre-MT story to its new context. By doing so the MT of 
the book of Joshua came into being. 

Based upon this analysis I have concluded that the OG of Joshua represents 
the pre-MT stage of the book of Joshua. 



 

 

Interlinearity in 2 Esdras: A Test Case 
R. Glenn Wooden 

Second Esdras is one of the few Greek translations that made it into the official 
lists of books together with a similar version of the material, i.e., 1 Esdras. 
Often confused with 4 Esdras in the Latin canon, which has the name 2 Ezra in 
the Deuterocanonical materials, the Greek book is the translation of the books of 
Ezra and Nehemiah. Although 1 Esdras covers the last two chapters of 
Chronicles, all of Ezra and the Ezra material in Nehemiah, along with an 
additional story three chapters in length, 2 Esdras has only material parallel to 
what we have in the MT. Throughout Ezra and Nehemiah there are numerous 
lists of people and items. Although most are translated into Greek in a way 
consistent with how we understand the Hebrew and Aramaic, in several of these 
series the translator begins the list with the grammatical case that one would 
expect, but then abandons it for the remainder of the list or uses the nominative 
where it does not seem to fit: they are found in 8:9, 12; 9:1; 10:18; 13:24–25, 26, 
31; 14:13; and 21:4–5, 7, 11–12, 15, 22, (30–3 and 36?); 22:35–36; and 23:13. 
Most of the occurrences in the MT have one preposition governing the whole 
series of nouns. In the Greek there is a corresponding case or preposition to 
match the MT’s preposition, and the first item is in the case appropriate to the 
preposition. However, the subsequent items continue in the nominative or the 
accusative case, thus dissociating them from the preposition. Most of these 
apparent anacolutha leave the translator with two choices: either to translate the 
list according to the Greek grammar, or to resort to the Hebrew or Aramaic 
grammar of the source material. The former results in very awkward 
translations, often with subjects and no verb, thus necessitating the use of an 
ellipsis. It could also result in a mere detached list of words. The second 
translation choice of resorting to the source text violates the grammar of the Greek 
language by using Semitic grammar as if a Greek reader would have done so. 

One issue discussed by translators of the Septuagint concerns the role 
accorded to the source text, i.e., the Hebrew-Aramaic. NETS, for which this 
author is translator of 1 and 2 Esdras, maintains a basic distinction between, on 
the one hand the so-called constitutive character of the translated text, which 
takes cognizance of its vertical dimension, namely, its dependence on its source, 
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and on the other hand the reception history of the translated text, which was 
forced to restrict itself to the text’s horizontal dimension, the grammar and 
syntax of the Greek. The focus of NETS is more on the former, therefore on both 
its horizontal and vertical dimensions.1 As the overview by Wolfgang Kraus in 
this volume illustrates, there is debate about the value of this approach.2  

Albert Pietersma, with his student Cameron Boyd-Taylor, has developed the 
Interlinear Model of translations as a heuristic model for understanding such 
translation techniques as we find in Greek translations of the Hebrew 
Scriptures.3 This model is conceptual and does not posit that there were lines of 
Hebrew/Aramaic text interlaced with, or running parallel to, the matching Greek 
translation. Instead, the model proposes that a translator was unevenly balancing 
two dimensions of a translation—its relationship to the source text, and its 
relationship to the receptor language—the former being the dominant 
relationship. Pietersma writes: 

I would further argue that “interlinear” is meant to convey that the text in 
question is two-dimensional, that is to say, it has a vertical as well as a 
horizontal dimension. On the horizontal plane morphemes are knit together into 
syntactic units to convey information, on the vertical plane the parent text forms 
the de facto context for units of meaning, and as a result of excessive one-for-
one dependence on the source text the receptor text may be rendered disjointed 
or worse. That is to say, in an interlinear text one can expect that the vertical 
dimension interferes with the horizontal to such an extent that the text lacks 
semantic coherence.4 

                                                           
1 On NETS and interlinearity, see the following by A. Pietersma: “A New English 
Translation of the Septuagint,” in IX Congress of the International Organization for 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 177–87; “A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint,” in X Congress of the International Organization 
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A. Taylor; Atlanta: Society of 
Biblical Literature, 2001), 217–28; Translation Manual for “A New English Translation 
of the Septuagint” (NETS) (Ada: Uncial Books, 1996); and note especially the 
introduction to idem, A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other Greek 
Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2000), vii–xxvii, which is the first fascicle of NETS to appear. 
2 See the article by Wolfgang Kraus in this volume for overviews of NETS, Bible 
d’Alexandrie, and LXX.D, pp. 63–83. 
3 See, Albert Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance 
of the Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in Bible and Computer—The 
Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference: Proceedings of the Association Internationale Bible et 
Informatique ‘From Alpha to Byte,’ University of Stellenbosch 17–21 July, 2000 (ed. J. 
Cook; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 337–64. See also Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “A Place in the Sun: 
the Interpretative Significance of LXX-Psalm 18:5c,” BIOSCS 31 (1998): 71–105. 
4 Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions,” 351. 
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The horizontal relationship is represented by the use of appropriate Greek 
grammar, syntax, and word order, to convey to the readers the relationship of the 
words, so that they might understand how the words function together. Inherent 
in the model is the understanding that the more formal the translation renders its 
Vorlage, the more the reader must have some recourse to the characteristics of 
the original language and possibly to the original text itself, in order to make 
sense of the translation. Pietersma has proposed that the social location for such 
translations was educational rather than liturgical or recreational. He bases this 
on actual interlinear texts discovered in Egypt, whose intended use seems to 
have been to help speakers of Hellenistic Greek understand the works of the 
much revered Homer.5 Second Esdras is a translation that fits this model well, 
and thus is one that serves as a good test of the usefulness of the model.  

In this paper, we will consider four examples from the lists exhibiting 
anacoluthon. We hope to demonstrate that the translation of these passages 
benefits from the use of the Interlinear Model. Before we look at the four 
examples, however, some general characteristics of 2 Esdras will be set forth. 

1. Translation Characteristics of 2 Esdras 

As a translation 2 Esdras has not fared well in scholarly assessments.6 Howorth 
wrote of it: “As it occurs in the Greek Bibles it is a very literal and servile 
translation of the Hebrew, or Masoretic, text. It follows it in eccentricities of 

                                                           
5 See the contribution by Cameron Boyd-Taylor in this volume, pp. 15–31, for an 
example. 
6 There have been only a few studies devoted specifically to this book over the years, such 
as: August Klostermann, “Esra und Nehemia,” RE, 500–23; Henry H. Howorth, “Some 
Unconventional Views on the Text of the Bible: IV. The LXX Text of the Book of 
Nehemiah,” PSBA 24 (1902): 332–40; idem, “Some Unconventional Views on the Text 
of the Bible: IV. The LXX Text of the Book of Nehemiah (Continued),” PSBA 25 (1903): 
15–22, 90–98; G. Jahn, Die Bücher Esra (A und B) und Nehemja, text-kritisch und 
historisch-kritisch untersucht mit Erklärung der einschlägigen Prophetenstellen und 
einem Anhang über hebräische Eigennamen (Leiden: Brill, 1909); R. M. Gwynn, “Notes 
on the Authorship of Some Books of the Greek Old Testament,” Herm 20 (1930): 52–61; 
Arthur Allgeier, “Beobachtungen am Septuagintatext der Bücher Esdras und Nehemias,” 
Bib 22 (1941): 227–51; Timothy Janz, “The Second Book of Ezra and the ‘Kai,ge 
Group,’” in IX Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate 
Studies, Cambridge, 1995 (ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 45; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 
154–70. Now there is the long awaited Robert Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte des 
2. Esrabuches (Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Göttingen, 
Philologisch-Historische Klasse 253; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003) which 
was learned of too late for inclusion in this article. 
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diction and otherwise …” 7 When writing of its counterpart, 1 Esdras, Cook 
characterized it as “… un-Greek, literal and mechanical …” 8 In one of the few 
studies devoted only to this translation, Allgeier concluded that the translator 
had limited language abilities and took less care than he should have: he 
followed the Vorlage very closely, translated it incorrectly, or not at all, rather 
opting merely to transcribe words from the Vorlage and often did that 
incorrectly, too.9 Pfeiffer concluded: “The ‘LXX’ discloses servile conformity to 
the Hebrew and Aramaic original, at the cost of clarity, and thus fails to attain 
even the pretense of Greek idiomatic expression, not to speak of distinction in 
diction.”10 

Since those studies, Hanhart has produced his critical edition of 2 Esdras in 
the Göttingen Septuaginta, and new translation projects are underway in France, 
North America, and Germany.11 This necessitates a fresh presentation of the 
characteristics and problems associated with this work. In the following we will 
focus on the predominant characteristic with which a translator must cope, the 
careful mimicking of the Vorlage through a strictly formal equivalence in 
translation style. First, we will briefly consider the book’s relationship to the 
main characteristics of the kaige-Theodotion group of translations as proposed 
by Barthélemy, which tend to formal equivalency. As well, we will note the use 
of transliterations in 2 Esdras, another characteristic associated with the 
Theodotion translations in the past. Finally, we will examine both word order 
and the translation of conjunctions. 

1.1 Relationship to the Kaige-Theodotion Group 

One of the frequent comparisons for 2 Esdras has been with the kaige-
Theodotion group of translations. At the ninth Congress of the IOSCS in 1995 
Timothy Janz presented a paper in which he concluded that 2 Esdras was 
peripherally connected to, or dependent on, the kaige-Theodotion group of 
works. He arranged the various kaige characteristics that Barthélemy and others 
proposed into four groups and analyzed the translation using them:12  

                                                           
7 Henry H. Howorth, “Some Unconventional Views on the Text of the Bible: I. The 
Apocryphal Book Esdras A and the LXX,” PSBA 23 (1901): 151. 
8 S. A. Cook, “I Esdras,” APOT 1:3. 
9 Allgeier, “Beobachtungen am Septuagintatext der Bücher Esdras und Nehemias,” 232, 
235. 
10 Robert H. Pfeiffer, A History of New Testament Times with an Introduction to the 
Apocrypha (New York: Harper, 1949), 248. 
11 Robert Hanhart, Esdrae Liber II (Septuaginta VIII, 2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1993).  
12 He notes that Greenspoon had enumerated ninty-six in 1983, to which more had been 
added (p. 155). R. Timothy McLay, “KAIGE and Septuagint Research,” Text 19 (1998): 
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1. The best indicators are those that “are both semantically inadequate renderings 
of their Hebrew ‘equivalents’ and stylistically unsatisfactory in Greek.” These 
he limits to the translation of ~g by kai,ge and ykna by evgw, eivmi. 

2. Next are those that are either semantically or stylistically peculiar, but not both, 
among which he includes the translation of Xya by avnh,r, la by ivscuro,j, bwX by 
evpistre,fw,13 and several others;  

3. The third group consists of “systematic distinctions between pairs of words, 
which are not semantically or stylistically problematic in themselves but which 
are remarkable because of their consistency…” (p. 155). He refers only to the 
translation of rpwX by kerati,nh, and hrccx by sa,lpigx. 

4. Finally, “those characteristics which are merely typical, but which present no 
semantic or stylistic problems.” (p. 156) 

Using these criteria, Janz concluded that the kaige characteristics: 

… are clearly not recensional developments, but part of the original translation 
of the book. While it is true that some of these may simply represent 
coincidental resemblances in lexical choices, this does not appear to be a 
satisfactory explanation for those characteristics which present remarkable 
semantic or stylistic peculiarities.14  

He proposed that the translator either produced 2 Esdras at the same time, or 
subsequent to the work of the kaige-Theodotion group. 

In Les Devanciers d’Aquila, the work upon which Janz depends, 
Barthélemy had initially included 2 Esdras in his examination of translations 
considered for inclusion in the kaige-Theodotion group. Although Barthélemy 
considered eight main characteristics and a number of other minor ones—the 
ones that Janz put into four groups—later, after reflecting on his work and the 
interaction of others with it, he narrowed the number to just four: the translation 
of ~g/~gw by kai,ge; the translation of ykna before a verb in the first person by evgw, 
eivmi; the use of avnh,r for all occurrences of Xya; and the translation of !ya by ouvk 
e;sti without taking into account the agreement of tenses.15 

Whereas Janz did not use the later publication of Barthélemy, we need to 
revisit the question of how 2 Esdras compares to these criteria. 

                                                                                                                                  
127–39, questioned the validity of the characteristics by reviewing the inconsistency of 
occurrence as revealed by a comparison of 6 monographs. 
13 Cf. Walter Ray Bodine, The Greek Text of Judges: Recensional Developments (HSM 
23; Chico: Scholars Press, 1980), 54–56. 
14 Janz, “The Second Book of Ezra and the ‘Kai,ge Group,’” 167.  
15 Dominique Barthélemy, “Prise de Position sur les Autres Communications du Colloque 
de Los Angeles,” in Études d’Histoire du Texte de l’Ancien Testament (D. Barthélemy; 
OBO 21; Fribourg: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 267–69. 
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1. Translation of ~g/~gw by kai,ge: Of the eighteen occurrences of these in the MT, 
only 1:1 is rendered by kai,ge. In fact, it was after this characteristic was found 
to be so poorly represented in 2 Esdras that Barthélemy dropped 2 Esdras from 
his examination. 

2. Translation of ykna before a verb in the first person by evgw, eivmi: This does not 
occur in 2 Esdras; ykna occurs only once in Neh 1:6, but it is before a participle.  

3.  Use of avnh,r for all occurrences of Xya: The Hebrew lexeme occurs fifty-eight 
times in Ezra-Nehemiah. It is translated forty-nine times by avnh,r, four times by 
ui[oj, three times by a;nqrwpoj, once by e[kastoj, and once it occurs where there 
is a minus. 

4. Translation of !ya by ouvk e;sti without taking into account the agreement of 
tenses: The Hebrew occurs fifteen times in MT. In 2 Esdras it is contextualized 
each time except at 12:12 where it should be imperfect.  

a. ouvk h=n/ouvk h=san: 3:13; 12:14; 14:23 [17]; 17:4 
b. tou/ mh. ei=nai: 9:14 
c. ouvk e;stin/eivsin: 9:15; 10:13; 12:2, 12, 20; 15:5; 23:24 
d. mh.: 18:10 
e. –: 14:23 [17] 

The results are, then, 1/18, 0/1, 49/58, and 1/13, which are hardly what one 
could call convincing evidence for inclusion of this book in the kaige-
Theodotion group. 

Second Esdras does bear some resemblances to the kaige-Theodotion 
group, and so with Janz we can say that it is may be peripherally connected. 
However, it almost totally lacks the signature feature of that group, i.e., the 
translation of ~g/~gw by kai,ge, when there was ample opportunity so to render it, 
and both Xya and !ya are translated with more sensitivity to context than in the 
core works. Hanhart’s edition has not, therefore, altered the evidence that led to 
Barthélemy’s decision to exclude 2 Esdras from kaige-Theodotion, and a 
peripheral relationship is even questionable. Nonetheless, as a help to those who 
have never made use of 2 Esdras, the association with that group of translations 
may prove helpful, because the translator approached the task with a similar 
methodology. 
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1.2 Transliterations16 

One frequently occurring characteristic that is illustrative of formal equivalence 
is the transliterating of words rather than translation. There are about thirty-five 
transliterations used sixty-seven times in 2 Esdras that are not proper nouns in 
MT. Large numbers of them have been considered one of the characteristics of 
Theodotion’s translation, and so played a key role in the assignment of this book 
to that group of documents, although that criterion has been significantly 
criticized and modified in recent times.17 As we consider the transliterations in 
2 Esdras, we need to bear in mind Tov’s caution that books such as 1 Chronicles 
and 2 Esdras with large numbers of proper nouns and terms will naturally have 
more transliterations, and so it is not reasonable to compare books with low 
concentrations to them.18 

In 1979, Tov wrote an article in Biblica on loan-words, homophony, and 
transliterations in the Septuagint, in which he proposed categorizing translitera-
tions that are found in the Greek versions into three groups:19 

1. Proper nouns, whether personal names, or geographic and ethnic names.20 

                                                           
16 On transliterations in the Greek versions, see Einar Brønno, “Some Nominal Types in 
the Septuagint: Contributions to Pre-Masoretic Hebrew Grammar,” CM 3 (1940): 180–
213; Emanuel Tov, “Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions of the Old 
Testament: A Further Characteristic of the Kaige-Th. Revision?,” Text 8 (1973): 78–92; 
Emanuel Tov, “Loan-Words, Homophony and Transliteration in the Septuagint,” Bib 60 
(1979): 216–36; Benjamin Kedar-Kopfstein, “The Interpretative Element in Trans-
literation,” Text 8 (1973): 55–77. 
17 Charles C. Torrey, “The Apparatus for the Textual Criticism of Chronicles-Ezra-
Nehemiah,” in Old Testament and Semitic Studies in Memory of William Rainey Harper 
(ed. R. F. Harper, F. Brown, and G. F. Moore; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1908), 64–71; which is the same as idem, Ezra Studies (LBS; New York: KTAV, 1970), 
70–77. Cf. Janz, “The Second Book of Ezra and the ‘Kai,ge Group,’” 164 n. 36. For an 
incisive critique of Torrey’s use of transliterations to link 2 Esdras with Theodotion see 
Bernhard Walde, Die Esdrasbücher der Septuaginta: Ihr gegenseitiges Verhältnis 
untersucht, 18.4 (BibS(F); Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1913), 37–41; and Tov, 
“Transliterations of Hebrew Words,” 79. 
18 Ibid., 82 n. 20. 
19 Tov, “Loan-Words, Homophony and Transliteration,” 227. He condensed the four 
categories that he had used in idem, “Transliterations of Hebrew Words,” 82, to three. He 
subsumed the fourth category (transliterations of common nouns as proper nouns, because 
contexts such as where proper nouns are numerous [lists, etc.] may have misled the 
translator) under the first (idem, “Loan-Words, Homophony and Transliteration,” 229–
30). 
20 See also Kedar-Kopfstein, “Interpretative Element in Transliteration,” 55–77. 
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2. Technical terms, most being religious and architectural terms, or measures 
and weights. 

3. Words probably unknown to the translator, which tend to be hapax 
legomena or at least are rare, or are misspelled.21 

In a Textus article Kedar-Kopfstein had earlier argued that some translators 
purposely transliterated so as to hide something, to which he gave the title 
‘negative interpretation.’22 An example from 2 Esdras might be VAbdhselma, for 
“the servants of Solomon.”23 In the later biblical and intertestamental period 
having the “servants of Solomon” serve as lowly members of the Temple 
personnel might have seemed insulting to his memory. Thus, such a phrase 
might have been purposely cloaked by inserting different vowels and rendering 
it as a proper noun. Alternatively, it could have been rendered as it was 
pronounced, but this still hides what the phrase means in the original language. 
Given Kedar-Kopfstein’s work, we need to modify Tov’s first category, and 
break it into three subsections:  

a. proper nouns, or geographic and ethnic names; 
b. transliterations of common nouns as proper nouns; and 
c. negative interpretations. 

The following list is an updating of the one provided by Torrey in 1908, but is 
limited to 2 Esdras.24 Following him, this list does not include proper nouns from 
the MT, of which there are over 500 in 2 Esdras. Nor is this intended as a list of 
Theodotion’s transliterations, for that begs the question; it merely presents a list 
of those occurring in Hanhart’s edition of 2 Esdras. The number assigned by 
Torrey is given if it exists, and the modified categories from above are assigned 
to each. 
 

                                                           
21 The reverse should also occur, i.e., that a context led translators to mistake proper nouns 
as common nouns. This does happen in 2 Esdras, e.g., at 4:7, where ~lXb, Bishlam, was 
read as ~wlXb and translated as evn eivrh,nh| (cf. Allgeier, “Beobachtungen am Septuaginta-
text der Bücher Esdras und Nehemias,” 230). Kedar-Kopfstein also contends that some 
proper nouns were understood as epithets and translated rather than transliterated. 
22 Ibid., 55–77.  
23 See table below. Note that it is translated at 21:3! 
24 See above, n. 17. 
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Table 1. Transliterations in 2 Esdras 

   Torrey Categ. 
1. VAbdhselma, hmlX ydb[ 2:55, 58 2 1c/2 
2. àbira,25 hrybh 11:1 4 3 
3. avdwrhe,m ~hyryda 13:5 7 3 
4. ~Aqersaqa, atXrth 2:63; 17:65, 70 8 1b 
5. :Ai?n26 !y[h 12:14; 22:37  11 1c 
6. ~Acceca,r rkkh 13:22 18 1b 
7. Baalta,m ~[j l[b 4:8, 9, 17 20 1b 
8. ba,twn27 !ytb 7:222x 21 2 
9. bakcouri,oi ~yrwkb 23:31 22 2? 
10. Bhqaggabari,m  ~yrbgh tyb 13:16 26 1c/2 
11. Bhqannaqini,m  ~ynytnh tyb 13:31 26 1c/2 
12. Bhqazaria, hyrz[yh tyb 13:24 26 1c/2 
13. Bhqelisou,b byXyla tyb 13:20, 212x 26 1c/2 
14. Bira, hrybhh 17:2 24 2/3 
15. ga,za28 ayzng 5:17; 6:1; 7:20, 21 28 2/3 
16. Garbarhno,j rbzgh 1:8 31 2/3 
17. gwlhla, hlylh ayg 12:13 35 3 
18. Eivsiana, hnXyh 22:39  –  3 
19. Qannouri,m ~yrwnt 13:11 41 3 
20. Qennwri,m ~yrwnt 22:38 41 3 
21. qwdaqa, twdwt 22:27 43 2 
22. VIasana, hnXyh 13:6  –  3 
23. Manaa,29 hxnm 23:5, 9 48 2 
24. Masfa,r rpsm 17:7  –  3? 
25. Mafeka,d dqpm 13:31  –  3? 
26. Mea, ham 22:39  –  3? 
27. meqwesi,m30 ~yXxytm 2:62 51 3 
28. naqinai/oi ~ynytn 2:43; 21:3  –  2 
29. naqini,m31 ~ynytn 2:58, 70; 7:7, 24; 

8:17, 20; 13:26; 
 –  2 

                                                           
25 Peter Walters, The Text of the Septuagint: Its Corruptions and Their Emendation (ed. 
D. W. Gooding; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 305; Tov, “Transliterations 
of Hebrew Words,” 88. Note that, different to #14, this was not recognized as Article + 
Noun. 
26 Both Rahlfs and Hanhart resort to conjecture here. The MSS read: tou ainein. Cf. Tov, 
“Loan-Words, Homophony and Transliteration,” 235–36. 
27 Ibid., 232.  
28 This word has been found in papyri. See LSJ. 
29 This is found throughout the Greek versions. Tov suggests that it is based on the 
Aramaic pronunciation (Tov, “Loan-Words, Homophony and Transliteration,” 231), but 
the h termination is transliterated as a and x is usually transliterated with a vowel. 
30 Tov, “Transliterations of Hebrew Words,” 88. 
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17:46, 60, 73; 
20:28 

30. VOfla, lp[ 13:26 55 1c 
31. pa,sca32 xsp 6:19, 20, 21  – 33 2 
32. ~Rwkei<m34 ~yxqr 13:8  –  2/3 
33. sacw,l lkX 8:18 57 2 
34. fea, 35 (bi,a) hxp 15:14, 15, 18 65 2/3 
35. cafourh,36 yrpk 8:27 45 2/3 
36. cefourh, yrwpk 1:10 45 2/3 
37. coqwnw,q tntk 17:70 [69], 72 [71] 69 2 
38. VWfa,l lp[ 13:27 55 1c 

As the initial capital letters indicate, many of the words can be understood as 
proper nouns in the Greek, although not all are used in that way. Also, they are 
mostly Hebrew-based, not Aramaic-based, transliterations; notice the Hebrew 
masculine plural endings reflected in ##10, 11, 19, 20, 27, 29, and 32. However, 
##21, 30, and 36 are arguably reflect Aramaic pronunciation. Numbers 28 and 
29 are arranged in a sandwich pattern, with the Graecized forms on the outside 
and the uninflected transliterations between. There is inconsistency in the 
renderings of 2 & 14, 18 & 22, 19 & 20, 28 & 29, 30 & 38, 35 & 36. The pair 30 
& 38 are interesting, because they occur in the same passage. 

Rather than being examples of the translator’s inadequacy with the Hebrew 
and Aramaic, such transliterations might be terms that held relevance to the 
users of the text and did not need translation.37 We might see this in the 

                                                                                                                                  
31 Tov, “Loan-Words, Homophony and Transliteration,” 232.  
32 It is based on the Aramaic pronunciation (cf. ibid., 231). 
33 Torrey discusses this term in “The Apparatus for the Textual Criticism of Chronicles-
Ezra-Nehemiah,” 61 = Ezra Studies, 67–68. He leaves it out of the list of transliterations, 
because he assumed that 2 Esdras is the translation by Theodotion, and Theodotion used 
fasek/fasec (18x in Chronicles). He makes the unfounded claim that the present text 
replaced the original translation at an early stage. 
34 Tov, “Transliterations of Hebrew Words,” 89.  
35 This is a conjecture. As Walde notes (Die Esdrasbücher der Septuaginta, 41 n. 2) Neh 
5:14a also has hxp, but it is rendered by a;rcwn. It would seem, therefore, that something 
other than mere transliteration of the term has occurred. Walde’s proposal that hxp was 
mistaken for xk and thus translated by bi,a, is feasible (cf. Tov, “Loan-Words, 
Homophony and Transliteration,” 235–36). That translation, however, occurs only one 
other time, at Isa 63:1, which was missed in HRCS, 276). 
36 Tov, “Transliterations of Hebrew Words,” 88; Tov, “Loan-Words, Homophony and 
Transliteration,” 235. 
37 Torrey, for example, calls them “unnecessary barbarisms.” “The Apparatus for the 
Textual Criticism of Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah,” 63 = Ezra Studies, 69. Tov, however, 
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transliteration of ~ynytn by naqini,m and naqinai/oi. The Nathinim continued to be 
of interest for some time beyond the writing of Ezra and Nehemiah, as a list from 
Qumran and the references in later Jewish literature demonstrate.38 Thus, what 
could be taken as the mere transliteration of a term that an author did not know, 
could also be the term by which the Greek speaking translator and community 
actually knew them. Thus there was less need to find Greek equivalents. Some 
seem be to due to a confusion of vowel letters, however: ##3, 17, and 27. 

1.3 Word Order 

In order to examine other characteristics of 2 Esdras, this writer compiled a 
representative sample of the book consisting of sixty-five verses.39 They were 
arranged in parallel columns with each row having one Hebrew word on the left 
and the matching Greek word(s) on the right, and blank cells where necessary at 
plusses and minuses. This tabular arrangement of the text resulted in 933 rows 
like the following sample from 2:2: 

                                                                                                                                  
recognizes their legitimacy with his category for technical religious and architectural 
terms, and measures and weights. 
38 Joseph M. Baumgarten, “The Exclusion of ‘Netinim’ and Proselytes in 4Q Florilegium,” 
RevQ 8 (1972): 87–96; Magen Broshi and Ada Yardeni, “4Q List of Netinim,” in 
Qumran Cave 4: Parabiblical Texts, Part 2 (ed. Magen Broshi et al.; in consultation with 
J. C. VanderKam; DJD 19; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 81–84; Magen Broshi and Ada 
Yardeni, “On Netinim and False Prophets,” in Solving Riddles and Untying Knots: 
Biblical, Epigraphic, and Semitic Studies in Honor of Jonas C. Greenfield (ed. Z. Zevit, 
S. Gitin, and M. Sokoloff; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 29–37; Baruch A. Levine, 
“Later Sources on the Netînîm,” in Orient and Occident (AOAT 22; Kevelaer: Butzon & 
Bercker, 1973), 101–7; idem, “The Netînîm,” JBL 82 (1963): 207–12; idem, “Notes on 
the Hebrew Ostracon From Arad,” IEJ 19 (1969): 49–51; Émile Puech, “The Tel El-Ful 
Jar Inscription and the Netinim,” BASOR 261 (1986): 69–72; Ephraim Avigdor Speiser, 
“Unrecognized Dedication,” IEJ 13 (1963): 69–73. 
39 Beginning from 1:3, every tenth verse of Greek material was selected from Hanhart’s 
text: 1:3; 2:2, 12, 22, 32, 42, 52; 3:2, 12; 4:9, 19; 5:5, 15; 6:8, 18; 7:6, 16, 26; 8:8, 18; 
9:2, 12; 10:7, 17, 27, 37; 11:3; 12:2, 12; 13:2, 12, 22, 32; 14:10, 20; 15:7; 16:8, 18; 17:9, 
19, 29, 39, 49, 59, 69; 18:6, 16; 19:8, 18, 28, 38; 20:10, 20, 30; 21:1, 11, 24; 22:7, 17, 27, 
37, 47; 23:10, 20, 30. Given the method of selection, the statistics drawn from the sample 
will only tell us about the general nature of the rendering of the Vorlage into Greek, but 
not anything about the overall state of the text that the translator of 2 Esdras used to 
produce 2 Esdras. This sample does not take into account the major minuses in the latter 
part of 2 Esdras, which seem to be due to a pre-MT version of the book, the poor state of 
the MS of the Vorlage, or to the carelessness of the translator, but not to any tendenz. The 
larger minuses are found at 14:6 (Neh 3:37–38); 21:12–13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20–21, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 28–35 (11:12); 22:2–6, 9, 25, 29. 
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Table 2. Ezra 2:2 and 2 Esdras 2:2 in columns 

Row 
number 

Verse Hebrew and word number Greek with Hebrew word 
number  

23. 02.02 rXa 01 01 oi] 
24. 02.02 wab 02 02 h=lqon 
25. 02.02 ~[ 03 03 meta. 
26. 02.02 lbbrz 04 04 Zorobabe,l\ 
27. 02.02 [wXy 05 05 VIhsou/j( 
28. 02.02 hymxn 06 06 Neemi,aj( 
29. 02.02 hyrX 07 07 Sarai,aj( 
30. 02.02 hyl[r 08 08  R̀eeli,aj( 
31. 02.02 ykdrm 09 09 Mardocai/oj( 
32. 02.02 !Xlb 10 10 balasa,n( 
33. 02.02 rpsm 11 11 Masfa,r( 
34. 02.02 ywgb 12 12 Bagouai,( 
35. 02.02 ~wxr 13 13  `Reou,m( 
36. 02.02 hn[b 14 14 Baana,) 
37. 02.02 rpsm 15 16 avndrw/n 
38. 02.02 yXna 16 15 avriqmo.j 
39. 02.02 ~[ 17 17 laou/ 
40. 02.02 larXy 18 18 VIsrah,l\ 

Among the 933 rows, only thirty-two had Hebrew/Aramaic words with no 
matching Greek text, and only twenty had Greek words with no 
Hebrew/Aramaic parallel. 

One striking observation about these sixty-five verses is that in them the 
translator did not vary word order from that of the MT. There is only one 
variance, at 2:2 (see lines 37 and 38 of the table above), where just two words 
are reversed: larXy ~[ yXna rpsm for avndrw/n avriqmo.j laou/ VIsrah,l. Given such 
close adherence of the Greek to the order of MT, it is very clear that the Vorlage 
of 2 Esdras is from the same tradition of the Hebrew Bible. 

Among the 933 rows there were only eleven in which two Hebrew/Aramaic 
words are represented by one Greek word. They are worthy of comment. 

Table 3. Double Hebrew/Aramaic words as one Greek word 

 2:32 twam XlX triako,sioi 
4:9 ~[j l[b baalta,m 

16:18 h[wbX yl[b e;norkoi 
17:9  twam XlX triako,sioi 
17:29 ~yr[y tyrq Kariaqiri,m 
17:29 twam [bX e`ptako,sioi 
17:39 twam [Xt evnneako,sioi 
17:69 twam [bra tetrako,sioi 
17:69 ~ypla tXX e`xakisci,lioi 
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17:69 twam [bX e`ptako,sioi 
19:38 ~wtxh l[w kai. evpisfragi,zousin 

Seven of these are cardinal numbers in which two Hebrew words are represented 
by one Greek word (2:23; 17:9, 29, 39, 693x); two are what the translator 
rendered as compound proper nouns (4:9; 17:29); and two are Hebrew phrases 
that are represented by compound Greek words (16:18; 19:38). In his article on 
the phenomenon of one Greek word representing two Semitic words, Tov 
discusses 16:18 and 19:38.40 He does not discuss the phenomenon of the 
compound numbers, however. As we have already noted, 2 Esdras renders a 
translation that adheres slavishly close to the Hebrew/Aramaic. Thus, in the 
above examples the compound cardinals could have been rendered with two 
words following the Vorlage, but they were not. This is illustrative of the 
minimal level of freedom or creativity that the translator brought to the task of 
translation. 

1.4 Conjunctions 

Another indicator of the literalness of the translation is the rendering of the 
conjunctions. In 2 Esdras it is clear that the translator’s style is to render waw by 
kai,. This is illustrative of the lack of freedom that the translator brought to the 
translation task. The 1982 study by Aejmelaeus illustrates the variety of ways in 
which the conjunctive waw can be rendered into Greek. In those places where it 
is rendered, about 75% in the Pentateuch were translated by kai,. In the sixty-five 
verses of 2 Esdras, however, one finds 166 waws and 154 kai,s. Of those that are 
unmatched, ten are waws found between the last two elements of numbers (e.g., 
in 2:42 h[Xtw ~yXlX ham is translated as èkato.n tria,konta evnne,a), five are 
probably due to dittography or haplography, because a preceding word ends 
with a waw (e.g., wyhla yhy wm[ tou/ laou/ auvtou/* kai. e;stai o ̀qeo.j auvtou//), three 
are in larger minuses, one is added when a participle is turned into a conjunction 
and verb, and one is accounted for by the simplification of a Hebrew idiom into 
an adverb.41 By accounting for twenty-one of the unmatched conjunctions, we 
are left with only eleven unexplained occurrences of conjunctions without a 
parallel in the MT or Greek, which is not many. 

According to Aejemaeus’s study, we also should expect to find the Hebrew 
conjunctive waw rendered by de,. However, that conjunction occurs only four 
times in all of 2 Esdras, and only at 7:9 does it render a waw, the other three 

                                                           
40 Emanuel Tov, “Compound Words in the LXX Representing Two or More Hebrew 
Words,” Bib 58 (1977): 77, 197, 210.  
41 Respectively: 2:12, 22, 32, 42; 17:9, 19, 29, 39, 692x; 1:3; 3:12; 14:20; 22:27, 37; 9:2; 
15:17; 22:47; 18:6; 19:28. 
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being introduced where there is no Hebrew/Aramaic conjunction.42 In fact, only 
one waw is accounted for by a conjunction other than kai,, i.e., eva,n te at 7:26, 
and that is a questionable text.  

Ezra 7:26 and 2 Esd 7:26 

hnm db[tm awhl hnyd anrpsa … 
Xn[l-!h wXrXl !h twml !h 

!yrwsalw !yskn

… e`toi,mwj to. kri,ma e;stai 
gino,menon evx auvtou/( eva,n te eivj 
qa,naton eva,n te eivj paidei,an eva,n 
te eivj zhmi,an tou/ bi,ou eva,n te 
eivj desma,)  

… let judgment be strictly executed on 
them, whether for death or for 
banishment or for confiscation of their 
goods or for imprisonment. 

… readily the judgment will be 
one that issues from it, whether 
for death or whether for 
discipline or whether for loss of 
livelihood or whether for bonds. 

The conjunction te occurs only four times in 2 Esdras, and all are in this one 
verse, where Aramaic !h occurs three times in a series, each time followed by a 
noun with a l. Each combination is rendered by eva,n te eivj + Noun. In the 
Aramaic the last member of the series is joined merely by a waw, but it is 
rendered in the Greek as if the Vorlage were ΄l !h. This may be either a 
harmonization with the previous conjunctions in the series, or a he may have 
dropped out in the MT and the nun then became a waw. There is evidence of 
further corruption here, because of the translation of the plural !yskn, “treasure, 
riches,” by the singular tou/ bi,ou.43 

In summary, 2 Esdras is a “very literal and servile translation of the … MT” 
(Howorth). Although bearing some similarities to the kaige-Theodotion 
translations, it lacks the basic characteristics. The “literal and servile” nature of 
the translation is illustrated by the use of numerous transliterations, an almost 
invariable adherence to the Hebrew-Aramaic word order, and a similarly close 
rendering of the conjunctive waw by kai, to the exclusion of other common Greek 
conjunctions such as de,. The translation is not without some freedom, but it is 
very limited. 

From this preliminary examination, it should be clear that 2 Esdras is on the 
formal equivalence end of the translation spectrum. It is this characteristic that 
makes the work a good example of Pietersma’s Interlinear Model. Indeed, 
generally in 2 Esdras the vertical relationship is dominant, and an even clearer 

                                                           
42 2:64; 5:12; 7:9; 19:18. 
43 The translator may have derived this rare word from the root skn to slaughter, and, when 
put with Xn[ penalty, fine, thought the phrase must mean whether for the forfeiture of life. 
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demonstration of such interlinearity is to be found in the lists that will occupy 
our attention from this point.44 

2. Problematic Lists in 2 Esdras 

One issue on which translators of the LXX differ is when, if ever, recourse is to 
be made to the source-language text to determine meaning in the target-language 
text.45 The Interlinear Model makes recourse to the source an integral part of 
translating a document that is itself a translation. Given the suitability of 
2 Esdras as a candidate for use of the model, we will proceed with examples of 
problematic Greek grammar from that book. The lists with apparent anacolutha 
that were noted in the introduction to this article are clear examples of where 
features of the language of the source text interfere with the translation. From 
the several referred to in the introduction to this article, we will examine only 
three: 9:1; 13:24–25; and 21:4–7. The first two consist of a preposition followed 
by two or more items, and the last is a genealogy. 

2.1 Ezra 9:1 and 2 Esd 9:1 

… twcrah ym[m … ~[h wldbn-al 
 

yswbyh yzrph ytxh yn[nkl 
 

… yrmahw yrcmh ybamh ynm[h

Ouvk evcwri,sqh ò lao.j … avpo. law/n 
tw/n gaiw/n …(  
tw|/ Canani,( ò ~Eqqi,( ò Ferezi,( ò 
VIebousi,(  
ò VAmmwni,( ò Mwa,b( ò Mwsri. kai. ò 
VAmori,( [o;ti evla,bosan avpo. 
qugate,rwn auvtw/n èautoi/j ….] 

“The people … have not separated 
themselves from the peoples of the 
land … from the Canaanites, the 
Hittites, the Perizzites, the Jebusites, 
the Ammonites, the Moabites, the 
Egyptians, and the Amorites. 

“The people … were not separated 
from the peoples of the lands … in 
reference to the Chanani—the 
Heththi, the Pherezi, the Iebousi, the 
Ammoni, the Moab, the Mosri, and 
the Amori— [because they have 
taken from their daughters for 
themselves ….”] 

                                                           
44 Well after this paper was written and presented in portions at conferences, in email 
correspondence, Pietersma makes the following comments after reviewing this author’s 
preliminary translation of 2 Esdras: “In fact 2 Esdras  is perhaps the best example I have 
seen yet of a translator working at the phrase/clause level at the expense of/in defiance of 
discourse.” (Albert Pietersma, email to author, February 11, 2005); and “… my general 
thought is that I have not yet seen a clearer example of interlinearity.” (Albert Pietersma, 
email to author, February 17, 2005). 
45 See the discussion of this issue by Wolfgang Kraus in his contribution to this volume, 
pp. 63–83. 
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This passage presents the reader/translator with a significant difficulty: 
shortly after referring to “the peoples of the lands,” we find a list of non-Greek 
proper nouns, the first of which is Canani,, a dative, and the remainder of which 
are nominatives, as the articles make clear. The first would probably be 
recognizable to readers of the Septuagint as a transliterated form of “Canaan-,” 
given the various forms in which that word and its cognates appear in the 
Septuagint proper (the Greek Pentateuch).46 As a dative, it would appear to be a 
specification that clarifies who the peoples of the land are: “the Canaanites.” 
What follows, without a conjunction, would appear to a Greek reader to be a 
mere list of proper nouns without a predicate to make sense of them, and they 
are followed by what can only be an explanation of the problem related in v. 1,: 
“The people of Israel were not separated … from the peoples of the land … 
because they have taken from their daughters for themselves ….”  

How, then, are we to understand 2 Esd 9:1, so as to translate it into a 
modern language? How did the ancient translator understand it? Based on what 
confronts us in the text, the material should be translated into English as: “… 
with reference to the Chanani. The Heththi, the Pherezi, the Iebusi, the Ammoni, 
the Moab, the Mosri, and the Amori … [without a predicate for the sentence]. 
Because they ….” This is awkward, and incomplete. It suggests that there might 
be material missing in the Vorlage, but there is no evidence of this in the 
manuscript witnesses. The series of nominatives seems to have been misplaced 
from somewhere else, but they match items in the Hebrew! As one reads on in 
the book, similar lists of peoples are encountered, and they are properly 
translated. For example, at 19:8 we find a similar list: th.n gh/n tw/n Cananai,wn 
kai. Cettai,wn kai. VAmorrai,wn kai. Ferezai,wn kai. VIebousai,wn kai. Gergesai,wn, 
“the land of the Chananites and Chettites and Amorrites and Pherezites and 
Iebousites and Gergesites,” Not only do we find gentilics all in the same, proper 
case, but they are all Graecized, rather than being merely transliterated.  

By looking at the source text, we see the problem: Ezra 9:1 has been 
rendered in an isomorphic or morpheme-for-morpheme method, as is the 
translator’s habit, but in this case it is at a visual level, not at a grammatical level 
of equivalency. The first item in the list has a l, specifying who the peoples of 
the land are, because the general reference had already been made to them: “… 
from the peoples of the lands (twcrah ym[m) …, from (l) the Canaanites, ….” 
The preposition l is usually rendered by the dative case in 2 Esdras, which is 
what we have here with the first word in the list, tw|/ Canani,. The rest of the list 
lacks the preposition in Hebrew, it being assumed from the first word in the 
series. The Greek translator thus represents the Hebrew in the remainder of the 
list, but without the dative case, because there is nothing on the Hebrew words 
                                                           
46 See, for example, the following variations: Cana,an, Gen 9:18; Cananai/oj, Gen 10:18; 
Canani/tij, Gen 46:10; Canani,j, Num 21:1. 
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to indicate case. Thus the relationship of the first word to the previous material 
is not continued in the rest of the series, which also dissociates the succeeding 
transliterated gentilics from Canani,.47 Unlike the list in 19:8, in which the 
horizontal relationship of the translation is more dominant, the list in 9:1 is 
dominated by its vertical relationship to the mere appearance of the items in the 
source. So, given 19:8, it is clear that the translator knew how to render such a 
list, and for some reason chose not to do so at 9:1. 

By using the Interlinear Model, we recognize that the vertical relationship 
of the Greek to the source is such that the source dominates, allowing features of 
the source’s language to intrude into the translation, rendering it ambiguous. 
But, did they intrude to such an extent that the translator consciously or 
unconsciously expected the reader of the Greek to make use of the source 
grammar? Is it somewhat akin to the mere transliteration of terms and phrases 
that would be clear to a specific group of hearers/readers, because they were in 
current use as such, and not in translation (Tov’s second category, see above, 
p. 126). Here, by recourse to the Hebrew text or to the Hebrew language 
generally, the Jewish reader/hearer of Greek might know that the list is to 
continue in the Greek, even though it is seemingly grammatically disconnected 
from the preposition. This could tempt the modern translator to render the series 
on the basis of the Hebrew: “… the Chanani, the Heththi, the Pherezi, the Iebusi, 
the Ammoni, the Moab, the Mosri, and the Amori.” This does not reflect the 
Greek system as the series of words is presented, however.  

Another solution arises from our knowledge of the translator’s economy in 
translating, and use of mere visual clues rather than the sense of the original text. 
As we have seen, in the translator’s mind there seems to have been little 
allowance for a move away from an isomorphic approach. Given the lack of a 
preposition after the first noun, the translator rendered the list with a default 
nominative case, and since there is nothing in the Hebrew to allow for the 
inclusion of anything else, there was no copula verb or relative pronoun supplied 
to make the construction clear. From the source we understand that there is a 
relationship between the name with the dative article and those with the 
nominative article, and so in the Greek another way to read this series is to 
understand that the nominatives are signaling that the series is a predicate 
clarification of who the Chanani were; in a freer rendering of the Greek, we 
could translate the list, “in reference to the Chanani—this group is the Heththi, 
the Pherezi, the Iebousi, the Ammoni, the Moab, the Mosri, and the Amori—

                                                           
47 It is possible that the transliterations originally were not meant to have articles, but that 
the Hebrew article was merely transliterated as an omicron (with a rough breathing):  
 ̀Oeqqi,  `Oferezi,  Òiebousi,,  `Oammwni,,  `Omwa,b,  `Omwsri. kai.  `Oamori,) This does not happen 
elsewhere, however. 
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….” Given what we see in the source text, and what we have in the Greek, this 
seems to be the best way to understand this problematic passage.  

2.2 Neh 3:24–25 and 2 Esd 13:24–26 

-d[w [wcqmh-d[ hyrz[ tybm … 
dgnm yzwa-!b llp `hnph

tybm acwyh ldgmhw [wcqmh 
 

rcxl rXa !wyl[h $lmh 
~ybXy wyh ~ynytnw … hrjmh 

acwyh ldgmhw … 

… avpo. Bhqazaria. e[wj th/j gwni,aj kai. 
e[wj  
th/j kamph/j Fala.l ui`ou/ Euvzai. evx 
evnanti,aj th/j gwni,aj( kai. ò pu,rgoj ò 
evxe,cwn evk tou/ oi;kou  
tou/ basile,wj o ̀avnw,teroj o ̀th/j auvlh/j  
th/j fulakh/j … 
kai. oiv naqini.m h=san oivkou/ntej … 
kai. o` pu,rgoj o` evxe,cwn 

[After him Binnui son of 
Henadad repaired another 
section,] from the house of 
Azariah to the Angle and to the 
corner. Palal son of Uzai repaired 
opposite the Angle and the tower 
projecting from the upper house 
of the king at the court of the 
guard. [After him Pedaiah son of 
Parosh] (26) and the temple 
servants living [on Ophel made 
repairs up to a point opposite the 
Water Gate on the east] and the 
projecting tower. 

[After him Bani son of Henadad 
controlled a second section,] from 
Bethazaria to the corner, and as far as 
the bend of Phalal son of Euzai from 
opposite the corner —and it is the upper 
tower that projects from the house of 
the king at the court of the guard[—and 
after him Padaia son of Phoros.] (26) 
And the nathinim were dwelling [in 
Ophal…;] and the tower is the one 
projecting. 

Like the previous passage, 2 Esd 13:24–26 presents a problem due to the 
seemingly misplaced nominatives in the midst of an otherwise understandable 
passage. The material is part of a long section naming who was working on the 
wall of Jerusalem and where they were working. Each person and location is 
introduced variously by met v auvto,n evkra,thsan, “And after him X took control,” 
or kai. evkra,thsan evpi. cei/ra, “And at his hand X took control.” In this Greek 
passage, Bani son of Henadad was in charge of a section of wall that seems to 
have been a corner block: from Bethazaria to a corner and from there to a bend in 
the wall belonging to Phalal, which was opposite to the same corner as just 
mentioned or another. Then the Greek continues grammatically with a new 
sentence that begins with kai. o ̀pu,rgoj, “and the tower” with no verb; then the 
description continues with “after him Padaia son of Phoros,” followed with yet 
another new sentence in Greek about the nathinim, and then another nominative 
phrase without a verb, or as part of a compound subject with the nathinim (i.e., 
“The nathinim and the tower that projects were dwelling in Ophal…”)! Then in 
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v. 27 the series is resumed normally with met v auvto,n evkra,thsan. The function of 
the nominatives is unclear—they seem misplaced. 

When we look at the MT Neh 3:24–26, the differences with the Greek are 
plain, and the way the Greek is rendered becomes understandable, given the 
translator’s methodology. In the MT, Binnui worked on the city wall at a place 
referenced by two coordinates: from the house of Azariah, who was referred to 
in the previous description (v. 23), to (d[) a place called [wcqmh, “the Angle,” 
and then to (d[) a corner. Verse 25 lacks a verb in the Hebrew, yet it may be 
understood as a new section of wall, especially since a few sections are 
subsequently described without use of the verb qzx. Implying the verb from v. 24, 
Palal repaired a section of wall described by two coordinates: from “the Angle” to 
a particular tower (ldgmh) associated with a royal building. This pair is 
preceded by the preposition dgnm. After Palal, Pedaiah was in charge of the next 
section of wall. Whether the NRSV is correct to translate the reference to the 
temple servants as a compound subject with Pedaiah, or whether it is a 
parenthetical statement is unclear; regardless, the description of where the 
temple servants were includes two coordinates: the Water Gate and the 
projecting tower.48 

The translator understood the passage differently and, due to the strict 
isomorphic translation style, has left us with the difficult text. (1) The reference 
back to Azariah’s house (hyrz[ tybm) was understood as a place name, 
Bhqazaria,, which forms the first reference point on what seems to have been 
understood as a corner block: from Bethazaria to a corner and from there to a bend 
in the wall belonging to Phalal, which was opposite to the same or another corner. 
(2) Where the preposition was assumed in the Hebrew at vv. 25b, 26a, and 26c, 
none is provided in the Greek, and the words are put in the nominative case: 
v. 25b begins a new sentence with kai. o ̀ pu,rgoj, “and the tower”; 26a begins 
another new sentence with kai. oiv naqini,m, “and the nathinim”; and 26c forms a 
new sentence with kai. ò pu,rgoj ò evxe,cwn, “and the tower is the one that 
projects.” Finally, (3) when no verb is supplied in the Hebrew, none is supplied 
in the Greek: the nominatives in 25b and 26c have no verbs. Thus, in 2 Esdras 
the points of reference become the sections of wall under the direction of three 
people: “After him Bani son of Henadad …, and after him, Padaia son of Phoros 
…, and after him the Thekoim.” In the midst of these there are three 
parenthetical comments: one telling us that a royal projecting tower was located 
at Phalal’s corner; another telling us that the nathinim lived in Ophal at a certain 
section of wall; and a third reminding us that the tower was the one that 
projected. 

                                                           
48 The latter choice seems more likely given that it stands separate with a conjunction and 
its own verb: ~ybXy wyh ~ynytnw, “Now, the temple servants were living…,” but that 
presents problems for the final phrase “and the projecting tower!” 



 Wooden 

 

138

According to the Greek grammar and Hanhart’s punctuation in the 
Göttingen edition, v. 25b should be translated using an ellipsis to indicate that 
the sentence is incomplete: “from Bethazaria to the corner, and as far as the 
bend of Phalal son of Euzai from opposite the corner; And the upper tower that 
projects from the house of the king at the court of the guard…. And after him 
Phadaia son of Phoros [took charge].” That may suggest to the English reader 
that a portion of the Vorlage was missing, but none seems to be. Alternatively, I 
have decided to render the text after “from opposite the corner” as parenthetical 
comment or interjection: “It is the upper tower that projects from the house of 
the king at the court of the guard.” This tower is part of yet another parenthetical 
statement or interjection, after the one about the nathinim in v. 26a, “the tower is 
the one that projects,” and it is taken up again in the description of the next 
portion of wall in v. 27: “After him the Thekoim took control of a second 
section from opposite the great projecting tower and as far as the wall of 
Ophla.”49  

The solution to this translation problem is to be found by understanding that 
the vertical relationship has overpowered the horizontal. Having access to the 
source allows us to understand the rationale behind the Greek, and the Greek 
grammar (the horizontal relationship) sets the limits on what can be done with 
those facts. Making sense of the nominative phrases as parenthetical comments 
or interjections seems to be the best solution to a faithful rendering of the Greek 
in light of the source text.  

2.3 Neh 11:4–7 and 2 Esd 21:4–7 
50 

-!b hyz[-!b hyt[ hdwhy ynbm …
-!b hyjpX-!b hyrma-!b hyrkz 

$wrb-!b hyX[mw `#rp-ynbm lallhm 
byrywy-!b hyd[-!b hyzx-!b hzx-lk-!b 

`ynlXh !b hyrkz-!b 
 

… 

… avpo. ui`w/n VIouda\ VAqaia. ui`o.j VOzia. 
ui`o.j Zacaria. ui`o.j VAmaria. ui`o.j 
Safatia. ui`o.j Maleleh.l kai. avpo. ui`w/n 
Fa,rej) kai. Maasia. ui`o.j Barou.c uìo.j 
Calaza. ui`o.j VOzia. ui`o.j VAdaia. ui`o.j 
VIwiari.b ui`o.j Zacari,ou ui`o.j tou/ 
Shlwni,) 
… 
 

                                                           
49 Verse 27, “the great projecting tower and as far as the wall of Ophla” seems to refer to 
the two locations that are part of the parenthetical comments in vv. 25 and 26: the 
projecting tower and the location along the wall known as Ophla. That, however, requires 
that the translator knew that the two different transliterations of lp[, VWfa,l and VOfla, (see 
above, p. 128, ##30 & 38), were to the same location, and that does not seem to be the 
case. Regardless that, the “projecting tower” is part of both comments. 
50 I am grateful to Albert Pietersma for an email conversation about how to render this 
passage for NETS. That conversation helped to formulate ways to deal with all such 
passages in 2 Esdras.  
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 -!b ~lXm-!b als !mynb ynb hlaw 
hyX[m-!b hylwq-!b hydp-!b d[wy 

`hy[Xy-!b laytya-!b

kai. ou-toi ui`oi. Beniami,n\ Shlw. ui`o.j 
Mesoulam ui`o.j VIwa.d ui`o.j Fadaia. 
ui`o.j Kwleia. ui`o.j Maasi,ou ui`o.j 
Aivqih.l ui`o.j VIessia,\ 
 

Of the Judahites: Athaiah son of 
Uzziah son of Zechariah son of 
Amariah son of Shephatiah son of 
Mahalalel, of the descendants of Perez; 
and Maaseiah son of Baruch son of 
Col-hozeh son of Hazaiah son of 
Adaiah son of Joiarib son of Zechariah 
son of the Shilonite. …  
And these are the Benjaminites: Sallu 
son of Meshullam son of Joed son of 
Pedaiah son of Kolaiah son of 
Maaseiah son of Ithiel son of Jeshaiah. 

Of Iouda’s sons: Athaia son of Ozia, 
—he being son of Zacharia, —he 
being son of Amaria, —he being son 
of Saphatia, —he being son of 
Maleleel, and some sons of Phares. 
And Maasias son of Barouch, —he 
being son of Chalaza, —he being son 
of Ozia, —he being son of Adaia, —
he being son of Ioiarib, —he being 
son of Zacharias, —he being son of 
the Seloni. …  
And these are sons of Beniamin: 
Selo son of Mesoulam, —he being 
son of Ioad, —he being son of 
Phadaia, —he being son of Koleia, 
—he being son of Maasias, —he 
being son of Aithiel, —he being son 
of Iessia. 

This final example consists of lists that are part of a series of genealogies. 
Unlike other genealogies in 2 Esdras, this is composed of a series of nouns in the 
nominative case, each with a proper noun in the genitive case (indeclinable 
except for two and one article: Zacari,ou, Maasi,ou, and tou/). Following the 
grammar of the Greek—the horizontal level—the last verse, for example, should 
be translated as if there were seven sons with only Selo being named:  

And these are the descendants of Beniamin: Selo son of Mesulam.  
The son of Ioad.  
The son of Phadaia.  
The son of Koleia.  
The son of Maasias.  
The son of Aithiel.  
The son of Iessia. 

Or the string could be understood as a series of predicate nominatives, as if Selo 
had seven fathers: “Selo was: the son of Mesulam, the son of Ioad, the son of 
Phadaia, the son of Koleia, the son of Maasias, the son of Aithiel, the son of 
Iessia.” There are few contextual clues in the Greek for how to understand the 
function of the list; no verb precedes or follows.  
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Elsewhere in 2 Esdras genealogies are rendered meaningfully. In 7:1–5, for 
example, we find avne,bh :Esdraj ui`o.j Sarai,ou ui`ou/ VAzari,ou ui`ou/ ~Elkia., etc., 
and at 13:4 Mesoula.m ui`o.j Baraci,ou uiòu/ Masezebh,l. In these, the first 
genitives, Sarai,ou and Baraci,ou, are followed by nouns in apposition that agree 
in case with the proper noun, and the genitive case then continues for the 
remainder of the series. The list in 21:4–7, however, requires knowledge of the 
Hebrew text or language in order to understand that it is a series of relations that 
would normally be rendered by the genitive in Greek. Again, only through 
recourse to the Hebrew does it seem that the Greek can be rendered 
appropriately, although awkwardly. For NETS such series will be rendered as 
“Selo son of Mesoulam, —he being son of Ioad, —he being son of Phadaia, 
etc.” thus indicating the relationship between Selo and each of the others, and 
also the problematic nature of the Greek. It will still seem that he has several 
fathers, but knowledgeable readers would know that this is a genealogy, 
although a strangely presented one! 

Having considered these three examples, it seems clear that, due to a 
pedantic translation technique the translator of 2 Esdras, on occasion, incon-
sistently completed a list with a different grammatical case. He seems to have 
decided on a whim what he was going to do on any occasion, but almost always 
with a visually explicable morpheme-for-morpheme rendering. This approach 
presents modern translators with the difficulty of communicating difficult Greek 
into another language. However, if the purpose of this translation was to bring 
the reader to the Hebrew/Aramaic text, or even to serve as a translation aid, then 
these ungrammatical lists may be the more understandable, even if still gram-
matically jarring. By accessing the Hebrew/Aramaic source-text, the translator is 
provided with a means to understanding the problem and to resolving it, so that 
the original sense is conveyed, although through uneven English. Why such lists 
were rendered problematically in only a few cases, and why in a few cases with 
only one of a mere pair of terms, remains unclear. Let us just say that, although 
in 2 Esdras consistency was valued at the morpheme level, in this case it was not 
always helpful for a Greek reader. As will now become clear, however, this 
practice was not only a phenomenon of translation Greek. 

3. Examples of Problematic Lists Outside 2 Esdras 

This peculiar feature is not limited to 2 Esdras. We also find such seeming 
anacoluthon in at least three other books in the Septuagint:  

– Amos 2:6–7: e[neken u`podhma,twn( ta. patou/nta 
– Ezek 23:7: e;dwken th.n pornei,an auvth/j evp v auvtou,j\ evpi,lektoi ui`oi. VAssuri,wn pa,ntej 
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– Ezek 23:12: evpi. tou.j ui`ou.j tw/n VAssuri,wn evpe,qeto( h`goume,nouj kai. strathgou.j tou.j 
evggu.j auvth/j evndeduko,taj euvpa,rufa( i`ppei/j i`ppazome,nouj evf v i[ppwn\ neani,skoi 
evpi,lektoi pa,ntej)  

– Zeph 1:12: evkdikh,sw evpi. tou.j a;ndraj tou.j katafronou/ntaj evpi. ta. fula,gmata auvtw/n( 
oì le,gontej evn tai/j kardi,aij auvtw/n) 

However, the phenomenon was not limited to translations. As far back as 1904 
Moulton had noted the phenomenon of “breach of concord” in papyri, especially 
those written by the less educated, where it “especially takes the form of putting 
a nom. in apposition to a different case preceding it.” About the practice in 
general he wrote: “The tendency in the uneducated to use the nom. as a 
convenient indeclinable is seen in various documents, and underlies the false 
concord just discussed.”51 We will list only four of his examples: 

– BGU 1002 (first century B.C.E.): VAntifi,lou {Ellhn … ìpparchj 
e;touj kj Pau/ni kb basileu.j presbu,teroj Ptolemai,ou 

– BGU 910 (first century C.E.): tou/ avndro,j mou VOnnw/frij 
– Letr. 149 (second century C.E.): a[ma kai. tou/ avdelfou/ … ov dia,tocoj (= dia,d) tou/ 

profh,tou 

Another location for this phenomenon is the New Testament where there are 
similar anacolutha in Revelation and at least one in Mark:  

– Mark 12:38–40: Ble,pete avpo. tw/n grammate,wn tw/n qelo,ntwn … oì katesqi,ontej ta.j 
oivki,aj tw/n chrw/n kai. profa,sei makra. proseuco,menoi 

– Rev 1:4: avpo. ò w'n kai. ò h=n kai. ò evrco,menoj.52  
– Rev 1:5: kai. avpo. VIhsou/ Cristou/( ò ma,rtuj( ò pisto,j( ò prwto,tokoj tw/n nekrw/n kai. ò 

a;rcwn tw/n basile,wn th/j gh/j) 
– Rev 2:13: evn tai/j h̀me,raij VAntipa/j ò ma,rtuj mou ò pisto,j mou 
– Rev 2:20: avfei/j th.n gunai/ka VIeza,bel( h ̀le,gousa èauth.n profh/tin 
– Rev 3:12: kai. to. o;noma th/j po,lewj tou/ qeou/ mou( th/j kainh/j VIerousalh.m h` 

katabai,nousa evk tou/ ouvranou/ 
– Rev 7:4: to.n avriqmo.n tw/n evsfragisme,nwn( èkato.n tessera,konta te,ssarej cilia,dej( 

evsfragisme,noi evk pa,shj fulh/j 
– Rev 8:9: to. tri,ton tw/n ktisma,twn tw/n evn th|/ qala,ssh| ta. e;conta yuca.j 
– Rev 9:14: le,gonta tw|/ e[ktw| avgge,lw|( ò e;cwn th.n sa,lpigga 
– Rev 11:18: dou/nai to.n misqo,n toi/j dou,loij sou … tou.j mikrou.j kai. tou.j mega,louj 
– Rev 14:12: _Wde h ̀ùpomonh. tw/n àgi,wn evsti,n( oì throu/ntej ta.j evntola.j tou/ qeou/ 
– Rev 14:14: evpi. th.n nefe,lhn kaqh,menon o[moion ui`o.n avnqrw,pou( e;cwn evpi. th/j kefalh/j 

auvtou/ 
– Rev 20:2: evkra,thsen to.n dra,konta( ò o;fij ò avrcai/oj 
– Rev 21:11: e;cousan th.n do,xan tou/ qeou/( ò fwsth.r auvth/j o[moioj li,qw| timiwta, 
                                                           
51 James H. Moulton, “Grammatical Notes from the Papyri (Continued),” Classical 
Review 18 (1904): 151. 
52 This example, however, does not have the first item in the proper case. 
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About those in Revelation, Moulton wrote: “His [the writer of Revelation] 
grammatical sense is satisfied when the governing word has affected the case of 
one object.”53 Following Dionysius of Alexandria in his commentary on 
Revelation, Swete refers to these as ‘solecisms,’ which “consist largely of 
various forms of anacoluthon, shewing a singular indifference to the laws of 
concord.”54 Charles goes farther, however, and explains the phenomenon as a 
Hebraism: “Since the Hebrew noun in the indirect cases is not inflected, the Seer 
acts at times as if the Greek were similarly uninflected, and simply places, as in 
the present instance [viz. 1:5], the nominative in apposition to the genitive …”55 
In other words, in order to understand this phenomenon in the Greek of 
Revelation, it is helpful to have a knowledge of Hebrew grammar or of Greek 
usage that parallels Hebrew grammar, which is exactly the point that has been 
argued above, although as the papyri show, it was not unheard in other 
contexts.56 

In summary, then, the lists with mixed grammatical cases in 2 Esdras are 
overly-close renderings of the Hebrew-Aramaic text, much like what Charles 
described we find in the Revelation. Given the occurrence of this phenomenon 
in non-translation written Greek (the papyri and Revelation), there may well 
have been a tendency in some marginal groups or among the less educated to 
fall into such grammatically incorrect constructions. It should be acknowledged 
that the examples from the papyri and New Testament are in some instances 
more like attraction of the relative pronoun found through Greek literature, and 
that in others it would seem that intervening materials may have caused the 
writer/dictator to lose the grammatical sense of the sentence (anacolouthon). 
Some instances, however, are of the same kind as those in 2 Esdras. Regardless 
the cause of the disjointed Greek, in each instance a reader/translator must 
abandon the confines of strict normal Greek grammar, and make recourse to 
his/her own sense of what the writer ‘must have meant,’ not necessarily what 
was written. For the Septuagint, that sense can be informed by the source text. 

In 2 Esdras, either the Hebrew-Aramaic has intruded through error, or we 
see here the use of an accepted translation technique in the users’ community, or 
we have signs of the translator’s low level of literacy. Whatever the case, the 

                                                           
53 Ibid., 151. 
54 Henry B. Swete, The Apocalypse of St. John: The Greek Text with Introduction, Notes 
and Indices (3d ed.; London: Macmillan, 1909), cxxiii. 
55 R. H. Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation of St. John 
(ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1920), 1:13. Cf. above, Moulton’s “the nom. as a 
convenient indeclinable”.  
56 Archibald Thomas Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of 
Historical Research (4th ed.; Nashville: Broadman, 1934), 413–16 discusses the 
phenomenon in Revelation and its relation to the papyri. See also BDF §136. 
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context upon which the eventual Greek readers and modern translators are 
forced to draw, in order to determine what the translator meant, is not just the 
surrounding material and the grammar and syntax, but also the source text from 
which the translator worked. Here we can easily see—at least for 2 Esdras—
what the translator was trying to render. This one feature, when set into the 
context of other features of formal equivalency in 2 Esdras, is not really out of 
step with them, and together they all are evidence of the intrusion of the source 
text and language into a Greek translation, where they are out of place. This is in 
part, what the Interlinear Model is attempting to address, but more broadly. 

4. Conclusion 

In the case of 2 Esdras, it seems that the translation model followed by the 
translator can be classified as interlinear. As such, it would have been intended 
as a translation to help users gain access to the source texts, and not to have a 
reading experience through the translation alone. The intended audience would 
be attempting to understand the Hebrew-Aramaic through the agency of the 
Greek. Evidence for this is found in the adherence to MT word order, the careful 
stereotyping of lexical choices such as the conjunctions, the use of transliterations, 
and the problematic use of the nominative case to complete lists.  

The context for such a translation would seem to be one in which the 
Hebrew and Aramaic source material was considered to be more important than 
the translation. This would account for the use of uninflected proper nouns, 
transliterations of technical terms, and the significant intrusion into Greek of 
some aspects of the grammar of the source language.  

Whether the Interlinear Model throws light on all translations remains to be 
seen. First Esdras, for example, will not be helped as much by the model, 
because it is not an isomorphic translation. As a model for understanding 
2 Esdras, however, it works well. If Pietersma is correct that the practice 
developed in an educational setting, not a liturgical or recreational one, then 
2 Esdras represents a low educational level.57 To be sure, it is more than 
elementary, but it is too pedantic, too tied to the Vorlage to come from a high 
level of education. This might have something to do with the Hebrew-Aramaic 
books themselves. Possibly Ezra-Nehemiah was a safe testing ground for an 
intermediate attempt at translating before advancing to the revered Law of 
Moses, because incorrectly translating a book of history would not have the 
same stigma as it would for the Torah! 
                                                           
57 Cf. Moulton’s references to the “tendency of the uneducated,” and compare the 
inconsistency in the translation of something so common as the genealogies, and the 
inconsistency in rendering of the same items with different transliterations, or by a 
translation. 
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Although it may not have begun as a liturgical or recreational text, in time 
2 Esdras also served as the more orthodox rendering of the MT than 1 Esdras. 
Unlike those translations that were intended to convey a sense of the Jewish 
culture to a Hellenistic audience, it had a readership knowledgeable of the 
original. As an achievement of literary merit, this translation of Ezra-Nehemiah 
fails. But, as an interlinear translation, it is successful, and for that reason, it also 
serves as a window to its Vorlage, so that where 2 Esdras is not in line with the 
MT, we may more confidently argue for a unit of variation in the MT tradition. 
Given what we know about the translation, it is necessary, according to the NETS 
guidelines, to render it into English in a stilted manner that reflects the technique 
that produced it. Rather than producing nonsense, however, where the translator 
abandoned normal Greek grammar and syntax, the modern translator may 
legitimately resort to the parent text to resolve unclarity and even possibly 
translate creatively, and contrary to normal Greek grammar. Obviously, this 
requires great care, and the individual cases will be disputed by scholars, but as 
problematic lists seem to prove, some cases are justifiable. 



 

 

A Devil in the Making: 
Isomorphism and Exegesis in OG Job 1:8b 

Wade Albert White 

1. Introduction 

When one works extensively with translation literature, such as those books that 
comprise the major part of the Septuagint, there is always the danger of 
reversing the principle whereby one assumes that a text is normal Greek until 
proven otherwise.1 This reversal is somewhat understandable when one is so 
often exposed to Greek that is readily demonstrable as being abnormal. Still, the 
basic tenet remains, and the supposition that the Greek of a given text is in any 
way abnormal is always quod est demonstrandum on the part of the scholar. 
Making such distinctions can be particularly difficult when one is dealing with a 
high degree of formal equivalence between the source and receptor texts, as is so 
common in many, if not most, of the books of the Septuagint. Formal 
equivalence, especially in the form of quantitativeness—or better yet 
isomorphism, a descriptive term that constitutes a specific type of quantitative 
representation, namely, a one to one relationship between items in the source and 
receptor texts—has long been heralded as one of the hallmarks for determining 

                                                           
1 This is one of the fundamental principles on which the NETS is based. See further Albert 
Pietersma, “Translating the Septuagint Psalms” (paper presented at the Septuagint 
conference at Penteli Monastery, Athens, 2001), which can be accessed by following the 
appropriate link at: http://www.lxxathens2001.org/Papers/; idem, “A New Paradigm for 
Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of the Interlinear Model for the Study of the 
Septuagint,” in Bible and Computer—The Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference: Proceedings 
of the Association Internationale Bible et Informatique ‘From Alpha to Byte,’ University 
of Stellenbosch 17–21 July, 2000 (ed. J. Cook; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 337–64. This tenet is 
further drawn upon in Principle 3 of the Prospectus for the IOSCS commentary series as 
outlined in idem, “A Prospectus for a Commentary on the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 31 
(1998): 44. The prospectus is also available on the IOSCS website: http://ccat.sas.upenn. 
edu/ioscs/commentary/prospectus.html. 



 White 

 

146

the relative literalness or freeness of a translation.2 Yet I would argue that the 
presence of such formal relationships cannot in and of themselves be allowed to 
determine the character of a translation—as is still done today in many cases—
nor so the mere abundance of them. The central purpose of this paper then, by 
means of a detailed examination and exegesis of the text of OG Job 1:8b, is to 
demonstrate that the quality of formal equivalence between source and receptor 
texts must also be afforded some standing alongside the issue of quantity. 

2. Exegesis of OG Job 1:8b3 

The Old Greek book of Job has long been pointed to as the prima facie example 
of a so-called ‘free’ style of translation in the Septuagint.4 It is a book that, as a 
translation, is marked by addition, omission, summary, variable restructuring, 
and even a discernable measure of authorial participation. And yet one might be 
surprised in reading through the text of OG Job to find not a few examples of a 
                                                           
2 To the best of my knowledge isomorphism is a relatively new term for translation 
studies as a whole, as well as to Septuagint studies in particular. Its origins lie in 
mathematics, and it has also been employed in both cognitive psychology and, more 
recently, linguistics. The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics offers the following 
definition: “Strictly, a term in mathematics for an exact correspondence between both the 
elements of two sets and the relations defined by operations on these elements. Used in 
linguistics from the late 1940’s for a general principle by which the structuring of one 
level parallels or is made to parallel that of another. E.g., the relation of morpheme to 
allomorph was modeled on that of phoneme to allophone; a binary division of the 
syllable, into onset and rhyme, parallels that of the sentence into subject and predicate; 
semantic features, e.g., in componential analysis, parallel distinctive features in 
phonology” (P. H. Matthews, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics [Oxford 
Paperback Reference; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997]). The article further notes 
that the term was introduced—and presumably it means introduced to linguistics—in this 
sense by J. Kurylowicz, commenting on the work of Hjelmslev. My own introduction to 
the use of this term in Septuagint studies was in an article by Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “A 
Place in the Sun: The Interpretative Significance of LXX-Psalm 18:5c,” BIOSCS 31 
(1998): 75 n. 8. 
3 For purposes of this paper OG Job will be considered as the critical text found in Joseph 
Ziegler, Job (Septuaginta 11.4; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982) and the MT 
as that found in BHS. 
4 E.g., Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research (2d ed.; 
Jerusalem Biblical Studies 8; Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 18. See also those sources cited 
by Tov as further evidence of this: Donald H. Gard, The Exegetical Method of the Greek 
Translator of the Book of Job (SBLMS 8; Philadelphia: Society of Biblical Literature, 
1952); John G. H. Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint (3 vols.; Lund: Gleerup, 1946); 
Harry M. Orlinsky, “Studies in the Septuagint of the Book of Job,” HUCA 29 (1958): 
229–71. 
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certain quantitative affinity with its (presumed) Hebrew Vorlage which, while 
generally speaking comes as no surprise to the reader of the wider Septuagint, is 
perhaps not what one expects to encounter in a translation labeled as ‘free.’ As an 
example, in OG Job 1:8b there is a high level of quantitative agreement between 
the Greek and Hebrew texts (that is, the Hebrew as based on MT). To make this 
relationship clear the texts are presented in parallel columns: 

Table 4. A comparison of MT and OG Job 1:8b 

1. tmXh prose,scej 
2. $bl th/| dianoi,a| sou 
3. l[ kata. 
4. ydb[ tou/ paido,j mou 
5. bwya VIw,b 

The Hebrew may simply be rendered, “Have you considered my servant Job?” 
(RSV). The use of ~yX, “to place, put,” with bl, “heart,” for the idea of turning 
one’s attention to a thing is well documented in the Hebrew scriptures, being 
used variably with the prepositions -l, “to, for,” (e.g., Deut 32:46; 1 Sam 9:20; 
Ezek 40:4; 44:5), la, “to, toward,” (e.g., Exod 9:21; 1 Sam 25:25; 2 Sam 18:3; 
Job 2:3; 34:14), and l[, “on, upon, over,” (e.g., Hag 1:5, 7; Job 1:8), and even 
on occasion without any complement whatsoever (e.g., Judg 19:30; Isa 41:22; 
Ezek 44:5; Hag 2:15, 18).5 Here in 1:8b the complement is l[, and it is 
admittedly the least frequently used component for this idiom in the biblical 
corpus when compared with its counterparts -l and la.6 The final two elements, 
ydb[, “my servant,” and bwya, “Job,” respectively, warrant little comment other 
than to note that they are together characteristic of the Prologue and Epilogue 
portions of the book.7 Thus the Hebrew for this portion of Job 1:8 is, for its part, 
quite straightforward. 

As one turns to OG what is most prominent (as I have already mentioned) is 
the close quantitative relationship it maintains with the Hebrew. In a strict 
accounting of the two texts in parallel the only erroneous elements are the two 
occurrences of the definite article in the Greek and the so-called ה-interrogative 
in the Hebrew. Regarding the first two items, while both instances of the Greek 
article are explained in principle by the presence of Hebrew construct phrases 
that culminate in a pronominal suffix ($bl, “your heart,” and ydb[, “my 
servant”), and are therefore definite by default, in a strict accounting of the 
individual elements the receptor text has two that have no overt counterparts in 
                                                           
5 See further §2b under the entry for ~yX in BDB, 962–64, and §13 in HALOT, 1324. 
6 There is a minor dispute with some manuscripts reading la, but this will be addressed 
below. 
7 Édouard Paul Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book of Job (trans. H. Knight; London: 
Nelson, 1967; translation of Le livre de Job. Paris: Gabalda & Cie, 1926), 6. 
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the source text. Yet the article is ever that elusive element that even the most 
rigorous of scholarly inquiry has yet to pin down, and by comparison with 
similar studies there is good reason for leaving it aside—or perhaps no good 
reason for including it.8 The third item, the ה-interrogative, is regularly left 
unrepresented in the Septuagint as a whole, no less in OG Job. Therefore its 
absence comes as no surprise, and in any case it is hardly a means of evaluating 
the ebb and flow of a particular style of translation if it is universally ignored. 
Thus we have two texts whose quantitative relationship might best be described 
as nearly isomorphic, if not completely. 

When one looks beyond the mere counting of words, however, what 
immediately stands out is the apparent presence of a well-known Greek idiom in 
the form of prose,cw (to.n nou/n) plus a complement, with the complement quite 
often taking the form of a word in the dative case (e.g., as here with th|/ dianoi,a| 
sou), though the idiom in general is by no means restricted to this alone.9 I have 
placed the to.n nou/n component in brackets since, although it is an integral part 
of the idiom, it is not always explicitly rendered, as is clearly the case here in 
text in question.10 This idiom was used throughout Classical and Post-Classical 
Greek for the concept of turning one’s mind or turning one’s attention to a 
thing, such as in the following passage from Plato’s Crito: “Come then, what 
used we to say about this? If a man is an athlete and makes that his business, 
does he pay attention to every man’s praise and blame and opinion [panto.j 
avndro.j evpai,nw| kai. yo,gw| kai. do,xh| to.n nou/n prose,cei] or to those of one man only 

                                                           
8 I note especially in this regard Benjamin Wright’s essay “The Quantitative 
Representation of Elements: Evaluating ‘Literalism’ in the LXX,” in VI Congress of the 
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Jerusalem, 1986 (ed. C. 
E. Cox; SBLSCS; Atlanta: 1987), 311–35, wherein he omits the article from 
consideration altogether, stating that it “is not considered a quantitatively longer text” 
(p. 319). I also question whether instances of the construct phrase might not sufficiently 
be accounted for by segmentation (pp. 316–18). 
9 Adverbials of place are also frequent, often taking the form of a prepositional phrase. 
10 Other possible variations are also in evidence, such as prose,cw th.n dianoi,an plus a 
complement (e.g., Plutarch, Def. orac. 413.D.10; Philo, Hypothetica 197.25; Galenus, In 
Hippocratis librum de fractures commentarii iii, 18b.560.5; Dionysius Halicarnassensis, 
Ant. rom. 4.30.6, 19.5.1; Josephus, Ant. 8.34.4; Aelian, Var. hist. 14.43.8; Gregory of 
Nyssa, In sextum Psalmum 5.187.11; Constantius VII Porphyroge, De legationibus 13.7; 
Joannes Zonaras, Epitome historiarum, 2.100.25), and perhaps even evgkatati,qemai to.n 
nou/n plus a complement (e.g., Olympiodorus Diaconus, Commentarii in Job 324.14). I 
would be remiss not to make some mention of the TLG database, which was of 
tremendous assistance in searching the relevant Greek literature, and without which I 
should most certainly still be perusing the library stacks and pouring over the ancient 
texts for pertinent data. 
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who is a physician or a trainer?”11 (Plato Crito 7.1–5 [Fowler, LCL]). In this 
passage to.n nou/n is explicitly rendered, and the words in the dative (evpai,nw| kai. 
yo,gw| kai. do,xh|) serve together as the complement, or that to which the attention 
is being paid. 

In light of this a closer look at the text of OG Job 1:8b reveals a potential 
problem. Based on the generic form of the idiom as presented above, the 
complement here would seem to be th|/ dianoi,a| sou, it being the component in 
the dative case. The Greek word dianoi,a|, however, is a well-known synonym of 
nou/j. Thus one is presented with the seemingly awkward and redundant idea of 
turning one’s mind to one’s own dianoi,a|. In conjunction with the close 
quantitative relationship between the Hebrew and Greek texts, one’s initial 
conclusion might well be, and not without cause, that we are here dealing with 
yet another example of the ‘translationese’ Greek that is so prevalent in the 
books of the Septuagint, and that the translator used a word-based approach and 
simply plugged in stock equivalents and left it at that.12 

Still, lest I be judged hasty in my assessment, perhaps there is a way in 
which this passage can be read in keeping with normal, idiomatic Greek usage, 
i.e., perhaps it is not so awkward as it at first glance appears. It is noteworthy in 
that spirit that several attempts have in fact been made to interpret the text in 
accordance with good Greek idiom. In his 1851 translation of the Septuagint, Sir 
Lancelot Brenton translated OG Job 1:8b, “Hast thou diligently considered my 
servant Job?”13 Brenton treated th|/ dianoi,a| sou instrumentally and rendered it 
adverbially (hence “diligently”). By doing so he makes the prepositional phrase 
kata. tou/ paido,j mou VIw,b stand as the complement for the idiom (though arguably 
he ignores the preposition itself altogether since he basically translates here as 
he does in a parallel text in 2:3b where kata. is not present).14 The main problem, 
however, is that while kata. plus a word in the accusative case might possibly 
have tolerated such an interpretation, kata. plus a word in the genitive, as is the 
case here, must surely demand the understanding of ‘against,’15 and consequently 
it becomes difficult to construe it as the complement and still retain a sense of 
the passage which is in keeping with good, idiomatic Greek, i.e., a translation to 
                                                           
11 The full text reads: Fe,re dh,( pw/j au= ta. toiau/ta evle,geto* gumnazo,menoj avnh.r kai. tou/to 
pra,ttwn po,teron panto.j avndro.j evpai,nw| kai. yo,gw| kai. do,xh| to.n nou/n prose,cei( h' e`no.j 
mo,nou evkei,nou( o]j a'n tugca,nh| ivatro.j h' paidotri,bhj w;n* (John Burnet, Platonis opera [5 
vols.; SCBO; Oxford: Clarendon, 1900; repr., 1967]). 
12 The basis for making such a claim can be justified on external grounds since OG Job is 
a known translation, i.e., the source text (based on MT) is extant. 
13 Lancelot C. L. Brenton, The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English (London: 
Samuel Bagster & Sons, 1851; repr., Peabody: Hendrickson, 2001), 665. 
14 Brenton, Septuagint with Apocrypha, 666. 
15 H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (ed. G. M. Messing; 2d ed.; Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1956), 379–80 (§1690). 
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the effect of “Hast thou diligently considered against my servant Job?” can 
hardly be deemed good Greek idiom (or even good English idiom for that 
matter). Even were one to play with the English gloss and render the line, “Have 
you diligently set your mind against my servant Job,” there would still be 
difficulties since I find no warrant in Greek literature in any place that the idiom 
occurs with the dative where that dative is then passed over in favor of yet 
another complement. Ultimately such a rendering, although it may well give a 
grammatical accounting of the text, ignores the known parameters of the idiom. 
Thus while I do not arbitrarily take issue with rendering th|/ dianoi,a| sou 
instrumentally, since it is by all means possible to do so, treating it as such in 
1:8b would not appear to give full account of the text and still allow it to be read 
as normal Greek. 

Homer Heater offers another approach, translating the passage simply, 
“Have you set your mind against my servant Job?”16 This would on the surface 
appear to give better account of the Greek, and at any rate he has correctly 
assessed the force of the kata. plus the genitive phrase with the sense of ‘against.’ 
Yet there are still problems. Heater claims, “Prose,scej th/| dianoi,a| in 1:8b is 
good classical idiom (though often with to.n nou/n).”17 Although it is possible to 
understand Heater as claiming that the full idiom is prose,scej th/| dianoi,a| with 
to.n nou/n being an optional component (similar in concept to the explanation of 
the idiom in general in the preceding discussion), it soon becomes clear that he 
actually means to equate prose,cw th/| dianoi,a| and prose,cw to.n nou/n as being 
virtually one and the same idiom, or two sides of the same coin. He attempts to 
bolster this argument further by appealing to the only two passages outside of Job 
where ~yX is translated by prose,cw (Exod 9:21a and Deut 32:46a). 

 
Table 5. MT and LXX Exodus 9:21a and Deuteronomy 32:46a 

Exod 9:21a  Deut 32:46a 
1. rXaw o]j de.  1. rmayw kai. ei=pen 
2. al mh.  2. ~hla pro.j auvtou,j 
3. ~X prose,scen  3. wmyX prose,cete 
4. wbl th/| dianoi,a|  4. ~kbbl th/| kardi,a| 
5. la eivj  5. lkl evpi. pa,ntaj 
6. rbd to. rh̀/ma  6. ~yrbdh tou.j lo,gouj tou,touj 
7. hwhy kuri,ou     

                                                           
16 Homer Heater, A Septuagint Translation Technique in the Book of Job (CBQMS 11; 
Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1982), 27. 
17 Ibid., 27. 
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Heater translates the LXX Exodus passage, “And whoever did not regard the 
word of the Lord;” and the LXX Deuteronomy passage, “And he said to them, 
‘Set your heart on all these words.’” He further suggests that “the paraphrase in 
Exod 9:21a is much like Job 1:8b,” and later that “the translator of Job may have 
had these passages in mind when he rendered 1:8b and 2:3b into Greek.”18 

First of all, there is no basis for asserting that prose,cw th/| dianoi,a| in and of 
itself means turn one’s attention to a thing (keeping in mind, of course, that 
according to Heater’s analysis it is supposedly replacing to.n nou/n and not 
reading it implicitly). Such a construction occurs nowhere in non-translation 
literature with this sense, and thus without proper evidence prose,cw th/| dianoi,a| 
should not be regarded as a viable alternative for prose,cw to.n nou/n. Secondly, 
and in close conjunction with the first objection, prose,cw does not take a direct 
object in the dative case, leaving Heater’s translation of th/| dianoi,a| and th/| 
kardi,a| as direct objects without plausible foundation. The to.n nou/n component 
of the idiom, whether implicit or explicit, is properly the direct object, and any 
word in the dative case must therefore fill either the complement role, perhaps as 
an indirect object, or function in some other manner, as would seem to be the 
case in the LXX Exodus and LXX Deuteronomy passages. Finally, as did Brenton 
in 1:8b, Heater essentially ignores the preposition ei,j in the Exodus passage 
which, as it turns out, is a rather significant oversight. Thus neither of Brenton’s 
or Heater’s readings bear out as an attempt to account for the text as normal, 
idiomatic Greek. 

Without further recourse to the wider Septuagint one is forced back to the 
book of OG Job itself. Of significant interest are the particular lexical choices 
made in 1:8b as well as the manner in which the translator dealt with other 
similar passages. The word prose,cw is used only twice in OG Job as an 
equivalent for ~yX, in 1:8b and then again in 2:3b. It otherwise translates no less 
than five different Hebrew lexemes for each of the five other occurrences of the 
word altogether, four of these being renderings unique to the Septuagint as a 
whole.19 The term dianoi,a| occurs only three times in OG Job, always for bl/bbl 
(a common equation throughout the books of the Pentateuch, but these terms are 
otherwise for the most part associated with kardi,a in OG Job).20 The use of kata, 
for l[ is extremely rare in OG Job, being used only one other time (12:14), both 
times with the genitive and both with a sense of ‘against.’ Given the rarity and 
mixed variety of these renderings one might legitimately ask on what basis the 

                                                           
18 Ibid., 27. 
19 Listed are the seven references along with the Hebrew lexemes with which prose,cw 
appears to correspond, at least in a strictly formal accounting of these passages in parallel 
with one another: 1:8 and 2:3 (~yX); 7:17 (tyX); 10:3 ([py); 13:6 (bXq); 27:6 (qzx); and 
29:21 (lxy). 
20 OG Job 1:5, 8; 9:4. It is used without an apparent Hebrew parallel in 36:28. 
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translator made such choices. Can one, with Heater, point to the Pentateuchal 
passages and claim a degree of unmitigated influence? After all, as was 
previously mentioned, there are only four places in the whole of the Septuagint 
where ~yX is translated by prose,cw, two in the Exodus and Deuteronomy 
passages discussed earlier and two in OG Job. While I would be tempted to 
believe that the sheer variety of the equivalents argues against this, I am well 
aware of the current cautions against the use of statistics in the evaluation of 
lexical choices.21 At any rate, I believe the most instructive comparison in 
answer to the question is found in two other passages in OG Job (2:3b and 7:17) 
which have significant bearing on the proper interpretation of the 1:8b passage. 

 
Table 6. Comparison of Job 7:17 and 2:3 

Job 7:17 Job 2:3b 
1. hm ti, 1. tmXh prose,scej 
2.  –  ga,r 2.  – ou=n 
3.  –  evstin 3. $bl  –  
4. Xwna a;nqrwpoj 4. la  –  
5. yk o[ti 5. ydb[ tw/| qera,ponti, mou 
6. wnldgt evmega,lunaj auvto.n 6. bwya VIw,b 
7. ykw h' o[ti    
8. tyXt prose,ceij    
9.  [..]    

10. wyla eivj auvto.n    
11. $bl [to.n nou/n]    

Two items in particular jump out from these texts. In 2:3b, which is actually 
closer in resemblance to the Exodus passage in that it uses the preposition la, 
neither that preposition nor $bl are rendered in the Greek. If one were arguing 
the case for Pentateuchal influence, surely this is the first place one would have 
expected to find it. Further to this, 2:3b constitutes the parallel text to 1:8b in 
that it is the repetition of the slanderer’s audience with God concerning Job, and 
the question asked is nearly identical (with the exception of the preposition used 
in the Hebrew). Surely this is to some extent instructive in that, on the surface 
there appears to be no good reason to have rendered the text one way in 1:8b and 
another in 2:3b. The second item is the rendering of $bl by to.n nou/n in 7:17. 
                                                           
21 E.g., Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk About When We Talk About Translation 
Technique,” in X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate 
Studies, Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 51; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Litera-
ture, 2001), 531–52; R. Timothy McLay, “Lexical Inconsistency: Towards a Metho-
dology for the Analysis of the Vocabulary in the Septuagint,” in X Congress of the 
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A. 
Taylor; SBLSCS 51; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 81–98. 
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This is the only place in Job where nou/j is used for bl and quite clearly reflects 
the translator’s knowledge of the fuller idiom (which, interestingly enough, is 
not fully rendered in either of 1:8b or 2:3b).  

Having said all of this I am not sure that we are that much further ahead, 
since one is still left with a text that bears a close quantitative relationship with 
its source and that still appears to contain an awkward turn of phrase. For the 
ultimate solution to the question of whether or not OG Job 1:8b can be 
understood as normal Greek one must turn once again to non-translation 
literature, where the following passage in Epictetus proves quite instructive: 

At Rome the women have in their hands Plato’s Republic, because he insists on 
community of women. For they pay attention only to the words, and not to the 
meaning of the man [toi/j ga.r r`h,masi prose,cousi to.n nou/n( ouv th|/ dianoi,a| 
tavndro,j]; the fact is, he does not bid people marry and live together, one man 
with one woman, and then go on to advocate the community of women, but he 
first abolishes that kind of marriage altogether, and introduces another kind in 
its place.22 (Epictetus, 2:461 [Oldfather, LCL]) 

Clearly present are both the elements prose,cw to.n nou/n and th/| dianoi,a| with th/| 
dianoi,a| in parallel with toi/j r`h,masi serving in the complement position within 
the idiom as is being hypothesized for OG Job 1:8b. There are also examples in 
non-translation literature of this same construction where to.n nou/n is not 
explicitly rendered.23 Applying this information to the text at hand, it confirms 
that th|/ dianoi,a| sou can indeed be read as the complement and still be regarded 
as normal, idiomatic Greek, and hence the translation offered in NETS in the 
forthcoming volume to Job, “Did you give thought to your disposition against 

                                                           
22 Epictetus, Dissertationum Epictetarum sive ab Arriano sive ab aliis digestarum 
fragmenta, 15.4. The full Greek text reads as follows: VEn ~Rw,mh| aì gunai,kej meta. cei/raj 
e;xousi th.n Pla,twnoj Politei,an( o[ti koina,j avxioi/ ei=nai ta.j gunai/kaj) toi/j ga.r r`h,masi 
prose,cousi to.n nou/n( ouv th|/ dianoi,a| tavndro,j( o[ti ouv gamei/n keleu,wn kai. Sunoikei/n e[na mia|/ 
ei=ta koina.j ei=nai bou,letai ta.j gunai/kaj( avllV evxairw/n to.n toiouton ga,mon kai. a;llo ti 
ei=doj ga,mou eivsfe,rwn (Henricus Schenkl and Johann Schweighaeuser, eds., Epicteti 
Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae: Ad fidem codicis bodleiani [Editio minor ed.; 
Teubner; Leipzig: Teubner, 1916]). 
23 For example, the following selection from Sextus Empiricus (Pyr. 2.57.2–5) uses the 
idiom without to.n nou/n: “Now those who claim that we should attend to the intellect only 
[th/| dianoi,a| mo,nh| prose,cein] in our judgment of things will, in the first place, be unable to 
show that the existence of intellect is apprehensible” (Sextus Empiricus 2.57.2–5 [Bury, 
LCL], 187–89). The full Greek text reads: oì toi,nun avxiou/ntej th|/ dianoi,a| mo,nh| prose,cein 
evn th|/ kri,sei tw/n pragma,twn prw/ton me.n evkei/no ouvk e[xousin deiknu,nai o[ti katalhpto,n evsti 
to. ei=nai dia,noian (Jürgen Mau, ed., Sexti Empirici Opera [3 vols.; Teubner; Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1912]). 



 White 

 

154

[italics mine] my servant Job?”24 Thus in OG Job 1:8b the Diabolos—or the 
Devil, as it were—is no longer the disinterested observer one encounters in the 
Hebrew, merely traversing the earth and taking note of the people therein, nor is 
he someone who merely slanders and misrepresents people in God’s presence, 
but he is instead transformed into someone who has a prior disposition against 
the devout and for no other reason than that they are God’s own. In OG then the 
slanderer is well on his way to becoming the opponent of both God and 
humanity that we see so clearly in later thinking, perhaps most notably in the 
books of the New Testament as well as in the documents from Qumran. 

3. Ancient Commentators 

Having thoroughly investigated the text itself, one might also profitably turn to 
some of the earliest of commentaries on the Greek since it is frequently of great 
interest to scholars of the biblical text in all its ancient forms to see how and in 
what manner they were interpreted by subsequent readers. This should not in 
any way be construed as attempt to prove or validate the analysis of the present 
study, since the arguments presented herein must stand or fall on their own 
merits, but when exegeting the biblical text it is my firm belief that the 
observations of our most ancient of commentators are not to be ignored. When 
examining the interpretations offered by these early writers, however, it is 
imperative to keep in mind the distinction between the constitutive meaning of 
the text—that is, the meaning of the text at its point of inception, which one 
might also call the primary interpretation—and the meaning which subsequent 
readers may well have attached to it. This is, in fact, one of the very basic 
tenants of good Septuagintal hermeneutics.25 That is not to say that primary and 
later interpretations never coincide, since quite often they do, but it does stress 
that they are distinct from one another no matter their correlation. While one 

                                                           
24 My thanks to Claude Cox for his permission to quote here from the forthcoming NETS 
volume for OG Job prior to its publication. This translation for OG Job 1:8b was arrived 
at in a seminar on lead by Albert Pietersma and Claude Cox which I attended during the 
2001–2002 academic year. The research from that seminar formed the basis for the 
present paper. 
25 On this point see, e.g., Robert J. V. Hiebert, “Translation Technique in the Septuagint 
of Genesis and Its Implications for the NETS Version,” BIOSCS 33 (2000): 78–79. My 
statement above is rather stronger than Hiebert’s, though I suspect that when he says “not 
infrequently a distinction is to be made between intended and apprehended meaning,” 
(italics mine) he is drawing upon the fact that sometimes a correlation is evident. In contrast 
my intent here is to stress that despite such a correspondence between the meaning of the 
text in its constitutive character and later interpretations, methodologically speaking the 
distinction is always to be maintained. 
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may identify within a translation the potential for various nuances and 
interpretations, that is not the same as claiming that they were actually all part of 
the meaning of the text at the time when it was translated, and it is entirely 
possible—and in many cases clearly evident—that no ancient commentators 
interpreted a text in a manner which reflects what would now be understood as 
its constitutive character. 

As it happens, however, there is in fact at least one commentator who read 
the text in manner that is in keeping with the analysis above. Olympiodorus the 
Deacon in his Commentarii in Job says the following regarding OG Job 1:8b: 

And the Lord said to him, “Were you aware of your DIANOIA against my 
servant Job?”—the distorted DIANOIA, the one given to evil practices, of 
which you are most certainly aware in order that you might alter the straight 
course of people. This is what is asserted here—either by way of a question or a 
declaration—and it is in keeping with customary usage, instead of saying 
merely, “I know you are aware of him.” For you envy him because of the 
distinction which belongs to him.26 

Olympiodorus quite clearly focuses his attention on the matter of the dianoi,a 
which I have suggested is of such importance here for a proper understanding of 
the text. He not only expounds on the character and quality of the slanderer’s 
dianoi,a, but remarks that his apparent hostility towards Job originates from the 
fact that the slanderer is also himself diminished when compared to such a 
righteous individual. Thus once again while the citation of Olympiodorus’s 
interpretation of OG is not offered in any way as proof for the correctness my 
earlier exegesis, since I believe that even in the absence of such corroboration 
the conclusions reached here would still stand, it is nevertheless something of a 
boon to the present study that one of the commentators of old did in fact read the 
text in this manner. 

4. Conclusions 

The primary focus here has been on a text which, at first glance, appeared to 
exhibit unidiomatic, or “translationese” Greek. In addition, the presence of a 
high degree of formal equivalence in the form of a nearly isomorphic 
relationship between the source and receptor texts seemed to add support to this 
                                                           
26 Olympiodorus, Commentarii in Job 17.19–24. The translation is my own. The full 
Greek text is as follows: kai. ei=pen auvtw|/ o` ku,rioj\ prose,scej th|/ dianoi,a| sou kata. tou/ 
qera,ponto,j mou VIw,b* th|/ diestramme,nh| dianoi,a|( th|/ kakote,cnw|( h|- avei. prose,ceij eivj to. 
paratre,yai tw/n avnqrw,pwn th.n euvqu,thta) h' ou=n evrwthmatikw/j le,getai h' avpofantikw/j 
kai. meta. h;qouj( avnti. tou/\ oi=da o[ti prose,scej( diafqonh|/ ga.r auvtw|/ dia. ta.j prosou,saj 
auvtw|/ avreta,j) (Olympiodorus, Kommentar zu Hiob [trans. and ed. U. Hagedorn and D. 
Hagedorn; PTS 24; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984]). 
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assessment. Upon further examination, however, it was determined that, not 
only is the language of OG Job 1:8b normal, flowing, idiomatic Greek, but the 
isomorphism is not in fact in this case indicative of any slavish adherence to the 
Hebrew text on the part of the translator (as is, generally speaking, so often the 
case in such circumstances). Thus one is left with a translation that, while on the 
surface bears a certain formal equivalence with its parent text, actually 
introduces a significant shift in meaning when compared with its Hebrew 
counterpart. Furthermore, that element which is commonly regarded as one of 
the fundamental underpinnings for the determination of literalism—namely, a 
close quantitative relationship between the texts—was discovered here to be 
potentially misleading in that its presence in OG Job 1:8b is not attributable to a 
so-called ‘literal’ style of translation. 



 

 

The Jewish and the Christian Greek Versions of Amos* 
Aaron Schart 

In order to deal with the Greek translation of Amos adequately, one has to 
differentiate among three important versions: the Hebrew Vorlage of the 
Septuagint represents one type of text among several others that existed and 
probably were held as authoritative by Jewish groups in Palestine but 
presumably also in different regions of the Roman Empire.1 Secondly, there is 
the Septuagint version—a Jewish translation from the Hebrew into Greek.2 This 
version is only preserved in small fragments but can be reconstructed reasonably 
well from the third version. It was accepted as canonical by the authors of the 
early Christian writings and presumably by Jewish groups in the Diaspora.3 

                                                           
* I would like to thank Stephen Chapman for improving my English. 
1 Heinz-Josef Fabry gives a convenient overview of theories that try to explain the variety 
of text types found in the Judean Desert: “Der Text und seine Geschichte,” in Einleitung 
in das Alte Testament (4th ed.; KStTh 1; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2002), 36–65. Since 
Amos is not cited by Jesus or his immediate followers, one cannot know which text type 
they might have used. 
2 The term “Septuagint” is used in a Christian sense to designate the whole collection of 
canonical Greek books, whereas in Jewish understanding the term referred to the Greek 
version of the Torah alone. It is even questionable whether a Jewish collection that 
comprised the books of the Rahlfs edition ever existed; see Martin Hengel, “Die 
Septuaginta als ‘Christliche Schriftensammlung’, ihre Vorgeschichte und das Problem 
ihres Kanons,” in Die Septuaginta zwischen Judentum und Christentum (ed. M. Hengel 
and A. M. Schwemer; WUNT 72; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 182–284, especially 
183 (= The Septuagint as Christian Scripture: Its Prehistory and the Problem of Its 
Canon [trans. R. Deines; OTS; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2002]). 
3 This is at least true for the core canon, which comprised Torah, prophets, and psalms. 
More specific is Hengel, “Die Septuaginta als ‘christliche Schriftensammlung,’” 265: 
“Eine Auszählung der wörtlichen, mit einer Einleitungsformel versehenen Zitate nach 
dem alttestamentlichen Stellenverzeichnis in der 27. Auflage des Nestle ergibt folgendes 
Bild: Psalmen 55; Jesaja 45; Dtn 41 (davon jedoch 14mal Dekalog und Liebesgebot); Ex 
23 (10mal Dekalog); Kleine Propheten 21; Gen 16; Lev 14 (7mal 19,18); Jer 9; Prov 4; 
Ez, Dan, Num, 2 Sam je 2 Zitate; Hiob, Jos, 1 Kön je 1 Zitat. D. h. ca. 60% aller direkten 
alttestamentlichen Zitate stammen aus drei Büchern: Psalmen, Jesaja, Deuteronomium.” 
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Thirdly, we have the Greek Old Testament version that was part of the Christian 
Bible.4 This version is attested in well preserved codices and was considered 
canonical in the Christian church at least from the third century on. Every 
version stands in strict continuity with its precursor but has its own profile. The 
comparison of the versions helps to detect and appreciate the specific intentions 
of every one of the three.  

1. The Jewish Greek Version of Amos 

When one compares the Greek text of the Ziegler edition with the BHS edition 
of the MT, one gets the impression that a single person translated Amos in a very 
literal manner.5 It is a truism that the meaning of a text, no matter how literal the 
translation may be, cannot be translated into a different language without any 
change in meaning. Not a single pair of lexemes has exactly the same 
meaning—the one in Hebrew and the other in Greek. However, it is necessary to 
differentiate between unavoidable differences in meaning and real variants. 
There are approximately 300 real variants in meaning between BHS and 
Ziegler’s version of the Septuagint.6 They can be classified into four categories: 
First, there are variants that go back to different consonants in the Hebrew 
Vorlage of the Septuagint and the MT.7 As is well known the Hebrew Vorlage 

                                                           
4 It is especially David Trobisch who has brought this aspect to attention with new 
insights; David Trobisch, Die Endredaktion des Neuen Testaments: Eine Untersuchung 
zur Entstehung der christlichen Bibel (NTOA 31; Freiburg: Universitätsverlag: 1996). 
5 The hypothesis of a single translator of the complete Book of the Twelve, carefully 
elaborated by Joseph Ziegler, Die Einheit der LXX zum Zwölfprophetenbuch (Braunsberg: 
1934), has been questioned by George D. Howard, “Some Notes on the Septuagint of 
Amos,” VT 20 (1970): 108–12; and C. Robert Harrison Jr, “The Unity of the Minor 
Prophets in the LXX: A Reexamination of the Question,” BIOSCS 21 (1988): 55–72. 
However, both T. Muraoka in “Is the Septuagint Amos 8:12–9:10 a Separate Unit?,” VT 
20 (1970): 496–500; and “In Defense of the Unity of the Septuagint Minor Prophets,” 
AJBI 15 (1989): 25–36; and Barry A. Jones, The Formation of the Book of the Twelve: A 
Study in Text and Canon (SBLDS 149; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 88–90, have 
refuted those theories. 
6 Between Russell E. Fuller, “4QXIIa–g,” in Qumran Cave 4: The Prophets (ed. E. C. 
Ulrich; DJD 15; Oxford: Clarendon, 1997); and Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta: Id est Vetus 
Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes (Stuttgart: Württembergische Bibelanstalt, 
1935; repr., 2 vols. in 1. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979) there are only 
fourteen minor differences. 
7 The order of the writings in the Book of the Twelve Prophets and the position of this 
Book within the collection of the prophetic writings is different in the MT and the LXX 
traditions. The MT order is very probably the older one and was already used in the LXX 
Vorlage. The Greek translators reorganized the writings according to the historical setting 
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lacked vocalization, most of the matres lectionis, and the final form of some 
letters.8 To be sure the recoverable Vorlage common to the MT and LXX seems to 
be a well preserved text; nevertheless this earlier text is not the original text but 
also includes some scribal errors and intentional modifications. 
 

Original Text 
 
 
 

Common Vorlage 
 
 
 

LXX Vorlage  MT Vorlage 
 
 
 

   LXX     Masoretic Text 
 
 
 

 Greek Old Testament 
Figure 2. Stemma of versions 

Secondly, there are variants that were caused by a different vocalization of the 
same consonants. Thirdly, there are variants that stem from a deficient knowledge 
of the Hebrew language. Finally, there are intentional modifications of the text 
because the translator did not accept the original sense and introduced a new 
one. 

1.1 The consonants of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint 

Of the variants involving consonantal modifications a significant number are 
due to scribal errors in the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX. In most cases resh and 
dalet or waw and yod are interchanged. I will note only one striking example at 
Amos 1:1 where the Septuagint contains the transcription of a Hebrew word, 
nakkarim. The Hebrew word could not be translated because the interchange of 
                                                                                                                                  
implied in superscriptions: They placed Amos and Micah immediately after Hosea 
because those prophecies overlap in time and addressees (cf. Hos 1:1; Amos 1:1; and Mic 
1:1) and left the sequence of the rest of the writings untouched. Thereby they ignored the 
careful thematic structure that was implemented by the last Hebrew redactors of the book 
of the Twelve. See A. Schart, “Zur Redaktionsgeschichte des Zwölfprophetenbuchs,” VF 
43 (1998) 13–33, esp. 19. 
8 Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research (2d ed.; 
Jerusalem Biblical Studies 8; Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 105–50. 
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resh and dalet in the Hebrew Vorlage obscured the original ~ydqn. Having no 
clue what ~yrqn should mean, the translator decided to transcribe it and left the 
reader to make sense of it, maybe even as a proper name.9  

A problem at Amos 4:3b offers a more complex example: 
 
 
 

MT 
hnwmrhh hntklXhw 

And you (wives) will throw 
(her?) the harmonah 

 Greek OT 
kai aporrifhsesqe eij to oroj 

to Remman 
and you will be cast forth on the 

mountain Remman 
   

MT Vorlage 
hn~r h h h ntklXhw 

And you will throw “H., h., h.” 
towards Rimmon 

 LXX Vorlage 
hn~r rh ntklXhw 

and you will be cast forth on the 
mountain of Rimmon 

   

 Common Vorlage 
hn~rx rh ntklXhw  

And you will be cast forth 
towards Mount Hermon 

 

 
 

 Original Text 
??? 

 

Figure 3. Stemma of Amos 4:3b 

The MT of 4:3b is obviously unintelligible, whereas the LXX has at least an 
understandable although not very fitting text. It may be possible to reconstruct 
the MT Vorlage, the LXX Vorlage, and even the common Vorlage from which the 
MT and the Septuagint branched off. However, whether this is the original text is 
at least doubtful.10 

In Amos, leaving aside scribal errors, there remain about twenty variants 
that involve an intentional modification of the consonantal base of the text. For 
                                                           
9 For more detail see “Transliterations” in Wooden’s essay in this volume, pp. 125–29. 
10 “The original text seems to be beyond recovery.” William R. Harper, A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary on Amos and Hosea (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1904), 85. 
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these it is notoriously difficult and often impossible to decide whether a variant 
originated in the transmission of the Hebrew Vorlage, in the process of 
translating, or in the transmission of the Greek manuscripts.  

1.1.1 The name and titles of God 

There is one major difference that seems to reflect a conscious redesign of Amos 
as a whole, and that is the shape and the distribution of the string that contains the 
name and one or more titles of God (e.g., Amos 3:13 twabch yhla hwhy ynda). 
In this case it is important to differentiate among the different levels of the 
transmission history of the text. 

To begin with the obvious level it is clear that the Christian scribes who 
copied the manuscripts of the Greek Old Testament neither wrote nor read the 
name of God, i.e., hwhy. Instead KURIOS was used. However, from early on the 
Christian scribes used the nomina sacra writing style: the word was contracted 
and a line was drawn above the letters (K8S8). This Christian invention certainly 
reflects the Jewish handling of the Tetragram but brings in new elements. The 
extant Jewish manuscripts of the Septuagint demonstrate that the name of God, 
hwhy, was not replaced by a Greek equivalent in writing.11 In most cases the 
scribes did not even transliterate the Hebrew characters into the Greek alphabet 
whether in Aramaic square or paleo-Hebrew script. Nonetheless, there is at least 
one manuscript that uses IAW as a Greek transcription of hwhy.12 Although this 
suggests that hwhy was actually pronounced when the text was read, it is very 
probable that in most circles and regions ku,rioj was used as an equivalent for 
hwhy in reading.13 This would also explain why the Christians used ku,rioj as a 
proper name for God. The Greek tradition certainly reflects a common usage 
                                                           
11 See Nikolaus Walter, “Die griechische Übersetzung der ‘Schriften’ Israels und die 
christliche ‘Septuaginta’ als Forschungs- und als Übersetzungsgegenstand,” in Im 
Brennpunkt: Die Septuaginta: Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung der griechischen 
Bibel (ed. H.-J. Fabry and U. Offerhaus; BWA(N)T 153; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2001), 
71–96, especially 86. Albert Pietersma, “Kyrios or Tetragram: A Renewed Quest for the 
Original Septuagint,” in De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on 
his Sixty-fifth Birthday (ed. A. Pietersma and C. E. Cox; Mississauga: Benben, 1984), 85–
101 admits frankly that the manuscript evidence in this respect is unambiguous. 
Nevertheless, he argues that the manuscripts all reflect a latter development, whereas the 
original LXX has translated hwhy with ku,rioj. 
12 According to Pietersma, this is manuscript 4QLXX Lev(b) (Rahlfs 802) (ibid., 91). 
13 The evidence is abundant as Pietersma has shown (ibid., 85–101). This usage explains 
sufficiently the cases that Pietersma has collected in order to demonstrate that the original 
LXX actually had KURIOS written. Although Pietersma makes the distinction, he does not 
differentiate clear enough between written text and spoken word. There is no question 
that the Tetragram within the Greek text fulfilled the same function as ku,rioj and so in 
either case ku,rioj was said. 
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already in the Hebrew tradition. In most circles and regions an equivalent for 
hwhy was used when the text was read. Most prominently it was the title ynda, 
but other options such as ~yhla “God” or am;X. “the name (in Aramaic)” may 
have also been possible. On the basis of the manuscript evidence it is obvious 
that the Jewish translator of the Septuagint had no problem with representing the 
chain hwhy ynda, at least in writing: ynda was translated with ku,rioj, whereas 
hwhy was represented by Hebrew letters.14 In contrast, in the Christian tradition a 
difficulty emerged: when a Jewish manuscript was copied by a Christian scribe, 
the Hebrew hwhy was also substituted by ku,rioj. The phrase hwhy ynda therefore 
would yield a double ku,rioj. Since both instances of ku,rioj referred to God, 
both had to be written as nomina sacra. As a result the difference between the 
proper name hwhy and the title ynda was lost in the Greek Old Testament. In 
order to avoid this, the chain hwhy ynda was eventually translated by the phrase 
ku,rioj ò qeo,j. However, this phrase could also represent ~yhla hwhy. 

When one compares the Greek manuscripts of Amos with the MT, it is 
obvious that the Greek equivalent of the hwhy plus title chains is difficult to 
ascertain. Not only are there the above mentioned differences between Jewish 
and Christian manuscripts, but there are also differences among the Christian 
manuscripts. In addition, the two reconstructions of the original text of the 
Septuagint, one by Rahlfs and the other by Ziegler, differ in this case. Since the 
LXX of Amos translates routinely in such a way that every Hebrew lexeme has 
its own Greek equivalent, it is very probable that the LXX Vorlage in many cases 
did not contain the title ynda where it is attested in the MT.15 It was missing in the 
Hebrew Vorlage at Amos 1:8; 3:13; 4:2; 5:16; 6:8; 7:1, 42x, 6; 8:1, 3, and 11.16 In 
five cases ku,rioj o ̀qeo,j serves as an equivalent to hwhy ynda: Amos 3:7, 8, 11; 
4:5; and 8:9, whereas in Amos 7:2 and 5 a double ku,rioj is found.17 The second 
way to represent hwhy ynda may have been chosen in order to highlight Amos 
7:2 and 5, which are the only places where Amos directly addresses God. 
Alternatively one may reckon with a second layer in the transmission of the 
Greek Old Testament: the Greek Jewish manuscript that served as the Vorlage 
for the first Christian copyist contained the phrase “hwhy ku,rioj” only at Amos 
7:2 and 5 where the Christian copyist substituted hwhy with ku,rioj, which 

                                                           
14 Ku,rioj as equivalent for ynda is attested in Amos 9:1, unless an original hwhy was 
replaced. 
15 Martin Rösel, Adonaj, warum Gott “Herr” genannt wird (FAT 29; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2000), 60, assumes that ynda could be translated by both ku,rioj and ku,rioj o ̀
qeo,j. This would be strikingly inconsistent with the translation technique of the Septuagint. 
16 In most cases there are additional source critical arguments for the hypothesis that ynda 
was inserted secondarily. 
17 According to Rahlfs there are two more instances: Amos 5:3 and 9:5. There seems to be 
much variety throughout the different manuscripts. 
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yielded a double ku,rioj. Later a second Christian scribe used ku,rioj ò qeo,j as 
equivalent to hwhy ynda. This may or may not have been done as a revision 
towards a second, post-Jewish war, Hebrew Vorlage that contained more 
instances of hwhy ynda than the original Hebrew Vorlage of LXX Amos.18  

In most cases the MT has a plus against the Septuagint. However, there are 
some instances where the LXX has a plus: Amos 5:8; 9:6 and 15, each of which 
has ò qeo,j o ̀pantokra,twr.19 The first two cases probably presuppose a different 
Vorlage than the MT.20 In Amos 9:15 there is also the possibility of a deliberate 
change during translation. The Septuagint may have transposed the formula to 
the end of the writing from Amos 6:14, where it closed the second part of Amos. 
The translator may have felt that the praise of hwhy as pantokra,twr was a fitting 
end point.  

To sum up, there is one large-scale difference between the LXX version of 
Amos and the MT that implies a modification of the consonantal text: the hwhy-
plus-titles chain. In many instances the best explanation is that the Hebrew 
Vorlage of the Septuagint did not contain a title where the MT has one. In 
addition one has to reckon with modifications during the transmission of the 
Greek text especially in the Christian tradition. 

1.2 The vocalization of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint 

Since vocalization was not encoded in the ancient Hebrew writing system, the 
translator had to rely on oral tradition or personal reading competence. By far 
the most variants against the Hebrew Vorlage emerged at this point in the 
translation process. Judged on the basis of our modern knowledge of Hebrew 
and our historical-critical understanding of the sense of the text, the MT is closer 
to the original text in 98% of the cases. This does not need to be demonstrated. 
Much more interesting are those cases in which the LXX helps us to correct the 

                                                           
18 That the Greek manuscripts were revised towards the MT tradition is obvious in many 
cases. Later revisions can sometimes be identified by a translation technique different 
from the original translation. In Amos 6:14, for example, the Christian codices contain 
the closing formula le,gei ku,rioj tw/n duna,mewn, which has its equivalent in the MT. That 
this is an addition is clear given the use of tw/n duna,mewn as the translation of Hebrew 
twabch, which throughout the Book of the Twelve is otherwise consistently rendered 
with pantokra,twr. 
19 In Ziegler’s text Amos 4:3; 9:5 and 12 also each add ò qeo,j. In 9:5 there is a scribal 
error in the transmission of the MT: ~yhla must be the original variant, because the 
phrase twabch hwhy is not attested elsewhere. Cf. Amos 3:13. 
20 The LXX Vorlage may represent the original text or a harmonization with the other 
hymnic passages in 4:13 and 5:27. However, overall the redactional tendency is to add to 
the titles of God. On this basis, it is even doubtful whether the ynda in 7:2 and 5 belonged 
to the original text. 
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Masoretic vocalization. A few examples will suffice to illustrate this problem in 
Amos. 

At 9:4 the Masoretes vocalized the Hebrew consonants yny[ as yniy[ “my 
eye” and thereby suggested the somewhat curious picture of God using only one 
eye to look at the accused persons. The Masoretes also differentiated between 
the plural in 9:3 and the singular in 9:4. The Septuagint however translated both 
cases with the plural tou.j ovfqalmou,j mou, “my eyes.” This very likely represents 
the original vocalization. 

In Amos 6:3 the Masoretes did not understand Amos to be criticizing the 
Sabbath celebrated by some of his rich contemporaries as a “Sabbath of 
violence.” Instead they vocalized tbX as an infinitive construct from bXy, tbeXe, 
which expects the reader to understand the phrase as “a sitting of violence.” The 
Septuagint vocalized the consonants as tb;X; and translated it as sabba,twn. This 
is probably the intended vocalization. 

In summary, as one would expect on the basis of the writing system the 
vocalization that the LXX of Amos presupposes was in many more cases 
fragmentary and faulty than the consonantal text of the Vorlage. There are fewer 
than ten cases where the vocalization of the Septuagint preserves the original 
text against the MT. In all other cases the original vocalization has been changed 
in the Septuagint. It is notoriously difficult to decide whether a vocalization 
variant represents a deliberate change of sense or was merely a different 
understanding. As long as there are no clear indicators that suggest otherwise 
one must presume that a different vocalization occurred unintentionally. 

1.3 Intentional changes in meaning 

Some variants between the MT and the Septuagint are rooted in a different 
understanding of the theological concepts in Amos. Only in these cases we can 
speak of a deliberate modification of sense by the translators and so try to detect 
their specific intentions. The basic difficulty is that the translator could not 
express the thoughts freely but instead was forced to do so within the limits of a 
literal translation process.  

1.3.1 Anthropomorphism and anthropopathism 

It is a well-known fact that the Septuagint in many cases avoids anthropo-
morphic language even in poetic texts; however, the picture in Amos is not 
consistent. This is seen in the statements that speak of God as having a body: 

In 1:8 and in 9:2 “my hand” is translated literally as cei,r mou.  

In 9:3 and 4 LXX does not suppress the “eyes” of God, which play a significant 
role in the MT. The same is true for 9:8. 
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In 1:2 the “voice, breath” of God is depicted as a hot storm wind. LXX translates 
accordingly. 

In 6:8 the MT and very probably also the LXX Vorlage stated that hwhy has sworn 
by his Xpn, “soul.” LXX translates with the functional equivalent kaq , e`autou/, “by 
himself,” thereby avoiding the implication that God has a soul. 

In the MT of 7:7 Amos tells his readers that he had seen ynda standing on a wall, 
whereas LXX has avnh,r, “a man.” Although it is very probable that ynda was not 
in the LXX Vorlage, it is the most plausible understanding that the participle bcn 
refers to God and therefore Amos had seen hwhy. In contrast LXX probably 
imagines an unspecified angelic figure, thus avoiding the concept of a corporeal 
god.  

In 9:1 the prophet proclaims “I have seen the Lord,” and this time the Lord is 
standing on an altar. The statement is even bolder than in 7:7 because ynda is 
unambiguously the object of the verb har. Nevertheless LXX does not hesitate 
to translate accordingly: ei=don hwhy, “I have seen the LORD.”  

Apparently there was no systematic suppression of the concept of a physical 
God in LXX Amos.  

Likewise, actions of God that imply some sort of bodily activity were not 
suppressed consistently. Most of them are translated accurately: e.g., 3:15, “I 
will crush and smite”; 4:13, “tread on the heights”; 5:17, “I will pass through the 
midst”; 7:15, “hwhy took me”; 9:1, “I will kill with the sword”; 9:11, “I will raise 
up the booth”; and 9:15, “I will plant.” However, there are also cases where the 
translator seems to avoid anthropomorphic concepts. In 7:1 the MT seems to 
imply that God is to be identified with the one who forms a swarm of locusts. 
The LXX, whatever its Vorlage may have been, leaves open the question of how 
the locusts came into being and simply states that they came from the east.21 One 
may compare 8:9 where the MT has a first person announcement of God: “I will 
make the sun go down at noon, and darken the earth in broad daylight.” In 
contrast the LXX has the sun and the light as subjects: “The sun shall go down at 
noon, and the light shall be darkened on the earth by day.” It may be that in 
these cases the LXX translator intentionally avoided the concept that God gets 
directly involved in physical activities.  

When considering the cases of anthropopathic statements about God, the 
same inconsistent picture emerges. In the MT of 5:21 it is proclaimed that God 
“will not smell the assemblies” of the accused. Even English translations choose 
a functional equivalent for this idiomatic expression, and thus for example the 
NRSV translates, “I take no delight in your solemn assemblies.” In contrast LXX 
translates very literally with ovsfrai,nomai, “I smell, I scent.” In the same verse 
the statement of God “I hate” is not eliminated in the Greek lexeme mise,w. 
                                                           
21 In 7:1 there is a significant difference between the LXX and the MT. 
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Likewise in Amos 6:8 the LXX follows its Vorlage literally by using the word 
bdelu,ssomai, “I abhor.” In Amos 7:8 and 8:2 the phrase dw[ @yswa-al, “I will 
not continue,” implies that God’s patience has a definite limit; it is almost as if 
God could tolerate a certain amount of sin but no more. This anthropopathic 
connotation is preserved in the literal translation ouvke,ti mh. prosqw/ tou/ parelqei/n 
auvto,n, “I will not continue to pass by him any more.”22  

There are, however, two cases where the Septuagint modified the Hebrew: 
in the case of the first two visions the MT states clearly that the mind of God 
changed on behalf of the intervention of the prophet (~xn Amos 7:3, 6). 
Septuagint instead transformed the sentence into a petition of the prophet: 
metano,hson hwhy! , “Repent, O LORD!” In this variant the prophet, obviously in 
a mood of great distress, applies a concept that is very probably not supported 
by the narrator. One is at least allowed, if not encouraged, to speculate that God 
does not need a change of mind, because God had never intended to destroy 
Israel, but instead God’s aim was to give a warning through Amos. A second 
example is the famous “perhaps” at 5:17. Although the MT leaves it open to 
God’s freewill whether to have mercy in case the addressees start to hate evil 
and love the good, the Septuagint is firmer: the “perhaps” does not show up in 
the translation. The Septuagint probably favors a strict symmetry between the 
moral quality of human action and God’s response so that the human person can 
be sure that good actions will be rewarded. 

In summary, apparently the Septuagint did not eliminate either the image of 
a bodily God (eyes, hand, voice), with the possible exception of the soul; or the 
application of sensations, which presume a corporal existence (passive, seeing 
God; active, God smells); or actions that imply a direct physical contact with an 
inanimate object (God erects a tent, kills with the sword); or the concept of 
overwhelming feelings (hate, abhor). The only theological point seems to be the 
possible change of mind by God without being a foreseeable response to human 
actions (to change the mind “perhaps”).  

1.3.2 The concept of prophecy 

Many of the deliberate changes introduced in the LXX Amos are related to the 
concept of prophecy. In the superscription (1:1) the Hebrew has -rXa sw~[ yrbd 
hyh “the words of Amos who was …” The LXX translates lo,goi Amwj oi] 
evge,nonto, “words of Amos that happened …” Although in the Hebrew text the 
setting of Amos the prophet is explained thus emphasizing the importance of the 
person, in the Greek text the “words” are the subject of the relative clause. That 
places the focus on the godly origin of the words and not on the human 
transmitter.  

                                                           
22 The allusion to the exodus is also maintained (Exod 12:23; 34:6). 
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A further hint of how the LXX perceived the role of the prophet is found in 
7:14. In the Hebrew text ykna aybn-al, “I am no prophet,” Amos denies that he 
is a prophet. He sees himself as a layman who must prophesy because the 
persons who routinely declare the will of God do not do their duty. He has been 
called by hwhy because the professionals were not inclined to hear the message. 
The LXX translates the passage with ouvk h;mhn profh,thj, “I was no prophet,” 
thereby implying that Amos had become a true prophet through his call.23 The 
title “prophet” is thus no longer a sociological term denoting a certain type of 
religious expert but is a theological term reserved only for the canonical prophet, 
one who is truly called by God. 

Related to the theme of prophecy is the blurring of the distinction between 
the two parts of Amos 3–6 in the Greek. In the Hebrew Vorlage Amos 
commences the first part, chs. 3–4, declaring that he transmits the Word of God 
(3:1 “Hear this word that hwhy has spoken concerning you”), whereas the second 
part opens with the statement that the prophet now speaks on his own authority 
(5:1 “Hear this word that I take up over you”). The Septuagint inserts ku,rioj in 
5:1, which yields “Hear this word of the Lord that I take up over you.” This 
brings both opening verses in line with each other. Obviously for the Septuagint 
it is important that the prophet received all of his oracles directly from God and 
had no mandate to utter oracles of his own. The prophet is seen solely as a 
channel used by God and not as a person who is authorized by God to formulate 
his own message, or even parts of it, to the addressees. 

1.3.3 Future as eschaton 

In the Hebrew Vorlage the predictions of Amos mostly concern the near future 
of northern Israel, and mainly its political downfall through an unidentified, 
overwhelming hostile military force. Only in the last paragraphs does Amos 
envision a future beyond this downfall, which can in the very last verses be 
described as eschatological insofar as it presupposes a fundamental change of 
nature (9:13–15). In the Septuagint there are some hints that more oracles are 
perceived as eschatological, if not the prophetic message as a whole. 

In Amos 7:1 the narrative flow of the Hebrew Vorlage is interrupted by a 
rather unmotivated note: in the midst of a highly dramatic vision about a swarm 
of locusts that will devastate the land, the narrator hastens to explain that, “by 
the way, it was the later growth after the king’s mowings.” 

 

                                                           
23 Aaron W. Park, The Book of Amos as Composed and Read in Antiquity (Studies in 
Biblical Literature 37; New York: Peter Lang, 2001) 160. 
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Amos 7:1 
MT // LXX $lmh yzg rxa Xql-hnhw kai. ivdou. brou/coj ei-j Gwg ò 

basileu,j 
 it was the latter growth 

after the king’s mowings  
and behold, one caterpillar, 
Gog the king. 

Vorlage of LXX  $lmh gg dxa 24qly hnhw 
Already the LXX Vorlage had imported a new meaning: the swarm of locusts 
was understood as a symbol for “Gog and all his multitude” (LXX Ezek 39:11), 
i.e., the last eschatological enemy who would be defeated before God restored 
the land of Israel together with its capital city (Ezek 38–39 are before 40–48).25 
In Amos 8:8 and 9:5 the Greek sunte,leia was chosen as the equivalent for 
Hebrew hlk. The Septuagint variant presupposes a different vocalization than 
the MT. Since, according to LXX Dan 9:26, sunte,leia is a terminus technicus 
denoting the end of history, this meaning may be inferred in these cases too.26 It 
is also used in Amos 1:14 where it translates the Hebrew phrase [h]pws ~wy. 
However in this case the pronoun auvth/j, matching the supposed Hebrew 
feminine suffix “her,” may exclude an eschatological understanding.27 

In Amos 8:7 the Hebrew xcnl is translated with eivj nei/koj, “until victory.” 
The same phrase is found in the LXX at Amos 1:11; Zeph 3:5; Jer 3:5; Lam 5:20; 
and Job 36:7, and it may have the connotation of “until the final battle of history 
is won by God.”28 At least this was the meaning that the phrase had in the 
tradition that Paul quoted in 1 Cor 15:55.29  

1.3.4 The messiah 

A further hint that the Septuagint perceived Amos as someone speaking of the 
end time is that the translator found the “messiah” in Amos 4:13. However, the 
change in meaning may go back to a misreading of the Hebrew. Instead of -hm 
                                                           
24 The lexeme brou/coj is used as a translation for qly in Ps 104:34; Joel 1:4; and Nah 
3:16. 
25 Cf. ibid., 157. 
26 Cf. Joachim Schaper, “Der Septuaginta-Psalter: Interpretation, Aktualisierung und 
liturgische Verwendung der biblischen Psalmen im hellenistischen Judentum,” in Der 
Psalter in Judentum und Christentum: Norbert Lohfink zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. E. 
Zenger and N. Lohfink; HBS 18; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1998), 49, 165–83. 
27 The Hebrew hpws is, of course, the word for “storm, gale” (HALOT), not @As, “end.” 
28 Johan Lust et al., A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 1996), 2:314, “until final victory.” 
29 Cf. the note by Robert Hanhart, “Die Bedeutung der Septuaginta für die Definition des 
‘Hellenistischen Judentums,’” in Studien zur Septuaginta und zum hellenistischen 
Judentum (ed. R. Hanhart and R. G. Kratz; FAT 24; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 
203, and in general 194–213. 
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wxX, “what his thoughts are,” the Greek translator read wxXm “his Messiah.” It is 
implied that God had planned from the beginning to proclaim the Messiah not 
only to Israel but to all humanity. 

In summary, the Septuagint translator strove hard to give a faithful 
translation of the Hebrew Vorlage and in only a few cases deliberately created 
new meanings.  

2. The Christian Greek Old Testament Version of Amos 

The early Christian authors used the LXX as a source for their understanding of 
the significance of Jesus for Israel and the nations.30 This is quite natural because 
their view of the Holy Scriptures was the basis on which they accepted Jesus as 
Messiah in the first place. When in a second step Christian redactors added a 
collection of New Testament writings to their Jewish Septuagint, they created a 
new book, the Christian Bible. This book was clearly divided into two parts 
called the Old and the New Testaments. Nevertheless, the redactors made it very 
clear that both parts deal with the one and only true God. The God of Israel and 
the Father of Jesus were conceived as being identical. Probably in order to 
underline this identity, the Christian scribes invented the nomina sacra writing 
style.31 The oldest set of nomina attested in the manuscripts comprise ku,rioj, 
qeo,j,  vIhsou/j, and cristo,j. These four nomina sacra express the belief that Jesus 
of Nazareth was the expected Messiah whom the God of Israel, YHWH, had 
sent. In a very few cases the Christian copyists even modified the Greek Jewish 
Vorlage. 

How Amos was understood by the Christian readers can be demonstrated by 
its use in Acts, the only writing in the New Testament that quotes Amos.32 On 
                                                           
30 Hans Hübner, “Vetus Testamentum und Vetus Testamentum in Novo Receptum: Die 
Frage nach dem Kanon des Alten Testaments aus Neutestamentlicher sicht,” JBTH 3 
(1988): 147–62: “Weitesthin berufen sich die neutestamentlichen Autoren auf die 
Septuaginta. Vornehmlich gilt dies für Paulus. Dieser Sachverhalt ist deshalb von theolo-
gischer Brisanz, weil an entscheidenden Stellen, etwa der paulinischen theologischen 
Argumentation, der dort geführte Schriftbeweis mit Hilfe des hebräischen Textes gar 
nicht möglich wäre.” (p. 148) 
31 See Larry Hurtado, “The Earliest Evidence of an Emerging Christian Material and 
Visual Culture: The Codex, the ‘Nomina Sacra’ and the Staurogram,” in Text and Artifact 
in the Religions of Mediterranean Antiquity: Essays in Honour of Peter Richardson (ed. 
S. G. Wilson, M. R. Desjardins, and P. Richardson; Studies in Christianity and Judaism 
9; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2000), 271–88; and Colin H. Roberts, 
Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (SchL 1977; London: Oxford 
University Press, 1979), 26–48. 
32 To be sure, Amos is not mentioned explicitly. The quotation is introduced as being 
from “the prophets,” which is probably a reference to the Book of the Twelve Prophets. 
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two occasions quotations from Amos play an important role: in the speech of 
Stephen in Acts 7, which culminates in a quotation from Amos 5:25–27; and in 
Acts 15, which quotes Amos 9:11–12. It is very probable that the author of Acts 
found both passages in one of his sources, presumably a formerly Hebrew, 
Jewish testimonia collection that was translated and adapted by Christians.33 

In the narrative flow of Acts the speech of James at the Jerusalem council 
(Acts 15) is of eminent importance. The author of Acts wanted to demonstrate 
that all of the apostles finally agreed on the status of the Gentiles in the Christian 
community. Several speeches lead towards the final statement of James. They 
all contain arguments from the Scriptures and from the present experience of 
God’s deeds, so that in the end James could summarize everything with a 
concluding statement. This was accepted by all participants of this council, 
acknowledged as revealed by the Holy Spirit (Acts 15:28), and promoted to all 
congregations.34 Although James claims to give an accurate quotation from 
Scripture, a comparison of the Greek Old Testament text of Amos 9:11–12 with 
the quotation in Acts shows important differences: 
 

Table 7. Amos 9:11–12 and Acts 15:16–18 

(a) vEn th/| h̀me,ra| evkei,nh|  Meta. tau/ta avnastre,yw 
(b) avnasth,sw kai. avnoikodomh,sw 
 th.n skhnh.n D8A 8D 8 th.n peptwkui/an th.n skhnh.n D8A 8D 8 th.n peptwkui/an 
 kai. avnoikodomh,sw   
 ta. peptwko,ta auvth/j  
 kai. ta. kateskamme,na auvth/j kai. ta. kateskamme,na auvth/j 
 avnasth,sw avnoikodomh,sw 

                                                                                                                                  
Cf. Claude E. Hayward, “A Study in Acts 15:16–18,” EvQ 8 (1936): 162–66. He writes, 
“He is giving us the gist of Ο.Τ. prophecy on the subject, using language closely 
resembling that of Amos” (p. 163). Cf. Sabine Nägele, Laubhütte Davids und Wolken-
sohn: Eine auslegungsgeschichtliche Studie zu Amos 9:11 in der jüdischen und christ-
lichen Exegese (AGJU 24; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 105. 
33 This hypothesis can explain why both quotations from Amos show up in the Damascus 
Document in the same sequence and in an analogous eschatological framework. The 
collection was, however, modified significantly by Christians. Martin Stowasser, “Am 
5:25–27; 9:11–12 in der Qumranüberlieferung und in der Apostelgeschichte: Text- und 
traditionsgeschichtliche Überlegungen zu 4Q174 (Florilegium) III 12/CD VII 16/Apg 
7:42b–43; 15:16–18,” ZNW 92 (2001): 47–63, especially 63. 
34 Philip Mauro, “Building Again the Tabernacle of David,” EvQ 9 (1937): 398–413: “It 
is an impressive fact that the brief prophecy of Amos, quoted above, was cited by the 
apostle James, and was, moreover, accepted unhesitatingly and unanimously by the 
apostles and elders assembled at Jerusalem, as being decisive of that truly momentous 
and hotly disputed question, for the settlement of which they had been expressly and 
specially convened” (p. 398). 
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 kai. avnoikodomh,sw auvth.n kai. avnorqw,sw auvth,n 
 kaqw.j aì h`me,rai tou/ aivw/noj  
(c) o[pwj evkzhth,swsin o[pwj a'n evkzhth,swsin 
 oì kata,loipoi tw/n avnqrw,pwn oi ̀kata,loipoi tw/n avnqrw,pwn 
 to.n K8N 8 [Alexandrinus] to.n K8N8 
(d) kai. pa,nta ta. e;qnh kai. pa,nta ta. e;qnh 
 evfV ou]j evpike,klhtai to. o;noma, mou evfV ou]j evpike,klhtai to. o;noma, mou 
 evpV auvtou,j evpV auvtou,j 
 le,gei K8S8 le,gei K8S8 
 ò poiw/n tau/ta poiw/n tau/ta 
(e)  gnwsta. avpV aivw/noj 

It is clear that Acts 15:16–18 presupposes a Greek version of the Amos text. In 
v. 17 this is obviously the LXX, which deliberately or not had mistranslated its 
Hebrew Vorlage.35 The case is different, however, for v. 16 in which the text in 
Acts differs significantly from the LXX version. In addition, the variants are of 
different character.36 This can be explained with the assumption that the Acts 
text combines different translations: Amos 9:11 was taken from an independent, 
non-LXX Greek translation, whereas Amos 9:12 was added from the LXX either 
from a pre-Acts source or by the author of Acts.37 Since the use of Amos 9:11, 
without v. 12, as a proof text for the coming of the messianic kingdom is also 
attested in the Damascus Document (VII, 15–16), the verse probably was part of 
a Hebrew testimonia collection in the first place that was translated into Greek 
and used by Christians. The differences between the Greek Amos and the Acts 
versions are: 

The beginning (a) and the end (e) of the quotation in Acts do not stem from 
Amos. The beginning highlights God’s initiative: Anastre,yw picks up the 
concept that God will turn towards Israel (cf., Amos 9:14; Zech 1:16; and 
probably Hos 3:5 and Jer 12:5); the use of avnastre,yw instead of evpistre,yw can 

                                                           
35 For a convenient list of the differences see Arie van der Kooij, “‘De Tent van David’: 
Amos 9:11–12 in de Griekse Bijbel,” in Door het oog van de Profeten: Exegetische studies 
aangeboden aan Prof. Dr. C. van Leeuwen (ed. B. Becking, J. van Dorp, and A. van der 
Kooij; Utrechtse theologische reeks 8; Utrecht: Faculteit der Godgeleerdheid, 
Rijksuniversiteit te Utrecht, 1989), 49–56; and Park, Book of Amos as Composed and 
Read in Antiquity, 173–77. 
36 Nägele, Laubhütte Davids und Wolkensohn, 97: “Wir hatten oben schon darauf 
hingewiesen, daß wegen der Ähnlichkeit von V. 17 mit der LXX Version von Am 9,12 
eigentlich alle Exegeten annehmen, daß nur V. 17 vom Einfluß des griechischen ATs 
geprägt sei. Dadurch kommt es zu einem unbefriedigenden Auseinanderklaffen von V. 16 
und V. 17, da V. 16 sich keinesfalls aus der LXX ableiten läßt.” 
37 According to ibid., part A, Amos 9:12 played no role in other Jewish interpretations 
either. 



 Schart 

 

172

be explained as an opposition to katastre,yw in Acts 7:42.38 For the closing 
phrase it was often presumed that Isa 45:21 served as model. This may be true 
for the idea but not for the exact wording.39 

The first part of Acts (part b) is shorter than the Amos text. 

In part c, to.n ku,rion is inserted as the object of “seeking.” In contrast in Amos 
the object would be the “booth of David.” The author of the variant in Acts may 
have inferred the object by means of verses like Hos 3:5 and Joel 3:5. In a 
Christian Bible where the reader could easily compare the quotation of James 
with the original text of Amos, the differences between the passages create a 
tension that some ancient scribes tried to soften. Codex Alexandrinus, for 
example, inserts to.n ku,rion in the Amos text for this reason.40 Whether the text 
was actually inserted or not, Christian readers very probably understood the 
Amos text in this way. 

In the context of Acts 15 it is difficult to determine how the highly metaphorical, 
if not allegorical, Amos text was understood as a scriptural proof. It becomes 
very clear from the context that James could only use Amos’s prediction as an 
argument if he maintained that the predicted future had become reality in his 
own time.41 The opening temporal clause, meta. tau/ta, “after this,” replaces the 
formula “on that day” possibly for that reason.42 Peter’s missionary success and 

                                                           
38 Ibid., 82. 
39 Ibid., 88: “Direkter, wörtlicher Einfluß von Jes 45,21, wie ihn Schlatter, Dupont, 
Stählin, Haenchen, Williams, Conzelmann, Roloff, Schneider, Schille, Mussner und 
Pesch vermuten, scheint mir dagegen nicht vorzuliegen, da die Übereinstimmungen zu 
gering sind.” 
40 It is a well-known phenomenon that the Old Testament source text of New Testament 
quotations is corrected towards the New Testament text; see, e.g., ibid., 163: “Für den 
alexandrinischen Text, zu dem ja die meisten der genannten Zeugen gehören, ist 
außerdem häufig Einfluß des NT anzunehmen (vgl. Apg.).” Cf. also Amos 5:26 where the 
text is influenced by Acts 7:43. 
41 Hayward, “Study in Acts 15:16–18,” 164: “James quoted Amos ix. 11, 12 as having 
fulfilment in his day.” 
42 The author of Acts uses the opening phrase of Hos 3:5 and Joel 3:1 (LXX 2:28), meta. 
tau/ta, as an introduction for his quotation of Amos 9:11, whereas in Acts 2:17 the phrase 
kai. e;stai evn tai/j evsca,taij h`me,raij, which stems from Isa 2:2 (compare Mic 4:1), is used 
as an introduction for the quotation of Joel 3:1 (LXX 2:28). In Acts 2:17 the text at the 
beginning of the quoted Joel passage was not relevant to the context in Acts and therefore 
the author of Acts chose an opening formula that could serve as an absolute beginning, 
thereby alluding to Isa 2:2–4 where it is stated that in the end time the nations will come 
to Jerusalem. In contrast, at Acts 15:16 the context of the quoted passage is important to 
understand the full analogy between prediction and fulfillment. Walter C. Kaiser Jr., “The 
Davidic Promise and the Inclusion of the Gentiles (Amos 9:9–15 and Acts 15:13–18): A 
Test Passage for Theological Systems,” JETS 20 (1977): 97–111: “Meta tauta, ‘after 
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his vision in Acts 11:1–18 were perceived as God’s initiative to build a nation 
from the Gentiles for his name.43 This is connected with the pouring out of the 
Spirit that started at Pentecost.44 From this viewpoint the process of “calling 
God’s name over the nations” (Amos 9:12) must be equated with the Christian 
mission.45 Although James uses the quotation from Amos mainly to demonstrate 
that it was God’s will from early times to include the Gentiles in his renewed 
people, he apparently assumed that all aspects of Amos’s prophecy were 
realized in the present. If this were not so, his argument would be severely 
weakened.46 Especially relevant are: the “end of my people Israel” (Amos 8:2), 
which coincides with the elimination of the temple (Amos 9:1); the destruction 
of the “kingdom of the sinners” (Amos 9:8 LXX); the establishing of a rest of 
Israel, which is called the “house of Jacob” (Amos 9:8); the dispersion of the 
survivors throughout the nations (Amos 9:9); and finally, the rebuilding of the 
booth of David (Amos 9:11). It would be only logical for the author of Acts to 
understand the Roman destruction of Israel and the Jerusalem temple as the 
realization of the prophecy of Amos.47  

In order to understand the conclusions that James drew for the status of the 
Gentile Christians, it is imperative to reconstruct how James must have 
perceived LXX Amos.48 Let us attempt to read Amos through his eyes.49 There is 
a clear contrast between the “kingdom of sinners” and the “house of Jacob.” The 
first would be totally destroyed, whereas the “house of Jacob” would endure 
(Amos 9:8). This leads one to assume a similar opposition between the “booth of 

                                                                                                                                  
these things,’ probably has reference to the Amos context which James consciously 
included in his citation; both the Hebrew and the LXX had clearly read ‘in that day’—i.e., 
in the messianic times—yet James purposely departed from both! Why?” (p. 105). 
43 Mauro, “Building again the Tabernacle of David,” 400–401; Kaiser, “Davidic Promise 
and the Inclusion of the Gentiles,” 103. 
44 On this occasion Joel featured prominently. Cf. ibid., 104. 
45 Maybe the phrase is aimed specifically at the act of baptism. 
46 Mauro, “Building again the Tabernacle of David,” 402–3, has rightly emphasized this 
point. Likewise Kaiser, “Davidic Promise and the Inclusion of the Gentiles,” 106, stresses 
the context in Amos. 
47 Mauro, “Building again the Tabernacle of David,” 402–3. 
48 “James” is here strictly a reference to the narrative character, and not to a historical 
person. It is highly unlikely that a leader of the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem would 
have based his argument on a LXX variant that is not found in the Hebrew text. In 
addition, this enterprise does not want to reconstruct the original meaning of the LXX; cf. 
van der Kooij, “De tent van David,” 49–56, who discusses as possibilities: Jerusalem, 
Israel as a people, and the Davidic kingdom. However, he ignores the immediate context 
in determining the sense of the phrase. 
49 LXX Isa 16:5, where the phrase “booth of David” is attested once more, seems to play 
no role for James. 
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David” and the sanctuary mentioned in Amos 9:1.50 The “booth of David” would 
have a comparable function to the “house of Jacob” as the sanctuary from Amos 
9:1 had for the “kingdom of sinners.” The “booth of David” would not be a 
complete new building but would be erected from the ruins of a destroyed 
building. One gets the impression that the ruins are those that were left over 
from the destruction of the sanctuary. This destruction was specifically aimed at 
the i`lasth,rion (Amos 9:1), which is the necessary center for the proprietary 
cultic acts. The chosen phrase, “booth of David,” implies that the new building 
would not be a temple like the old one in Jerusalem, which was in any case 
erected by Solomon and not by David. Likewise it is not mentioned that cultic 
constructions would be rebuilt; instead a new quality of communication with 
God is envisioned.51  

From the point of view of the author of Acts the basic constellation of the 
prophecy in Amos matched the contemporary situation of Israel. Jesus had 
announced that the temple in Jerusalem would be destroyed (Acts 6:14).52 
According to Stephen it was obvious that false gods were worshipped at the 
temple (Acts 7:40–43). In addition he states in 7:46 that David prayed for a 
skh,nwma, “booth,” for the “house of Jacob,” but Solomon had built a house 
instead. A man made house could never be a residence for God.53 The booth that 
David prayed for is probably to be equated with the “booth of David” in Acts 
15:11.  

As the author of Acts has shown through Stephen’s speech, the temple in 
Jerusalem was never acknowledged by God as a residence, because God per 
definitionem cannot reside in a handmade house (Acts 7:48). The temple of 
Solomon was erected by human hands, but the new booth of David would be 
rebuilt by God alone.  

What then did the author of Acts have in mind when having James claim 
that the “booth of David” was being rebuilt in the time of the Christian mission? 
In my view one has to assume that three connotations coincide. First, one has to 
think of a new place of communication between God and Israel that replaces the 
destroyed Jerusalem temple. Secondly, this new “temple” is equated with the 
                                                           
50 The “booth of David” cannot be identified with the “house of Jacob” because the 
“house of Jacob” will not be destroyed. It was to last from the time of Amos on. In 
contrast, the booth of David was to be a new entity out of the ruins of a destroyed one. 
51 Mauro, “Building again the Tabernacle of David,” 403–4, has rightly observed this, 
although his reference to 2 Sam 6:17 seems far-fetched. 
52 Although this quotation stems from false witnesses, the speech of Stephen explains in 
what way the message of Jesus was conceived truly; cf. Klaus Berger, Theologie-
geschichte des Urchristentums: Theologie des Neuen Testaments (2d ed.; Tübingen: 
Francke, 1995), 163. 
53 Ibid., 161–62, traces this argument back to Hellenistic circles in the Jerusalem Christian 
community. 
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eschatological community of God’s people.54 In Qumran (Damascus Document 
and Florilegium) the contexts in which the phrase “booth of David” occurs are 
even more cryptic than in Acts. It seems that “the booth of David” refers to the 
(Qumran) community understood as an eschatological temple, but it does not 
refer to a messianic figure.55 Thirdly, this new community belongs to the 
eschatological David who is Jesus Christ. The last point is clearly marked in the 
manuscripts because Dauid is written as a nomen sacrum and thereby signals 
that “David” refers to Jesus Christ.56 According to this interpretation James 
specifically equated the rebuilding of the booth of David with the resurrection of 
Christ.57 This event was the eschatological point in history when the vision of 
Amos began to come true.  

Reading Amos from the standpoint of the author of Acts, the establishment 
of a Christian community inaugurated by Jesus Christ’s resurrection was the 
new center for two different communities: on the one hand the “house of Jacob” 
comprising the remnant of Israel, and on the other hand the remnant of the 
Gentiles, which was gathered through the Christian mission. In the context of 
Acts 15 it is presupposed and undisputed under the Jerusalem leaders that the 
Gentiles could and would belong to God’s elect people. The point in James’s 
interpretation of Amos 9:12, however, is that the Gentiles got this status solely 
by seeking to.n ku,rion, “the Lord,” which was seen as a response to the “name of 
God being called over them,” that is that they have heard the proclamation of the 
gospel through the Christian mission. From a Christian point of view ku,rioj can 
refer to both God and Jesus Christ (e.g., Rom 10:9). The confession “Jesus is 
Lord” as well as the calling of the Lord’s name over a person may have been 
especially relevant in the baptism ceremony (cf. Jas 2:7).58 In any case, Acts 15 
claims that the act of “seeking the Lord” is the only prerequisite for a non-
Israelite to be counted as someone who belongs to the “rest of humankind” (v. 
17), that will be saved together with the “house of Jacob” Although it is not 
                                                           
54 Nägele, Laubhütte Davids und Wolkensohn, 90–91, has elaborated this insight; see also 
Berger, Theologiegeschichte des Urchristentums, 27. This thesis is especially supported 
by the fact that in Florilegium 1:1–13 the Qumranites expect a ~da Xdqm (1:6), which 
might possibly mean a “temple out of humans.” Cf. 1 Cor 3:16; 6:19; and 2 Cor 6:16. 
55 See the careful discussion of possible meanings by Nägele, Laubhütte Davids und 
Wolkensohn, 1–38. 
56 Hayward, “Study in Acts 15:16–18,” 166: “So to build again the tabernacle of David 
means to restore the Davidic line to dignity and power in the person of the Messiah.” In 
Luke 1:27 (cf. Rom 1:3) Jesus is indeed viewed as a son of David in a physical sense. 
57 As Nägele, Laubhütte Davids und Wolkensohn, 108–17, points out, this is the usual 
understanding in Patristic exegesis. 
58 Jostein Ådna, “James’ Position at the Summit Meeting of the Apostles and the Elders in 
Jerusalem (Acts 15),” in The Mission of the Early Church to Jews and Gentiles (J. Ådna 
and H. Kvalbein; WUNT 127; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 125–61, especially 148. 
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stated explicitly, the flow of the argument implies that the Gentiles do not have 
to be included in the “house of Jacob” but have their own dignity.59 They do not 
become Jews but have the status of guests. On the basis of this inference the 
final decree becomes understandable: the Gentile Christians gain the status of 
“resident aliens” within Israel, and the Jewish Christians have to observe the law 
in full.60 

Another passage where the Christian copyists imported a new meaning into 
Amos is at 4:13. When it became acceptable to include pneu/ma, “spirit,” and 
a;nqrwpoj, “human being,” in the list of nomina sacra, Amos 4:13 became the 
one verse in the Christian Bible where ku,rioj, cri,stoj, pneu/ma, and a;nqrwpoj 
were found in this way. The mystery of the Trinity together with the orientation 
of God and the Messiah towards the whole of humankind could be found in this 
verse. In the Christian debate over the status of the nature of the Holy Spirit, 
whether an equal to God or created, the understanding of the verse was disputed.61 

To sum up, the translator of LXX Amos tried to render the Hebrew Vorlage 
in a very accurate way. Every Hebrew lexeme was given a Greek equivalent. 
The word order was carefully preserved. There are very few deliberate changes 
of the meaning of the Hebrew Vorlage. The literalness of the translation 
produced a kind of “‘Bible Greek’ understandable only to people who had some 
acquaintance with the meaning of the original.”62 Nevertheless, the translation 
was done on the basis of a new understanding of Amos as a canonical prophet 
whose message was relevant for the translator’s own time. It is imperative to 
differentiate in this respect among three texts: the Hebrew Vorlage, which was 
identical with neither the MT nor the original Hebrew text; the first Jewish 
translator; and the Christian copyists.  

                                                           
59 Cf. Jacob Jervell, Die Apostelgeschichte (17th ed.; KEK 3; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1998), 394: “‘Ein Volk aus den Völkern’ ist hier nicht die Kirche aus Juden 
und Heiden. Israel ist und bleibt das Volk Gottes.… Es gibt aber ein(e) Volk(smenge) aus 
den Heidenvölkern, das jetzt nicht mehr zu den Völkern, sondern mit Israel zusammen-
gehört. Zum Gottesvolk gehören von nun an auch Nicht-Juden, ohne dass sie durch 
Beschneidung und Gesetz zu Israeliten werden. Die Kirche besteht aus dem erneuerten 
Israel und ‘einem Volk aus den Völkern.’” 
60 Ådna, “James’ Position at the Summit Meeting,” 159–60. 
61 Cf. Ernst Dassmann, “Umfang, Kriterien und Methoden frühchristlicher Propheten-
exegese,” JBTH 14 (1999): 117–43, especially 130–31. He presents the interpretation of 
the “Pneumatomachen” who claimed on the basis of Amos 4:13 that the Pneuma was 
created by God and could therefore not be of equal status to God. 
62 Klaus Koch, “Some Considerations on the Translation of Kapporet in the Septuagint,” 
in Pomegranates and Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, 
Law, and Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed. D. P. Wright, D. N. Freedman, and 
A. Hurvitz; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 66. 
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In Amos 9:11–12 the Septuagint introduced a variant, presumably on the 
basis of its Hebrew Vorlage, that would serve, at least in the view of the author 
of Acts, as a scriptural proof for Paul’s understanding of the mission to the 
Gentiles: since the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ it was possible for 
every single person who confessed Jesus as the ku,rioj to become a member of 
God’s new people whether as part of the rest of Israel or as part of the rest of 
humankind. No cultic center or ceremonial laws were needed any longer. During 
the first century, especially outside of Palestine, Jewish and Christian 
communities depended on the very same version of the Greek Jewish scriptures. 
Although the Christian communities later produced their distinct copies as part 
of the Christian Bible and the Jewish communities abandoned the Septuagint 
version altogether, the common Greek heritage should be remembered.63 

                                                           
63 Ibid., 65: “The transfer of the ideas of the Hebrew Bible into the terms of Greek 
thinking was a very important event in the history of religion and a necessary 
precondition for the later spread of Christianity around the Mediterranean.” 



 

 



 

 

LXX/OG Zechariah 1–6 and the Portrayal of Joshua 
Centuries after the Restoration of the Temple 

Patricia Ahearne-Kroll 

1. Introduction 

There are notable differences between the versions of Zech 1–6 in the standard 
Hebrew and Greek texts.1 Some of these differences reveal common text-critical 
variations that result from the progress of transmission, while other distinctions 
seem to reflect the worldview of the translator(s). Given the conservative nature 
of transmission in antiquity, the altered meaning in the LXX/OG Zechariah does 
not necessarily expose any purposeful manipulation of the text. Rather, these 
textual differences suggest the historical and theological assumptions shared by 
initial translators. Many scholars have noted some of the discrepancies between 
the Hebrew and Greek witnesses of Zechariah, and a summary of their 
discussions will not be provided here.2 However, one pericope, 3:4–7, fails to 
receive much attention, and this paper will present how the Greek witnesses of 
this pericope can add to our understanding of the translators’ worldview. In 
association with other key passages in the LXX/OG Zech 1–6, ch. 3 advances the 
significance of Joshua and the temple cult and highlights for the high priesthood 
the role for it that most likely existed during the time of the LXX/OG Zechariah 
translation. 

                                                           
1 This paper will use the term “standard text” to refer to (1) the Masoretic Text according 
to BHS, or (2) the Greek text (LXX/OG) proposed by Joseph Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae 
(2d ed.; Septuaginta 13; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967). 
2 For example, Dominique Barthélemy, Critique Textuelle de l’Ancien Testament, 3, 
Ezechiel, Daniel et les 12 prophetes (OBO 50; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992); Mario Cimosa, “Observations on the Greek 
Translation of the Book of Zechariah,” in IX Congress of the International Organization 
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 45; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1997), 91–108; and Albert Petitjean, Les Oracles du Proto-Zacharie: Un Programme 
de Restauration pour la Communaute Juive apres l’Exil (EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1969). 
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2. Joshua in 3:4–7 

Zech 3:1–7 presents the commissioning of the high priest Joshua. The prophet 
Zechariah is shown a scene where Joshua stands in the divine court before the 
messenger of the Lord and the accuser (!jXh). Before Zechariah hears the 
accuser’s prosecution of Joshua, God admonishes the accuser and describes 
Joshua as a “brand plucked from the fire.” At that moment Zechariah notices 
that Joshua’s clothes are filthy (3:1–3), and he overhears the messenger of the 
Lord command other members of the divine court to remove Joshua’s garments. 
Then the messenger declares the following in 3:4: 

Zechariah 3:4 
$nw[ $yl[m ytrb[h har 

twclxm $ta Xblhw
VIdou. avfh|,rhka ta.j avnomi,aj sou( kai. 
evndu,sate auvto.n podh,rh) 

See, I have removed your 
iniquity from you and I will 
clothe you with a robe. 

See, I have removed your lawlessness, 
and clothe him with a robe 

Following the lead of D. Winton Thomas, Carol and Eric Meyers, and James 
VanderKam conclude that twclxm is best understood as “pure vestments” 
because the Arabic and Akkadian roots of this word relate to purification.3 The 
verse conveys this understanding of the robe as well, since Joshua would only be 
vested with a clean garment after the removal of his unbearably defiled garments 
(according to the Hebrew description ~yawc) and after the cleansing of his 
iniquities.4 The only other place that twclxm appears in the Hebrew Bible is in 
Isa 3:22 where it is listed as a garment of wealth. Since this term does not depict 
priestly clothing elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, it appears that in Zech 3:4 
twclxm refers to the condition of the new robe Joshua wears in contrast to his 
previous attire (from impurity to purity).5 

                                                           
3 James C. VanderKam, “Joshua the High Priest and the Interpretation of Zechariah 3,” 
CBQ 53 (1991): 556. Carol L. Meyers and Eric M. Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8: 
A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 25B; Garden City: 
Doubleday, 1987), 190. David W. Thomas, “A Note on twclxm in Zechariah 3:4,” JTS 
33 (1931–1932): 279–80. 
4 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 187–88. David L. Petersen, Haggai 
and Zechariah 1–8: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1984), 193–94. 
5 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 190, and cited by VanderKam, “Joshua 
the High Priest,” 556. Petersen disagrees: “The immediate contrast envisioned in the 
Zechariah text is, then, not between clean and unclean in the technical priestly sense, but 
between dirty, ordinary clothing and rich, ornate robes.” Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 196. 
However, given the association between the twclxm and the lifting of iniquities, it is 
clear that this robe represents the product of cleansing. 
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According to Ziegler there are no variations of the Greek translation for 
twclxm.6 Whereas the Nahal „ever fragments reveal an attempt to reconcile the 
Greek and Hebrew texts possibly by using the general term for clothing 
metekdu,mata, the Greek manuscripts associate Joshua’s robe with that of the first 
high priest.7 In the Septuagint Pentateuch podh,rhj always refers to the robe of 
the ephod that only Aaron wears (Exod 25:7; 28:4; 28:31; 29:5; 35:9). Although 
the robe of the ephod is called u`podu,thj in Aaron’s ordination rite (Lev 8:7), 
both ùpodu,thj and podh,rhj are used elsewhere to refer to the robe of the ephod 
(u`podu,thj in Exod 28:33; 36:29 and also ùpodu,thn podh,rh in Exod 28:31); these 
terms seem interchangeable in the Pentateuch. Therefore, the Greek text’s use of 
podh,rhj in Zech 3:4 extends the implications of Joshua’s clean attire. 

The next verse of Joshua’s commissioning builds upon this Aaronid 
reference. The standard texts and a tradition that transpose the order of events 
read as follows: 

Table 8. Zechariah 3:5 

MT rwhjh @ynch wmyXyw … 
~ydgb whXblyw wXar-l[ 

dm[ hwhy $almw

… and they placed the 
clean turban upon his head 
and they clothed him with 
garments while the 
messenger of the Lord 
stood by. 

OG kai. evpe,qhkan ki,darin kaqara.n 
evpi. th.n kefalh.n auvtou/ kai. 
perie,balon auvto.n ìma,tia( kai. ò 
a;ggeloj kuri,ou eivsth,kei) 

And they placed a clean 
turban upon his head and 
they clothed him with 
garments and the messenger 
of the Lord stood by. 

Transposed 
translation8 

kai. perie,balon auvto.n ìma,tia 
kai. evpe,qhkan ki,darin kaqara.n 
evpi. th.n kefalh.n auvtou/( kai. ò 
a;ggeloj kuri,ou eivsth,kei) 

And they clothed him with 
garments and they placed a 
clean turban upon his head 
and the messenger of the 
Lord stood by. 

                                                           
6 Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 296. 
7 The fragment, with the reconstructed portion in brackets, reads: mete[kduma]ta. Emanuel 
Tov, Robert A. Kraft, and P. J. Parsons, eds., The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from 
Nah al „ever (8HevXIIgr) (DJD 8; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 72–73. 
8 The textual witnesses for this translation are the Washington papyrus, manuscripts from 
Ziegler’s Alexandria group (including codices Alexandrinus and Marchalianus [A´-Q´-
49´-198-449´-534]), manuscripts from Ziegler’s primary Lucianic group (L´), and the 
Bohairic Coptic and Arabic versions. Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 296. The Nah al 
„ever fragments correspond to the order in the Hebrew text. Tov, Kraft, and Parsons, 
Greek Minor Prophets Scroll, 72–73. 
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This verse presents two items worthy of discussion: (1) the type of turban 
presented, and (2) the order in which Joshua is vested. First, in Exodus and 
Leviticus both the Pentateuch and the MT distinguish between the headpieces 
worn by Aaron and his sons. These two standard texts usually employ mi,tra and 
tpncm respectively for Aaron’s turban, and kida,reij and tw[bgm respectively for 
the sons’ headpieces.9 Although Lev 16:4 clearly refers to Aaron’s turban (and 
the MT uses the expected word tpncm), the Septuagint Pentateuch refers to it as 
ki,darij.10 It is noteworthy that some manuscripts and recensions have ki,darij 
for Aaron’s turban.11 It appears that many translators considered ki,darij and 
mi,tra to be synonymous terms, like podh,rhj and u`podu,thj. The term ki,darij as 
well as mi,tra, then, may likely signify Aaron’s turban. Thus for example, in 
Sirach the explicit reference to Aaron’s tpncm is ki,darij in the Greek text 
(45:12).  

In Zech 3:5 the MT’s employment of @ync instead of tpncm diverts attention 
from the connection between Joshua with Aaron. Used as a royal image in Isa 
62:3, @ync in Zech 3:5 possibly indicates Joshua’s enhanced authority in the 
postexilic period and foreshadows his crowning ceremony.12 The Greek text, 
however, retreats from the association with royalty. According to Rahlfs’s 
edition of the Septuagint, ki,darij most often refers to a priestly headpiece.13 
Given the correlation between Joshua’s and Aaron’s garb suggested by the use 
of podh,rhj, the identification of Joshua’s turban as ki,darij brings the connection 
between Joshua and Aaron even closer. 

As for the way Joshua is vested, the Greek manuscripts that transpose the 
MT reflect more precisely the narrative of Aaron’s ordination. As commanded by 
God, Moses brings Aaron and his sons before the entrance of the tent of meeting 
(Exod 29:4; Lev 8:6), and Joshua likewise stands before the presence of God (in 
his divine court; Zech 3:1). Next, Moses washes Aaron and his sons with water 

                                                           
9 Turban: Exod 28:37; 29:6; 36:35 [MT 39:28]; Lev 8:9. Headpieces: Exod 28:40; 29:9; 
36:35 [MT 39:28]; Lev 8:13. 
10 Exod 28:4 and 28:39 also present ki,darij for tpncm, and the latter reference clearly 
implies Aaron’s turban. 
11 Codex Ambrosianus (Exod 29:6, the second reference to the turban) and notations of 
Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus recensions (a´, q´: Exod 28:37; a´, q´, s´: Lev 8:9). 
John W. Wevers, Exodus (Septuaginta 2.1; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 
323, 327. John W. Wevers, Leviticus (Septuaginta 2.2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1986), 101. 
12 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 191–92. VanderKam, “Joshua the 
High Priest,” 557. Petersen argues that twclxm and @ync suggest royal and stately 
overtones, such as portrayed in Isa 3:18–25 (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 197–98). 
13 In 1 Esd 3:6 ki,darij denotes a headpiece for privileged friends of the king, and in Ezek 
21:31 (MT 21:26) it signifies royalty. The other twelve times this word occurs always 
refer to a priestly headdress. 
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(Exod 29:4; Lev 8:6), and the messenger of the Lord cleanses Joshua by 
removing his iniquities (Zech 3:4). Moses then clothes Aaron with his garments, 
which includes the robe of the ephod (Exod 29:5; Lev 8:7), and Joshua also is 
clothed with the robe of the ephod and with other garments (Zech 3:4–5).14 
Finally, Moses places the turban upon Aaron’s head (Exod 29:6; Lev 8:9), and 
the members of the divine court place the turban upon Joshua’s head (Zech 3:5). 
These Greek manuscripts appear to link Joshua’s commissioning with Aaron’s 
ordination. As the ordination of Aaron initiated the cult of Israel (that is, as the 
Pentateuch portrays it) the similar installation of Joshua initiated the cult life 
during the Second Temple period. The absence of Joshua’s anointing (versus the 
anointing of Aaron, Exod 29:7; Lev 8:12) does not discredit his role; if he 
practices his authority appropriately, God will grant him access to the divine 
court (Zech 3:7).15  

In Zech 3:1–7 the MT portrays the divine appointment of Joshua and 
presents his distinguished apparel with terms reminiscent of Aaron’s garb but 
not explicitly connected to it.16 On the other hand, many Greek manuscripts 
unhesitatingly associate Joshua with Aaron and all the Greek witnesses suggest 
the connection between these high priests by applying the words podh,rhj and 
ki,darij in this pericope. For Greek translators it appears that Joshua’s installation 
signified the reestablishment of the Aaronid priesthood. 

3. Zechariah 1–6 and the Depiction of Joshua 

In determining the depiction of Joshua in LXX/OG Zech 1–6 there are three other 
pericopes that help distinguish the portrayal of Joshua in the MT from the 
portrayal of Joshua in the LXX/OG. The first two passages present a figure who 
is called xmc, “branch,” and who is separate from the high priest (3:8; 6:12–13), 
                                                           
14 In Exodus and Leviticus Aaron is clothed with the robe of the ephod and one other 
garment (citw/n). Since it is unclear how many robes Joshua receives (perhaps the robe of 
the ephod is included with the garments [ìma,tia] the divine court supplies), the 
correlation with Aaron is not exact. However, ìma,tia probably was chosen to preserve the 
plural of the Hebrew form ~ydgb in Zech 3:4. Given the use of podh,rhj for twclxm, the 
translators still appear to have associated Joshua with Aaron. 
15 And as Petersen points out, the vision begins with the assumption that Joshua has 
already been ordained the high priest: “Then he showed me Joshua, the high priest…” 
3:1. (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 199.) 
16 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 220–22. VanderKam, “Joshua the 
High Priest,” 557–58. Petersen argues that the overtones of the Aaronid priesthood in 
Zech 3:1–5 are not indicated by the details of the purification ceremony (in comparison 
with Aaron’s ordination or with the Day of Atonement ritual) but are primarily implied 
by the emphasis of Joshua’s turban, which Petersen argues is a clear reference to the 
Aaronid turban (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 199–201). 
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and the final passage presents a metaphor of the united leadership that Joshua 
and Zerubbabel share. 

After the commissioning of Joshua, God informs Joshua and his associates 
that “I am bringing my servant, the Branch [MT: xmc; LXX/OG: avnatolh,]” (3:8). 
Mention is made of the “Branch” again in 6:12–13, which read as follows in the 
Hebrew and Greek standard texts: 

 
Zechariah 6:12–13 

rma hk rmal wyla trmaw 
xmc Xya-hnh rmal twabc hwhy
lkyh-ta hnbw xmcy wytxtmw wmX

hwhy lkyh-ta hnby awhw hwhy 
wask-l[ lXmw bXyw dwh aXy-awhw 

~wlX tc[w wask-l[ !hk hyhw 
~hynX !yb hyht 

kai. evrei/j pro.j auvto,n Ta,de le,gei 
ku,rioj pantokra,twr  vIdou. avnh,r( 
VAnatolh. o;noma auvtw/|( kai. 
u`poka,twqen auvtou/ avnatelei/( kai. 
oivkodomh,sei to.n oi=kon kuri,ou\ kai. 
auvto,j lh,myetai avreth.n kai. 
kaqiei/tai kai. kata,rxei evpi. tou/ 
qro,nou auvtou/( kai. e;stai ò ìereu.j evk 
dexiw/n auvtou/( kai. boulh. eivrhnikh. 
e;stai avna. me,son avmfote,rwn. 

And say to him, “Thus says the Lord 
of hosts, ‘Behold a man whose name 
is Branch, and from beneath him he 
will branch up and he will build the 
temple of the Lord. And he will 
build the temple of the Lord, and he 
will bear royal majesty, and he will 
sit and rule upon his throne. There 
will be a priest upon his throne, and 
a peaceful counsel will be between 
them. 

And you shall say to him, “Thus 
says the Lord Almighty, ‘See a man 
whose name is Branch, and from 
beneath him he will branch up and 
he will build the house of the Lord. 
And he will receive virtue and he 
will sit and rule upon his throne. 
And the priest will be at his right 
hand, and a peaceful counsel will be 
between them.’”  

The term xmc recalls the hope in the restored Davidic rule that is expressed in 
Jer 23:5 and 33:15.17 The most likely candidate suggested by this title is 
Zerubbabel, who was the acting governor of Judah and a descendent of 
David.18 Combining this reference with the royal imagery of Zech 6:13 (e.g., “and 

                                                           
17 Peter R. Bedford, Temple Restoration in Early Achaemenid Judah (JSJSup 65; Leiden: 
Brill, 2001), 232. John J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead 
Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (New York: Doubleday, 1995), 24–31. Meyers 
and Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 202–3. Petersen, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 
210–11, 276. 
18 Bedford, Temple Restoration, 232. Petersen, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 210–11, 276. 
Meyers and Meyers argue that as a servant of the Persian empire Zerubbabel was an 
unlikely candidate, and the identification of the “Branch” is purposefully left ambiguous 
by the prophet (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 203–4). However, since the temple 
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he will rule upon his throne”),19 the prophet Zechariah aroused the “monarchical 
period ideology” of pre-exilic Judah.20 Zechariah pronounced a vision of a 
rebuilt temple, the return of YHWH to Jerusalem, the divine protection of the 
city and its sanctuary, and the divine appointment of a high priest and a king 
who would oversee God’s rule over the entire world.21 Whether or not Zechariah 
intended to instill hope in the imminent downfall of Achaemenid rule, his vision 
portrays an autonomous Davidic kingdom in the future. Peter Ross Bedford 
argues that Zechariah primarily applied this royal imagery to Zerubbabel in 
order to legitimate Zerubbabel’s initiation of the temple restoration. Although 
Zechariah’s description of Zerubbabel employed Davidic imagery, the prophet 
did not intend to arouse rebellion or political change, but rather he used this 
rhetoric to motivate the Judeans’ support for rebuilding the temple.22 Even 
though Zechariah’s statements may have been designed cautiously so to prevent 
any military uprising, the completion of his vision nonetheless implies a radical 
break from the Persian ruled context of Zechariah’s time.23 It is difficult to argue 
that the messianic and royal overtones of Zechariah’s message never stirred 
nationalistic longings.24 

In Zech 3:8 and 6:12 of the LXX/OG the noun xmc, “branch,” is translated 
as avnatolh,, “branch.” When compared to other Greek recensions and 
manuscripts, this translation appears to be solely a literal choice. Basil of 
Neopatrae notes an Aquila recension that revises avnatolh, in 3:8 with avnafuh,, 
“shoot.” In addition to Basil, Cyril of Alexandria, Jerome, and a Lucianic 
witness (MS 86) each cite an Aquila recension that uses avnafuh, in 6:12 and a 

                                                                                                                                  
restoration is a central theme of Zechariah’s message and the Branch is presented as its 
initiator (6:12), the Branch most likely referred to Zerubbabel. 
19 Regardless of whether the original text of 6:11 had Zerubbabel crowned, it is clear that 
the “Branch” is predicted to reign. 
20 This term is taken from Bedford, Temple Restoration. 
21 Rainer Albertz, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old Testament Period (trans. J. S. 
Bowden; English ed.; OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1994), 2:453. Bedford, 
Temple Restoration, 183–299. 
22 Ibid., 259–60, 292–94. Meyers and Meyers offer a similar opinion about Zechariah’s 
intentions (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 203–4). 
23 Bedford points out that Zechariah portrays the scenario where a king will be appointed 
after the construction of the temple. 2 Samuel–1 Kings display the opposite order of 
events; the temple is built after the Davidic throne is established. Zechariah’s reversed 
sequence places more significance on the return of YHWH to the city and to the temple 
than on the establishment of an earthly king (Temple Restoration, 253–64). 
24 Bedford acknowledges that a result of the sequence Zechariah pronounces is the 
appointment of an “indigenous” king (ibid., e.g., pp. 231, 237, 262, 298–99). Bedford’s 
study focuses more on Zechariah’s likely intentions instead of how his prophecies were 
understood. 
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Symmachus recension that uses bla,sthma, “sprout.”25 In the Septuagint the 
primary texts in which xmc and its related verbal form refer to the restoration of 
a Davidic line are translated with avnatolh, and its related verbal form.26 Most of 
the references made to the general restoration of Israel which use the root xmc 
all use a form of avnate,llw, “to make to rise up.”27 Although in the LXX/OG 
avnatolh, most frequently indicates either the rising of the sun (or light) or the 
eastern direction, it also refers to the sprouting of plants or to analogies related 
to plant growth.28 At times it seems that ancient translators incorporated their 
knowledge of Semitic cognates in order to understand a word in the Hebrew 
text.29 Johan Lust offers such an explanation for the particular choice of avnatolh, 
in Jer 23:5. In Syriac the root xmc can mean either “spring forth” or “shine forth, 
shining.”30 It is possible that avnatolh, was applied in the initial translation of the 
standard Hebrew text specifically because it carried the perceived dual meaning 
of the root xmc.31 Although early church fathers interpreted avnatolh, as a 
reference to Christ, it is not evident in the text itself that the translators 
understood xmc to indicate a messianic figure.32 

In Zech 6:12–13 it is reported that the “Branch” will rule upon a throne 
after he builds the temple, and a peaceful counsel will exist between him and a 
priest, presumably the high priest. Many have debated whether the Masoretic or 
Greek texts reflect the original depiction of the priest.33 The Vulgate, Syriac, and 
Targum versions agree with the MT (“a priest upon his throne”)34 and most Greek 

                                                           
25 Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 297. 
26 Jer 23:5–6; Ezek 17:3–10, 29:21; Ps 132:17. There is no corresponding verse of Jer 
33:15 in the LXX/OG. 
27 Isa 45:8, 58:8, 61:11. 
28 Rising sun or east: e.g., Gen 2:8, 10:30, 12:8, 13:11, 14, 25:6, 28:14, 29:1; Num 2:3, 
3:38; 10:5; 21:11; 23:7; Deut 3:17, 27; 4:41, 47, 49; Judg 5:31; 6:3, 33; 7:12, 8:10; Pss 
49:1 (MT 509:1); 112:3 (MT 113:3). Sprouting and plant growth: Pss 84:12 “Truth has 
risen from the earth” (MT 85:12) “Truth will sprout up (xmc) from (the) earth”; 91:8 (MT 
92:8, #yc, “blossom”); Ezek 16:7; Isa 42:9, 43:19, 44:4 (MT, xmc for the previous four 
passages); Isa 66:14 (MT, xrp, “sprout”). 
29 Sidney Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 324. 
30 Johan Lust, “Messianism and the Greek Version of Jeremiah,” in 7th Congress of the 
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Leuven 1989 (ed. C. E. 
Cox; SBLSCS 31; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 99. 
31 Ibid., 99. 
32 Lust mentions Justin and Tertullian as two examples of those who applied the word to 
Christ (ibid., 98–99). 
33 For a summary of the positions see B. A. Mastin, “A Note on Zechariah 6:13,” VT 26 
(1976), 113–16. 
34 Barthélemy, Critique Textuelle de l’Ancien Testament, 3:964–65. Petitjean, Les Oracles 
du Proto-Zacharie, 286–87. 
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witnesses read what is listed above (“the priest at his right hand”). Some Catena 
manuscripts and one Alexandrian manuscript (233) omit the definite article 
(agreeing with the MT), yet no Greek versions offer an equivalent for the 
Hebrew reading “upon a throne.”35 Dominique Barthélemy proposes that the 
symmetrical value of both the “Branch” and a priest sitting on their individual 
thrones was essential to Zechariah’s pronouncements regarding the two leaders; 
both the “Branch” and the priest will administer authority over Judah.36 Albert 
Petitjean also argues that the MT preserves the original version. Although ask 
usually refers to a royal throne, five times in the Hebrew Bible it denotes a chair 
that is not a king’s: 1 Sam 1:9; 4:13, 18; 2 Kgs 4:10; and Prov 9:14. Most 
notably for our discussion, the Samuel passages use ask to refer to the seat of 
Eli, the priest of Shiloh. For ask in all these passages the Septuagint employs 
di,froj, “seat, couch, stool,” instead of the usual qro,noj, “throne.” Petitjean 
concludes that these choices were results of free translations. The Greek 
translators most likely disagreed with the connection of Elisha, a priest, or 
“Dame Folly” upon a qro,noj, and in like manner, Petitjean argues, the 
translators of Zech 6:13 were compelled to deviate from the original text.37 

Whether or not the MT reveals the original verse, all the Greek versions 
clearly mark a difference between the rule of the “Branch” and the role of the 
priest. The consistency displayed in the Greek versions may preserve the 
original verse, but it also may simply reflect a common understanding that 
Greek translators shared about priests. In agreement with the MT the LXX/OG 
Zechariah elevates the responsibilities of the high priest and it even retains the 
crowning of Joshua in 6:11. In contrast with the MT the high priest and the 
“Branch” do not share the same administrative duties in the LXX/OG. One will rule 
upon a throne and the other will judge over temple matters (6:13a versus 3:7). 

In ch. 4 Zechariah is shown a gold lamp stand and two olive trees that stand 
on either side of it (4:1–3, 11). The interpreting messenger explains the 
significance of the olive trees in the following way (4:14): 

 
Zechariah 4:14 

 rhcyh-ynb ynX hla rmayw 
#rah-lk !wda-l[ ~ydm[h  

kai. ei=pen Ou-toi oì du,o ui`oi. th/j 
pio,thtoj paresth,kasi tw|/ kuri,w| pa,shj 
th/j gh/j) 

He replied, “These are the two sons 
of oil who stand by the Lord of all 
the earth.” 

He replied, “These two sons of 
prosperity stand by the Lord of all the 
earth.” 

 

                                                           
35 Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 302. Petitjean, Les Oracles du Proto-Zacharie, 290. 
36 Barthélemy, Critique Textuelle de l’Ancien Testament, 3:965. 
37 Petitjean, Les Oracles du Proto-Zacharie, 289–92. 
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Jerome notes the following translations for rhcy in the early recensions: 
stilpno,thtoj (a´; “of brightness”), evlai,ou (s´; “of oil”), and lampro,thtoj (q´; “of 
splendor”). The Aquila and Theodotion recensions appear to derive their 
translation from the root rhc, meaning “noon”;38 only the Symmachus recension 
reflects the literal translation. According to Ziegler only the Akhmimic Coptic 
version and the Arabic versions deviate from pio,thj, “oil, fat,” and most likely 
found kallielai,ou, “of cultivated oil,” in their Greek Vorlagen.39 Whereas the 
Greek manuscripts reflect a careful study of the Pentateuch regarding its 
translation of Zech 3:4–5, the conclusion to ch. 4 exhibits a free translation of 
rhcy. The Hebrew Bible presents two distinct terms for “oil”: for the raw 
product of the harvest rhcy tends to be used, and !mX pertains to the refined 
product of oil used for a variety of purposes, which include the anointing of a 
king or priest.40 In the LXX/OG, however, all references are simply translated as 
e;laion. Thus the expected translation of Zech 4:14 would be the Symmachus 
recension mentioned by Jerome. It is possible that many Greek manuscripts 
reflect the metaphorical understanding of rhcy. In all but one example in the MT 
(Joel 2:24), rhcy is collocated with Xwryt and !gd, and this triad designates 
agricultural prosperity.41 In this sense the appearance of pio,thj in Zech 4:14 may 
refer to this general connotation of rhcy. In the Septuagint pio,thj most often 
refers to an abundance of food,42 and in Zech 4:14 the term best reflects the 
future success of God’s appointed leaders, Zerubbabel and Joshua. 

In this way “sons of prosperity” conveys an understanding similar to the 
reading proposed by Carol and Eric Meyers, and David Petersen.43 Zerubbabel 
and Joshua are not described as “anointed ones” but are instead promoted by 
divine approval to assist in God’s restoration of the temple and establishment of 
security in the land. However, it is difficult to prove that rhcyh-ynb was not 

                                                           
38 HALOT s.v. ~yrhc. 
39 Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 299. 
40 rhcy: Num 18:12; Deut 7:13; 11:14; 12:17; 14:23; 18:4; 28:51; 2 Kgs 18:32; Jer 31:12; 
Hos 2:10; 2:24; Joel 1:10; 2:19; 2:24; Hag 1:11; Neh 5:11; 10:40; 13:5, 12; 2 Chr 31:5; 
32:38. !mX: Some examples of anointing are: 1 Sam 10:1; 16:1, 13; 1 Kgs 1:39; Ps 89:21; 
Exod 29:7; Lev 8:12. 
41 On the collocation of terms see Petitjean, Les Oracles du Proto-Zacharie, 289–92. 
Petersen also notes this association with prosperity (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 230–31). 
42 Gen 27:28, 39; Judg 9:9; BJudg 9:9; Pss 35:9 [MT 36:9], 62:6 [63:6], 64:12 [65:12]; Job 
36:16. The MT uses the noun !mX in the Genesis passages and !Xd in all the other 
passages. Also used in 1 Kgs 13:3, 5 (MT, !Xd) and Ezek 25:4 (MT, blx). Even though 
Judg 9:9 and BJudg 9:9 in particular refer to the fatness of oil, the use of pio,thj in the 
other passages does not necessarily refer to oil. 
43 Meyers and Meyers, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 258–59. Petersen, Haggai and 
Zechariah 1–8, 229–34. 
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interpreted as a reference to divine anointing of some sort.44 As Petersen 
observes, the gold lamp stand represents the presence of the Lord, and so 
Zechariah’s vision clearly depicts the “sons of oil” at an elevated position with 
access to the deity.45 Petersen also argues that the term “sons” in this vision is 
reminiscent to the intimate relationship between deities and kings (e.g., 2 Sam 
7:14), and as a result this vision raises the significance of Joshua’s leadership to 
the same level as Zerubbabel’s.46 Given the clear hope for Davidic restoration 
suggested by the term xmc (3:8 and 6:12), it is very likely that rhcyh-ynb 
supplemented this messianic overtone. Just as Joshua’s investiture with twclxm, 
“pure vestments,” and a @ync, “turban,” may have called to mind Aaron’s 
ordination (even though the official terms were not utilized),47 “the sons of 
rhcy” may have conjured up memories of the Davidic and Aaronid institutions 
of old (as if it were, “sons of !mX”).48 “Sons of pio,thj,” however, weakens the 
connection to these keystone traditions and instead ascribes a new role for the 
descendants of a royal and priestly past. More on this will be discussed below. 

4. Messianism in the Septuagint 

There is an ongoing discussion about whether or not messianic beliefs are 
noticeable in the Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible, and about how to 
detect a messianic interpretation that Greek translators added to the original 
meaning of the Hebrew text.49 In particular Lust advises: 

When trying to defend the thesis of the ‘messianizing’ character of the LXX, one 
should avoid arbitrary selections of proof texts. One should not overlook the 
many passages in the Greek version where a ‘messianizing’ translation might 
have been expected but where it is not given. Indeed, many Hebrew texts 
receiving a messianic interpretation in the Targumim are translated literally by 
the LXX without any added messianic exegesis. Neither should one overlook 
those texts in which the messianic connotation has been weakened or given a 
different nuance by the LXX.50 

                                                           
44 Collins, The Scepter and the Star, 44 n. 60. 
45 Petersen, Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 233–34. 
46 Ibid., 233. 
47 VanderKam, “Joshua the High Priest,” 556–57. 
48 This example of an indirect reference to the monarchical past also supports the 
argument that Zechariah was cautious in his rhetoric. 
49 William Horbury, Jewish Messianism and the Cult of Christ (London: SCM, 1998), 36–
63. Johan Lust, “Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” in Congress Volume: 
Salamanca, 1983 (ed. J. A. Emerton; VTSup 36; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 174–91. Lust lists 
a number of scholars who have been engaged in this discussion, see especially n. 2. 
50 Lust, “Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” 175. 
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With these concerns in mind the following details about Second Temple 
messianism will be applied to our discussion about Zech 1–6: (1) “A messiah is 
an eschatological figure who sometimes, but not necessarily always, is 
designated as a xyXm [or cristo,j in this setting] in the ancient sources;” (2) the 
adjective “eschatological” refers to a radical break between the present reality 
and the future brought about by the messiah. In particular the messiah is the one 
who facilitates the necessary changes that cause the future to come to pass; and 
(3) more than one messianic paradigm can be identified in postexilic literature, 
two prominent ones being royal and priestly.51 So in the case of Zech 1–6 the 
following question must be addressed: Although the MT presents Zerubbabel in 
messianic terms, does the LXX/OG maintain or augment this notion?52 

As discussed above avnatolh,, “branch,” seems to be a literal translation of 
xmc, “branch,” and not a theological expansion. Certainly the LXX/OG does not 
retreat from Zechariah’s hope for Davidic restoration; for example the avnatolh, 
will rule upon his throne (6:13). However, the LXX/OG does not refer to the 
avnatolh, as an anointed leader, which is an image that would not be ignored by a 
promoter of royal discussion much less of royal messianism. As a son of 
prosperity Zerubbabel stands for the assurance of stability in the land, yet the 
hope for a Davidic king is weakened. The LXX/OG text suggests that the hope of 
a royal messiah was not a pressing issue for initial translators. On the other 
hand, the role of high priest appears to have been developed in the LXX/OG 
Zechariah. 

According to the MT God conditionally grants Joshua the authority to 
“judge” (!yd) over the temple and to oversee the temple courts, which entailed 
revenue collection along with offering sacrifices (3:7); he was charged to 
supervise the management of all temple matters.53 Adding the responsibility “to 
judge” promoted the role of the high priest. Although previous literature called 
for Levitical priests to execute judgment (e.g., Deut 17:9–11; 21:5), other 
literature allocated this task to royal leaders (e.g., 2 Sam 15:1–4; 1 Kgs 3:16–
28).54 In the restoration period after the exile the high priest “[served] as the 
highest authority in the entire temple complex,” acting independently from any 
monarch.55 The reestablishment of this religious leader also signified the 

                                                           
51 Points (1) and (3) are taken from Collins, The Scepter and the Star, 12. 
52 On the MT see, ibid., 30. Horbury, Jewish Messianism and the Cult of Christ, 44. As 
mentioned above at the very least, the prophet Zechariah employed the term xmc 
precisely because of its association with a restored Davidic kingdom, which in and of 
itself would be a radical break from Achaemenid rule. 
53 VanderKam, “Joshua the High Priest,” 559; Meyers and Meyers, Haggai and 
Zechariah 1–8, 195. 
54 VanderKam, “Joshua the High Priest,” 559. 
55 Ibid., 559. Petersen makes a similar point (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8, 205–6). 
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“resumption of communication” with God.56 Whether or not the seven pairs of 
eyes and the engraved stone in Zech 3:9 refer to Aaron’s breast-piece, God 
grants Joshua access to the divine court and in so doing implies an intimate 
connection between the high priest and the will of God.57 Although the 
investment and installation of Joshua may have introduced the hope of Davidic 
restoration (in the promise of the coming “Branch,” 3:8), it more importantly 
ushered in the central role of the temple cult in the postexilic period. 

Given the messianic models that I presented at the beginning of this section, 
I need to address whether Joshua is presented in the MT as a messianic priest. 
Although rhcyh-ynb could suggest divine anointing, the restoration of the 
temple cult that Zechariah describes was not a radical break from his 
contemporary reality. The Persian empire granted the reinstatement of Joshua’s 
activities, and because of this it is less likely that Joshua was considered to be a 
messianic figure. 

As for the LXX/OG, it enhances Zechariah’s description of Joshua’s 
responsibilities. It retains much of what the MT provides; Joshua is given the 
authority to judge (diakri,nw) and to administrate the temple courts and is 
conditionally granted access to the divine court (3:7). However, the LXX/OG 
explicitly associates Joshua with Aaron, and in so doing it refers to the 
reestablishment of Aaronid priesthood more clearly than the MT. Joshua ushers 
in the restoration of the Aaronid priesthood by being vested with the robe of the 
ephod and adorned with the high priest’s turban (3:4–5). Even some primary 
Greek manuscripts, contrary to the MT, preserve a sequence of events in 
Joshua’s installation ceremony that correlates with the presentation of Aaron’s 
ordination. Joshua’s expanded role to judge as well as to minister in the temple 
extends the authority of the Aaronid priesthood in general. This developed 
understanding resembles the praise of Aaron in the Greek Sirach. Both Aaron 
and Joshua are vested with a podh,rhj (Sir 45:8 and Zech 3:4 respectively) and 
both wear a ki,darij, “turban” (Sir 45:12 and Zech 3:5). God bestows upon 
Aaron the authority to judge and to teach (45:17) as well as to administer the 
court sacrifices (45:16). Finally, all the descendants of Aaron are crowned with 
God’s glory (45:26), and even Aaron’s turban is described as a gold crown 
(ste,fanoj crusou/j). This latter reference is to the gold diadem upon Aaron’s 
turban that is referred to in Lev 8:9 as a “holy crown.”58 Joshua is also crowned 
(Zech 6:11) and perhaps the Greek translators understood this to be the golden 
diadem upon his turban. 

By the time of the LXX/OG Zechariah translation high priests executed 
authority over the Jewish people in cultic matters and also influenced the 

                                                           
56 VanderKam, “Joshua the High Priest,” 569. 
57 Ibid., 562–69. 
58 The MT reads Xdqh rzn. 
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political and economic landscape according to their relations with regional civil 
control.59 Whether Joshua’s “crown” was understood to signify secular 
governance or cultic leadership, both responsibilities were exercised by the high 
priests of this period. The association of Joshua with Aaron may simply reflect a 
common perception of Hellenistic Judaism, i.e., in the restoration of the temple 
God assigned a greater role than previously to the high priest. 

The goal of the “sons of prosperity” is to reestablish the temple cult. The 
primary role of the avnatolh, is to build the temple (4:6–10a). He may rule upon a 
throne, but Zechariah remains silent about the details of Zerubbabel’s role after 
this building project, and the LXX/OG does not expand upon the messianic 
overtones implied by xmc in the MT. On the other hand, Joshua’s responsibilities 
are explicitly defined and his status is clearly presented in his installation 
ceremony. Joshua is the new Aaron and his access to God will again symbolize 
the people’s relationship with God. For the initial translators of LXX/OG 
Zechariah, the ‘prosperity’ that Zechariah foretells may have been the restored 
cult that characterized their religion. 

5. Conclusion 

In Zechariah’s historical context Joshua’s changing of vestments “[symbolized] 
the restoration of a proper relationship between the Lord and his people after the 
defiling experience of the exile and loss of the temple.”60 His installation paved a 
way for the cult to resume. By the time of the LXX/OG Zechariah translation this 
cult and the role of the high priest were well established. Although the prophet 
Zechariah may have revived hopes for the return of Davidic rule, LXX/OG Zech 
1–6 does not expose any development of this expectation. All references to the 
Hebrew “Branch” are treated quite literally in this translation. Zerubbabel is a 
guide to Judah’s prosperity, but he is not an anointed leader. Joshua, however, is 
depicted as the father of postexilic Judaism. God installs him much like Moses 
ordained Aaron, and God grants the high priesthood a greater role in Judah’s 
affairs. LXX/OG Zech 1–6 presents the reestablishment of the temple cult, with 
Zerubbabel as an important assistant and with Joshua as a co-leader in the 
political realm and as the cultic authority of the Jewish people. By expanding the 
understanding of Joshua, LXX/OG Zech 1–6 presents a belief that corresponds to 
a religious reality of Hellenistic Judaism. 

                                                           
59 Jon L. Berquist, Judaism in Persia’s Shadow: A Social and Historical Approach 
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 147–59; Lester L. Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus to 
Hadrian (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992), 2:607–16. 
60 VanderKam, “Joshua the High Priest,” 569–70. 



 

 

Messianism in the Septuagint 
Heinz-Josef Fabry 

The significant rise of eschatological and messianic belief in the second century 
C.E. is probably connected with an increasing discrepancy between the 
experience of reality and the message of the Holy Scriptures. In the course of 
this process new hermeneutical approaches to the Bible were developed; the 
translation is one of them. Eschatology and messianism, so far as they are 
examined in Palestinian Judaism, have a history of origin and rise, and a latent 
presence in the Judaism of the late Old Testament times. Their actuation from 
time to time was a result of socio-cultural and political trespasses and 
catastrophes, which affected the people from outside. The expectation of the 
Messiah was always a product of its time and the conception of the Messiah was 
in contrast to the circumstances of the time. Beside the pressures of the 
Seleucids and the Romans, it was above all the pressure of the Hellenistic 
culture on the Israelite-Jewish traditional thought and behavior that led to fear-
filled situations and apocalyptic developments. 

Of course Hellenism was one of the main causes that generated expectations 
of a messiah among Palestinian Jewish groups. The Messiah was expected to 
end the disastrous state of the old age and to initiate a new age. Therefore one 
should expect that a translation of the Bible in the context of Hellenistic culture 
would avoid such a messianic expectation, because Hellenism as an essential 
natural enemy was abolished in the Hellenistic Jewish community.  

But undoubtedly messianism exists in the Septuagint. How can its 
existence be explained? What is its purpose? Not only is the existence of 
messianism remarkable, that there is a significant increase of messianic 
interpretations is striking. This is the starting-point of J. Schaper’s hypothesis 
(see below).  

The investigation of messianic expectations in the Septuagint is in many 
respects interesting and important. For Jews the question is, if and how the in 
nuce messianisms of the Tanak were received and developed among particular 
Jewish groups in the turbulent times of the two last centuries B.C.E., especially in 
the Hellenistic-Jewish community in Alexandria. This question is important for 
understanding Judaism, because of the inner-Jewish quarrels among messianic 
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movements on the one side and also the sorrowful and quarrelsome encounter 
with the early Christian church on the other side. 

For Christians the question is, if and how the in nuce messianisms of the 
Tanak are still alive in the Christian Old Testament, which was used by the early 
church, and if and how such developments can be detected. The Christian Old 
Testament is based primarily on the Septuagint. The original Christian 
interpretation of Jesus of Nazareth as Christ/Messiah found its primary 
references to the Scripture in the deviations of Alexandrian Judaism. 

For Jewish and Christian scholars it is likewise interesting to compare the 
messianic statements of Alexandrian Judaism with those of Palestinian Judaism, 
found in the writings of Qumran and in the intertestamental literature. The view 
of Babylonian Judaism is unfortunately not included. 

It is a common opinion that the messianic expectations in Palestine were 
influenced by the Seleucids and Hasmoneans. They must have developed in 
different ways under the influence of Hellenistic culture in Alexandria. This view 
is principally correct, so far it is unquestionable that messianic expectations 
were formulated usually in contrast to the respective socio-cultural and political 
conditions. 

There are doubtless important differences in messianic expectations 
between Tanak and Old Testament. But they are obviously not described 
succinctly nor ordered systematically and the translators in Alexandria were not 
alone responsible for those differences. Some scholars are very careful with 
assigning responsibility for the differences and attribute only a few messianic 
opinions to the Septuagint, whereas others are doing this freely. The differences 
appear in many cases with different motivations and therefore they demand a 
careful analysis. Most differences are doubtless intended. There are also 
differences that go back to unconscious errors in reading during the transmission 
of the scriptures. At subsequent times the errors could be elaborated to 
messianic impulses. early Christianity was one of the important settings where 
this happened.  

1. The Evidence of the Old Testament 

First of all, the statements and declarations in the Hebrew Tanak connected with 
an evolving messianism can be found almost exactly or similarly translated in 
the Greek Old Testament. That means that all statements concerning the 
liturgical-sacral anointing, which were in later times projected as the starting-
point of messianic expectations, were translated and are now present in the 
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Septuagint. But we are not sure whether the Septuagint understood these texts in 
the same way or not.1 

Most, but not all, passages with terminology of anointing were understood 
from a messianic perspective, whereas other passages (e.g., Isa 9; 11; Mic 5:2; 
Zech 9:9, etc.) without mention of the anointed or the act of anointing played an 
important role in later expectations of the Messiah. Also the image of the Lord 
of the age of salvation as shepherd (Jer 23:5; 33:14–18; Ezek 34), as suffering 
servant (Isa 53), or as inspired prophet (Isa 52:7, 13; 61:1) must be mentioned in 
this context. How did the Septuagint understand these passages? 

Before we analyze these passages we will make a tour d’horizon through 
the Targumic texts, Dead Sea Scroll literature, the Testament of the 
12 Patriarchs, and the Psalms of Solomon. 

2. The Reception of Messianism in the Targums 

On the one hand we have the evidence of the Old Testament, on the other hand 
we can find messianic interpretations in the Targums, which give us insight into 
the history of reception (“Rezeptionsgeschichte”). Two tendencies are to be 
distinguished. I would like to call it “Messianization” and “Demessianization.” 
Prominent examples for Messianizations are: 
– The saying of Judah in Gen 49:10 is interpreted messianically in the Targum 

and also in Qumran (4Q252). 
– The Targum to Balaam’s oracle in Num 24:17 uses the title “Messiah.” 
– In Targum Isaiah the Suffering Servant of Isa 52:13 is interpreted 

messianically as “my servant” and denoted decidedly as “Messiah.” Although 
this tradition could go back to pre-Christian times, the Targum Isaiah is 
itself dated at the end of the first century C.E. 

3. The Reception of the Old Testament Messianisms at Qumran 

The pre-Essene expectation of the Messiah was stimulated by the “Candle-
Vision” in Zech 4. It concentrated on a priestly Messiah (4Q375; 4Q376) who 
could be elucidated with motifs from the Servant Song in Isa 53 (4Q541 
[4QApocLevib]). 

The Essene, pre-Qumran expectation of the Messiah began with the 
Aramaic “Son of God text” (4Q246 [4QapocrDan ar]), which interprets the 
people of God as the coming Messiah. This text relies heavily on Dan 7 and 
proclaims a corporate and democratized Messiah figure. 

                                                           
1 A very good compilation can be found in Siegfried Kreuzer, “Cristo,j,” TBLNT 2:1090–
95, especially 1091–92. 
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The early Qumran expectation of the Messiah turned back to an expectation 
of an individual Messiah. Influenced by the “Candle-Vision” in Zech 4, a 
twofold expectation of the “anointed ones [plural] of Aaron and Israel” arose 
(1QS V; 1QSa II, 11–22), which was later simplified again to an expectation of 
the “anointed one [singular] of Aaron and Israel” (CD VII, 18–21).  

For a while after the time of its foundation, the community of Qumran 
expected a threefold Messiah (1QS IX, 11): a Davidic king, an Aaronic priest, 
and a prophet like Moses (Deut 18:14–18). This was in contrast to the threefold 
ministry of John Hyrcanus about 120 B.C.E. 

In the last part of the second century B.C.E., after the foundation of Qumran, a 
strong Zadokite influence can be seen in the community, which is perhaps 
responsible for the new significance given to the tradition of Melchizedek as a 
priestly and heavenly messiah. The apocalyptically colored midrash 11Q13 
(11QMelch) takes up the traditions of Gen 14 and Ps 110:4 and interprets 
Melchizedek as a priestly figure of salvation who would lead the heavenly host 
against Belial. His appearance is reminiscent of the “Messiah” in Isa 61:1–3. 

At the beginning of the first century B.C.E. the community found the 
Davidic Messiah in the announcement of the “star and scepter” in Balaam’s 
oracle in Num 24:17 (see CD VII, 8–21). 

The Qumran end of the age (“Endzeit”) is dated to about 70 B.C.E. The 
remonstrations against the Roman oppression, against the fraternal strife during 
the time of Alexander Jannaeus, and against the female misgovernment of the 
unhappy queen Salome Alexandra included the call for a strong man. The 
expectation of a Davidic Messiah was developing (4Q174 [4QMidrEschat]; 
4Q252 [4QpGena]) and took its motivation from a messianic interpretation of 
the blessing of Judah in Gen 49:10 and from the prophecy of Nathan in 2 Sam 7. 
In 4Q161 [4QpJesa] the prophetic announcement of Isa 11:1–5 is interpreted 
messianically. 

When the time of Qumran was coming to an end in the second half of the 
first century B.C.E., the expectation of an eschatological prophet surprisingly 
increased, since this expectation had been in the background from the third 
century (4Q558) onwards. At this time when an apocalyptic intervention seem 
imminent (“Naherwartung”) this expectation was emphasized through the use of 
Num 24:17; Deut 18:15, 18, and Deut 33:8–11 in 4Q174/175 [4QMidrEschat]; 
CD II, 12; 1QM VII, 11; 4Q270 [4QDe]; 4Q377. 

4. The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs and the Psalms of Solomon 

The Jewish groups in intertestamental times preferred a Davidic Messiah 
(T. Jud. 24), but among some Jewish groups of that time a priestly Messiah was 
more important (T. Levi 18). Sometimes the expectation of a triple Messiah 



 Messianism in the Septuagint 197 

 

arose: one of the house of David, one of the tribe of Aaron, and one as a 
forerunning prophet (T. Reu. 6:7, 10; 1 Macc 14:41). The T. Jud. 24:1 passage is 
used to show that the strange translation of “scepter” in Num 24:17 with 
a;nqrwpoj is a messianic title.2 Although the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs 
probably originates from the second century B.C.E., their textual transmission 
does not remain free from Christian revisions, which have to be considered 
when we compare the messianic development.  

The famous proclamation of the Messiah is presented in Pss. Sol. 17–18 
where in a text from about 50–40 B.C.E. a royal Messiah of the house of David 
(critics of Hasmoneans and Romans!) was expected. He would liberate Israel 
from its enemies, lead it back from the Golah, and assign to it the central place 
among the peoples. He would gather the holy people and restore social justice. 
The author took up traditions from the earlier times of Israel (e.g., wandering in 
the desert, distribution of land) for this sketch of the Messiah, but most of all he 
interpreted the promise of Nathan (2 Sam 7) as a messianic announcement. 

5. The Septuagint 

There is no homogenous image of the Messiah to be found in the Septuagint.3 It 
is noteworthy, on the one hand, that we can observe a suppression of messianic 
expectations in the Hellenistic Diaspora, whereas in Palestine messianism was 
strongly articulated. The favorite proof texts employed in the development of the 
portrayal of the Messiah in the Old Testament were in part suppressed in the 
Septuagint. On the other hand, there is a clear expansion of messianic images in 
other parts of the Septuagint. There are many indications of an additional 
messianization of many statements in the Bible by the Septuagint translators. 
The list of these hints is noteworthy and instructive because it was only the New 
Testament writers who took essential elements of their messianic ideas from 
there.4 So it is clear that the New Testament—in order to interpret Jesus as the 
Messiah—refers to hints that came from the Hellenistic Jews of Alexandria.  

                                                           
2 Cf. Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (WUNT 2.76; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 1995), 118. 
3 Johan Lust, “Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” in Congress Volume: 
Salamanca, 1983 (ed. J. A. Emerton; VTSup 36; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 174–91; cf. idem, 
“Septuagint and Messianism, with a Special Emphasis on the Pentateuch,” in 
Theologische Probleme der Septuaginta und der hellenistischen Hermeneutik (ed. H. 
Graf Reventlow; Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für Theologie 
11; Gütersloh: Kaiser, 1997), 26–45. 
4 Sometimes a reversed direction of influence is assumed, such that messianic material in 
the Hebrew text was later neutralized by the Jewish scribes because of quarrels with the 
early church, whereas the Septuagint retained the messianic plusses. 
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5.1 Statistics 

The substantive cristo,j appears forty-one times in the Septuagint. Thereby it 
corresponds thirty-five times to mašiaµ in the MT.5 It corresponds two times to 
mišhaµ in the MT (Lev 21:10, 12). Once it replaces mišaµ (2 Chr 22:7). Finally it 
appears in 2 Macc 1:10 and 3:30. 

Corresponding to the almost exclusive syntactical connection of mašiaµ in 
genitive clauses or with suffixes, cristo,j is not used in an absolute way in the 
Septuagint.6  

The phrase Cristo.j kuri,ou in 2 Sam 2:5 is the designation of Saul and is a 
plus in relation to the MT. In Ezek 16:4, Codex Alexandrinus adds tou/ cristou/ 
mou after “you were not bathed in water (of my anointed),” because he misread 
the MT’s yXml, which is probably secondary and untranslatable, as yxyXml.7 For 
the messianic misreading in Amos 4:13 see below.  

Once at Dan 9:[25]26) mašiaµ is translated with cri,sma, once in Lev 4:3 
with kecrisme,noj, referring to the anointed high priest, and once in 2 Sam 21:1 
mašiâµ (in Hebrew rather mašuâµ) is translated as a verb with evncri,sqh referring 
to the anointing of shields. 

The verb cri,ein corresponds normally to the Hebrew verb xXm “anoint.” 
The Septuagint may have used it for translating other verbs as well: 
– In 2 Chr 36:1 cri,ein is a plus and explicable as a double translation of MT’s 

$ylmh “(to anoint and) make king.” The translator possibly wanted to 
differentiate the ceremony of consecration.  

– In 2 Sam 15:11 the Septuagint has basileu,ein, “make king,” but 
Symmachus uses cri,ein to translate $ylmh. 

– In Ps 2:6 Symmachus translated the verb $sn, “install a king,” but the 
Septuagint reads kaqi,sthmi.  

In the latter two cases Symmachus understood the procedure of the enthronement 
as a ceremony of consecration.  

5.2 Some remarks on the research history 

Since the foundational investigation of messianism done by Joseph Coppens, 
scholars have been conscious that messianic imaginations were not interrupted 

                                                           
5 Lev 4:5, 16; 6:22 [15]; 1 Sam 2:10, 35; 12:3, 5; 16:6; 24:72x, 11; 26:9, 11, 16, 23; 2 Sam 
1:14, 16; 19:21; 22:51; 23:1; 1 Chr 16:22; 2 Chr 6:42; Pss 2:2; 17:51; 19:7; 27:8; 83:10; 
88:39, 52; 104:15; 131:10, 17; Isa 45:1; Lam 4:20; Hab 3:13. Sir 46:19 corresponds to 
this meaning as well. 
6 The following exceptions are quoted: 2 Sam 23:3; Song 1:7; Sir 46:19; 47:11; Deut 
9:26; 2 Macc 3:30. 
7 Walther Zimmerli, Ezechiel (BKAT 13; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 
1969), 1:334, explains it as a Christianizing interpretation. 
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with the closing of the Hebrew Bible, only to begin anew in the New 
Testament.8 Coppens observed in the Septuagint a real permanence, but also 
many hints of a different messianic conception. With regard to Isa 7:14, 9:1–5, 
and Ps 90:3, he concluded that the Septuagint developed the messianism of the 
MT. In his research he found many more proofs that supported his opinion, and 
now they are an integral part of the research of the messianism in the Septuagint. 

When Coppens died in the eighties of the last century, research on 
Septuagint messianism continued in Leuven, and is now an incontestable 
domain of the Leuven scholar Johan Lust. He has dealt with our question in 
numerous articles.9 He has been able to extend the list of possible proofs, but he 
has also pointed to several contrary phenomena: passages in the Septuagint 
where messianic materials in the MT were weakened or neutralized. A systematic 
investigation of this theme is still lacking. 

When preparing La Bible d’Alexandrie, Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, 
and Oliver Munnich expressed their opinion about the messianism in the 
Septuagint:10 They observe (with Jean Starcky) a waning of messianism in 
Hellenistic Judaism, whereas at the same time messianism in Palestine was 
quickly increasing. This simple equation does not at all fit the reality of the 
                                                           
8 Joseph Coppens, Le Messianisme Royale: Ses Origines, Son Développement, Son 
Accomplissement (LD 54; Paris: Cerf, 1968). A list of the passages is included in Gilles 
Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante: Du 
Judaisme Hellénistique au Christianisme Ancien (Initiations au Christianisme Ancien; 
Paris: Cerf, 1988), 219–22. 
9 Johan Lust, “Daniel 7:13 and the Septuagint,” ETL 54 (1978): 62–69. Cf. idem, 
“Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” 174–91; idem, “Le Messianisme et la 
Septante d’Ezechiel,” Tsafon 2/3 (1990): 3–14; idem, “Messianism and the Greek 
Version of Jeremiah,” in 7th Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint 
and Cognate Studies, Leuven 1989 (ed. SBLSCS 31; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 87–
122; idem, “The Diverse Text Forms of Jeremiah and History Writing with Jeremiah 33 
as a Test Case,” JNSL 20 (1994): 31–48; idem, “The Greek Version of Balaam’s Third 
and Fourth Oracles: The a;nqrwpoj in Num 24:7 and 17: Messianism and Lexicography,” 
in VIII Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 
(ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 41; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 233–57; “Micah 5:1–3 in 
Qumran and in the New Testament, and Messianism in the Septuagint,” in The Scriptures 
in the Gospels (BETL 131; Louvain: Leuven University Press, 1997), 65–88; idem, 
“‘And I Shall Hang Him on a Lofty Mountain’: Ezekiel 17:22–24 and Messianism in the 
Septuagint,” in IX Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate 
Studies (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 231–50; idem, “Messianism in the Septuagint: 
Isaiah 8:23b–9:6 (9:1–7),” in Interpretation of the Bible (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 
1998), 147–63; idem, “Messianism in Ezekiel in Hebrew and in Greek: Ezekiel 21:15 
(10) and 18 (13),” in Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor 
of Emanuel Tov (ed. S. M. Paul et al.; Leiden: Brill, 2003).  
10 Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante, 219–22. 
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situation, because the manuscripts from Qumran, and the Targums, which may 
give evidence of Palestine messianism, are to be dated significantly later than 
the formation of the Septuagint. 

A systematic analysis of the relevant passages does not exist. The placing of 
the development of messianic expectations into the history of theology 
(Theologiegeschichte) among Jewish or Hellenistic-Jewish groups is missing as 
well. Johan Lust draws attention to the fact that this lack must surprise, because 
the messianic plusses of the Septuagint were articulated already in the discussions 
between the early church and Judaism of that time.11 We can imagine the 
intensity of this discussion when we look at Justin’s dialogue with Trypho. A 
first attempt at a comprehensive theory has been made by Joachim Schaper.12 
Starting with Aage Bentzen’s hypothesis of a remythization in Hellenistic 
Jewish literature, Schaper discovers in the Septuagint Psalter traces of 
mythological elements in the pictures of the Messiah (e.g., the metaphor of the 
beloved, of the unicorn [Pss 29{28}:6]; the messiah as leader of the heavenly 
host [Ps 68{67}:13–14], of angels [Ps 78{77}:25], and of demons [Ps 
91{90}:6]).13 

He argues that the increasing emphasis on the transcendence of God caused 
by the expansion of the influence of Hellenistic philosophy required the 
conception of several mediators. The extension of the beliefs about angels and 
demons began: messianism developed in a way not known before, so that in the 
second century several images of the Messiah existed, some of them far 
removed from their origins.14 Schaper’s hypothesis is based only on the evidence 
of the Psalms, but he was highly influenced by the targumic and talmudic 
evidence. This is the reason that some of his interpretations are misleading.  

In his paper on the “theo-logy” of the Septuagint Martin Rösel tried to 
integrate the expectance of the Messiah into the theology of the Septuagint.15 
Just on the question of the Messiah—Rösel describes it with the Judah pericope 
(Gen 49) and the oracle of Balaam (Num 24:7, 17)—the Septuagint has a 
different theological consciousness, a divergent theology when compared to the 
                                                           
11 Lust, “Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” 175 n. 5. 
12 Joachim Schaper, “Die Renaissance der Mythologie im Hellenistischen Judentum und 
der Septuaginta-Psalter,” in Der Septuaginta-Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische 
Aspekte (ed. E. Zenger; HBS 32; Freiburg: Herder, 2001), 171–83. 
13 For “beloved” as a metaphor for the Messiah who will rebuild the temple, cf. b. Menaµ 
53a/b. 
14 Ibid., 180: “So entwickelte sich der Messianismus in einer vorher nicht gekannten 
Weise, so dass im zweiten Jahrhundert eine Anzahl unterschiedlicher Messias-
Vorstellungen existierte, von denen manche sich von ihren Ursprüngen weit entfernt 
hatten.” 
15 Martin Rösel, “Theo-logie der Griechischen Bibel: zur Wiedergabe der Gottesaussagen 
im LXX-Pentateuch,” VT 48 (1998): 49–62, especially p. 61. 
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Hebrew text. Rösel asked, very correctly in my opinion, if the increase in 
messianic imaginations in the Septuagint should not be considered in the light of 
the pattern of portraying God as increasingly transcendent.  

5.3 Tendencies in the Septuagint 

5.3.1 Messianic passages in the Hebrew Bible are “dismantled” in the 
Septuagint 

Only one example will be given here: the well-known passage Isa 9:5–6 
translates “A child is born to us, a son is given.”16 This passage in the MT text is 
enriched by a full list of messianic titles. But the Septuagint does not translate 
these titles: “His name is messenger of the great council, and I will bring peace 
to the governors, and to him, wellness.” If we accept Johan Lust’s assessment, 
the translators may have understood these titles as names for God and 
transformed them into activities of God. The messianic child is now a simple 
messenger. Jerome attributed it to a Jewish malice, which made the text useless 
for a messianic interpretation.  

5.3.2 Messianic passages in the Hebrew Bible are reduced in the Septuagint 

In Mic 5:2 it is announced that the king of the future has his roots in Bethlehem-
Ephrathah.17 His origin was in primeval times, he was pre-existent, he functioned 
as shepherd of the Lord, and brought peace. We read in vv. 2–3:  

But you, O Bethlehem of Ephrathah, who are one of the little clans of Judah, 
from you shall come forth for me one who is to rule in Israel, whose origin is 
from of old, from ancient days. Therefore he shall give them up until the time 
when she who is in labor has brought forth; then the rest of his kindred shall 
return to the people of Israel. (NRSV) 

In the Septuagint we read with Utzschneider:  

… daß JHWH sie preisgeben wird, bis die Gebärende einen Sohn geboren hat. 
Sie wird gebären und dann wird der Rest ihrer (scil. der preisgegebenen) Brüder 
zurückkehren zu den Söhnen Israels. Und er wird dastehen und schauen und 
weiden seine Herde in der Kraft des HERRN und in der Herrlichkeit des Namens 
des HERRN, ihres Gottes, werden sie wohnen.18  

The messianic idea and the idea of preexistence are still there. But now we hear 
of a pregnant women and of the rest of her brethren. The connection between 
                                                           
16 Cf. Lust, “Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” 176. 
17 Cf. Ibid., 176 n. 10; cf. idem, “Micah 5,1–3 in Qumran and in the New Testament,” 82–
87. 
18 Translation according to Helmut Utzschneider, LXX.D. 
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the son who is born and the rest of his brethren is now disconnected.19 So the 
Septuagint deconstructed the in nuce messianism in Mic 5:1–3. What is the 
reason? Given that several Septuagint MSS read ku,rioj instead of kuri,ou (thus 
God is the redeemer and not a messianic figure), we can argue that this is a sign 
of Jewish copyists rejecting messianic interpretations of this important text 
which was very early understood as an announcement of Jesus Christ (Matt 2). 
We may argue that the MT text was already fixed, but in the Jewish text tradition 
there were still arguments about whether to abolish the hint of the Messiah.  

5.3.3 Messianic Interpretations 

In Num 24:7 the MT text and Septuagint are very different.20 The Balaam speech 
in the MT text reflects the situation in the early period of the Israelite kingdom, 
but the Septuagint replaces Agag, the king of the Amalekites, with the 
eschatological figure Gog (see Ezek 38–39).21 

Another passage is Num 24:17:22 “I see him, but not now; I behold him, but 
not near—a star shall come out of Jacob, and a scepter shall rise out of Israel; it 
shall crush the borderlands of Moab, and the territory of all the Shethites.” 
Behind this MT text an exilic or postexilic Redactor articulates his view of a 
restoration of the Davidic kingdom. The text of the Septuagint is very 
instructive: “Ich werde (es) ihm zeigen, aber nicht jetzt, ich preise glücklich, 
aber es ist nicht nahe. Ein Stern wird aufgehen aus Jakob und ein Mensch wird 
aufstehen aus Israel; er wird die Anführer Moabs zerschmettern und alle Söhne 
Seths als Beute nehmen.”23 The interpretation of the “Scepter of Israel” as 
a;nqrwpoj, “human being,” may be a new messianic title (see 4Q175; 1QM XI, 
6–7; CD VII, 18–19; T. Jud. 24:1 and Heb 8:2).24  

                                                           
19 See more details in Lust’s publication! 
20 Cf. Lust, “Septuagint and messianism,” 42–43; idem, “Greek Version of Balaam’s 
Third and Fourth Oracles,” 233–57. 
21 It is notable, that even the Samaritan Pentateuch reads “Gog.” 
22 Cf. Lust, “Septuagint and Messianism,” 43–44; cf. idem, “Messianism and Septuagint 
(Ezek 21:30–32),” 178. 
23 Concerning the Septuagint edition, cf. Gilles Dorival, Les Nombres (La Bible d’Alex-
andrie 4; Paris: Cerf, 1994), 135–42; 413–56; and Martin Rösel, “Die Interpretation von 
Genesis 49 in der Septuaginta,” BN 79 (1995): 54–70. 
24 Cf. Johannes Zimmermann, Messianische Texte aus Qumran: Königliche, priesterliche 
und prophetische Messiasvorstellungen in den Schriftfunden von Qumran (WUNT 104; 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998), 96–98 (with further proof of messianic interpretation of 
this passage in Judaism); John J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (New York: Doubleday, 1995), 63–64; 
and Martin Rösel, “Wie einer vom Propheten zum Verführer wurde: Tradition und 
Rezeption der Bileamgestalt,” Bib 80 (1999): 506–24, especially 519–20. 
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The first edition of Ezek 21:30–32 was not messianic; it announced the 
judgment of Jerusalem.25 The Septuagint text reads: “… until he comes, who is 
entitled to them [i.e., diadem and crown] and to whom I will give them.” This 
announcement may be directed against a personal union of priestly and royal 
ministries in Hasmonean times. 

The late (ca. 150 B.C.E.) Septuagint translation of the Psalms reflects the 
messianism of the time of the Hasmoneans. Septuagint Ps 16[15]:9–10 reflects 
on the resurrection of the dead in the messianic time; Ps 29[28]:6 interprets the 
calf as a unicorn, a messianic symbol; Ps 56[55]:9 reflects eschatological 
salvation; Ps 87[86]:5 uses the metaphor of Zion as mother of the Messiah (cf. 
1QH III, 9–10); and Ps 110[109]:3 combines protology and eschatology and is 
received as a messianic announcement by the New Testament. 

6. Summary 

6.1 About translating and translators 

According to Schaper we have to highlight that the hermeneutics of ancient 
translators do not necessarily harmonize with our ideas today. The translators 
normally appreciated the text as canonical and translated it as closely as 
possible, nevertheless they handled their objects rather freely when they 
transferred the traditional textual contents into the new cultural surroundings.  

The translation is—in spite of its proximity to the subject—an editorial 
process that develops (“fortschreiben”) the original text and extends it into new 
areas. Bigger complexes of ideas may stimulate this tendency, but in most cases 
it is unsure readings that had to be smoothed out. Even as repaired misreadings 
they are testimonies to messianic beliefs. They are evidence of particular 
concepts of the Messiah held by the translators. 

At present we can assume that the biblical books in the Septuagint were 
translated at different times. Therefore we must not be surprised to find different 
approaches to divergent expectations of the Messiah. Indeed we cannot talk 
about one “expectation of the Messiah,” on the contrary we have to assume a 
pluriformity of “messianic tendencies” different from book to book and from 
translator to translator.  

Finally we have to assume that translations were produced in different 
milieus. There are textual proximities to the Qumran messianism, but the 
differences are quite interesting.  

                                                           
25 Cf. Lust, “Messianism and Septuagint (Ezek 21:30–32),” 180–91. 
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6.2 The expectation of the Messiah 

The Septuagint, as a product of Hellenistic culture, produced a special 
messianism. What was the real reason? Was Hellenism the essential natural 
enemy against Jewish messianism? First of all, the Septuagint expurgated most 
of the messianic expectations in MT text, but it also generated new expectations 
in other places. This may have its basis in the active exchange between the 
translators and the intertestamental scriptures, especially the literature of the 
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs and 1 Enoch.  

I have demonstrated that the Septuagint handles the in nuce messianisms of 
the Hebrew Tanak in distinct ways by taking up, strengthening, neutralizing, or 
even abolishing them. A systematic order is not to be seen. It seems that distinct 
messianisms (priestly, royal, prophetic) were largely neutralized.26 Concrete 
historical connections, perhaps to the individual Hasmoneans, to John Hyrcanus, 
or to Aristobulus I, cannot be confirmed for sure.27 

The messianisms of the Septuagint are obviously not closely related to their 
original socio-cultural and political conditions. Rather, the translators tried to 
free messianic belief from the original cultural, liturgical, etc., background and 
to transfer it into a new framework within Hellenistic culture. 

The messianisms of the Septuagint do not articulate discontent with the 
political system in the Egyptian-Jewish communities. They are to be seen as the 
result of a creative interaction between the traditional Jewish faith and 
Hellenistic philosophy. 

The messianisms of the Septuagint are to be seen as a vehicle of traditional 
Jewish and Hellenistic themes: 
– The articulated traditions do not originate exclusively in the Tanakh; they 

also have their origins in extra-biblical, literary traditions, mainly in the 
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs and 1 Enoch. 

– The traditional anthropology of the Old Testament with its anthropological 
dichotomy of body and soul is overlaid with the belief in the immortality of 
the soul.28 

– The (deuteronomistic) doctrine of the “Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang” is 
developed to the hope in individual (Job) or collective resurrection 
(Ps 66[65]).29 

                                                           
26 The opinion of Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, 150, that Pss 59[58]:9 and 
108[107]:9 reflect a distinct, kingly expectation of the messiah focused on Judas 
Maccabeus, seems problematic. 
27 Just the last two are, in the view of Schaper, such ideal sovereigns that the whole 
messianic hope is adjusted on the basis of these sovereigns (ibid., 151). 
28 On which cf. George W. E. Nickelsburg, Resurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in 
Intertestamental Judaism (HTS 26; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972). 
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– The cosmology of the Old Testament is enriched by the belief in a 
transcendent area. 

– The growing tendency to portray God as increasingly transcendent was the 
main reason for developing new mediums between the human world and 
God’s world: angels, demons, and Messiah. 

Given the elimination of the messianic connotations from Mic 5:1–3, we can in 
no way maintain the hypothesis often advanced, that the Septuagint strengthened 
and enlarged the messianic material in the Tanak and thus provided a foundation 
for the New Testament. 

                                                                                                                                  
29 On individual resurrection in Job, cf. Donald H. Gard, “The Concept of the Future Life 
according to the Greek Translator of the Book of Job,” JBL 73 (1954): 137–43. 



 

 



 

 

Idol Worship in Bel and the Dragon and Other Jewish 
Literature from the Second Temple Period 

Claudia Bergmann 

The prohibition of idol worship has a long tradition in the Hebrew Bible.1 
Writers stress that worshipping idols is of no avail, because they are mere 
lifeless and powerless images fashioned by human hands from mundane 
materials. In fact, images of any god are forbidden, which brings the Hebrew 
Bible into striking contrast with practices in the ancient Near East.2 In the 
Second Temple period, when Judaism had to face some new challenges, the 
prohibition of idol worship was underscored by new literary tendencies that 
portrayed idol worship as ridiculous to the enlightened mind. In this article, I 
will describe these tendencies as they appear in Bel and the Dragon and other 
Second Temple period texts such as the Epistle of Jeremiah, Jub. 12 and 20, Wis 
13–15, and the Apocalypse of Abraham. I will then show some peculiarities of 
Bel and the Dragon in the context of other Second Temple literature that deals 
with idol worship, and will compare the different emphases in the OG and the 
Theodotion versions of Bel and the Dragon. This examination will not consider 
Maccabean writings, including Daniel, in which idol worship is considered a 
Gentile abomination that needs to be rejected because of one’s adherence to the 
Jewish law and covenant. In that material, there is no discussion of the origin of 
idols, their inanimate state, nor their alleged powers. 

                                                           
1 See Exod 20:4–5, 23; 34:17; Lev 19:4; 26:1; Deut 4:15–19, 25; 5:8. The origins and the 
development of the prohibition of idol worship in the Hebrew Bible are debated, cf. 
Christoph Dohmen, Das Bilderverbot: Seine Entstehung und seine Entwicklung im Alten 
Testament (BBB 62; Königstein: Peter Hanstein, 1985); Gerhard von Rad, Weisheit in 
Israel (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1970), 229–39; and Wolfgang Roth, 
“For Life, He Appeals to Death (Wis 13:18),” CBQ 37 (1975): 21–47. 
2 Deut 4:12–18 attempts an etiological explanation for this prohibition: Since YHWH did 
not appear on Sinai in a form but only in a voice, neither images of YHWH nor any other 
gods were to be made. The Hebrew Bible itself tells us that this law was not always 
followed (Gen 31; Exod 32–34; Judg 8; and 17–18), and archaeology provides us with 
several depictions of gods, and even of YHWH from Kuntillet ‘Ajrut. 
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1. Idols in the Hebrew Bible (MT) 

1.1 Manufactured by Humans  

While God did not have a beginning and has always existed, the Hebrew Bible 
states that idols were created at a specific point in time by human hands and 
from mundane materials. Often, idols are simply called “handmade,” while 
some texts specify the skilled person who created the idols as an artisan or a 
goldsmith.3 The idols themselves are made of natural materials such as wood, 
stone, iron, bronze, silver, gold, unspecified metals, or a combination of these 
materials.4 

1.2 Inanimate 

While the Hebrew Bible proclaims that God is alive, idols display no signs that 
indicate that they are living. They do not have the senses of seeing, hearing, 
smelling, or touching.5 They cannot move or walk, but must be carried and set 

                                                           
3 Handmade: ~da-ydy hX[m / e;rga ceirw/n avnqrw,pwn. Deut 4:28; 2 Kgs 19:18; 2 Chr 
32:19; Pss 115:4 [113:12 LXX]; 135:15 [134:15 LXX]; Isa 2:8; 37:19. See also Exod 32:4; 
Amos 5:26. According to von Rad (Weisheit in Israel, 230), the thought that idols made 
by human hands cannot be gods is a secondary argument made from the standpoint of 
logical reasoning that represents a development from the more original prohibition of 
idols based on God’s will as proclaimed in the law. Artisan: Xrx / te,ktwn/tecni,thj. Deut 
27:15; Isa 40:19, 20; 41:7; 44:12, 13; Jer 10:3, 9; Hos 8:4, 6; 13:2. Goldsmith: @rc / 
crusoco,oj. Isa 40:19; 41:7; 46:6; Jer 10:9, 14; 51:17. 
4 Wood: #[ or [a / xu,lon. Deut 4:28; 28:36, 64; 29:17; 2 Kgs 19:18; Isa 37:19; 45:20; Jer 
2:27; 10:3; Ezek 20:32; Hos 4:12; Dan 5:4, 23; Hab 2:19. Also see 1 Kgs 15:13. Roth 
(“For life, he appeals to death,” 28) assumes that there was a development in Israel’s use 
of materials for building idols. While they were first made of wood or stone, Babylonian 
influences later introduced the precious metals silver and gold to the workplace of the 
idol maker. Stone: !ba / li,qoj, li,qinoj. Deut 4:28; 28:36, 64; 29:17; 2 Kgs 19:18; Isa 
37:19; Jer 2:27; Ezek 20:32; Dan 5:4, 23; Hab 2:19. Iron: lzrp / sidh,rouj. Dan 5:4, 23. 
Bronze: tXxn / calkou/j. Dan 5:4, 23. Silver: @sk / avrgu,rion. Exod 20:23; Deut 29:17; 
Isa 2:20; Jer 10:4, 9; Hos 8:4; Dan 5:4, 23; Pss115:4; 135:15. Also see Hab 2:19 (“silver 
plated”); Isa 40:19 (“silver chains”); Hos 13:2. Gold: bhz / crusi,on. Exod 20:23; 32:4; 
Deut 29:17; Isa 2:20; 40:19; Jer 10:4, 9; 51:17; Hos 8:4; Dan 3:1; 5:4, 23; Pss115:4; 
135:15; also Hab 2:19 (“gold plated”). Unspecified metals: lsp (hewn) / glupto,j 
(carved). Judg 17:3, 4; 18:14, 17, 18. Also see hksm / cwneuto,j (molten, cast) in Exod 
34:17; Lev 19:4; Deut 27:15; Hos 13:2; Hab 2:18; Dan 11:8. Both in Nah 1:14. 
5 Seeing: wary alw / kai. ouvk o;yontai, Deut 4:28; Pss115:5; 135:16; and similarly Dan 
5:23. Hearing: w[mXy alw / kai. ouvk avkou,sontai, Deut 4:28; Ps 115:6; and similarly 1 Kgs 
18:27; Dan 5:23. Smelling: !wxyry alw / kai. ouvk ovsfranqh,sontai, Deut 4:28; Ps 115:6. 
Feeling: !wXymy alw / kai. ouv yhlafh,sousin, Ps 115:7. 
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into place.6 Just like any lifeless statue, idols need to be secured in their places 
by the artisan, so that they do not topple.7 They cannot use their mouths for 
speaking, eating, or breathing.8  

As far as the quality of being alive is concerned, the God of the Hebrew Bible 
is “living” and the idols are not. In like manner, the faith of those who believe in 
the living God is contrasted with the faith of those who put their trust in lifeless 
images. 

1.3 Powerless  

When the Hebrew Bible describes the futility of idol worship, it often compares 
the handmade, lifeless, powerless idol with the one true God. It is striking that 
most of the passages denouncing idols are either framed with a confession-like 
statement about God, or are interspersed with such statements. An example of 
this technique is found in Isa 40, where vv. 12–17 and then again 21–23 describe 
the overwhelming powers of the God of Israel and frame a description of idols 
in vv. 18–20. By using this technique of framing the idol texts within a larger 
context of a praise of God, it is shown in content as well as in form that the God 
of the Hebrew Bible rules from beginning to end and has power over all idols. 
The idol-worship texts are bracketed with descriptions of God’s creative powers, 
unrivaled and eternal reign, and especially God’s acting in history on Israel’s 
behalf through the Exodus, the giving of the law and covenant, the granting of 
the land to the people of Israel, and God’s general blessings for the people as 
well as God’s ability to reverse the fortune of Israel at will.9  

While God is almighty in creation and interactions with people and in 
history, idols are said to be powerless. According to Isa 45:20, they cannot save 
the people who pray to them, and according to Isa 46:2, they do not answer the 
cries of the ones in trouble. Jer 2 mocks the cries of the ones who believe in 
idols instead of the one God and are left alone in their despair, Hab 2:28 calls 
idols “teachers of lies,” Jer 10:11 states that they “did not make the heaven and 

                                                           
6 Walk: wklhy alw / kai. ouv peripath,sousin, Ps 115:7. Carried: wd[cy al yk awXny awXn / 
aivro,mena avrqh,sontai, o[ti ouvk evpibh,sontai, Jer 10:5; similarly Isa 46:1, 7. 
7 1 Sam 5:1–5; Isa 21:9; 40:20; 41:7; Jer 10:4. 
8 Speaking: wrbdy alw / kai. ouv lalh,sousin, Pss 115:5; 135:16; Jer 10:5; ~nwrgb wghy-al / 
ouv fwnh,sousin evn tw/| la,ruggi auvtw/n, Ps 115:7; and similarly Hab 2:18. Eating: alw 
!wlkay / mh. fa,gwsin, Deut 4:28. Breathing: wbrqb !ya xwr-lkw / kai. pa/n pneu/ma ouvk e;stin 
evn auvtw/|, Hab 2:19; and similarly Ps 135:17; Jer 10:14; 51:17.  
9 Creative powers: Isa 40:12ff.; 40:21ff.; 46:3; Jer 10:12ff.; Hab 2:14; Ps 135:7. God’s 
reign: Isa 44:6; 45:22; Jer 10:6, 10; Ps 135:13. The Exodus: Exod 32:11; Deut 4:20; Ps 
135:8. Giving of law and covenant: Deut 4:23. Granting of land: Exod 32:13; Deut 4:21; 
Ps 135:12. General blessings: Deut 28:63; Ps 115:14ff. Reversal of fortune: Deut 28:63, 
68ff.; Jer 10:10; Pss 115:3; 135:6. 
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the earth,” and Jer 10:5 affirms that idols do not need to be feared “for they 
cannot do evil, neither is it in them to do good.” 

1.4 Perishable 

While God is everlasting, idols perish. Not only are they said to be lifeless and 
unable to help or save the one who prays to them, Biblical texts go a step further 
when they imply that idols are so devoid of power that idols cannot even save 
themselves. Isa 44:9–20, for example, suggests that the wooden idol can burn in 
the fire just like the log of firewood that came from the same tree.10 2 Kgs 19:18 
and its parallel Isa 37:19 report the destruction of idols by fire during a war. 
Exod 32:20 says that Moses burned the Golden Calf with fire, ground it into 
powder, mixed it with water, and gave it to the people to drink. 

It is important to note that the destruction of idols in the Hebrew Bible (1) is 
a by-product of the presence of God’s ark; (2) is predicted to be performed by 
God on “that day” or in the future in general; or (3) is done by humans acting on 
behalf of God and under God’s strict command.11 The destruction of idols in the 
Hebrew Bible is thus still based on God’s prohibition of idolatry. God himself 
and people acting on God’s behalf are the agents of destruction who realize this 
prohibition in the present time or in the future. Nowhere in the Hebrew Bible do 
human agents act based on their own understanding that idols are made by hand, 
and that they are lifeless, powerless, and cannot compare to God, and thus have 
no right to exist. Only in the literature of Second Temple Judaism will there 
emerge this type of self-initiative as the reason for the destruction of idols. 

2. Idols in Texts from the Second Temple Period 

2.1 Rationalizations 

In Second Temple literature, idols are still described as being made by humans 
and from mundane materials such as clay, wood, stone, bronze, copper or iron, 
unspecified metals, silver, or gold.12 The fabricated idols are still considered to 

                                                           
10 Also cf. 1 Kgs 15:13. 
11 God’s ark: 1 Sam 5:1–5. In the future: Isa 2:18; 44:9, 11; Ezek 30:13; Mic 1:7; 5:13–14. 
By humans for/under God: Exod 32:20; Judg 6:25–26; 2 Kgs 19:8/Isa 37:19; 1 Chr 
14:12. 
12 By humans: Idols can be made in general (h’) e;rga ceirw/n avnqrw,pwn (Wis 13:10; 
Ep Jer 1:50, 51), or specifically by a te,ktwn / avrcite,ktwn (Sir 38:27) or a crusoco,oj 
(Ep Jer 1:45); see also Jub. 12:5; 20:8; Wis 13:10; 14:8, 13; 15:16; Bel 1:5 (Th); Apoc. 
Ab. 3:3; Apoc. Ab. 6:12. Clay: Wis 15:7ff.; Bel 1:7 (OG+Th). Wood: Jub. 20:8; 22:18; 
Wis 13:11–19; 14:1, 21; Ep Jer 1:39; Apoc. Ab. 1:2; 5:4; cf. also Let. Aris. 135, and 
Horace, Sat. 1.8.1–3 as cited in Roth, “For life, he appeals to death,” “Once I was a fig-
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be lifeless and mute.13 They still cannot move or walk and have to be carried.14 
Idols are still said not to have any senses such as sight or hearing, smell, or 
touch. The long lists of their inabilities in the style of Ps 115 no longer appear in 
most texts from that period, however.15 Only Ep Jer 8 and 19–27 features a long 
list of characteristics of a living being that the idols do not possess. 

In texts of the Second Temple period, idols are still seen as having no 
powers at all.16 Jub. 12:3 mentions that they are “misleading of the heart” and 
that “no help [comes] from them.”17 Again, Ep Jer 14ff., 34 ff., and 53 ff. goes 
into greater detail describing the idols’ lack of power. 

While Isa 44:19–20 simply attributed the making of idols to “lack of 
knowledge or discernment” and a “deluded mind,” Second Temple texts attempt 
to go deeper into the human psyche, in order to find rational reasons for the 
production and the appeal of idols.18 All Second Temple texts agree that idolatry 
was not practiced from the beginning, but evolved in human history. The 
reasons why human beings create idols are: (1) the influence of the “cruel 
spirits”; (2) grief for a dead person who is now remembered in a divinized 
statue; (3) adoration of a ruler who is removed from one’s own location and 
must be worshipped in an image; (4) yearning for profit; and maybe also (5) 
Israel’s wish to have gods “as other nations have.” 19 

                                                                                                                                  
wood stem, a worthless log, when the carpenter, doubtful whether to make a stool or a 
Priamus, chose that I be a god.” Stone: Jub. 22:18; Wis 13:10; 14:21; Apoc. Ab. 1:2; 
Let. Aris. 135; Sib. Or. 3:31. Bronze: Wis 15:9; Bel 1:7 (OG+Th); cf. also Herodotus 
Hist. 2.172 that tells the story of the metal bowl of Amasis that was first used to relieve 
oneself and later melted and turned into an idol. Copper or iron: Apoc. Ab. 1:2. 
Unspecified metals: Jub. 21:5; 11:4; cf. also L.A.B. 2:9. Silver: Jub. 20:8; Wis 13:10; 15:9; 
Ep Jer 1:39, 57; Apoc. Ab. 1:2. Gold: Wis 13:10; 15:9; Ep Jer 1:39, 57; Apoc. Ab. 1:2. 
13 Jub. 12:3, 5; 20:8; Wis 13:10, 18; 14:29; Ep Jer 1:35. 
14 Wis 13:18; Jub. 12:5; Apoc. Ab. 1:3, 6; 2:2; 3:5–6. 
15 Hearing: Wis 15:15. Smelling: Sir 30:19. Feeling: Wis 15:15. 
16 Wis 13:17–19; 14:1; Let. Aris. 135. 
17 Also cf. Jub. 36:5 where Isaac’s farewell speech to his sons contains a brief warning 
about idols who are “full of error.” 
18 Roth (“For life, he appeals to death,” 40–41) attributes this tendency to the shift from 
idol worship as an external threat experienced by the exiled community to an internal 
threat in postexilic times. 
19 Cruel spirits: Jub. 11:4. Divinized statue: Wis 14:14–20. This philosophical explanation 
for idolatry has a parallel in the fourth century work of Firmicus Maternus De errore 
profanarum religionum cited in J. Geffcken, “Der Bilderstreit des heidnischen 
Altertums,” AR 19 (1919): 292–93. In this text, Dionysus’s father makes an image of his 
dead son and institutes a cult. Also cf. the Egyptian practice of making small statues of 
the deceased as part of the mortuary cult. Ruler worshipped: Wis 14:14ff; cf. Let. Aris. 
135. Yearning for profit: Apoc. Ab. 2:1. To be as other nations: L.A.B. 12:2. 
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In conclusion, it can be said that although idols’ inanimate nature and 
powerlessness are described in similar ways in the Hebrew Bible and in Second 
Temple texts, the latter differ in that they attempt to explain why people make 
idols in the first place. This rationalization of the origin of idols is an important 
step toward a new tendency in Second Temple literature: the intentional 
destruction of idols is now motivated by increased human understanding, and is 
not merely rooted in divine prohibition. What human beings have created 
because of grief, because of adoration for a ruler or another important person, or 
because of ignorance or yearning for profit, they can easily destroy again.  

2.2 Zoolatry 

Second Temple literature also discusses a new concern that reflects a practice 
mostly known from Egypt—zoolatry, the worship of live animals. When the 
king of Bel and the Dragon says to Daniel “You cannot say that this one [the 
snake] is made of bronze; see, he lives and eats and drinks; so worship him,”20 
he expresses the difficulty that critics of zoolatry must have faced. The old 
arguments, that idols are made by human hands and do not display the 
characteristics of a living creature, do not hold in this case. Animals that are 
worshipped are obviously alive and display signs of life by eating and drinking 
the food provided for them. In the course of the story of Bel and the Dragon, 
however, Daniel is able to use exactly these actions that are necessary for a 
living being, in order to kill the creature.  

Several texts from the Second Temple period address the issue of zoolatry. 
At Let. Aris. 138 it is simply called it foolishness by “Egyptians and those like 
them, who have put their confidence in beasts and most of the serpents and 
monsters, worship them, and sacrifice to them both while alive and dead.” Wis 
15:14–19 describes the “enemies and oppressors of your people” as the ones 
who “worship the most hateful beasts” who are more “brutish” than the lifeless 
handmade idols and aesthetically unpleasing. Naturally, they too “have escaped 
both the approval of God and his blessing.” Neither of these texts dealing with 
zoolatry denies that the animals in question are alive. Suspiciously, they are 
silent about the alleged powers of the animals, and only one, Bel and the Dragon, 
clearly proves that the worshipped animal cannot save itself and can be killed.21 

                                                           
20 Bel 24 (OG): kai. ei=pen o` basileu.j tw/| Danih.l Mh. kai. tou/ton evrei/j o[ti calkou/j 
evstin* ivdou. zh/| kai. evsqi,ei kai. pi,nei\ prosku,nhson auvtw/|. Theodotion leaves out the 
argument of living/ eating/drinking. 
21 Also cf. Josephus, Ag. Ap. 201–4, where the Jewish bowman Mosolamus kills a bird 
and thus proves that it cannot tell even its own future. 
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2.3 Comparisons with the Living God 

As outlined above, Hebrew Bible texts that describe idol worship frame that 
material with descriptions of God. Texts from the Second Temple period, 
however, are more hesitant to directly compare idols with God. A first 
observation is that idol verses here rarely use the framing technique described 
above.22 Secondly, none of the Second Temple period texts mentions God’s 
acting in history on Israel’s behalf, the giving of the law, or the making of the 
covenant. Thirdly, while several texts still use creed-like statements, calling God 
the Creator, fewer texts allude to the details of creation.23 If details are 
mentioned, they refer to limited specifics such as bringing rain or commanding 
nature.24 God remains one who can bless progeny and land, who is kind and true 
to those who believe in him, and who rules over the living.25 But the Hebrew 
Bible’s bold and detailed depiction of God as the one exercising dominion over 
every aspect of creation and history is weakened. 

The reason for this shift is that segments of Judaism of the Second Temple 
period attempted to appeal to Hellenism, which shared its dislike for idolatry, 
superstitious practices, and zoolatry. Hellenistic Judaism also wanted to appeal 
to Greek philosophers, including such thinkers as Antisthenes and Strabo, who 
tended towards monotheism.26 Generally speaking, Hellenistic Judaism wanted 
to present itself as enlightened and wanted to put forth the common sense, 
positive aspects of the Hebrew God such as goodness and friendliness towards 
God’s creatures. It avoided emphasizing aspects of the religion that separated 
the Jews from Hellenistic culture, topics such as law and covenant, the Exodus 
event, and the granting of the land to Israel. 

2.4 Destroying Idols 

Previously, it was noted that Hebrew Bible texts report or predict the destruction 
of idols by God, as well as the destruction of idols by human beings acting for 
God or under God’s command. None of these texts depicts a process of human 
reasoning, apart from divine prohibition, as the prime motivator for the 

                                                           
22 An exception is Sib. Or. 3:11–35. 
23 An exception to this observation is Jubilees where everything, including the angels in 
2:2, is created by God. Also Apoc. Ab. 7:10 ff. 
24 Jub. 12:3; 20:9; Ep Jer: 1:60–63; cf. also the allusions to the flood in Wis 14:3–8. 
25 Jub. 20:8–9; Wis 15:1–3; Bel 5 (Th); cf. also Let. Aris. 132. 
26 According to Cicero, Nat. d. 1.32, Antisthenes claimed that there were several gods, but 
only one by nature. Strabo 16.2.35: “[Moses] taught that the Egyptians were mistaken in 
representing the Divine Being by the images of beasts …; and that the Greeks were also 
wrong in modeling gods in human form; for, according to him, God is this one thing that 
encompasses us all.” 
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destruction of idols. Texts of the Second Temple period, however, highlight this 
rational and conscious destruction of idols by humans and make it a focus of 
their descriptions.  

In Second Temple literature, idols perish either because of the wear-and-
tear of the elements, or because of their own inability to save themselves.27 In a 
few texts, they are still said to be destroyed by God, or God’s agent, or they 
suddenly disappear at the end, just as they appeared at the beginning.28 The most 
impressive and elaborate texts, however, feature an enlightened human being as 
the main agent of destruction. Such a person realizes that idols are pointless, 
powerless, lifeless, and accomplish nothing.29 In Jub. 12:12–14, for example, 
Abraham intentionally burns the house of the idols and the idols themselves.30 
His action is the culmination of his previous realization that idols are powerless. 
It is planned and done in the middle of the night to avoid disturbance. In Apoc. 
Ab. 5, Abraham intentionally puts the wooden god Barisat next to a fire, mocks 
him, and allows him to burn with the firewood. In Apoc. Ab. 2:9, Abraham 
intentionally throws idols into water and watches them sink. His aggressive 
actions are also the result of the realization that idols are not gods. Through 
these two stories, Apoc. Ab. gave readers two common-sense ways to “test” 
whether idols are alive. In a similar way in Bel and the Dragon, Daniel proves 
that Bel is not a god and is not alive by conducting a detective-like investigation, 
after which he destroys the idol with the approval of the king. By feeding the 
snake a lethal food, he also proves that the animal that was adored by the 
Babylonians was not divine and powerful.31 

                                                           
27 Apoc. Ab. 3:5–6; 4:5; 6:13, 17; Ep Jer 1:11, 20, 48; Wis 14:8. 
28 Destroyed by God: Wis 14:11; Jub. 48:5. God’s agent: In Jub. 31:2, Jacob takes great 
care to burn, crush, and destroy the idols of Laban, and hides the remains of them under a 
tree. 1 Macc 5:68 might also fall under this category. Disappear: Wis 14:13–14. 
29 Here, I disagree with John J. Collins, “‘The King Has Become a Jew’: The Perspective 
on the Gentile World in Bel and the Snake,” in Diaspora Jews and Judaism: Essays in 
Honor of, and in Dialogue with, A. Thomas Kraabel (ed. A. T. Kraabel, J. A. Overman, 
and R. S. MacLennan; South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism 41; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1992), 335–45, who states that Daniel’s aggressive destruction of the idol 
and of the snake in Bel and the Dragon is a singular occurrence. The destruction can also 
be done by a careless person such as in Apoc. Ab. 1:9; 2:4; 3:7. 
30 The topic of Abraham rejecting idolatry is taken up again in L.A.B. 6–7 where Abraham 
refuses to take part in the construction of the Tower of Babel and thus renounces idolatry. 
Subsequently, he is thrown into a fiery furnace from which he is able to escape alive. In 
L.A.B., this rejection of idolatry is the cause for God’s blessing on Abraham and his 
family. 
31 Another parallel between the Apocalypse of Abraham and Bel and the Dragon is that in 
both texts the heroes are reported to laugh about the idol and the people who believe in 
them. 
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The description of the destruction of idols is often coupled with the 
destruction of the people who made and/or adored them. When Abraham burns 
the idols in Jub. 12:12–14, the idol worshipper Haran burns with them, dying at 
an untimely age. Similarly, L.A.B. 39 predicts that a fire of vengeance will 
consume the idolaters. In Jub. 22:22, Isaac promises that idol worshippers will 
go to Sheol like the sons of Sodom, and that their memory on earth will be 
erased. In Ep Jer 1:48, the idols and the priests who serve them are said to be in 
the same kind of danger and have to hide together even though sometimes the 
priests flee and let their idols burn to the ground. In Apoc. Ab. 8:4, God warns 
Abraham to leave the house of his father Terah so that he “too may not be slain 
in the sins of your father’s house.” 

In conclusion, it can be said that the intentional destruction of idols by 
rational humans becomes the focus in Second Temple texts. After reading them, 
one is expected to understand why idols were created, that they were made from 
mundane materials, and that these humble origins render them powerless so that 
they can be destroyed by the elements, by carelessness, and especially by human 
beings who have already realized that they were nothing. In these texts, the 
Hellenistic ideals of understanding and rational thinking are emphasized. No 
longer is the divine prohibition of idolatry or God’s acting in Israel’s history the 
primary reasons why human beings—Jewish or Gentile—should abstain from 
idol worship. 

2.5 The Hebrew Bible Texts Revisited: The LXX Version 

While most scholars today disagree with the version of the origins of the 
Septuagint that we find in the Letter of Aristeas, there is still debate about 
whether the LXX was intended to be a mere translation of the original MT 
version, or an intentional reinterpretation of the received tradition that brought it 
into conformity with contemporary Judeo-Hellenistic culture. When one compares 
MT and LXX versions of the idol passages considered in section 1 of this article, 
one notices that some changes appear to be intentional, because they are in line 
with some of the changing views on idol worship in the Second Temple period.  

The LXX versions of Exod 20:23 and Jer 10:6–8, and 10 are examples of 
texts that differ from the MT in such ways that they avoid direct comparisons of 
idols with the God of Israel. This tendency can also be observed in texts from 
the Second Temple period.  
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Exodus 20:23 
yhlaw @sk yhla yta !wX[t al 

`~kl wX[t al bhz
You shall not make gods of silver 
alongside me, nor shall you make for 
yourselves gods of gold. 

ouv poih,sete èautoi/j qeou.j 
avrgurou/j kai. qeou.j crusou/j ouv 
poih,sete u`mi/n auvtoi/j 

You shall not make for yourselves 
gods of silver, and gods of gold you 
shall not make for yourselves.32 

LXX Exod 20:23 leaves out “alongside me” which is clearly expressed in the 
Hebrew yta. 

Jeremiah 10:5–11 
awXn wrbdy alw hmh hXqm rmtk 5 
 ~hm waryt-la wd[cy al yk awXny 

`~twa !ya byjyh-~gw w[ry al-yk
 

lwdgw hta lwdn hwhy $wmk !yam 6 
 $lm $ary al ym 7 `hrwbgb $mX 
 ymkx-lkb yk htay $l yk ~ywgh 
`$wmk !yam ~twklm-lkbw ~ywgh

rswm lskyw wr[by txabw 8  
`awh #[ ~ylbh 

 bhzw abwy XyXrtm [qrm @sk 9 
 tlkt @rwc ydyw Xrx hX[m zpwam 
 `~lk ~ymkx hX[m ~Xwbl !mgraw 
 ~yhla hwhyw `wm[z ~ywg wlky-alw 
~lw[ $lmw ~yyx ~yhla-awh tma

 
#rah X[rt wpcqm 10 

 ayhla ~whl !wrmat hndk 11 
 wdbay wdb[ al aqraw aymX-yd 

`hla aymX twxt-!mw a[ram

5 aivro,mena avrqh,sontai o[ti ouvk 
evpibh,sontai mh. fobhqh/te auvta, 
o[ti ouv mh. kakopoih,swsin kai. 
avgaqo.n ouvk e;stin evn auvtoi/j  
6  
7  
 
 
8  
 
9 avrgu,rion toreuto,n evstin ouv 
poreu,sontai avrgu,rion 
prosblhto.n avpo. Qarsij h[xei 
crusi,on Mwfaz kai. cei.r 
crusoco,wn e;rga tecnitw/n pa,nta 
u`a,kinqon kai. porfu,ran 
evndu,sousin auvta,  
10  
11 ou[twj evrei/te auvtoi/j qeoi, oi] 
to.n ouvrano.n kai. th.n gh/n ouvk 
evpoi,hsan avpole,sqwsan avpo. th/j 
gh/j kai. u`poka,twqen tou/ ouvranou/ 
tou,tou  

5 Their idols are like scarecrows in a 
cucumber field, and they cannot speak; 
they have to be carried, for they cannot 
walk. Do not be afraid of them, for they 
cannot do evil, nor is it in them to do 

5 they will set them up that they 
may not move; it is wrought 
silver, they will not walk, it is 
forged silver They must 
certainly be borne, for they 

                                                           
32 All English translations of the MT version quoted in this article are from the NRSV. All 
English translations of the LXX version are taken (and modified) from Lancelot C. L. 
Brenton, English Translation of The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament (LXE), 
Bible Works Version 4.0. 
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good.  
 
 
 
6 There is none like you, O LORD; you 
are great, and your name is great in 
might. 7 Who would not fear you, O 
King of the nations? For that is your 
due; among all the wise ones of the 
nations and in all their kingdoms there 
is no one like you. 8 They are both stupid 
and foolish; the instruction given by 
idols is no better than wood!  
9 Beaten silver is brought from 
Tarshish, and gold from Uphaz. They 
are the work of the artisan and of the 
hands of the goldsmith; their clothing is 
blue and purple; they are all the product 
of skilled workers.  
10 But the LORD is the true God; he is 
the living God and the everlasting King. 
At his wrath the earth quakes, and the 
nations cannot endure his indignation. 
11 Thus shall you say to them: The gods 
who did not make the heavens and the 
earth shall perish from the earth and 
from under the heavens. 

cannot ride of themselves. Fear 
them not; for they cannot do any 
evil, and there is no good in 
them.  
6  
 
7  
 
 
 
8  
 
 
9 brought from Tharsis, gold 
will come from Mophaz, and the 
work of goldsmiths: They are all 
the works of craftsmen, they will 
clothe themselves with blue and 
scarlet.  
10  
 
 
 
11 Thus shall ye say to them, Let 
the gods which have not made 
heaven and earth perish from off 
the earth, and from under this 
sky. 

LXX Jer 10 simply omits the MT verses that framed the idol text. 
Two LXX verses, Isa 46:1 and Hos 13:2, alter the version received in the MT 

in order to add that idols are destroyed, a prominent feature in texts of the 
Second Temple period.  

 
Hosea 13:2 

 wX[yw ajxl wpswy ht[w 
 ~nwbtk ~pskm hksm ~hl 
hlk ~yXrx hX[m ~ybc[ 
~da yxbz ~yrma ~h ~hl 

`!wqXy ~ylg[

kai. prose,qeto tou/ àmarta,nein e;ti 
kai. evpoi,hsan e`autoi/j cw,neuma evk 
tou/ avrguri,ou auvtw/n katV eivko,na 
eivdw,lwn e;rga tekto,nwn 
suntetelesme,na auvtoi/j auvtoi. 
le,gousin qu,sate avnqrw,pouj mo,scoi 
ga.r evkleloi,pasin 

And now they keep on sinning and 
make a cast image for themselves, 
idols of silver made according to 

And now they have sinned 
increasingly, and have made for 
themselves a molten image of their 
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their understanding, all of them the 
work of artisans. “Sacrifice to 
these,” they say. People are kissing 
calves! 

silver, according to the fashion of 
idols, the work of artificers 
accomplished for them: They say, 
Sacrifice men, for the calves have 
come to an end. 

LXX Hos 13:2 changes a clear MT Vorlage in order to describe the destruction of 
the idols, albeit without naming the agent of destruction directly. 
 

Isaiah 46:1 
~hybc[ wyh wbn srq lb [rk 

twswm[ ~kytaXn hmhblw hyxl
`hpy[l aXm

e;pese Bhl sunetri,bh Dagwn evge,neto 
ta. glupta. auvtw/n eivj qhri,a kai. kth,nh 
ai;rete auvta. katadedeme,na ẁj forti,on 
kopiw/nti 

Bel bows down, Nebo stoops, their 
idols are on beasts and cattle; these 
things you carry are loaded as 
burdens on weary animals. 
 

Bel has fallen, Dagon is broken to 
pieces, their graven images are gone 
to the wild beasts and the cattle: 
You take them packed up as a 
burden to the weary … man; 

LXX Isa 46:1 alters both parts of a parallelismus membrorum to add the notion 
that Bel and Nebo do not bow (in reverence) or crouch, but instead fall and 
shatter into pieces. Also, the idea that the idols are carried by beasts and cattle 
does not seem to have been understood in the sense the MT understands it. 
Rather, evge,neto ta. glupta. auvtw/n eivj qhri,a appears to refer to the destiny of the 
destroyed idols that fall prey to the wild beasts. 

In conclusion, it can be said that the LXX versions of the idol verses 
discussed in the first section of this article most often follow the MT Vorlage 
very closely. If there are major changes, they are made in accordance with the 
tendencies already noted in Second Temple literature. 
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3. Bel and the Dragon33 

Bel and the Dragon, an addition to the Greek translation of Daniel, is a prime 
example for the above mentioned tendencies in Second Temple texts. While still 
using a traditional theme from the Hebrew Bible, Bel and the Dragon elaborates 
on it in previously unexplored ways. In its two versions of Theodotion and OG, 
the story represents two slightly different approaches to the topic of idolatry, one 
more and one less cautious. 

3.1 Idolatry and Zoolatry 

Nothing is known about the creation and the origin of the idol and the snake in 
Bel and the Dragon. There is no reason given for why they exist unless one 
wants to take into consideration the note that the priests and their families gain 
profit from Bel’s and probably also the animal’s existence. The idol consists of 
clay with a bronze outer layer, although only Theodotion’s version mentions 
explicitly that it was made by human hands. It is portrayed as being fed and 
cared for by the Babylonians in typical ancient Near Eastern fashion; and it is its 
inability to eat that will be used by Daniel to prove that it is nothing more than a 
created image. While the animal that the Babylonians worship is truly alive, 
Daniel will still defeat it, this time by using the animal’s ability to eat. The text 
of Bel and the Dragon does not mention that the Babylonians ascribe any 
powers to the idol or the animal. The only “proof ” that Bel was alive and of 
value is that he could eat and drink. All in all, only a little attention is given to 
the points of argument that are of utmost importance in Hebrew Bible idol texts: 
whether the idol was made, and whether it was really alive and had any powers.  

While the Babylonians in the story treat the idol and the snake as if they 
were gods, Bel and the Dragon does not spend any time at all comparing them to 
the one true God. When Daniel is asked why he does not worship them, he 

                                                           
33 The text of Bel and the Dragon is most likely based on a Hebrew or Aramaic original 
that no longer exists (the medieval Aramaic manuscript of the Chronicle of Jerahmeel 
might contain a descendent of the Hebrew Vorlage). In addition to that, no Jewish writer 
quotes from Bel and the Dragon, neither was any of it found at Qumran. The Greek text 
of Bel and the Dragon exists in two versions: The OG, or LXX, and according to 
Theodotion. The text of the Septuagint version is only preserved in â967, the Syrian 
translation of the Hexapla by Origin (Syh), and the Codex Chisianus from the eleventh 
century (MS 88). In early Christian times, the Theodotion translation became more 
prevalent and is the one that is quoted by the early church fathers who considered Bel and 
the Dragon to be canonical. Bel and the Dragon consists of at least two independent 
stories, the one of the destruction of the idol Bel, the one of the killing of the animal, and 
possibly a third about Daniel in the lion’s den. The tales are often dated to the second 
century B.C.E., but an exact date cannot be determined. 
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simply answers that he worships no one but “the God who created heaven and 
earth,” the “God of the gods,” and that he worships no one but “the living God 
who has created heaven and earth and has dominion over everything living.” 34 
Thus, it is highlighted that God is living (Th), is the creator (OG+Th), and has 
dominion over everything (OG). Meanwhile, neither version of Bel and the 
Dragon mentions God’s acting in history on Israel’s behalf, God’s laws or 
covenant, or God’s judgment, as is typical for a text of the Second Temple period. 

The destruction of the idol and of the snake by Daniel takes the most space 
in the story. It is an intentional destruction performed in order to prove that 
neither the idol nor the animal are gods. The experiments conducted by Daniel 
are so easy that even the simplest of minds can understand them. In the case of 
Bel, Daniel devises a plan to prove that the food provided for the idol is not 
eaten by him but by the priests and their families. Precautions are taken to 
ensure the correct execution of the experiment: the doors are locked and sealed 
with the rings of the king and respectable priests, and the floor of the temple is 
secretly covered with ash in order to preserve footsteps of intruders. The next 
morning, the betrayal is revealed when the footsteps of the priests and their 
families are found. Because of the simplicity of the experiment and the 
foolproof precautions, there can be no doubt to the reader that it was not Bel but 
the priests who had been eating the provisions. In the case of the animal, Daniel 
again acts intentionally. He claims that he can kill the animal without weapons 
and does so with a mixture of pitch, fat, and hair. In either case, divine 
command or support are not necessary. As in most Diaspora literature of the 
Second Temple period, the authority of the Gentile king is not questioned, and 
actually, Daniel appears to be on friendly terms with the king. Daniel wants to 
prove, however, that there is no reason to worship Bel or the animal because 
they are powerless and, in the case of Bel, lifeless.35  

3.2 The Focus on Food and Mouth 

In biblical literature and beyond, idols have mouths but cannot speak or eat. This 
simple observation is re-used and expanded in Bel and the Dragon where eating 
and not eating determines life or death in four instances: 

                                                           
34 OG+Th 5 qeo.n to.n kti,santa to.n ouvrano.n kai. th.n gh/n; OG 7 to.n qeo.n tw/n qew/n; and 
Th 5 to.n qeo.n to.n kti,santa to.n ouvrano.n kai. th.n gh/n kai. e;conta pa,shj sarko.j 
kuriei,an. 
35 Cf. Collins, “The King has become a Jew,” 336: “Again, he disposes of the snake by 
feeding it a strange concoction which causes it to burst. No divine intervention is 
necessary in these cases. The commonsense, rational approach of these stories is typical 
of Jewish polemic against idols, which often takes the form of reductio ad absurdum.” 
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1. When Bel’s ability to eat (OG 7) or to eat and drink (Th 6, 7) are used to test 
whether the idol is living, it is demonstrated that Bel does neither, and thus is 
inanimate. Subsequently, the idol is handed over to Daniel and destroyed. 

2. The priests and their families use the food provided for Bel for their own 
nourishment, but after this is discovered, in OG they are handed over to 
Daniel (22) and in Theodotion they are killed by the king (22). Their eating 
leads to their demise. 

3. In the case of zoolatry, it was shown that the simple equation of 
eating=living=divine no longer holds. Worshipped animals eat and are alive, 
but they are not gods. Therefore, Daniel’s treatment of the animal is the 
culmination of the story, and the only such tale that we have from the Second 
Temple period. In a twist of humor, it is the animal’s very ability to eat that 
leads to its death.  

4. There is another instance in Bel and the Dragon where the motif of eating is 
used. When Daniel is thrown into the lion’s den, the seven lions do not 
devour him (OG 31–32) even though they are not fed anything else (Th 32). 
Instead, Daniel is saved from starvation after six days when Habakkuk 
miraculously brings him food. 

3.3 Theodotion versus Old Greek36 

Of the two versions, Theodotion uses more of the traditional Jewish material 
that was found in the Hebrew Bible’s descriptions of idolatry and zoolatry. OG, 
however, appears more removed from the traditional arguments. 

While OG does not give any hint as to the origin of the idol, Th 5 reiterates 
the old idea that it is not alive. Theodotion’s Daniel asserts that the idol is not a 
“living god,” and has “never eaten or drunk anything” (Th 6, 7). In this version, 
Daniel also disputes that the snake is a “living God” (Th 24). In OG, “living” 
and “drinking” are not mentioned (OG 6–9), although they are found in the 
description of the snake (OG 24). Neither version has a refutation of the special 
powers of the idol or the animal.  

When one compares the two versions for comparisons with God, more 
differences become evident. Theodotion 5 has a longer, creed-like statement 
made by Daniel, which includes the ideas that God is living, has created heaven 
and earth, and rules over everything. OG 5 limits this statement to God’s 
creative powers, but later adds that the Lord is the God of gods (7). The most 
striking difference is that in Theodotion God is clearly Daniel’s God (Th 4, 25, 
41), whose greatness is acknowledged by the king after the idol and the animal 

                                                           
36 This last section will contrast and compare Theodotion’s and OG’s view on idol 
worship, but a thorough application of the findings, for the purpose of dating these texts, 
will have to be reserved for a future paper. 
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have been proven to be false. Theodotion thus clearly expresses the idea that the 
Gentile king will admire (and maybe convert to) the Jewish God of Daniel, if it 
is only proven that his own gods are worthless. The God of the OG version is 
simply called “the Lord” (OG 4). At the end of the story, the king praises God’s 
greatness, but he does not address God in the second person and as “Lord” so 
that the possibility of a conversion of the king is suppressed (OG 41). Both 
versions, however, preserve the accusation by the Babylonians that the king has 
become a Jew. 

The actual destruction of the idol and the snake again receives different 
emphases. Theodotion 22 has the more violent version and clearly indicates who 
killed whom: the king kills the priests, and is accused of toppling Bel and killing 
the snake (Th 28). In OG, the priests are “handed over” to Daniel, but it is not 
reported that they are killed (OG 21).37 Bel is destroyed, but the text is not clear 
about who does the destroying (OG 21). Here, the king is accused only of 
toppling Bel and killing the snake (OG 28). 

From these observations, it can be concluded that OG preserves a wisdom-
like version of the story that must be attributed to a more reserved strand of 
Second Temple Judaism, one that was perhaps more interested in conforming to 
Hellenistic standards and ideals than the author of Theodotion.38 OG is farther 
removed from the traditional material of stories that narrate the destruction of 
idols: it does not focus on the differences between the Jewish and Gentile gods, 
it does not mention the fate of Bel’s priests, and credits no one with the 
destruction of Bel. The Theodotion version, however, is a bolder version of the 
story, and can probably be attributed to a more aggressive and perhaps 
nationalistic strand of Judaism. It preserves more traditionally Jewish material, 
has more attributes for the Jewish God, comes closer to an actual conversion of 
the king to Daniel’s God, and features a more aggressive attitude of both the 
king who kills the priests, and of Daniel who destroys the animal and Bel, as 
well as his temple.  

Both versions of Bel and the Dragon appear to accept Gentile sovereignty, 
but attempt—more or less aggressively—to convince their surrounding culture 
                                                           
37 The killing of the priests is reported neither in the actual story line nor in the accusation 
of the king by his underlings. 
38 The observations made in this article concerning Bel and the Dragon’s treatment of 
idolatry and zoology in light of Hebrew idol texts and the changes during the Second 
Temple period disagree with Otto Plöger who claims: “Insgesamt ist es [OG] darum zu 
tun, an Daniel paradigmatisch zu zeigen, wie man furchtlos und überlegen der Macht 
fremder Götter und ihrer Anhänger gegenübertreten kann, während Th von der 
Voraussetzung auszugehen scheint, dass die Fremden die Lebendigkeit ihrer Götter nicht 
beweisen können und deshalb mitsamt ihren Göttern auch nicht zu fürchten sind.” 
(“Zusätze zu Daniel,” in Historische und legendarische Erzählungen [JSHRZ 1; 
Gütersloh: Mohn, 1973], 63–87; quote from 82). 
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that Jewish religious practices are just as common sense as Hellenistic ones. It is 
characteristic for this attitude that the story culminates in the king becoming a 
monotheist, yet the texts never entirely prove or acquit him of the accusation 
that he became a Jew. 



 

 



 

 

From “Old Greek” to the Recensions: 
Who and What Caused the Change of the Hebrew  

Reference Text of the Septuagint? 
Siegfried Kreuzer 

One of the best known features of the Septuagint, and at the same time one of its 
most complex problems, is that the original Septuagint, the so-called “Old 
Greek,” underwent several recensions, especially the famous so-called kaige 
recension, but also other earlier and later recensions.1 A close analysis of the 
recensions shows that a major source for the differences was not different 
translation techniques but recourse to a different Hebrew text type. This change 
of the authoritative text type of the holy scriptures in early Judaism, with its far 
reaching consequences, is an amazing occurrence worthy of some discussion.  

1. The Problem 

Until about 1947–1950, i.e., until the discoveries at Qumran and in the Judean 
desert, we knew about the text of the Septuagint and about three other early 
Greek translations: there were the translations of Aquila, of Symmachus, and of 
Theodotion, all from the early to the late second century C.E. The old 
explanation for this seemingly clear-cut division between the old Septuagint 
from the third and second century B.C.E. and the newer translations from the 
second century C.E. was that Jews had given up the OG Septuagint, because 
Christians used it as the basis for their missionary activities and for their 
                                                           
1 See, e.g., Sidney Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 
74–99; Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 
143–48; Mario Cimosa, Guida allo studio della Bibbia greca (LXX): Storia, Lingua, Testi 
(Roma: Società Biblica Britannica et Forestiera, 1995); Folker Siegert, Zwischen 
hebräischer Bibel und Altem Testament: Eine Einführung in die Septuaginta (MJSt 9; 
Münster: LIT, 2001), 84–91; Natalio Fernández Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: 
Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible (trans. W. G. E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, 
2000), 109–87; Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand 
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000), 167–82, 273–87. 
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discussions.2 We even know about these early discussions and about some of the 
arguments exchanged. Already in that time there was the argument and mutual 
objection that the other side had changed the Hebrew text,3 or to put it in modern 
terms, that the differences between the Greek translations and Hebrew Bible 
were not merely the result of different translation techniques but also different 
underlying Hebrew texts.  

This old and simple picture had one problem, namely, that some readings of 
the Theodotionic translation are present in the New Testament,4 i.e., more than a 
century before the historical Theodotion and his translation. This observation 
gave rise to the idea of a so-called proto-Theodotionic translation or revision 
that must have existed before the New Testament, i.e., by the beginning of the 
first century C.E. Such a revision could not have originated as an alternative to 
the Septuagint because of Christian use of it. Although this might be the case for 
translations of the second century, this proto-Theodotionic revision must have 
had inner Jewish causes. This observation leads to the question: What caused 
this revision?  

Also from the Septuagint itself there is the problem of the Hebrew reference 
text, i.e., the so-called Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint. It is well known that 
at least some books of the Septuagint are based on a text different from the 
standard MT. The best known example for this phenomenon is the book of 
Jeremiah, which in the Septuagint is about one eighth shorter than the MT of this 
book. Closer comparison of the two texts shows that the Septuagint did not 
shorten the text as it was translated but rather gives a quite exact translation of 
the Hebrew, although at the same time there are missing words and even 

                                                           
2 Ernst Würthwein, Der Text des Alten Testaments: Eine Einführung in die Biblia 
Hebraica (4th ed.; Stuttgart: Württembergische Bibelanstalt, 1973), 55. Melvin K. H. 
Peters, “Septuagint,” ABD 5:1093–104, still comes close to this view as he talks quite 
reluctantly about the earlier revisions: “If Tov is correct, revision of the translation began 
almost as soon as they were copied for the first time but we can only speculate about the 
nature of such revisions” and then goes on to say: “We know for sure that by the second 
century C.E., Jewish scholars, reacting to the widespread co-opting and polemical use of 
the LXX by Christians, began to produce editions intended to correct mistranslation, 
expunge Christian additions and to conform to the Hebrew text that had by then become 
normative in Palestine” (p. 1097).  
3 Cf. Martin Hengel, “Die Septuaginta als ‘Christliche Schriftensammlung’, ihre 
Vorgeschichte und das Problem ihres Kanons,” in Die Septuaginta zwischen Judentum 
und Christentum (ed. M. Hengel and A. M. Schwemer; WUNT 72; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 1994), 182–284; 192–3: “Die Berufung auf die siebzig und der Vorwurf der 
Schriftverfälschung” (esp. to Justin, Dial., 71–73).  
4 And in other early Christian writings such as Barnabas, 1–2 Clement and Hermas. The 
phenomenon was already discussed by Frederik Kenyon and Paul Kahle, cf. Würthwein, 
Der Text des Alten Testaments, 57. 
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sentences. So the Septuagint evidently had a shorter Hebrew text as Vorlage. In 
all probability this shorter text would have been older than the longer MT.5 
Besides Jeremiah there are other books or parts of books with different lengths 
or order of the text, e.g., Joshua, Ezekiel, 1 Samuel 16–18, that give evidence of 
reworking. In most cases the Septuagint seems to reflect an older stage of the 
text, while the MT shows the younger text-form.6  

There are also specific texts or passages that lead to similar observations: in 
Exod 12:40 we are told that the Israelites had stayed in Egypt for 430 years. In 
the Septuagint we read the same number of years, but it is interpreted 
differently. To the words about the time in Egypt the Septuagint adds “and also 
in Canaan.” In other words the MT reckons 430 years as the time from Joseph to 
Moses, but the Septuagint counts the years from Abraham to Moses. Evidently 
the Septuagint has a different understanding of the chronology. One would 
assume that the Septuagint translator made this change, but interestingly the 
Samaritan Pentateuch supports the Septuagint. We must conclude that the 
Septuagint and the Samaritan Pentateuch go back to a common tradition.7 This 
chronological tradition is not only to be found in Septuagint and in the 
Samaritan Pentateuch, but it has also left its traces in early Jewish and rabbinic 
literature and in the New Testament.8 As is well known there are many other 
cases where the text of the Septuagint agrees with the Samaritan text against the 
MT, and there are cases where the Septuagint has a separate tradition but a 
tradition that is based on a Hebrew Vorlage.  

The facts mentioned so far have been well known for a long time and led to 
the theory of three major text types. The first is the text that later became the MT 
and therefore was called proto-Masoretic or pre-Masoretic. The second text type 
is the proto-Samaritan text, i.e., the text type later evidenced by the Samaritan 
Pentateuch. The third text type was the parent text of the Septuagint, which is 
not known directly but can be assumed and in many instances even 
reconstructed without difficulty. Going on from these three text types, there was 
the question about their background or their provenance. The Samaritan text 
evidently belonged to Samaria, the MT evidently belonged to Jerusalem, and the 

                                                           
5 See esp. Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “Le Livre de Jérémie en Perspective: Les Deux 
Rédactions Antiques Selon les Travaux en Cours,” RB 101 (1994), 363–406; and 
Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the Light of Its Textual 
History,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. J. H. Tigay; Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 211–37.  
6 See the discussion in Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 313–49. 
7 Cf. Siegfried Kreuzer, “Zur Priorität von Exodus 12:40 MT: Die Chronologische 
Interpretation des Ägyptenaufenthalts in der judäischen, samaritanischen und alexan-
drinischen Exegese,” ZAW 103 (1991), 252–58.  
8 Esp. in Gal 3:13 and Acts 7:2. 
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Vorlage of the Septuagint evidently belonged to Alexandria, or at least it had 
come to Alexandria and there it became the reference text for the translation. 

Through the discoveries at Qumran and in the Judean desert this basic 
picture has partly been confirmed, partly changed, and has even been 
revolutionized. There are about 200 biblical texts from Qumran (and the Judean 
desert). The importance of these texts was underestimated for a long time, as is 
confirmed by the fact that the biblical texts were among the last ones to be 
edited.  

On the one hand the biblical texts from Qumran have confirmed the good 
quality and reliability of the MT. This has enabled us to go back behind the 
oldest known manuscript about one whole millennium and has showed that there 
was a truly faithful Hebrew tradition. On the other hand there are also texts in 
Qumran that are quite close to the Samaritan tradition and so confirmed this 
branch of the Hebrew text. At the same time the fact of having proto-Samaritan 
texts in the Judean desert means that the Samaritan textual tradition—at least 
apart from some specific Samaritan differences—was not just a development in 
Samaria, but there existed the same kind of texts in Judea as well.  

At least for Septuagint matters two further facts are even more important. 
One is that in Qumran we have Hebrew texts that evidently are very close to the 
Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint. For instance, there is MS Jerb (4Q71), which 
is very close to the Septuagint of Jeremiah and confirms the older theories about 
the Hebrew parent text. Beyond this they even give evidence for the 
accurateness of the OG Septuagint text, with respect to the work of the 
translators.  

At the same time the discovery of these proto-Septuagint texts means that 
the textual tradition of the Septuagint is not just a tradition from Alexandria, but 
that the basic Hebrew tradition of the Septuagint is found in Judea as well. This 
observation further means that the theories about the local affiliation of the three 
text types have to be modified or probably abandoned altogether. We will return 
to this question later.  

The other important fact is the discovery of actual Septuagint texts in 
Qumran and in the Judean desert. This fact was most surprising. It showed that 
Greek translations of the holy scriptures were not only in use in the Diaspora but 
also in Judea.  

The Greek biblical texts from Qumran not only confirm that the Septuagint 
textual tradition existed earlier than previously thought, they also show the inner 
Jewish tradition of the Septuagint with some peculiarities that were not known 
from the later, mostly Christian, manuscripts, such as the use of Hebrew letters 
for the Tetragram in the Greek texts instead of ku,rioj.9  
                                                           
9 For a description of these features of the early Septuagint manuscripts see Tov, Textual 
Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 136–37, 143–44, and 220. 
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Even more important was the discovery of the scroll of the twelve minor 
prophets from Nahal „ever. Beyond the evidence for the use of the Septuagint 
in Judea, this scroll showed that its text was based on the Septuagint but had 
undergone a revision, the famous kaige revision done by the kaige-group as 
Dominique Barthélemy named it.10 This kaige revision, or kaige recension, has 
its peculiarities in translation technique, especially the rendering of ~g by kai,ge 
and of ykna by evgw, eivmi, “I am.”11 

There is no need to expand on this here. What is more important for our 
case is the fact that this so-called kaige-revision not only shows some 
peculiarities in translation technique, but it represents a revision of the OG 
Septuagint text towards the MT. By this fact the Nahal „ever scroll gives 
evidence both of the dominance of the MT during the first century C.E. and at the 
same time of an inner-Jewish revision of the Septuagint. This revision 
documents a reorientation away from the Hebrew Vorlage towards the MT. In 
other words, we can observe an inner-Jewish change of the Hebrew reference 
text.  

Through this discovery the old picture has changed. We no longer think of 
the old Jewish Septuagint from the third and second century B.C.E. on the one 
hand, and new Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible in second century C.E. 
that developed because the Jews were abandoning the Septuagint, which was 
being used by the Christians. Instead we have the OG translation, begun and 
largely done in Alexandria, and accompanied by ongoing history of revisions. 
Those revisions not only used new translation techniques current at that time, 
but—even more important—those revisions had a new reference text, namely 
the then dominant MT. As a matter of fact, although those revisions used new 
and different linguistic principles and translation techniques, what gave rise to 
the revisions was the prominent role of the MT.  

As can be seen at many points, the Septuagint was always intended to be a 
faithful rendering of the Hebrew holy scriptures in the Hellenistic world, and it 
was always measured against its parent text. Therefore the change to a different 
parent text by necessity led to a revision of the Septuagint. The very existence of 
the kaige-recension and the other revisions and translations are evidence that 

                                                           
10 Dominique Barthélemy, Les Devanciers d’Aquila (VTSup 10; Leiden: Brill, 1963). It 
has become common to speak about the kaige recension or kaige revision, Barthélemy 
originally used the term group (“groupe kaige”). 
11 Cf. ibid., 1–88; and idem, “Prise de Position sur les Autres Communications du 
Colloque de Los Angeles,” in Études d’Histoire du Texte de l’Ancien Testament (ed. D. 
Barthélemy; OBO 21; Fribourg: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 267–69. See the essay 
by Glenn Wooden, pp. 122–24, in this volume for more discussion and a list of the 
characteristics. 
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there had been a change in the authoritative text of the Hebrew Bible. It was a 
change from the proto-Septuagint Hebrew text to the proto-MT.  

So the question is, how could there be a change in the authoritative holy text 
of the Hebrew Bible, and who and what caused that change with its significant 
consequences for the Septuagint? 

2. Text types, Text-Groups, and Group-Texts 

To answer this question we have to consider briefly the different Hebrew text- 
types existing in early Jewish times. As I already mentioned, the Hebrew 
biblical texts from Qumran confirm on the one hand the old picture of three 
different Hebrew text types, and on the other hand this old picture was modified 
as there are more texts types and more differences.  

Emanuel Tov has developed the idea of five different categories of biblical 
texts from Qumran, or more generally from early Jewish times.12  

– The first category or group were texts written in the Qumran scribal 
practice. It is characterized by the use of matres lectionis, contextual 
adaptations, actualization, etc.; in short characteristics that were previously 
considered typical characteristics of vulgar texts.  

– The second group are the so-called proto-, or pre-MTs, which were the 
precursors to the later Masoretic tradition. It is significant for our purposes 
that Tov also calls these texts proto-rabbinic texts, because evidently the 
predecessors of the rabbis used these texts.  

– The third group are the proto-Samaritan texts, which were close to the later 
Samaritan text tradition.  

– The fourth group are pre-Septuagint texts, which represent, or are close to, 
the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint.  

– Finally there is a fifth group of what Tov calls independent texts. These 
show some of the characteristics of the other groups but at the same time 
are also different from the afore mentioned text groups, or they are texts 
with further, specific or single characteristics. 

We do not need to discuss Tov’s classification and its groups in detail. But there 
is one thing that I would like to mention: in my opinion Tov mixes two different 
                                                           
12 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 160–63, updated in “Die Biblischen 
Handschriften aus der Wüste Juda: Eine neue Synthese,” in Die Textfunde vom Toten 
Meer und der Text der hebräischen Bibel (ed. by U. Dahmen, A. Lange, and H. 
Lichtenberger; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2000), 1–34. See also the 
discussion in Siegfried Kreuzer, “Text, Textgeschichte und Textkritik des Alten 
Testaments: Zum Stand der Forschung an der Wende des Jahrhunderts.” TLZ 127 (2002): 
132–35. 
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categories. One comprises formal aspects, the other concerns contents. What 
Tov calls Qumranic scribal practice (the first group) represents a formal and 
qualitative category, and some characteristics of the fifth group are also rather 
formal. On the other hand the proto-Masoretic, the proto-Samaritan, and the pre-
Septuagint texts are categorized by content, i.e., by their relation to what we 
later know as the Masoretic, the Samaritan, and the Septuagint traditions. Tov’s 
fifth group confirms this observation, because the texts of this group are mostly 
defined by their convergence with, or divergence from, the proto-Masoretic, 
proto-Samaritan, or proto-Septuagint group.  

Basically there is a formal category with texts varying from those written 
very carefully to ‘not so carefully’ and those with modernizations. Then there is 
the other category, which is largely defined by content, i.e., by relationship to 
the three large traditions later known as the Masoretic, (pre-)Septuagint, and 
Samaritan traditions. In the midst of the textual plurality that was revealed 
through the manuscripts from Qumran, the later textual traditions can already be 
recognized in Qumran and in early Judaism.  

3. Towards a Solution 

Let us return to the question of who used these texts. We have already 
mentioned the local texts theory that relates the MT to Jerusalem, the Samaritan 
text to Samaria, and the pre-Septuagint texts to Alexandria.13 The Qumran texts 
showed that this distribution may hold true in a broad sense but that in earlier 
times the different text forms were used side-by-side in Judea. There were pre-
Samaritan, pre-Masoretic, and pre-Septuagint texts in use at Qumran and most 
probably all over Judea.  

But at the same time there was not just one large mixture. There are 
chronological differences and differences in regard to the groups that used the 
texts. If we look, for example, at Jeremiah (cf. above), we can assume that the 
shorter Hebrew form is older than the longer MT. Jeremiah was reworked and 

                                                           
13 After earlier discussions of these question by J. Olshausen, P. de Lagarde, and 
J. Wellhausen (cf. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 153–58), a special form of 
the local-text theory was put forward by William F. Albright, “New Light on Early 
Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,” BASOR 140 (1955), 27–33. Albright was followed by 
Frank M. Cross, “The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the Study of the 
Biblical Text,” IEJ 16 (1966), 81–95, who related the (pre-) Septuagint text to Egypt, the 
Samaritan tradition to Palestine and the Masoretic tradition to Babylon (brought to 
Palestine by Hillel [!]). The basic idea is upheld in Frank M. Cross, From Epic to Canon: 
History and Literature in Ancient Israel (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1998), 205–18 (cf. the discussion in Siegfried Kreuzer, review of Frank M. Cross, From 
Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancient Israel, OLZ 95 (2000): 428–36).  
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expanded. Evidently the older form was known and used at Qumran, but it was 
also brought to Egypt where it was used as the Hebrew Vorlage for the 
Septuagint.14 Evidently the Hebrew Vorlage of Jeremiah represented an old 
Hebrew text of good quality. We do not know when this text was brought to 
Egypt and when it came into use in Alexandria, but we can assume that it 
probably came from Jerusalem, and most likely from the temple. The close 
relations between the Egyptian Jewish Diaspora and Jerusalem, especially the 
temple, is already evident in the Elephantine texts, and it is later echoed in the 
Letter of Aristeas. 

Things are a little bit different with the MT. The proto-MT texts also 
represent good, old manuscripts. Normally these manuscripts have fewer 
characteristics of the so-called vulgar texts, and so, for instance, they use fewer 
matres lectionis, and they conserve older forms or the lectio difficilior. There are 
many examples for this, such as in the numbers in the genealogies of Gen 5, in 
the interpretation of the 430 years of the stay in Egypt, or in the book of 
1 Samuel with its insertion of the song of Hanna.15 

At the same time the MT texts had also been reworked. Although the 
numbers in the genealogies and the interpretation of Exod 12:40 reflect an older 
phase of the text, the overall chronological system of the MT was changed. This 
was noted by several authors in earlier scholarship, e.g., Alfred Jepsen and 
Marshall D. Johnson, and in more recent time by Jeremy Hughes, Klaus Koch, 
and Martin Rösel, who have argued that the original chronology of the 
Pentateuch and the historical books led up to the dedication of the Solomonic 
temple.16 This aim in turn is confirmed by the fact that the Samaritan chronology 

                                                           
14 Bogaert, “Le livre de Jérémie en perspective,” assumes that the book of Jeremiah (in its 
older form) had gained canonical status (as a book, but not yet in textual details) in the 
third century B.C.E., and that the (proto-) Masoretic expansion was also done in the same 
century.  
15 On the interpretation of the 430 years, cf. Kreuzer, “Zur Priorität von Exodus 12:40 
MT,” As for the insertion of the song of Hanna, it can be shown that the inconsistencies 
caused by the introduction of the song (1 Sam 2:1–10) are preserved in the MT, whereas 
4QSama (4Q51) and LXX smooth out the text. 
16 Jeremy Hughes, Secrets of the Times: Myth and History in Biblical Chronology 
(JSOTSup 66; Sheffield: JSOT, 1990); Klaus Koch, “Sabbatstruktur der Geschichte: Die 
Zehn-Wochen-Apokalypse (1 Hen 93:1–10; 91:11–17) und das Ringen um die alttesta-
mentlichen Chronologien im späten Israelitentum,” ZAW (1983): 423–24; repr. in Vor der 
Wende der Zeiten: Beiträge zur apokalyptischen Literatur (Gesammelte Aufsätze 3; 
Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1996), 68–69; and Martin Rösel, Übersetzung 
als Vollendung der Auslegung: Studien zur Genesis-Septuaginta (BZAW 223; Berlin: 
Walter de Gruyter, 1994), 129–44. The temple was built in the year 2800 A.M. (anno 
mundi), cf. Alfred Jepsen, “Zur Chronologie des Priesterkodex,” ZAW 47 (1929): 253. 
Hughes, Secrets of the Times, and Koch, Klaus, “Sabbatstruktur der Geschichte,” agree 
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also led up to the construction of the Samaritan temple on Mt. Garazim. 

Evidently the Samaritans recognized the original aim and therefore felt the need 
to adapt it towards their central sanctuary.17  

The chronological system of the Septuagint is more complex, because it 
stretches the years in the genealogies of Genesis but shortens other periods. 
Most probably the Septuagint chronology is intended to be compatible with 
contemporary Egyptian ideas about chronology, and also has as its focus the 
rededication of the Jerusalem Temple after the exile.18 Interestingly the MT also 
has a new chronological system, which had as its goal the rededication of the 
Jerusalem temple after the Syrian-Hellenistic crisis in the year 164 B.C.E.  

The goal of all three traditions was to legitimate the establishment of a 
central sanctuary. For the Jerusalem tradition there was no difference between 
the first and the second temple. As 1 and 2 Chronicles shows the temple was the 
one that Solomon (and David) had built. However, in the second century B.C.E. a 
significant change occurred. The old Zadokite priesthood had given in to 
Hellenization, and its members had given up the faith of their fathers. They had 
even accepted that in Jerusalem it was not YHWH who was worshipped, but 
Zeus, or at the very least, that he was identified with Zeus. This failure of the 
priests in Jerusalem had led to the uprising of the Maccabees and to the 
installation of a new priesthood in Jerusalem. It was the Maccabees, and with 
them the priests and the nobility from outside Jerusalem, who had saved the old 
faith and who had brought it back to Jerusalem.  

It is my thesis that this new political and religious elite also brought their 
own Scriptures with them to Jerusalem. I remind the reader of how Emanuel 

                                                                                                                                  
about the importance of this date. Hughes goes on in assuming 480 years from the first 
temple to the second temple (in analogy to 1 Kgdms 6:1), and a last epoch with 720 years 
(in analogy to the time between Abraham and Exodus). “Die so rekonstruierte 
Chronologie würde demnach von der Vorstellung einer Weltalterdauer von 4000 Jahren 
ausgehen,” Rösel, Übersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung, 135–36. It seems doubtful 
to me that the priestly writers would have thought that far into the future. In its important 
texts, P is concerned with the tabernacle (i.e., the temple), not with eschatology. But the 
kind of reckoning envisaged by Hughes could be a later development, and so could have 
become the starting point for the Masoretic chronology.  
17 “Die Chronologie des Samaritanus hat offensichtlich das Jahr 2800 als Datum für die 
Gründung des Heiligtums auf dem Garizim im Blick …” (ibid., 135). 
18 Cf. ibid., 136–44, esp. 144: “Nach dieser Rekonstruktion hat der Genesis-Übersetzer 
das erste Jahr des zweiten Tempels auf das Jahr 5000 anno mundi fixiert, durch die runde 
Zahl wird damit der Beginn der Existenz des Tempels als Beginn einer neuen Epoche 
gesehen, vergleichbar dem Jahr 4000 für die Wiedereinweihung durch die Makkabäer, 
die der MT-Chronologie zugrunde liegt. Es läßt sich vermuten, daß eine solche Datierung 
des Tempels auf einen Epochenbeginn eine so hohe Bedeutung hatte, daß dies den 
Eingriff in die heiligen Schriften rechtfertigen konnte ….” 
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Tov also labeled the pre-MT tradition as the proto-rabbinic tradition. This pre-
Masoretic or proto-rabbinic text of the Maccabean era was not entirely new. On 
the contrary it was basically a good, old tradition, although there were some 
differences and there were manuscripts with additions and expansions, as in the 
case of the book of Jeremiah.  

As we discussed above, the chronological system of this proto-MT was 
changed to focus on the rededication of the Jerusalem temple. The new goal of 
the chronological system indicates the time of this change, which must have 
happened some time after 164 B.C.E. Most probably this change was not made 
immediately but some decades later, when the Maccabean movement was well 
established in Jerusalem and had developed into the Hasmoneans dynasty, 
probably towards the last quarter of the second century B.C.E.19 In the words of 
K. Koch, “… it was the Hasmonean priesthood that introduced into the 
chronology of the Torah what was for them a fundamental date, when they 
gained control of the temple. Could it not have been the Hasmonean rulers 
themselves who used the holy scriptures to legitimate their regime as the 
beginning of a messianic era?”20 

As I said before, the textual tradition of the pre-Masoretic text is certainly 
older in many cases, but the important point is the adaptation of the 
chronological system—and its relation to the Maccabean revolt.21 Throughout 
the time of the Maccabean revolt and the Hasmonean period the proto-rabbinic 

                                                           
19 In 142 B.C.E., Simon became “elected high priest and ruler of the Jews,” and especially 
John Hyrcanus (134–104 B.C.E.) proved to be a powerful—and quite aggressive—king of 
the Jews. Jonathan A. Goldstein, “The Hasmonean Revolt and the Hasmonean Dynasty,” 
in The Cambridge History of Judaism: The Hellenistic period (ed. W. D. Davies and L. 
Finkelstein; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 2:292–351.  
20 “… die hasmonäische Priesterschaft hat die für sie grundlegende Bedeutung der 
Neugewinnung des Tempels in das Zahlensystem der Tora eingetragen. Vielleicht sind es 
sogar die hasmonäischen Fürsten selbst, die ihr Regiment als Anbruch einer 
messianischen Zeit für Israel dadurch aus der Heiligen Schrift legitimierten?” Koch, 
“Sabbatstruktur der Geschichte,” 68. 
21 Probably there are other adaptations, too. An interesting example is Amos 9:12: God 
will raise up again and rebuild the fallen booth of David, “in order that they might 
possess the remnant of Edom and (of) all the nations who are called by my name, says the 
Lord who does this.” Here, LXX reads tw/n avnqrw,pwn, (of the human beings) presupposing 
~da, “human being,” instead of MT ~wda, “Edom.” That ‘remnant,’ in postexilic times, 
refers to Edom is surprising. In a parallelism to nations, ~da, “tw/n avnqrw,pwn,” seems to 
fit better. The reading ~wda with a w as mater lectionis, would have risen in the light of 
the Hasmonean conquest of Edom in the year 128 B.C.E. 
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text tradition gained in importance and by the end of that time had become the 
dominant textual tradition.22  

The spreading of, and the importance of, the MT textual tradition in itself 
also confirms our view. It is certainly true that after 70 C.E. the MT was left as 
the only relevant—probably also the only handed down (i.e., still copied) 
tradition of the Hebrew Bible. This dominance not only came about because the 
proto-pharisaic group was the only organized group that survived the destruction 
of the second temple23 but also because of the dominance of the proto-MT at least 
one century earlier. This can be seen by its increasing proportion among the 
Qumran biblical texts, and especially by the very existence of the kaige-revision 
at the turn of the era at the latest but more probably in the course of the first 
century B.C.E.24 

The importance and dominance of the MT requires an authority behind this 
development. The most probable locus for this is the Jerusalem temple with its 
priesthood and its repository of texts. Only this central authority had the weight 
to effect the spread and the dominance of the—at least in some features—new 
text type.  

                                                           
22 In research on early Judaism, there is much awareness of the importance of the religio-
political crisis and the rise of the Maccabees and Hasmoneans for the development of the 
Jewish “sects” (cf. Albert I. Baumgarten, The Flourishing of Jewish Sects in the 
Maccabean Era: An Interpretation (JSJSup; New York: Brill, 1997), and Gabriele 
Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis: The Parting of the Ways Between Qumran 
and Enochic Judaism [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998]), and for the reconstruction of 
their development and their beliefs the different “sectarian” writings are used. But there is 
not yet much awareness of the different traditions of the biblical text, and the different 
textual traditions are treated as a unity over against the “sectarian writing.” See for 
example, Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis, 68, where the author refers to “the 
texts of Zadokite Judaism …: proto-Masoretic, proto-Samaritan, proto-Septuagintal, and 
others.” 
23 Cf. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 195: “It is not that à triumphed over 
other texts, but rather, that those who fostered it probably constituted the only organized 
group which survived the destruction of the Second Temple.” 
24 “And it cannot be forgotten that the latest paleographic analysis of the scroll of the 
Twelve Prophet from Nahal „ever dates to the 1st century BCE” (Fernández Marcos, 
Septuagint in Context, 152, referring to Leonard J. Greenspoon, “Recensions, Revisions, 
Rabbinics: Dominique Barthélemy and Early Developments in the Greek Traditions,” 
Text 15 [1990]: 153–67). Cf. also Olivier Munnich, “Contribution à l’étude de la 
première révision de la Septante,” ANRW 20.1:190–220, and Tov, Textual Criticism of 
the Hebrew Bible, 143: “early date, the middle of the first century BCE.” 
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4. The Witness of the Letter of Aristeas 

The thesis of the Maccabean / Hasmonean background of the MT type and its 
authority can be supported by an analysis of the Letter of Aristeas with its story 
about the translation of the Septuagint. As is well known and accepted, this 
letter is not an original document written by an eye witness but was written in 
the second century B.C.E. Its magnificent story not only shows the importance 
of, and reverence for, the Septuagint, it also defends it against changes. The 
main arguments in favor of the (original) Septuagint are its very special origin 
and its acceptance. The origin of the Septuagint is told to lie in Hebrew 
manuscripts brought from Jerusalem to Alexandria and in the translators’ 
committee that was also sent from Jerusalem by the high priest. The acceptance 
of the Septuagint is shown by the Ptolemaic king, a king who listens to the 
wisdom of the men from Jerusalem, and by the acceptance of the Septuagint in 
the Jewish community of Alexandria.  

Historically the Septuagint most probably was translated by the Jewish 
community in Alexandria and on the base of Hebrew texts available in this 
community.25 If the Letter of Aristeas defends the Septuagint by referring to 
Jerusalem, to its high priest, and to manuscripts from the Jerusalem temple, most 
probably that is the very place from which the challenge to alter it was coming.  

These considerations fit well with the probable date of the Letter of 
Aristeas. While the outer limits for dating it are the beginning and the end of the 
second century B.C.E., there is wide spread consensus that it belongs to the 
second half of the second century. There are even some indications that the letter 
was written around 120 B.C.E. These conclusions are reached by several authors 
and with arguments independent of what I want to use here.26 A date around 120 

                                                           
25 The problem of the initiative by the Ptolemaic king needs to be treated separately. The 
tradition about an official initiative has a broad basis and it runs contrary to (later) Jewish 
interests. So it may not be neglected, although it must be maintained, that the primary 
need for a translation as well as the ability to produce it lay within the Jewish community 
of Alexandria. Cf. the discussion in Jellicoe, Septuagint and Modern Study, 29–73; Gilles 
Dorival, Marguerite Harl, Olivier Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante: Du Judaisme 
Hellénistique au Christianisme Ancien (2d ed.; Initiations au Christianisme Ancien; Paris: 
Cerf, 1994), 66–79; Siegfried Kreuzer, “Text, Textgeschichte und Textkritik des Alten 
Testaments: Zum Stand der Forschung an der Wende des Jahrhunderts.” TLZ 127 (2002): 
142–44. For a new solution see Siegfried Kreuzer, “Entstehung und Publikation der 
Septuaginta im Horizont frühptolemäischer Bildungs- und Kulturpolitik.” in Im 
Brennpunkt: Die Septuaginta: Studien zur Entstehung und Bedeutung der griechischen 
Bibel (ed. S. Kreuzer, and J. P. Lesch; BWA(N)T 161; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2003): 
2:61–75. 
26 Esp. Norbert Meisner, “Aristeasbrief,” in Unterweisungen in erzählender Form (ed. W. 
G. Kümmel; 2d ed.; JSHRZ 2; Gütersloh: Mohn, 1977). Elias J. Bickerman, “Zur 
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B.C.E. for the Letter of Aristeas with its defense of the Septuagint fits my thesis 
quite well: about forty years after the victory of the Maccabees, i.e., after the 
reconsecration of the temple of Jerusalem, the MT must have reached a 
considerable distribution and importance. The use of the MT certainly highlighted 
the differences not only with other Hebrew texts but also the differences against 
the Septuagint. One could even assume that these differences were not so much 
recognized in individual words or expressions but could be seen most easily in 
the different numbers of the chronological system. In any case the Letter of 
Aristeas shows an awareness of differences in the biblical texts and a discussion 
about these differences. The probable date of the Letter of Aristeas fits well 
with, and confirms the fact that, the MT gained its importance in the Hasmonean 
period in the course of the second half of the second century B.C.E. 

5. Conclusions 

If we return to the question of our title (Who and what caused the change of the 
Hebrew reference text of the Septuagint?), we have to answer that the change 
was caused by the Hellenistic crisis of the old Jerusalemite priesthood in the 
time of Antiochus IV and especially by the success of the Maccabean revolt and 
the establishment of the Hasmonean dynasty. These events and the 
establishment of a new temple hierarchy in Jerusalem led to the domination of 
the MT, and that led to the change in the Hebrew text type on which the 
Septuagint was based.  

This change is reflected in the Letter of Aristeas with its defense of the OG 
Septuagint. Yet this defense, at least in the long run and especially in Palestine 
itself, could not avert the change of the reference text and the subsequent 
revisions of the OG towards the MT. 

                                                                                                                                  
Datierung des Pseudo-Aristeas,” ZNW 29 (1930): 280–296; repr. in Studies in Jewish and 
Christian History (AGJU 9; Leiden: Brill, 1976), 109–36, suggested 145/127 B.C.E.; 
Oswyn Murray, “Aristeasbrief,” in RAC, Supplement 1 (ed. T. Klauser and E. Dassmann; 
Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann, 2001), 574 suggests “gegen Ende des 2. Jh. v.Chr.” 
(towards the end of the second century B.C.E.). 



 

 



 

 

Towards a “Theology of the Septuagint” 1 
Martin Rösel  

This paper is intended to ask just one very basic question: Can a book be written 
on the theology of the Septuagint? The answer will be as simple as the question: 
Yes, it can be written. But since I am fully aware of the scholarly debates 
concerning this and related questions, I will try to clarify things in the following 
way: first, I will ask what “Theology of the Septuagint” can mean; secondly, I 
will discuss some texts and topics that show characteristic theological and 
anthropological distinctions between the Hebrew and the Greek Scriptures; and 
finally, I will briefly outline how in my view such a work can be written. It 
should be added that the topics can only be sketched very roughly to give a 
preliminary, overall impression. 

1. What Does “Theology of the Septuagint” Mean? 

Beginning with the work of Zacharias Frankel in 1841 and culminating in 
Deissmann’s Hellenisierung des semitischen Monotheismus there have been 
several attempts to determine the content and range of specific ideas in the 
Septuagint.2 Some of the observations of these early scholars are still very 
valuable because of their vast knowledge of both Greek authors and Jewish 
traditions. Especially in Germany this kind of research has been burdened by the 
work of Georg Bertram, who was very close to the national-socialistic party and 
to the theology of the “German Christians/Deutsche Christen.” He tried to 
demonstrate that there was a characteristic Septuagint-piety (“Septuaginta-
Frömmigkeit” in German).3 This theology of the Septuagint should be seen, 
                                                           
1 Throughout this article, “Theology of the Septuagint” will refer to a book devoted to 
theology in the Septuagint. 
2 Zacharias Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta (Leipzig: Vogel, 1841); and idem, 
Über den Einfluss der palästinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik 
(Leipzig: Vogel, 1851); Gustav A. Deissmann, Die Hellenisierung des semitischen 
Monotheismus (NJahrb; Leipzig: B. Teubner, 1903), 162–77. 
3 Cf. inter alia Georg Bertram, “Septuaginta-Frömmigkeit,” RGG 5:1707–9; idem, 
“Praeparatio evangelica in der Septuaginta,” VT 7 (1957): 225–49; and idem, “Zur 
begrifflichen Prägung des Schöpferglaubens im Griechischen Alten Testament,” in Wort, 
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according to him, as praeparatio euangelica, by which he meant that the 
foundation of the New Testament is to be found not in the Jewish-Semitic 
Hebrew Bible but in the more enlightened Greek Bible. One should add that the 
famous Paul de Lagarde held similar views.4  

It should be stated that the work of Bertram is still very influential, because 
he contributed thirty-seven articles to Kittel’s Theologisches Wörterbuch zum 
Neuen Testament, which has also been translated into English.5 In these articles 
he tried to show how the meaning of keywords used in the New Testament was 
shaped by the LXX. Unfortunately scholars who are not familiar with LXX 
matters still use these articles under the impression that through them they gain 
access to the Septuagint and its theology. 

There are serious methodological problems with these earlier attempts to 
determine a theology of the Septuagint. The most significant is that usually the 
Septuagint was viewed as a unity without considering that the individual books 
have been translated by different people at different times not only in Alexandria 
but also elsewhere.6 So a first conclusion can be drawn: a “Theology of the 
Septuagint” cannot be based on the leveling of differences among the individual 
books or the specific profiles of the translators for the sake of a common edifice 
of ideas. 

In recent years there has been a growing interest in clarifying the 
theological positions of individual translations of the Jewish Greek Scriptures by 
going beyond the level of text criticism or text history. Many important details 
can be found, for example, in the “Notes” of John Wevers on the books of the 
Pentateuch, in Arie van der Kooij’s significant contributions to the understanding 

                                                                                                                                  
Lied und Gottesspruch: Festschrift für Joseph Ziegler (ed. J. Schreiner; FB 1; Würzburg: 
Echter, 1972), 21–30. Cf. also the remarks by Nikolaus Walter in “Die griechische 
Übersetzung der ‘Schriften’ Israels und die christliche ‘Septuaginta’ als Forschungs- und 
als Übersetzungsgegenstand,” in Im Brennpunkt: Die Septuaginta; Studien zur Entstehung 
und Bedeutung der Griechischen Bibel (BWA(N)T 153, Stuttgart: Kohlammer, 2001): 
83–84. 
4 Cf. Robert Hanhart, “Paul Anton de Lagarde und seine Kritik an der Theologie,” in 
Studien zur Septuaginta und zum hellenistischen Judentum (ed. R. Hanhart and R. G. 
Kratz; FAT 24; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 248–80. 
5 Cf. e.g., TDNT: paideu,w k)t)l), 5:596–625; steno,j k)t)l), 7:604–8; stereo,j 7:609–14; and 
u[brij k)t)l), 8:295–307. 
6 Here the pioneering book by Isac L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A 
Discussion of Its Problems (trans. E. van Loo; Mededelingen en verhandelingen 9; 
Leiden: Brill, 1948) should be mentioned. Cf. also idem, “Problems and Perspectives in 
Modern Septuagint Research,” Text 15 (1990): 162–232. Very helpful summaries and 
charts concerning the date and localization of the individual books of the LXX can by 
found in: Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier Munnich, La Bible Grecque des 
Septante: Du Judaisme Hellénistique au Christianisme Ancien (2d ed.; Initiations au 
Christianisme Ancien; Paris: Cerf, 1994), 92–111. 
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of the Greek Isaiah, and in Johann Cook’s work on the Greek Proverbs.7 
Currently the translation generating the most debate is that of the book of 
Psalms, which in recent years has seen the publication of three volumes of 
collected essays, Joachim Schaper’s published dissertation and the reactions to 
it, and most recently the fine study of Holger Gzella, again on eschatology and 
anthropology in Psalms.8 A much greater number of scholars could be named, 
but the studies mentioned suffice for the following statement: The search for 
theological concepts is now at the level of the individual book. This is good 
news after the long time of concentration on text-critical questions, nevertheless 
it is regrettable, because only occasionally are there comparisons of the 
exegetical or hermeneutical concepts of the individual books.9 The need for a 
synthesis seems not to be very high, although it could strengthen the results for 
one book if one could find similar ideas in others. So I come to my next 
conclusion: a treatise on the theology of the Septuagint should be more than a 
collection of unrelated studies on some or all of the books, it needs unifying 
                                                           
7 John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus (SBLSCS 30; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1990); idem, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis (SBLSCS 35; Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1993); idem, Notes on the Greek Text of Deuteronomy (SBLSCS 39; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1995); idem, Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers (SBLSCS 46; Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1998); and idem, Notes on the Greek Text of Leviticus (SBLSCS 44; 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997). Arie van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des 
Jesajabuches: Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte des Alten Testaments (OBO 35; Freiburg: 
Universitätsverlag Freiburg, 1981); and idem, The Oracle of Tyre: The Septuagint of 
Isaiah XXIII as Version and Vision (VTSup 71; Leiden: Brill, 1998). Johann Cook, The 
Septuagint of Proverbs: Jewish and/or Hellenistic Proverbs?; Concerning the Hellenistic 
Colouring of LXX Proverbs (VTSup 69; Leiden: Brill, 1997); and idem, “The ideology of 
Septuagint Proverbs,” in X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and 
Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 51; Atlanta: Society of Biblical 
Literature, 2001), 463–79. 
8 Anneli Aejmelaeus and Udo Quast, eds., Der Septuaginta-Psalter und seine 
Tochterübersetzungen (MSU 24; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000); Erich 
Zenger, ed., Der Septuaginta-Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (Herders 
biblische Studien 32; Freiburg: Herder, 2001); Robert J. V. Hiebert, Claude E. Cox, and 
Peter J. Gentry, eds., The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma 
(JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001). Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in 
the Greek Psalter (WUNT 2. Reihe 76; Tübingen: Mohr, 1995). See the following, more 
negative reviews: Albert Pietersma, BO 54 (1997): 185–90; Melvin K. H. Peters, JBL 116 
(1997): 350–52; idem, RBL, n.p. [cited 16 January 2003]. Online: http://www. 
bookreviews.org.; Eberhard Bons, RevScRel 71 (1997): 257–58. But see also the positive 
statements by Folker Siegert, TLZ 122 (1997): 39–41; and Pieter van der Horst, JSJ 28 
(1997): 123–24. Holger Gzella, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit: Studien zur Eschatologie und 
Anthropologie des Septuaginta-Psalters (BBB 134; Berlin: Philo, 2002). 
9 A first attempt can be found in Martin Rösel, “Theo-logie der griechischen Bibel: Zur 
Wiedergabe der Gottesaussagen im LXX-Pentateuch,” VT 48 (1998): 49–62. 
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elements such as theological topics. One reason for this requirement is that even 
the earliest readers understood “the Scripture” (h̀ grafh,) as a unity not as a mere 
collection of separate books. 

Thirdly, something obvious should be stated: a “Theology of the 
Septuagint” should not simply repeat what is usually dealt with in a “Theology 
of the Hebrew Bible.” The characteristic feature of such a project would be a 
comparative approach. It would highlight the differences between the versions 
or the theological developments from one to the other.10 Thus a “Theology of the 
Septuagint” would be a substantial enhancement of our understanding of the 
theology of the Old Testament/Hebrew Bible. This has some important 
implications:  

a) A “Theology of the Septuagint” could serve to close the gap between the 
Christian Old Testament and New Testament, and the gap between the Jewish 
Scriptures and writers such as Demetrius, Aristeas, Josephus, and Philo. One 
could object that such a gap does not exist because we have so many writings 
from the last three centuries B.C.E., which are now enhanced by the scrolls found 
at Qumran. But generally speaking, these writings are not Bible or Holy 
Writings, because they held a lower level of authority. For early Jewish and 
Christian authors the books of the LXX were their Scripture, therefore scholars 
have to determine the theology of that Scripture.11  

b) A “Theology of the Septuagint” would, therefore, form an important part 
of the history of religion (German: Religionsgeschichte) of the Hebrew Bible 
and of a Biblical Theology as well. In the LXX one can see certain theological 
developments that later shape the understanding of the whole Bible. It may 
suffice to mention the growing David tradition in Psalms, the “Solomonization” 
of Proverbs, or the extended no,moj theology in both of the aforementioned 
books.12 The LXX is an indispensable part of the history of reception of the 
Hebrew Bible, therefore it should be discussed when dealing with the theology 

                                                           
10 Cf. Jan Joosten, “Une théologie de la Septante?: Réflexions méthodologiques sur 
l’interprétation de la version grecque,” RTP 132 (2000): 31–46, who speaks of an 
“approche compareé” (p. 33). 
11 Mogens Müller, The First Bible of the Church: A Plea for the Septuagint (JSOTSup 
206; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1996). Cf. also Martin Hengel, The Septuagint as 
Christian Scripture: Its Prehistory and the Problem of Its Canon (trans. R. Deines; OTS; 
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2002), which is simply a translation of Hengel’s contribution to 
Martin Hengel and Anna Maria Schwemer, eds., Die Septuaginta zwischen Judentum und 
Christentum (WUNT 72; Tübingen: Mohr, 1994). I use the singular ‘Scripture’ here to 
emphasize the meaning of a Holy Writing or canon. I am fully aware of the problems of 
this use, but I have the impression that the plural makes things even more complicated. 
12 Cf. Martin Kleer, ‘Der liebliche Sänger der Psalmen Israels’: Untersuchungen zu 
David als Dichter und Beter der Psalmen (BBB 108; Bodenheim: Philo, 1996); David-
Marc D’Hamonville, Les Proverbes (La Bible d’Alexandrie 17; Paris: Cerf, 2000), 34, 
and 78–85. 
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of those Scriptures. If—to mention but one example—Brevard Childs is writing 
a “Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testament” and hardly ever makes 
mention of the LXX, it is obvious that his results are at the very least incomplete; 
one could also say that neglecting the LXX is a somewhat unhistorical 
approach.13 But on the other side it should also be stated that LXX scholarship 
itself is part of the problem, because only recently have we begun to offer 
“invitations to the Septuagint” in order to ease the access for other scholars.14  

This leads to the next question: Who needs such a “Theology of the 
Septuagint”, or what purpose should it serve? The answer to this question is 
very simple: All scholars who are interested in the meaning of the Hebrew 
Bible/Old Testament in Hellenistic times need such a book and will use it, as 
they are using Hengel’s Judentum und Hellenismus, or Schürer-Vermes, or 
Bousset-Gressmann.15 As I said earlier, a “Theology of the Septuagint” should 
serve to give an impression of where, in which texts, how, and why the Greek 
Scriptures differ from the Hebrew, and on what topics it makes a difference 
whether the LXX or the Hebrew Bible were used. Well known examples are the 
actualization of prophecies in the LXX of Isaiah and the question of resurrection 
in Job. 

I am fully aware of the problems associated with these premises, because 
scholars are still in the process of detecting those changes, of assigning them to 
either the Vorlage, the translator, or later transmitters, or to readers. 
Nevertheless, I think that at least some outlines of a “Theology of the 
Septuagint” can be drawn, and therefore I turn to the next section.  

                                                           
13 Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments: Theological 
Reflection on the Christian Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993). Note the subtitle 
“Theological Reflections on the Christian Bible,” which makes Child’s approach even 
more problematic, because until the time of the Reformation the Christian Bible was 
almost never the Hebrew Bible. But see, for example, James Barr, The Concept of 
Biblical Theology: An Old Testament Perspective (London: SCM, 1999), 576: “The 
Septuagint has paramount importance for our purpose, since, at least in many places, it 
was the form of the ancient Jewish scriptures that lay before the early Christians.” 
14 See Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: 
Baker Academic, 2000). The harsh critique of this book by Barr is too concentrated on 
text-critical issues and seems not to be justified in my view. James Barr, RBL, n.p. [cited 
16 January 2003]. Online: http://www.bookreviews.org. 
15 Martin Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus: Studien zu ihrer Begegnung unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung Palästinas bis zur Mitte des 2. Jh. v. Chr (2d ed.; WUNT 
10; Tübingen: Mohr, 1973); Emil Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of 
Jesus Christ (175 B.C.–A.D. 135) (revised and edited by G. Vermes et al.; 3 vols.; 
English ed.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986); and Wilhelm Bousset and Hugo Gressmann, 
Die Religion des Judentums im späthellenistischen Zeitalter (forward by E. Lohse; 4th 
ed.; HNT 21; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1966). 
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2. Theological and Anthropological Differences between the Hebrew and the 
Jewish Greek Scriptures 

First, it is important to note that the translators of the Hebrew-Aramaic texts 
were fully aware that they were translating Scriptures in the sense of 
authoritative religious writings. This led to significant consequences, namely 
harmonizations of the text, the avoidance of contradictions, and explanations of 
one text by another.16 Numerous examples can be given for these observations; it 
may suffice to refer to the additions and harmonizations in the account of the 
creation in Gen 1, or the flood story in Gen 6–8, or to the theological solution of 
the Cain and Abel problem in Gen 4.17 

Moreover, even the translation technique used by the translators can express 
a characteristic view of Scripture, as Jan Joosten has rightly pointed out. It is a 
commonplace in LXX scholarship that the translation of the Pentateuch is less 
literal than most of the subsequent books, although even these five translations 
differ to some extent among themselves. The later translations that follow their 
Vorlage more closely are the result of a more highly developed theology of 
Scripture or theology of the word of God. To state it another way, the 
translators’ opinions that the texts they were producing were comprehensible—
even if the Greek they were writing was hardly understandable—reveals a 
specific dynamic theology of Scripture that distinguishes these translators or 
revisers from translators, authors, or re-writers like the translator of Job into 
Greek, or from Demetrius, Aristobulus, or later writers like Josephus and Philo.18 

Although further comparative examinations are needed, I would roughly 
distinguish two major groups of translators and their hermeneutics: those who 
relied on their belief that the word of God was effective even if readers could 
not understand it; and those who believed that the human intellect has a dignity 
of its own, so that corrections might be in order, if they served to improve the 
persuasiveness of the Scriptures. The first position led the textual history of the 
Septuagint to the different stages of revisions and retranslations—and the 
Hebrew Text to its pre-Masoretic standardization—the second can be seen in 
attempts at rewriting the Scriptures, cf., inter alia, the book of Jubilees, the 
reworked Pentateuch from Qumran, or the Genesis Apocryphon.19 
                                                           
16 On harmonizations, see Joosten, “Une théologie de la Septante?,” 44–46. 
17 Cf. Martin Rösel, Übersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung: Studien zur Genesis-
Septuaginta (BZAW 223; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994), 100–114; and Jobes and 
Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 212. 
18 This argument is based on Joosten, “Une théologie de la Septante?,” 42–44. 
19 Cf. Natalio Fernández Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek 
Version of the Bible (trans. W. G. E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 109–54, for an 
excellent treatment of the problem of the revisions. Very comprehensive overviews of the 
Qumran materials can be found in James C. VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today 
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Another important aspect of an implicit theology is the use of ku,rioj, 
“Lord,” for the Tetragram.20 Scholars generally agree on the point that this 
equivalent was used beginning with the earliest known Greek translations. By 
using ku,rioj in an absolute way—without a depending genitive—the 
translations were stating that the God of Israel is the Lord of everything, not one 
qeo,j among many qeoi,, but o ̀qeo,j, “God.”21 Moreover, there are certain instances 
where distinctions are made between the real God and the foreign Gods. Num 
25:2, where ~yhla, “God,” was translated by ei;dwlon, “idol,” serves as an 
example, because it clearly refers to the gods of the Moabites; in Gen 31:19–35 
Rachel’s ~yprt, “household gods,” are again labeled as ei;dwla. Thus the 
Septuagint shows that monotheism had developed, and by means of the Greek 
language the translators were able to avoid the ambiguity of the form ~yhla by 
distinguishing singular and plural forms or by using different equivalents. 

Interestingly enough, one can also see that there is a tendency towards a 
more systematic understanding of what ku,rioj means, because as early as in 
Genesis we can see that ku,rioj is used for the friendly, merciful portrayals of 
God, while qeo,j is used for the powerful actions. This can be seen in Gen 13:10 
where hwhy destroyed Sodom, while the Greek version states that ò qeo,j did it. In 
Gen 38:7 it was ò qeo,j who killed Er, the firstborn of Judah, and in Gen 6:6–7 it 
was ò qeo,j who decided to bring the flood; but the Hebrew text has the 
Tetragram in all these instances.22 Thus we can conclude that a tradition later on 
attested by Philo and even later by the Rabbis is already shaping in the third 
century belief that the use of ku,rioj and qeo,j has a theological significance of its 
own.23 

Moreover, we can see that the theological consciousness about the names 
and designations of God developed over time. In the earlier translations, such as 

                                                                                                                                  
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 34–70, and in the articles in J. C. VanderKam and L. 
H. Schiffman, eds., Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (2 vols.; Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2000). 
20 “Implicit theology” means the theology of the community that formed the belief of the 
translator and that person’s own overall theological framework as well. 
21 Robert Hanhart, “Die Bedeutung der Septuaginta für die Definition des ‘hellenistischen 
Judentums,’” in Studien zur Septuaginta und zum hellenistischen Judentum (ed. R. 
Hanhart and R. G. Kratz; FAT 24; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 75; and cf. Martin 
Rösel, Adonaj, warum Gott “Herr” genannt wird (FAT 29; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
2000), 5–7. 
22 Similar phenomena can be seen in Exod 3:18; 10:11; 16:7–9. Cf. Martin Rösel, “Die 
Übersetzung der Gottesbezeichnungen in der Genesis-Septuaginta,” in Ernten, was man 
sät (ed. D. R. Daniels, U. Gleßmer, and Martin Rösel; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 
1991), 376. 
23 On the different positions of Philo and the Rabbis, cf. N. A. Dahl and A. F. Segal, 
“Philo and the Rabbis on the Name of God,” JSJ 9 (1978): 1–28. 
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in Genesis, the name ydX was translated by ò qeo,j sou/mou, “your/my God” 
(17:1; 28:3);24 in Exod 6:3 its translation with qeo.j w'n auvtw/n, “being their God,” 
was derived from the famous evgw, eivmi ò w;n, “I am the one who is,” in Exod 
3:14. But in later books the pentateuchal pattern was not followed. Instead we 
can find translations such as pantokra,twr, “Almighty” (Job 5:17; 33:4); 
evpoura,nioj, “heavenly” (Ps 68:15); qeo.j tou/ ouvranou/, “God of the heaven” (Ps 
91:1); or ò ìkano,j, “Mighty one” (Ruth 1:20–21; Job 21:15).25 All these 
equivalents serve to emphasize the power of the God of Israel, who was no 
longer called by a name that could make this God comparable to pagan gods; 
ydX became the universal ruler.  

The same is true for the translation of twabc hwhy by the “Lord of hosts.” 
Again, one can see different attempts to deal with this designation: in 1 King-
doms and Isaiah the transcription sabaw,q is predominant; in 2 and 3 Kingdoms 
as well as Psalms we find ku,rioj tw/n duna,mewn, “Lord of the powers”26; In 2 
Kingdoms, in the Greek 1 and 2 Chronicles, and in the Dodekapropheton one 
can also find pantokra,twr, “Almighty.”27 I would fully subscribe to the results 
of Cécile Dogniez, who has stated that we can see an evolution of the 
conception of God from a more mythic imagery to the universalistic idea of a 
Pantokra,twr or Kosmokra,twr.  

From a methodological perspective it should be stated that these results 
come from a twofold comparative approach to the task of Septuagint theology: 
the comparison between the Hebrew and the Greek text on the one hand, and the 
comparison of the individual translations on the other. Thus one can easily see 
that it does not suffice to confine the work to individual books of the Greek 
Scriptures. 

This view is supported by the evidence of the increasing importance of the 
“name-of-God theology” in the Septuagint. There are several instances where 
we can see a specific reverencing of the divine name: according to Exod 34:14 
the Lord is a jealous God and “Jealous” is his name. In the Greek version 
“Jealous” is not the name of the Lord, but the unspeakable name is in itself 
                                                           
24 Rösel, “Die Übersetzung der Gottesbezeichnungen in der Genesis-Septuaginta,” 373. 
25 Cf. Georg Bertram, “Zur Prägung der biblischen Gottesvorstellung in der griechischen 
Übersetzung des Alten Testaments: Die Wiedergabe von schadad und schaddaj im 
Griechischen,” WO 2 (1954–1959): 502–13 on the LXX; W. Reiß, “Zur Deutung von 
ydX la in der rabbinischen Literatur,” FJB 3 (1975): 65–75 on the rabbinic literature. 
26 For sabaw,q, cf. 1 Kgdms 1:3, 11; Isa 1:9, 24. For ku,rioj tw/n duna,mewn, cf. 2 Kgdms 
5:10; 6:2; 3 Kgdms 2:5; 18:15; Pss 24:10; 46:8. 
27 2 Kgdms 5:10; 7:27; 1 Chr 11:9; 17:7; Hos 12:6; Amos 3:13; Nah 2:14. On the 
translation of twabc hwhy cf. Cécile Dogniez, “Le Dieu des armées dans le Dodeka-
propheton: Quelques remarques sur une initiative de traduction,” in IX Congress of the 
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (ed. B. A. Taylor; 
SBLSCS 45; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 19–36.  
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jealous. This is confirmed by the famous text Lev 24:16, because here in the 
Hebrew Bible “One who blasphemes the name of the LORD shall be put to 
death,” in the LXX even the “one who is naming the Holy name should die the 
death.”  

The distance between God and the world was increasing, and this can also 
be seen in the so-called anti-anthropomorphisms of the Greek Scriptures. Since 
Charles Fritsch’s theory from 1943 this problem has often been discussed, and 
there are a number of studies contradicting and supporting Fritsch.28 The truth is 
somewhere in the middle, as often is the case. One cannot say that the translators 
have generally avoided every notion that could be understood as anthropo-
morphism. As an example: in Numbers the expression hwhy yp-l[, “by the 
mouth of God,” was avoided, and instead dia. fwnh/j kuri,ou, “by the voice/sound 
of God,” was used as a translation (cf. 3:16, 39). That this is clearly the result of 
a theological consideration can be seen in cases where !rha yp-l[, “by the 
mouth of Aaron,” (or the like) had to be translated, because there kata. sto,ma 
Aarwn was used (4:27). The translator did not avoid the idea of a voice of God 
only that God had a mouth. Distinctions like these can be seen often, such as at 
Exod 19:3 where Moses was not going up to God (~yhlah-la hl[ hXmw) but 
rather to the mountain of God (kai. Mwush/j avne,bh eivj to. o;roj tou/ qeou/).29  

The translators of the Psalms sometimes dealt in a very intelligent way with 
the problem, such as at 17(16):15 where in the Hebrew version the praying 
person would be able to see God’s face ($ynp hzxa qdcb yna) while in the LXX 
that person would be seen (= judged) by God (evgw. evn dikaiosu,nh| ovfqh,somai tw/| 
prosw,pw| sou; note also the interesting translation of hnwmt with do,xa at the end 
of the verse). Although a type of anthropomorphism is still present, the meaning 
of the verse has been changed considerably. On the other side there are clear 
avoidances of metaphorical ideas, such as God being a rock (rwc; cf. Ps 18:3, 
47).30 While it is not clear why some designations were avoided and others not, 
there is definitely a kind of theology of the translators; they had an idea of what 
could be said about God and what not. This could even include the more 
                                                           
28 Charles T. Fritsch, The Anti-Anthropomorphisms of the Greek Pentateuch (POT 10; 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1943); Anthony T. Hanson, “The treatment in the 
LXX of the theme of seeing God,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1992), 557–68; Staffan Olofsson, God is My Rock: A Study of Translation 
Technique and Theological Exegesis in the Septuagint (ConBOT 31; Stockholm: 
Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1990), 17–39; Arthur Soffer, “The treatment of 
anthropomorphisms and anthropopathisms in the Septuagint of Psalms,” HUCA 28 
(1957): 85–107. Cf. the latest collection of arguments concerning this problem in Folker 
Siegert, Zwischen hebräischer Bibel und Altem Testament: Eine Einführung in die 
Septuaginta (MJSt 9; Münster: LIT, 2001), 247–50. 
29 Cf. also Exod 33:11; Num 12:8. 
30 Olofsson, God is My Rock, 35–45. 
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expanded angelology and demonology that is found in the LXX, as Adrian 
Schenker has pointed out for the LXX of Psalms; something that was already 
found in Exod 4:24 where it was not the Lord who wanted to kill Moses but an 
a;ggeloj kuri,ou.31 

The partial avoidance of anthropomorphisms has consequences for the 
anthropology of the LXX, because the distance between God and humans is 
emphasized. This can also be seen in Num 23:19 where the impression is 
avoided that God and humans can be compared. Instead of la Xya al, “God is 
not a human being,” in the Greek Scriptures one reads ouvc ẁj a;nqrwpoj o ̀qeo,j, 
“God is not as a human being.” 

To sum up these observations about references to God: it is obvious that the 
Greek Bible read as a whole, and in its parts, display an image of God different 
from its Hebrew counterpart. To exaggerate the depiction: the God of the 
Septuagint is the qeo.j th/j oivkoume,nhj, “the God of the inhabited earth” (cf. Ps 
23[22]:1), while the God of the Hebrew Bible is the larXy yhla, “God of 
Israel.” It is obvious that the translators have strengthened a tendency that was 
present in the Hebrew Bible from the days of Deutero-Isaiah, but that now 
affects the majority of the texts, as is the case with the Greek Scriptures.32 

I will now only touch on other topics that have one thing in common, that 
they are found in more than one book of the Septuagint. One extremely 
important focus is the vocabulary of cult and worship; here one can refer to the 
work of Suzann Daniel.33 The striking observation is that the translators used 
neologisms to separate the true cult of Israel from pagan cults. This culminates 
in the distinction of the newly created qusiasth,rion, “offering place,” from the 
common bwmo,j, “altar.” Using this specific vocabulary the translators were able 
to express their own interpretation of details of the biblical texts. For a striking 
example one could look at Num 23:1 where Balaam is building a (pagan) bwmo,j, 
although xbzm is usually translated by qusiasth,rion in the LXX of Numbers. The 
same can be seen in Josh 22:10ff., where the tribes Reuben, Gad, and Half-
Manasseh are also building a (pagan) bwmo,j. The same distinction is made in the 
first book of Maccabees (1:47; 5:58) and in prophetic books as well (Hos 10:8; 

                                                           
31 Adrian Schenker, “Götter und Engel im Septuaginta-Psalter: Text- und religions-
geschichtliche Ergebnisse aus drei textkritischen Untersuchungen,” in Der Septuaginta-
Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (ed. E. Zenger; HBS 32; Freiburg: Herder, 
2001), 185–95. 
32 Matthias Albani, Der eine Gott und die himmlischen Heerscharen: Zur Begründung des 
Monotheismus bei Deuterojesaja im Horizont der Astralisierung des Gottes-
verständnisses im Alten Orient (ABG 1; Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2000). 
33 Suzann Daniel, Recherches sur le Vocabulaire du Culte dans la Septante (EeC 61; 
Paris: C. Klincksieck, 1966). 
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Amos 7:9).34 Moreover, the positive designation for the altar, qusiasth,rion, is 
related to i`lasth,rion, “atonement place,” which translates trpk , “mercy seat” 
(Exod 25:17, cf. esp. Ezek 43:20; Amos 9:1), so that even from a linguistic 
point-of-view the cult is a unit. Again we have to note that already the use or 
non-use of standard equivalents can imply a theological point of view. 

One could also comment on the problem of messianism as a common 
feature of several books of the LXX beginning from Gen 49.35 Special mention 
should be made to the well-known translation evxeleu,setai a;nqrwpoj evk tou/ 
spe,rmatoj auvtou/ kai. kurieu,sei evqnw/n pollw/n, “A man will come from his seed 
and he will rule over many nations,” in Num 24:7 for ~ymb w[rzw wyldm ~ym-lzy 
~ybr, “Water shall flow from his buckets, and his seed shall have abundant 
water” (cf. also the use of a;nqrwpoj for jbX in Num 24:17), but it may suffice 
to refer to the fine paper of Heinz-Josef Fabry in this volume (pp. 193– 205).  

Another important topic is the strengthening of eschatology even in books 
like the Psalms or the Greek Job with its clear references to resurrection and a 
future life of the just.36 Furthermore, mention should be made of the Greek 
Proverbs, because it shows a clear tendency to bring no,moj and wisdom into line 
(cf. Prov 9:10) and to promote an educational ideal that is based on su,nesij, 
“intelligence,” and paidei,a, “instruction.”37 Again, this specific theology is not 
restricted to only one book, because we have very prominent texts in the Psalms 
revealing very similar ideas, cf. the famous dra,xasqe paidei,aj in Ps 2:12 for the 
difficult Hebrew rb-wqXn, “kiss his feet/the son.”38 Another important argument 
for a more eschatological understanding in Psalms can be derived from the eivj to. 

                                                           
34 But, bwmo,j is used in the usual Greek sense in 2 Macc 2:19; 13:8. 
35 Martin Rösel, “Die Interpretation von Genesis 49 in der Septuaginta,” BN 79 (1995): 
54–70. 
36 For the Psalms, see the detailed analysis of Gzella, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit, especially 
sections 3.3 and 3.4. See also Stefan Seiler, “Theologische Konzepte in der Septuaginta: 
Das theologische Profil von 1 Chr 16:8ff. LXX im Vergleich mit Ps 104, 95; 105 LXX,” in 
Der Septuaginta-Psalter, 197–217; Holger Gzella, “Das Kalb und das Einhorn, 
Endzeittheophanie und Messianismus in der Septuaginta-Fassung von Ps 29(28),” in Der 
Septuaginta-Psalter, 257–90; and Joachim Schaper, “Die Renaissance der Mythologie im 
hellenistischen Judentum und der Septuaginta-Psalter,” in Der Septuaginta-Psalter, 171–
83. As for the Greek Job see the different positions of Donald H. Gard, “The concept of 
the future life according to the Greek translator of the Book of Job,” JBL 73 (1954): 137–
43; and Natalio Fernández Marcos, “The Septuagint reading of the Book of Job,” in The 
Book of Job (ed. W. A. M. Beuken; BETL 114; Louvain: Peeters, 1994), 251–66. 
37 See e.g., Prov 10:17; 16:17, where paidei,a is used even without a Hebrew equivalent. 
For an overall estimation see Cook, The Septuagint of Proverbs, 328–31 (as a summary 
of his exegesis), and also d’Hamonville, Les Proverbes, 84–87. 
38 Cf. Peter C. Craigie, Psalms 1–50 (WBC 19; Waco: Word, 1983), 64, for the text-
critical problem of Ps 2:12. 
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te,loj / eivj sune,sewj superscriptions of several psalms [30(31):1; 52(51):1], as I 
have argued elsewhere.39 Even if attempts to prove this interpretation wrong 
were to succeed, the fact that these superscriptions have been understood 
eschatologically by early readers remains.40 Moreover, the same concept of 
eschatological understanding seems to lie behind the well-known translation eva.n 
mh. pisteu,shte ouvde. mh. sunh/te for the Hebrew wnmat al yk wnymat al ~a in Isa 
7:9.41 It is also important to note that the idea of David being a prophet was very 
prominent at that time. It may suffice to call attention to the famous passage in 
the “Compositions of David” in 11Q5 XXVII.1ff.: “All these (psalms) he spoke 
through (the spirit of) prophecy which was given to him from the Most High.”42 
Thus the more eschatological translation of the LXX fits perfectly into the 
hermeneutical framework of that time, and I cannot see why this understanding 
cannot be attributed to the translator as well. 

                                                           
39 Martin Rösel, “Die Psalmüberschriften des Septuagintapsalters,” in Der Septuaginta-
Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte (ed. E. Zenger; HBS 32; Freiburg: Herder, 
2001), 125–48.  
40 Albert Pietersma (in this volume pp. 33–45, esp. pp. 40–44) has tried to demonstrate 
that there was no theological intention behind the eivj to. te,loj / eivj sune,sewj 
superscriptions in the Greek Psalter. Because of the nature of this paper it is not possible 
to respond in detail, but a brief response may be in order. It is obvious that Prof. 
Pietersma’s approach and  differ at the very point that Pietersma calls a “linguistic 
heresy,” because he is focussing on the single word as the bearer of the meaning, while I 
would always include the immediate context of the word in question to determine its 
meaning. As for his argument concerning the eivj to. te,loj superscriptions, his observation 
that in non-philosophical Classical and Hellenistic literature te,loj has no eschatological 
meaning proves almost nothing, because the LXX of Psalms should be seen within the 
range of Jewish Hellenism of that time; with Pietersma’s argument one could also say 
that keywords like ku,rioj, no,moj, or cristo,j do not have theological meanings, because 
such meanings are not attested in that same body of literature. Moreover, Pietersma 
leaves open the question of what the te,loj is to which the translator is alluding—the 
characteristic use of the article in these superscriptions is in my view pointing to a certain 
te,loj. Obviously the translator must have had something specific in mind, otherwise he 
would not have added eivj to. te,loj to the superscription of Ps 30(29), which is a psalm 
that is connected with the evgkainismou/ tou/ oi;kou tw/| Dauid, “the dedication of the temple,” 
which in my opinion obviously points to the events of the Maccabean revolt. To be fair, 
Pietersma confirms that readers could gain the impression that these superscriptions have 
an eschatological meaning; the point of difference is whether this is a phenomenon of 
translation or of reception. 
41 For a detailed analysis of the whole chapter of Isa 7, see Martin Rösel, “Die 
Jungfrauengeburt des endzeitlichen Immanuel: Jesaja 7 in der Übersetzung der 
Septuaginta,” JBTH 6 (1991): 135–51. 
42 Translation from Florentino García Martínez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, eds., The 
Dead Sea Scrolls: Study Edition (Leiden: Brill, 1997–1998), 1179. 
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One could also refer to the different anthropologies of several books, 
beginning with Gen 1:26 and the translation poih,swmen a;nqrwpon katV eivko,na 
h̀mete,ran kai. kaqV o`moi,wsin, which involves a considerable change in the idea of 
humans being the image of God.43 Moreover, it is very obvious that the Greek 
text of Gen 1 and 2 can best be understood as reflecting the platonic account of 
creation in the dialogue “Timaios,” ideas like these may also lie behind the 
contrast of pneu/ma and sa,rx in Gen 6:3.44 

The examples I have presented in this section can be seen as evidence that 
the translators had their own theological and hermeneutical ideas, which 
affected their translations. Many more examples have been noted elsewhere, and 
in my view it is worthwhile to collect them and to arrange them in a systematic 
way to give an impression of where there are differences between Septuagint 
theology and Hebrew Bible theology. Even if we cannot be sure in every 
instance whether the translator, the Vorlage used, or a later redactor is 
responsible for these theological characteristics, it has to be stated that they are 
in the Greek text and therefore belong to the history of reception of the 
Septuagint. 

3. How Can a “Theology of the Septuagint” Be Written? 

Finally, I would like to briefly sketch some elements of such a “Theology of the 
Septuagint .” As stated earlier, such a work should be more than a collection of 
excerpts of separate studies on some or all of the books of the Greek Scriptures. 
But an important basic part of such a study has to be an overview of the 
individual books, so that readers can get an impression of the different 
approaches to the task of translation stemming from different times and milieus. 
This part could also serve as a kind of Religionsgeschichte of the LXX 
connecting the individual books with what is known about the theological and 
hermeneutical developments of the specific time and place, when and where the 
translation took place. 

As a second step I would determine several themes and topics that can be 
traced through the canon, such as “designations and imagery of God,” “God and 
foreign Gods,” “Israel and the nations,” “humanity and its fate,” “no,moj and 
ethics.” Here I would not only present the “highlights,” as I did in the second 
section of this paper, but I would also show where the Hebrew text was 
translated without obvious changes. This serves to meet the criterion of the 
                                                           
43 Cf. Rösel, Übersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung, 48–50; Walter Groß, “Gen 1:26, 
27; 9:6—Statue oder Ebenbild Gottes? Aufgabe und Würde des Menschen nach dem 
hebräischen und dem griechischen Wortlaut,” JBTH 15 (2000): 11–38. 
44 Rösel, Übersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung, 147–50; for the comparison with the 
Platonic Tim. §§ 72–87. 
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twofold comparative approach mentioned earlier. Moreover, it is a significant 
fact of Septuagint theology, because even if it is basically the same concept as in 
the Hebrew Bible, it sounds different in Greek and it can cause different 
reactions when read by those who are not familiar with the Hebrew tradition. 
This would also be the place to deal with semantic and linguistic definitions of 
several keywords such as yuch,, no,moj, dikaiosu,nh and avdiki,a, su,nesij, and their 
cognates. 

Thirdly, I would also try to comment on the implicit theology of later 
revisions.45 For example, if we have New Testament quotations from kaige-
Theodotion (e.g., from Daniel) it would be necessary to determine whether or 
not there are specific differences between the OG and later revisions. Discerning 
those differences could also give us clues to where readers may have had the 
impression that the older translation was not a valid reproduction of the biblical 
text—which eventually led to further revisions.  

Needless to say, in the end there should be a summary, which could open 
the view to the history of reception of the LXX by asking how later readers such 
as Jewish or Christian writers did perceive the profile or theology of the Greek 
Scriptures. Thus the perspectives of “amont/upstream,” meaning a focus on the 
ideas of the translators, and “aval/downstream,” meaning a focus on readers of 
the translations and the reception history of the translations, would finally come 
together.46  

I am fully aware that these considerations are very preliminary and that a 
project like this cannot be accomplished quickly—perhaps not even by a single 
scholar. But I am confident that in the near future our knowledge about the LXX 
will be dramatically expanded because of the three important projects in North 
America, in France, and in Germany. Maybe after their completion then the time 
will be ripe for a “Theology of the Septuagint .” 

                                                           
45 Cf. e.g., in this volume the papers of Claudia Bergmann, pp. 207–23, Beate Ego, 
pp. 371–78, and Siegfried Kreuzer, pp. 225–37, on the theological relevance of revisions. 
46 For a discussion of these perspectives see Helmut Utzschneider, “Auf Augenhöhe mit 
dem Text: Überlegungen zum wissenschaftlichen Standort einer Übersetzung der 
Septuaginta ins Deutsche,” in Im Brennpunkt, 14–27, and his contribution to this 
collection, pp. 273–92. See also, the contribution by Wolfgang Kraus, pp. 63–83. After 
having submitted this paper to the editors, the following articles dealing with the question 
of a theology of the Septuagint came to my attention: Evangelia G. Dafni, “Theologie der 
Sprache der Septuaginta,” TZ 58 (2002): 315–28; Mario Cimosa, “É possibile scrivere 
una ‘teologia’ della Bibbia Greca (LXX)?,” in Initium Sapientiae: Scritti in onore di 
Franco Festorazzi nel suo 70. compleanno (ed. R. Fabris; Supplementi alla Rivista 
biblica 36; Bologna: EDB, 2000), 51–64. Although there are some minor differences 
concerning assumptions and results, which cannot be discussed here, it is interesting to 
realize that the topic is obviously en vogue. 



 

 

The Letters of Paul as Witnesses to and for the 
Septuagint Text 

Florian Wilk 

1. Methodological Questions 

The title of this article proposes the hypothesis that the letters of Paul are 
witnesses to the developmental history of the Septuagint text and accordingly, 
should be regarded as witnesses for the wording of that text in Paul’s time. This 
can by no means be taken for granted, because recently even the basic assump-
tion that Paul relied on a Greek version when quoting from or alluding to the 
Scriptures has again been called into question.1 Admittedly, there are some 
problems to be solved if we intend to utilize Paul’s scriptural citations and 
allusions as witnesses to the biblical text he used. First of all, therefore, I will 
discuss those methodological questions that are evoked by the title of my 
article. 

1.1 The most fundamental question is: On what textual material should we 
base investigations into text types represented by the scrolls that Paul used? Is it 
necessary to restrict such inquiries to his quotations from Scripture?2 Or are we 
justified in evaluating his scriptural allusions as well? A decision is not easily 
made. On the one hand, a comprehensive account of his use of the Scriptures 
can by no means be given without considering his numerous allusions; after all, 

                                                           
1 That Paul relied upon a Greek version was established by Emil F. Kautzsch, De Veteris 
Testamenti locis a Paulo Apostolo allegatis (Leipzig: Metzger & Wittig, 1869). Timothy 
Lim has recently challenged this assumption, Timothy H. Lim, Holy Scripture in the 
Qumran Commentaries and Pauline Letters (Oxford: Clarendon, 1997). 
2 Since we do not know to what extent Paul’s addressees were able to discern his 
references to Scripture, the term “quotation” should only denote a scriptural citation that 
is marked with a quotation formula; cf. Florian Wilk, Die Bedeutung des Jesajabuches 
für Paulus (FRLANT 179; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998), 9. 
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“the language of Scripture” turns up in almost every sentence he wrote.3 On the 
other hand, it is only with explicit citations that we are on firm ground; 
elsewhere we cannot be sure that it was Paul’s intention to present a Scripture 
excerpt to his readers. For the present purpose I think it appropriate to focus 
exclusively on quotations. If we want to show that the letters of Paul bear 
witness to the Septuagint text, this must first be demonstrated from his scriptural 
citations. It is only such a proof that will put us in a position to decide whether 
allusions may or should be examined, too. 

2. Next we have to explore the issue of unambiguity. Is there clear evidence 
that Paul derived his scriptural quotations from a septuagintal text? In fact, such 
evidence can be found in several cases. Let me give just two examples: 

a) Romans 9:29 

Isa 1:94 Rom 9:29 = Isa 1:95 
twabc hwhy ylwl $kai.% eiv mh. ku,rioj sabawq  

j[mk dyrX wnl rytwh evgkate,lipen h`mi/n spe,rma( 
wnyyh ~dsk ẁj Sodoma a'n evgenh,qhmen  

`wnymd hrm[l kai. ẁj Gomorra a'n w`moiw,qhmen) 

If the LORD of hosts had not left us a 
few survivors, we would have been 
like Sodom, and become like 
Gomorrah.  

If the Lord of hosts had not left seed 
to us, we would have fared like 
Sodom and been made like 
Gomorrah. (NRSV modified) 

This citation of Isa 1:9 corresponds to the wording of the Septuagint but deviates 
from the Hebrew text at two points: instead of dyrX, “survivor,” which is mostly 
rendered by cognates of the verbs lei,pw, “to leave,” sw|,zw, “to save,” or feu,gw, 
“to flee,” it has spe,rma, “seed,” thereby taking up the exceptional equivalence 
established in Deut 3:3.6 Moreover it lacks a counterpart to the next expression, 
j[mk.7 

                                                           
3 The phrase “language of Scripture” comes from, Christopher D. Stanley, Paul and the 
Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary 
Literature (SNTSMS 74; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992). 
4 Quoted from BHS. 
5 Quoted from Eberhard Nestle et al., NA27; and Joseph Ziegler, Isaias (3d ed.; 
Septuaginta 14; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983). 
6 The omission of the initial kai, is a standard feature of Paul’s scriptural citations; cf. e.g., 
Rom 9:27; 10:11; 11:26; 15:12. 
7 This can either be interpreted as an apposition to dyrX meaning “few,” or as an 
introductory phrase to v. 9b meaning “almost.” 
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b) Galatians 4:27 

Isa 54:1  Gal 4:27 = Isa 54:1  
hdly al hrq[ ynr euvfra,nqhti( stei/ra h ̀ouv ti,ktousa( 

ylhcw hnr yxcp r`h/xon kai. bo,hson 
hlx-al h ̀ouvk wvdi,nousa\ 

hmmwX-ynb ~ybr-yk o[ti polla. ta. te,kna th/j evrh,mou 
hlw[b ynbm ma/llon h' th/j evcou,shj to.n a;ndra 
`hwhy rma $ei=pen ga.r ku,rioj%) 

Sing, O barren one who did not bear; 
burst into song and shout, you who 
have not been in labor! For the 
children of the desolate woman will 
be more than the children of her that 
is married, says the LORD. 

Rejoice, you childless one, you who 
bear no children, burst into song and 
shout, you who endure no birth 
pangs; for the children of the 
desolate woman are more numerous 
than those of the one who is married. 
(NRSV modified) 

Here Paul has quoted Isa 54:1. Again his quotation follows the Septuagint while 
differing from the Hebrew text: equivalents both to the verb ylhcw, “and exult,” 
and to the second ynb, “children,” are missing, and the noun hlw[b, “wife,” has 
not been translated but rather has been paraphrased by h̀ e;cousa to.n a;ndra.8 

Citations like these are obviously taken from the Septuagint. It is very 
probable, therefore, that the Greek text constitutes the source of all those 
quotations that are in agreement with its wording, even if they show no variation 
from the Hebrew. 

3. The majority of Paul’s scriptural citations, however, deviate from the 
wording of the Septuagint in one way or another. So, if we still wish to prove 
their usability as witnesses to the Septuagint text, we need to rule out the 
possibility that Paul consulted other Greek versions or did his own translations 
from the Hebrew. In actual fact, this is only feasible by means of analyzing each 
quotation separately. There is one phenomenon, though, that makes the 
possibility just mentioned rather implausible. Several times Paul combined or 
assembled two citations with one following the Septuagint and the other one 
showing a different reading. A good example can be found in Rom 10:15–16: 

 

                                                           
8 Paul consistently omitted opening and concluding formulae to his scriptural quotations; cf. 
e.g., Rom 9:33 (Isa 28:16); 11:27a (Isa 59:21). As for ylhcw, cf. the addition of kai. 
te,rpou, “and cheer,” in some LXX manuscripts and in the Theodotion version (86; 
Eusebius), as cited in the apparatus of the critical edition (Ziegler, Isaias). This addition 
indicates that r̀h/xon kai. bo,hson must be regarded as a translation of hnr yxcp. 
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Table 9. Romans 10:15–16 and its sources 

Isa 52:7; 53:1 Rom 10:15–16 Isa 52:7; 53:1  
15 pw/j de. khru,xwsin eva.n mh. 
avpostalw/sinÈ kaqw.j 
ge,graptai\ 

 
(6 … pa,reimi) 

wwan-hm ẁj ẁrai/oi 7 ẁj w[ra 
~yrhh-l[  evpi. tw/n ovre,wn( 

ylgr oì po,dej w`j po,dej 
rXbm tw/n euvaggelizome,nwn euvaggelizome,nou 

~wlX [ymXm  avkoh.n eivrh,nhj( 
rXbm  ẁj euvaggelizo,menoj 
bwj Îta.Ð avgaqa,Å avgaqa, … 
… 16 VAllV ouv pa,ntej 

u`ph,kousan tw/| euvaggeli,w|Å 
VHsai<aj ga.r le,gei\ 

 

!ymah ym ku,rie( ti,j evpi,steusen 1 ku,rie( ti,j evpi,steusen 
wnt[mXl th/| avkoh/| h`mw/nÈ th/| avkoh/| h`mw/nÈ  

 
 
 
52:7 How beautiful upon 
the mountains are the feet 
of the messenger who 
announces peace, who 
brings good news, … 
 
 
53:1 Who has believed what 
we have heard? 

 
15 And how are they to 
proclaim him unless they 
are sent? As it is written, 
“How beautiful are the feet 
of those who bring good 
news!”  
 
16 But not all have obeyed 
the good news; for Isaiah 
says, “Lord, who has 
believed what we have 
heard” (NRSV modified)9 

 
 
 
like season upon the 
mountains, like the feet of 
one bring glad tidings of 
good things 
 
 
Lord, who has believed our 
report? 

The quotation in v. 16 was evidently taken from the Septuagint given that the 
opening vocative ku,rie has no basis in the Hebrew text. The one in v. 15 
diverges from it, however, particularly with regard to the sentence construction, 
which resembles the Hebrew text. It is almost unimaginable, however, that in 
the course of writing just two verses, Paul would have used two different 
versions of a single passage from Scripture. Now, if Paul had rejected the 
septuagintal rendering of Isa 52:7 in order to cite the verse more in agreement 
with the Hebrew, he would also have had to omit the surplus vocative ku,rie in 
his quotation from Isa 53:1. Therefore, the most probable hypothesis is that both 
citations were derived from a septuagintal text that was available to Paul. 

                                                           
9 With Paul, avkoh, means a message that is heard, cf. Gal 3:2, 5; 1 Thess 2:13. In Rom 
10:16, therefore, h`mw/n must be interpreted as an obj. gen., so that Isaiah is presented by 
Paul as speaking on behalf of Israel (cf. Rom 9:29). 
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As for Isa 52:7, this hypothesis is substantiated by two facts. First, the 
individual words in Paul’s quotation are mostly the same as in the Septuagint; 
thus, it seems to have its origin in a revised septuagintal text rather than in a 
different version. Secondly, some witnesses to the Lucianic recension even 
present this verse in a form that comes close to the Hebrew parent and at the 
same time is similar to the wording of Rom 10:15.10 

 
Table 10. Romans 10:15 and sources 

Isa 52:7  Rom 10:15 Isa 52:7 (Lucianic MSS) 
~yrhh-l[ wwan-hm ẁj ẁrai/oi ẁj ẁrai/oi evpi. tw/n ovre,wn 

ylgr oì po,dej $oi`% po,dej 
rXbm tw/n euvaggelizome,nwn euvaggelizome,nou 

rXbm ~wlX [ymXm  avkoh.n eivrh,nhj euvaggelizome,nou 
… bwj Îta.Ð avgaqa,Å avgaqa, … 

 
4. Nonetheless, as in many other cases significant differences remain. In 

order to determine their origin we have to clarify the principles of Paul’s citation 
technique. The first question to be settled in this respect is, did he usually 
reproduce verbatim the text from which he quoted, or did he take the liberty of 
modifying it. Since that text is accessible to us only through his citations, a well-
founded answer seems almost impossible. One peculiar feature of his method of 
quoting, however, brings us closer to such an answer. Now and then Paul has 
woven together two distinct quotes from Scripture so as to present them in only 
one citation. His procedure can be illustrated from Rom 11:26–27: 

                                                           
10 According to Ziegler, Isaias, these witnesses are the Lucianic manuscripts 22c, 62, 90–
130–311, 456, as well as 86c, 403, 613, and the commentary by Theodoret. 
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Table 11. Romans 11:26–27 and sources 

Isa 59:20–21 Rom 11:26–27 Isa 27:9 
 … ge,graptai ga,r\  
kai. h[xei h[xei  
e[neken Siwn ò r`uo,menoj evk Siwn ò r̀uo,menoj( dia. tou/to 
kai. avpostre,yei  avpostre,yei  avfaireqh,setai 
avsebei,aj avpo. Iakwb(  avsebei,aj avpo. Iakwb( h ̀avnomi,a Iakwb( 
kai. au[th auvtoi/j  kai. au[th auvtoi/j  kai. tou/to, evstin 
h ̀parV evmou/ diaqh,kh(  h ̀parV evmou/ diaqh,kh( h̀ euvlogi,a auvtou( 
ei=pen ku,rioj\ o[tan avfe,lwmai  o[tan avfe,lwmai 
 ta.j àmarti,aj auvtw/nÅ  auvtou/ th.n àmarti,an( 
to. pneu/ma to. evmo,n … kai. 
ta. r`h,mata( a] e;dwka …( 
ouv mh. evkli,ph| evk tou/ 
sto,mato,j sou … 

 o[tan qw/sin pa,ntaj tou.j 
li,qouj tw/n bwmw/n 
katakekomme,nouj ẁj 
koni,an lepth,n\ … 

 
and the one who 
delivers will come for 
Sion’s sake, and he will 
turn ungodliness away 
from Iakob and this is 
the covenant to them 
from me, said the Lord 
 
my spirit ... and my 
words that I have put ..., 
shall not fail out of your 
mouth.... 

… as it is written, “Out 
of Zion will come the 
Deliverer; he will 
banish ungodliness from 
Jacob; and this is my 
covenant with them, that 
I will have taken away 
then their sins.” (NRSV 
modified) 

 
 
Because of this the 
transgression of Iakob 
will be removed. And 
this is his blessing, 
when I remove his sin, 
when they make all the 
stones of the altars 
broken pieces like fine 
dust.... 

In Isa 59, v. 21 defines God’s covenant as the promise that the spirit and words 
of God would stay with Israel forever. In Paul’s quotation, this definition has 
been replaced by a sentence taken from Isa 27:9 that defines Israel’s eschato-
logical blessing as the forgiveness of its sin. The effect is that the quotation as a 
whole focuses on God’s bestowing a merciful covenant upon the people of 
Israel.11 In this way it exactly matches the preceding prophecy of Rom 11:26 that 
“all Israel will be saved.” In all probability therefore the conflation of the 

                                                           
11 Cf. J. Ross Wagner, Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul ‘In Concert’ in the 
Letter to the Romans (NovTSup 101; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 294: “… by replacing the last 
half of Isa 59:21, Paul keeps the focus on the fact of Israel’s redemption rather than 
pausing to consider its effects.” 
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Isaianic oracles originated with Paul.12 From this we can safely conclude that he 
had no inhibitions about altering the wording of his quotations. 

5. Given the thematic and structural similarity between those two passages 
from Isaiah, however, it is conceivable that the substitution of clauses goes back 
simply to a slip of memory. Thus, we have to ask a further question about Paul’s 
citation technique: can we be sure about his intentional adaptation of scriptural 
quotations to his own arguments? Or should we rather presume a Pauline 
practice of rendering passages from Scripture freely? The latter presumption, 
though, seems to be without foundation in the letters of Paul. First, there is no 
doubt that he was capable of reproducing a given text word for word even if it 
was quite long; the citations in Rom 9:29 and in Gal 4:27 already mentioned 
suffice as evidence. Secondly, virtually every change to the wording of his 
quotations can be explained by his respective purposes in quoting from 
Scripture. This is clear, for instance, in Rom 10:11: 

 
Table 12. Romans 10:11–13 and sources 

Rom 10:11–13 Isa 28:16 
le,gei ga.r h ̀grafh,\ ))) evmbalw/ eivj ta. qeme,lia Siwn li,qon  
pa/j  )))( 
ò pisteu,wn kai. ò pisteu,wn 
evpV auvtw/| ouv kataiscunqh,setaiÅ  evpV auvtw/| ouv mh. kataiscunqh/|) 
ouv ga,r evstin diastolh. VIoudai,ou te 
kai. {Ellhnoj( ò ga.r auvto.j ku,rioj 
pa,ntwn( ploutw/n eivj pa,ntaj tou.j 
evpikaloume,nouj auvto,n\ 
pa/j ga.r o]j a'n evpikale,shtai to. o;noma 
kuri,ou swqh,setaiÅ 

 

 
The scripture says,  
‘No one  
who believes  
in him will be put to shame.’ 

... I will lay for the foundations of 
Sion a ... stone 
..., 
and the one who believes in him will 
not be put to shame. 

By inserting pa/j, “everyone,” at the beginning of the citation and by altering the 
mood of the concluding verb, Paul suited his quotation to the prophecy that is 
taken verbatim from Joel 2:32 (MT 3:5) in v. 13: “For, ‘every one who calls upon 
the name of the Lord will be saved.’” He also underlined the universal scope of 
salvation in Christ asserted in v. 12: “For there is no distinction between Jew 
and Greek; the same Lord is Lord of all and bestows his riches upon all who call 
upon him.” 
                                                           
12 Contra Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture, 169–70, who attributes it to a pre-
Pauline Jewish tradition. 
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Another more complicated example is the quotation in Rom 14:11: 
 
Table 13. Romans 14:9–11 and sources 

Rom 14:9–11 Isa 45:23 
eivj tou/to ga.r Cristo.j avpe,qanen kai. 
e;zhsen( i[na kai. nekrw/n kai. zw,ntwn 
kurieu,sh|Å Su. de. ti, kri,neij to.n 
avdelfo,n souÈ ))) pa,ntej ga.r 
parasthso,meqa tw/| bh,mati tou/ qeou/( 11 
ge,graptai ga,r\ 

katV evmautou/ ovmnu,w  
+H mh.n evxeleu,setai  
evk tou/ sto,mato,j mou dikaiosu,nh(  
oì lo,goi mou ouvk avpostrafh,sontai 

zw/ evgw,( le,gei ku,rioj( o[ti o[ti 
evmoi. evmoi. 

ka,myei ka,myei 
pa/n go,nu kai. pa/n go,nu kai. 

pa/sa glw/ssa evxomologh,setai 
evxomologh,setai pa/sa glw/ssa 

tw/| qew/|Å 
 

tw/| qew/|) 

for it is written, ‘As I live, says the 
Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and 
every tongue shall give praise to God.’

 
because to me every knee shall bow, 
and every tongue shall confess to 
God 

Paul has not only reversed the position of words in the second half of the 
sentence but also replaced the elongated introduction to God’s oath in Isa 45 by 
a shorter and more common formula.13 Both modifications intend to align the 
quotation with Paul’s train of thought. By changing the word order, on the one 
hand, he gave the parallelism a chiastic structure emphasizing the twice repeated 
pa/j, and thereby linked the citation to his own comment at the end of v. 10: “For 
we shall all stand before the judgment seat of God.” On the other hand, the 
formula chosen created a double connection with v. 9: “For to this end Christ 
died and lived again, that he might be Lord both of the dead and of the living.” 
There the verbs za,w and kurieu,w are used with Cristo,j as subject. Therefore, 
the risen Christ becomes the speaker of the Isaianic oracle quoted in v. 11.14 

                                                           
13 This formula appears in Num 14:28 and several times within prophetic books of the 
LXX. Since it is connected with divergent actions of God, it carries no definite intention in 
itself. It is therefore not possible to determine a single reference in Scripture as Paul’s 
source (contra Dietrich-Alex Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums: Unter-
suchungen zur Verwendung und zum Verständnis der Schrift bei Paulus [BHT 69; 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1986], 184–85, who traces the formula back to Isa 49:18). 
14 Cf. Ulrich Wilckens, Der Brief an die Römer: Röm 12–16 (EKKNT 6.3; Zürich: 
Benziger, 1982), 85. 
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Similar observations can be made on Paul’s other quotations. Accordingly, 
deviations from the septuagintal text should be attributed to him only if they 
match his intention in quoting from the Scriptures. 

6. A final question needs to be answered. My reasoning up until now has 
been based on the assumption that Paul took his citations from whole Septuagint 
texts. In this matter it makes no difference whether he used written texts or 
recalled the material from memory. If he resorted to a Jewish or early Christian 
anthology of excerpted Scripture passages, however, his quotations would only 
attest a secondhand text and could then not be utilized as witnesses to the 
Septuagint text. The use of such an anthology on Paul’s part, however, seems 
unlikely for the following reason: the context around nearly every citation 
includes phrases and statements that are reminiscent of the contexts to which the 
passages originally belong. The catena of quotations in Rom 15:9–12 is a good 
illustration of this:15  

 

                                                           
15 In the following table for reasons of space, I have left out the quotations themselves 
from the Romans passage and have only marked them (printed in bold) in the columns 
showing their respective contexts in the Scriptures. 
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Table 14. Romans 15:7–14 and sources 

Ps 17:47–51 Deut 32:43 Rom 15:7–14 Ps 116 Isa 11:9–12:2 
47 ))) u`ywqh,tw ò 
qeo.j th/j 
swthri,aj mou( 
48 ò qeo.j  
ò )))up̀ota,xaj 
laou.j u`pV evme,( 
49 ò r`u,sthj mou 
))) 
50 dia. tou/to 
evxomologh,somai, 
soi evn e;qnesin( 
ku,rie( kai. tw/| 
ovno,mati, sou yalw/( 
51 megalu,nwn 
ta.j swthri,aj tou/ 
basile,wj auvtou/ 
kai. poiw/n e;leoj 
tw/| cristw/| auvtou/ 
tw/| Dauid kai. tw/| 
spe,rmati auvtou/ 
e[wj aivw/noj) 

euvfra,nqhte( 
ouvranoi,( a[ma 
auvtw/|( 
kai. proskunh- 
sa,twsan auvtw/| 
pa,ntej  
ui`oi. qeou/\ 
euvfra,nqhte( 
e;qnh( meta. tou/ 
laou/ auvtou/( 
kai. evniscu-
sa,twsan auvtw/| 
pa,ntej a;ggeloi 
qeou/\ 
o[ti to. ai-ma tw/n 
ui`w/n auvtou/ 
evkdika/tai( ))) 
kai. evkkaqariei/ 
ku,rioj th.n gh/n 
tou/ laou/ auvtou/)

7 dio. 
proslamba,nesqe 
avllh,louj(  
kaqw.j kai. ò 
Cristo.j 
prosela,beto 
u`ma/j  
eivj do,xan tou/ 
qeou/Å 
8 le,gw ga.r 
Cristo.n 
dia,konon 
gegenh/sqai 
peritomh/j  
u`pe.r avlhqei,aj 
qeou/(  
eivj to. 
bebaiw/sai  
ta.j evpaggeli,aj  
tw/n pate,rwn( 
9 ta. de. e;qnh  
u`pe.r evle,ouj 
doxa,sai to.n 
qeo,n( 
kaqw.j 
ge,graptai\ ))) 
 
13 ò de. qeo.j th/j 
evlpi,doj 
plhrw,sai u`ma/j 
pa,shj cara/j kai. 
eivrh,nhj ))) 
14 pe,peismai ))) 
o[ti kai. auvtoi. 
mestoi, evste 
avgaqwsu,nhj( 
peplhrwme,noi 
pa,shj Îth/jÐ 
gnw,sewj( ))) 

Allhlouia) 
aivnei/te to.n 
ku,rion( pa,nta ta. 
e;qnh( 

evpainesa,twsan 
auvto,n( pa,ntej oi` 
laoi,( 
2 o[ti 
evkrataiw,qh to. 
e;leoj auvtou evfV 
h̀ma/j( 
kai. h ̀avlh,qeia 
tou/ kuri,ou 
me,nei eivj to.n 
aivw/na) 

9 kai. ouv mh.  
kakopoih,swsin 
))) evpi. to. o;roj ))) 
mou( 
o[ti evneplh,sqh h ̀
su,mpasa tou/ 
gnw/nai to.n 
ku,rion ẁj u[dwr 
polu, 
katakalu,yai 
qala,ssaj) 
10 kai. e;stai evn 
th/| h`me,ra| evkei,nh| 
h ̀rì,za tou/ Iessai 
kai. o ̀avnista,menoj 
a;rcein evqnw/n( evpV 
auvtw/| e;qnh 
evlpiou/sin( 
kai. e;stai  
h ̀avna,pausij 
auvtou/ timh,) 
11 ))) 
12 kai. avrei/ 
shmei/on eivj ta. 
e;qnh kai. 
suna,xei tou.j 
avpolome,nouj 
Israhl ))) 
13 ))) Efraim ouv 
zhlw,sei Ioudan 
kai. Ioudaj ouv 
qli,yei Efraim) 
14–16 ))) 
1 ))) hvle,hsa,j me)  
2 ))) dio,ti h ̀
do,xa mou ))) 
ku,rioj ))) 

There are numerous connections among those four passages from which the 
quotes in Romans were taken, but these connections could also be explained by 
recourse to the theory of a pre-Pauline collection of quotations. In addition to the 
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links among the citations, however, the preceding and following verses in Rom 
15 show verbal links to the scriptural passages in question. Most important is the 
congruence between vv. 8–9 and Ps 116(117):2 (“For his mercy on us has 
gained strength, and the faithfulness of the Lord endures for ever”) through the 
combination of avlh,qeia and e;leoj.16 The latter word is mentioned in Ps 17(18):51 
(“who increases the saving acts of his king and shows mercy through his 
anointed, David, and his offspring for ever”), too, and there it is defined as 
God’s mercy that is put into effect by God’s Messiah.17 Furthermore, Paul’s 
appeal to the Gentiles to praise God in v. 9a points back to Isa 12:1–2 (“… you 
had mercy on me. 2 … for my glory … is the Lord”) and perhaps also to the last 
clause in Isa 11:10 (“and his rest will be glory”).18 Paul’s statement in v. 14 (“I 
am satisfied … that you yourselves are full of goodness, filled with all 
knowledge …”), again, seems to pick up the prophecy of Isa 11:9 (“They will do 
no evil … on my holy mountain; for the whole [world] will be full of the 
knowledge of the Lord as much water [that is made] to cover the seas.”). Many 
thematic links can easily be noted as well. Paul’s call for mutual acceptance in 
v. 7 (“Welcome one another, therefore, as Christ has welcomed you, for the 
glory of God.”), for instance, recalls the prediction of peace between Ephraim 
and Judah in Isa 11:13; the link between human’s and Christ’s conduct in that 
same verse resembles the connection between human and heavenly joy in Deut 
32:43; etc. From such a bulk of evidence we can confidently infer that Paul was 
well acquainted with the original contexts of his quotations, and this strongly 
suggests that their source lies in complete Septuagint books. 

2. Citations in Letters of Paul 

We have now cleared the ground for analyzing the citations that Paul uses from 
the Scriptures as witnesses to the Septuagint text. By means of ascertaining the 
function of a given quotation in its Pauline context it is possible to identify those 
variations that underline its relevance for his argument and should consequently 

                                                           
16 Cf. Allan M. Harmon, “Paul’s Use of the Psalms” (Th.D. diss., Westminster 
Theological Seminary, 1968), 121. As is indicated by Rom 15:8b, Paul took avlh,qeia to 
mean God’s faithfulness to Israel. 
17 With the phrase poiei/n e;leoj, at least in Paul’s view, tw|/ cristw/| should be read as an 
instrumental dative (cf. as an analogy Rom 11:30b: nu/n de. hvleh,qhte th|/ tou,twn avpeiqei,a|) 
meaning Christ as David’s offspring. 
18 According to Eusebius and Procopius, both Aquila and Symmachus translated dwbk in 
Isa 11:10 as do,xa. In fact, this is the regular equivalent of the Hebrew word in the 
Septuagint version of Isaiah. It may well be, therefore, that Paul referred to a septuagintal 
text of Isa 11 that had been corrected after the Hebrew (see §2, below). The verbal link 
with Rom 15:9 would then be apparent. 
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be attributed to his editorial work. In this way we can reconstruct the text of the 
manuscripts that he used with a good level of confidence. The wording obtained 
may then serve as a witness for a particular form of the Septuagint text in Paul’s 
time. However, when we compile individual findings and try to determine the 
text types represented by Paul’s quotations, we need to proceed with caution. 
First, of course, this can only be done separately for each and every book he 
used. Moreover, we must also reckon on Paul using different scrolls at various 
times and in various places.  

It goes without saying that it would be beyond the scope of this article to 
deal with every Pauline quotation. Therefore, I shall briefly present the results of 
research that has been done on those from the book of Isaiah.19 

1. In twenty-one quotations Paul integrated twenty Isaianic quotes into his 
letters; fifteen appear in Romans, three in 1 Corinthians, one in 2 Corinthians, 
and one in Galatians. In three places the Pauline citation shows a text that 
deviates considerably from the Septuagint tradition: in Rom 9:33 (Isa 8:14: “a 
stone that will make men stumble and a rock that will make them fall”), as well 
as in 1 Cor 14:21 (Isa 28:11–12) and 15:54 (Isa 25:8). Each time, the Greek 
version seems to have been reworked in order to align it with the Hebrew text. 
Each time, again, this version concurs more or less with one of the translations 
done by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion.20 In regard to Isa 8:14 there is 
also agreement with its quotation in 1 Pet 2:8.21 Almost the same applies to the 
quotation from Isa 52:7 in Rom 10:15 already mentioned, with the exception 
that even a few Septuagint manuscripts are close to what Paul seems to have had 
at hand. In these four cases, then, his letters apparently bear witness to a 
septuagintal text that has been extensively revised towards the Hebrew.22 

I hasten to add that the Hebrew Vorlage must not simply be identified with 
the MT. First, the revision might have presupposed a different vocalization. This 

                                                           
19 Cf. David R. Denny, “The Significance of Isaiah in the Writings of Paul.” (ThD diss., 
New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1985); Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des 
Evangeliums; Douglas A. Oss, “Paul’s Use of Isaiah and Its Place in His Theology with 
Special Reference to Romans 9–11.” (PhD diss., Westminster Theological Seminary, 
1992); Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture; Wilk, Die Bedeutung des 
Jesajabuches für Paulus; Wagner, Heralds of the Good News; Shiu-Lun Shum, Paul’s 
Use of Isaiah in Romans: A Comparative Study of Paul’s Letter to the Romans and the 
Sibylline and Qumran Sectarian Texts (WUNT 156; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002). 
20 1 Cor 15:54 concurs exactly with Theodotion’s version of Isa 25:8 (according to the 
Codex Marchalianus [Q]). Rom 9:33 concurs roughly with Symmachus’s version of Isa 
8:14 (according to Eusebius). As to 1 Cor 14:21, Origen comments on his quotation in 
Philocalia 9.2: Eu-ron ga.r ta. ivsodunamou/nta th|/ le,xei tau,th| evn th|/ tou/ VAku,lou èrmenei,a| 
kei,mena (cf. Ziegler, Isaias). 
21 Cf. Jobes’s discussion of this quote, pp. 323–24. 
22 Cf. Wilk, Die Bedeutung des Jesajabuches für Paulus, 20–30, 41–42. 
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is obviously the case with Paul’s quotation in 1 Cor 15:54 from Isa 25:8 in 
which the verb [lb had been read as a puval form, as also happened in the 
Theodotion and Peshitta versions.23  

 
Table 15. 1 Corinthians 15:54 and sources 

Isa 25:8(7)  Theodotion [Q] 1 Cor 15:54 Isa 25:8  
  …to,te genh,setai 

ò lo,goj ò 
gegramme,noj\ 

 

[lb katepo,qh katepo,qh kate,pien 
twmh ò qa,natoj ò qa,natoj ò qa,natoj 
xcnl eivj ni/koj … eivj ni/koj. 

 
ivscu,saj … 

 
 
 
he will swallow 
up death forever 

 … then shall 
come to pass the 
saying that is 
written: ‘Death is 
swallowed up in 
victory.’ 

 
 
 
Death, having 
prevailed, 
swallowed them 
up.... 

Secondly, a revision could even have been carried out on the basis of a text with 
different consonants. This is probably the best way to account for Paul’s citation 
from Isa 28:11–12 in 1 Cor 14:21. 

Table 16. 1 Corinthians 14:21 and sources 

Isa 28:11–12  1 Cor 14:21 Isa 28:11–12  
 

yk
evn tw/| no,mw| ge,graptai 
o[ti 

 

hpX yg[lb evn èteroglw,ssoij dia. Faulismo.n ceile,wn 
trxa !wXlbw kai. Evn cei,lesin ète,rwn dia. Glw,sshj ète,raj( 

`hzh ~[h-la rbdy lalh,sw tw/| law/| tou,tw| o[ti lalh,sousin tw/| law/| 
tou,tw| 

~hyla rma rXa  le,gontej auvtw/| 
wxynh hxwnmh taz  Tou/to to. Avna,pauma tw/| 

peinw/nti 
h[grmh tazw @y[l  kai. Tou/to to. Su,ntrimma( 

awba alw kai. ouvdV ou[twj  kai. Ouvk hvqe,lhsan 
`[wmX eivsakou,sontai, mou( avkou,ein) 

le,gei ku,riojÅ  
 
 

 
 

 
 

                                                           
23 Cf. BHS. 
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Truly, with stammering 
lip and with alien 
tongue he will speak to 
this people, to whom he 
has said, “This is rest; 
give rest to the weary; 
and this is repose”; yet 
they would not hear. 

In the law it is written, 
‘By men of strange 
tongues and by the lips 
of foreigners will I 
speak to this people, and 
even then they will not 
listen to me, says the 
Lord.’ 

... because of contempt 
from lips, through a 
different tongue; 
Because they will speak 
to this people, saying to 
them, “This is the rest 
for the hungry, and this 
is the destruction”; yet 
they would not hear. 

As one can see, the version of Isa 28:11 given in 1 Cor 14:21 sticks much closer 
to the Hebrew than that of the Septuagint.24 The inference, however, that Paul 
quoted from a revised edition of the Septuagint seems to be flawed by his 
rendering of Isa 28:12b; in fact, the Septuagint translation of this sentence could 
scarcely have been more accurate. If we delete the final letter from the word 
awba in accordance with many Hebrew manuscripts, however, the possibility 
arises that the writer of the text from which Paul took the quote read or 
interpreted [wmX wba alw, “and they would not hear,” as w[mX !k alw, “and even 
this way they do not hear,” skipping one a, replacing wb by !k, and changing [w 
to w[.25 This quotation would then be evidence of the variability of the Hebrew 
text in Paul’s time. 

2. In addition to those four citations discussed above, there are five others 
that testify to an effort to bring the original Greek wording nearer to the Hebrew 
at certain points while stopping short of great alterations. All of them are found 
in Rom 9–11: in Isa 27:9 (Rom 11:27) and 65:1 (Rom 10:20) the word order has 
been rearranged; and in Isa 10:22–23 (Rom 9:27–28), 28:16 (Rom 9:33), and 
59:20–21 (Rom 11:26–27) individual words have been replaced. With the 
exception of the latter reference, all modifications also occur in Hexaplaric 
manuscripts or, as for Isa 28:16, in its quotation in 1 Pet 2:6.26 It seems 
reasonable to infer that Paul, while making preparations for his treatise on “The 
gospel and Israel,” had access to a septuagintal text that was sprinkled with such 
minor corrections toward the Hebrew.27 

3. Of the remaining eleven quotations scattered over Romans, 
1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians each shows a wording that is well 

                                                           
24 Paul only changed the third person of the verb into the first, and with that modification 
and the addition of le,gei ku,rioj at the end of Isa 28:12, he made clear who the speaker of 
Isa 28:11 was. He also deleted v. 12a, which would have been out of place in his 
argument in 1 Cor 14:20–25. 
25 As for the word awba, cf. BHS. 
26 Cf. Jobes in this volume, pp. 319–22. 
27 For details, see ibid., 31–42. 
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attested in the Septuagint tradition. Interestingly enough, at least six of them 
contain rather significant deviations from the Hebrew.28  

4. The alternatives arising from these data are as follows: either Paul’s 
citations originated from at least three different versions of the Septuagint, or its 
revision toward the Hebrew had not been carried out consistently. A decision is 
hard to make, all the more because a reflection on the question of documentation 
does not help. Often the textual basis of Paul’s citations is unanimously testified 
by most Septuagint manuscripts.29 It is true that when the manuscript from which 
he quotes follows a distinct strand of the textual tradition, it agrees with 
Alexandrian witnesses.30 But this goes merely for four out of twenty Isaianic 
quotes, and in one case the wording of Paul’s citation at the same time diverges 
from those witnesses in another respect.31 Moreover, two Pauline quotations 
show minor deviations from Codex Alexandrinus.32 In addition, if we group 
them all according to the manuscripts that attest to their respective wordings, the 
groups emerging are not in agreement with the three groups that have been 
formed in comparison with the Hebrew. 

We must be content, therefore, to differentiate the Isaianic words cited in 
Rom 9–11 that indicate a guarded revision of the Septuagint towards the 
Hebrew, from Paul’s remaining divergent quotations. It may well be that both 
alternatives named above hold true. 

                                                           
28 Cf. Rom 2:24 (Isa 52:5); 10:16 (53:1); 14:11 (45:23); 15:12 (11:10); 15:21 (52:15); 
1 Cor 1:19 (29:14). Deviations from the MT are also to be found in Rom 9:29 (Isa 1:9); 
10:21 (65:2); Gal 4:27 (54:1); in these cases, however, the LXX text that is quoted may 
correspond to the original Hebrew wording. Only the citations in Rom 11:8 (Isa 29:10) 
and 2 Cor 6:2 (49:8) are in obvious accordance with the Hebrew parent. 
29 Cf. Isa 29:10 (Rom 11:8); 29:14 (1 Cor 1:19); 49:8 (2 Cor 6:2); 52:5 (Rom 2:24 
[although evn toi/j e;qnesi, “among the Gentiles,” falls under the obelus in B–Q et al. and is 
omitted in V]); 52:15 (Rom 15:21); 53:1 (Rom 10:16); 54:1 (Gal 4:27); 65:2 (Rom 10:21 
[although kai. avntile,gonta, “and contrary,” falls under the obelus in B–Q et al.]). The 
same applies—as far as Paul’s copy of Isaiah concurs with the textual tradition of the 
Septuagint—to most of those quotations that testify to a revision of the Greek text toward 
the Hebrew: cf. Isa 8:14 (Rom 9:33); 25:8 (1 Cor 15:54); 27:9 (Rom 11:27); 28:11–12 
(1 Cor 14:21); 52:7 (Rom 10:15); 59:20–21 (Rom 11:26–27). 
30 Emphasized by Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, 48–50; and Wagner, 
Heralds of the Good News, 24 n. 86; cf. Ziegler’s comment on the Alexandrian text in his 
edition (Isaias, 21–36). 
31 Agreeing with Alexandrian witnesses: Rom 9:27–28 (Isa 10:22–23: skipping auvtw/n 
after kata,-/u`po,leimma with A–Q et al.); 9:33; 10:11 (Isa 28:16: reading evp’ auvtw|/ with S 
A–Q et al.); 14:11 (Isa 45:23: reading evxomologh,setai … tw|/ qew| with A–Q et al.); 10:20 
(Isa 65:1: reading evgeno,mhn with A et al.). Diverging from the Alexandrian witnesses: 
Rom 9:27–28 (Isa 10:22–23: reading ku,rioj instead of ò qeo,j with B–V et al.). 
32 Rom 9:29 (Isa 1:9: A–Q* read òmoiw,qhmen); 15:12 (Isa 11:10: A reads e;qnw|). 
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5. Just to sum up: 
a) A close analysis of Paul’s citation technique backs up the hypothesis put 

forward in the title of this article: since his quotations were taken from the 
Septuagint they are indeed important witnesses for the form of its text in the first 
century C.E.  

b) Their respective wordings may, however, be utilized as witnessing to the 
Septuagint tradition only after determining Paul’s alterations to the texts upon 
which he depends for his quotes.  

c) Paul’s quotations from Isaiah show a certain, though not consistent, 
tendency towards the Alexandrian text type, and they testify to an ongoing 
process of scribal work on the Septuagint that was intended to align it with the 
Hebrew text. 

3. Conclusion 

In conclusion, I would like to make the following points: 
1. An analysis of the other quotations from Scripture contained in Paul’s 

letters will, as far as I can see, lead to similar conclusions. At any rate, some 
citations from the Pentateuch correspond to the text given in the Codex 
Alexandrinus. Compare, e.g., those from Gen 21:10 in Gal 4:30 (“But what does 
the scripture say? ‘Cast out the slave and her son; for the son of the slave shall 
not inherit with the son of the free woman’”), and from Exod 9:16 in Rom 9:17 
(“For the scripture says to Pharaoh, ‘I have raised you up for the very purpose of 
showing my power in you, so that my name may be proclaimed in all the 
earth’”).33 Some citations, again, attest to a revision of the Septuagint Greek on 
the basis of the Hebrew. Examples of that are to be found in 1 Cor 3:19 (quoting 
Job 5:12–13), Rom 11:4 (quoting 3 Kgdms 19:18), and 12:19 (quoting Deut 
32:35).34 

2. The results obtained by analyzing Paul’s scriptural quotations call for 
corresponding investigations into his allusions. After all, he had a thorough 

                                                           
33 Reading mh, after ouv ga,r and skipping tau,thj after paidi,skhj in Gen 21:10; reading 
du,namin in Exod 9:16. Cf. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, 53. 
34 On 1 Cor 3:19, cf. Berndt Schaller, “Zum Textcharakter der Hiobzitate im paulinischen 
Schrifttum,” ZNW 71 (1980): 21–26 = “Zum Textcharakter der Hiobzitate im paulin-
ischen Schrifttum,” in Fundamenta Judaica: Studien zum antiken Judentum und zum 
Neuen Testament (ed. L. Doering and A. Steudel; SUNT 25; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 2001). On Rom 11:4 cf. Christopher D. Stanley, “The Significance of Romans 
11:3–4 for the Text History of the LXX Book of Kingdoms,” JBL 112 (1993): 43–54; 
Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, 73–77. As for Romans 12:19, Paul’s 
quotation from Deut 32:35 shows exactly the same wording as that in Heb 10:30; cf. 
Martin Karrer’s contribution to this volume, pp. 335–53. 
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knowledge of the Scriptures and modified the wording of a given reference only 
in order to adapt it to his argument. One difficulty remains, though. With regard 
to allusions, such a process of adaptation might have also included a rewording 
in order to adjust a given phrase to Paul’s use of language. For example, in the 
probable allusion to Isa 56:1 in Rom 13:11, we cannot tell whether the noun 
h ̀swthri,a and the adjective evggu,j—both common words in Paul’s writings—
were first worked into the quote by Paul or were already included in the text 
from which he cites.35  

 
Table 17. Romans 13:11 and sources 

Isa 56:1 Symmachus [86] Rom 13:11 Isa 56:1  
  Kai. tou/to eivdo,tej  

hwhy rma hk  to.n kairo,n( o[ti 
w[ra 

Ta,de le,gei ku,rioj 

jpXm wrmX  h;dh ùma/j evx u[pnou fula,ssesqe 
kri,sin 

hqdc wX[w  evgerqh/nai( nu/n poih,sate 
dikaiosu,nhn\ 

hbwrq-yk evggu.j ga.r ga.r evggu,teron h;ggisen ga.r 
yt[wXy h ̀swthri,a h`mw/n h ̀swthri,a to. swth,rio,n mou 

`… awbl tou/ evlqei/n h' o[te 
evpisteu,samen) 

paragi,nesqai …. 

 
Thus says the 
LORD: Maintain 
justice, and do 
what is right, for 
soon my 
salvation will 
come, 

 Besides this you 
know what hour 
it is, how it is full 
time now for you 
to wake from 
sleep. For 
salvation is 
nearer to us now 
than when we 
first believed. 

 
This is what the 
Lord says: Keep 
judgment, do 
righteousness, for 
my salvation has 
drawn near to 
arrive.... 

Therefore, allusions cannot be used as evidence of a particular wording of a 
scripture reference. Apart from that, however, they too can shed light on the 
developmental history of the Septuagint text.  

This applies, above all, to the immediate context of a scriptural citation. Let 
me give just one example. In Rom 2:24, the quotation from Isa 52:5 is used as 

                                                           
35 On this allusion, see Wilk, Die Bedeutung des Jesajabuches für Paulus, 329–30. 
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an answer to the question asked in Rom 2:23: “Do you, while priding yourself 
on the law, dishonor God by transgressing the law?”36 

Table 18. Romans 2:23–24 and sources 

Isa 52:5 Aquila/ 
Symmachus [86]

Rom 2:23–24 Isa 52:5  

hp-yl-ym ht[w   kai. nu/n ti, w-de, 
evste* 

hwhy-~an  o]j evn no,mw| ta,de le,gei ku,rioj) 
xql-yk  kauca/sai( o[ti evlh,mfqh 
~nx ym[  dia. th/j paraba,sewj ò lao,j mou 

dwrea,n( 
wlXm oì evxousia,zontej 

auvtou/ 
tou/ no,mou qauma,zete 

wlylyhy paranomou/sin to.n qeo.n kai. ovlolu,zete\ 
hwhy-~an  avtima,zeij\ ta,de le,gei ku,rioj) 

  to. ga.r o;noma tou/ 
qeou/ 

 

  diV u`ma/j diV u`ma/j 
~wyh-lk dymtw   dia. panto.j 

ymX   to. o;noma, mou 
`#anm  blasfhmei/tai blasfhmei/tai 

  evn toi/j e;qnesin( evn toi/j e;qnesi) 
  kaqw.j ge,graptaiÅ 

 
 

Now therefore 
what am I doing 
here, says the 
LORD, seeing 
that my people 
are taken away 
without cause? 
Their rulers howl, 
says the LORD, 
and continually, 
all day long, my 
name is despised. 

  
You that boast in 
the law, do you 
dishonor God by 
breaking the law? 
For, as it is 
written,  
 
 
‘The name of God 
is blasphemed 
among the 
Gentiles because 
of you.’ 

And now, why 
are you here? 
This is what the 
Lord says, 
Because my 
people were 
taken for nothing, 
you marvel and 
howl. This is 
what the Lord 
says, Because of 
you my name is 
continually 
blasphemed 
among the 
nations. 

In the Septuagint version of Isa 52, however, the word no,moj does not occur at 
all. But if we compare other versions as well as the Hebrew parent text, it 
                                                           
36 The modifications of the Septuagint text of Isa 52:5b and the chiastic word order in 
Rom 2:23–24 serve to stress this interrelation. 
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becomes plausible that in Paul’s scroll, the statement preceding the sentence 
quoted by him had roughly the same wording as that used by Aquila and 
Symmachus who both wrote about those with authority in Israel transgressing 
the law. Accordingly, Rom 2:23 again bears witness to a septuagintal text that 
had been reworked on the basis of the Hebrew. 

Thus, the Pauline allusions to passages of Scripture should not be 
disregarded when examining his letters as witnesses to and for the Septuagint 
text. 



 

 



 

 

Flourishing Bones – 
The Minor Prophets in the New Testament 

Helmut Utzschneider 

At the beginning of the second century B.C.E., Ben Sira in his “Praise of the 
Fathers” (Sir 44ff.) writes about the Twelve, “May the bones of the Twelve 
Prophets flourish again from where they lie, for they comforted the people of 
Jacob and delivered them with confident hope” (Sir 49:10 NRSV revised).1 This 
remarkable obituary can be seen as a literary birth certificate as well. The 
questions addressed in this essay are in line with Sirach’s vision: In what 
manner do the bones of the Twelve flourish in the New Testament? How do 
New Testament writers and readers perceive the Minor Prophets and their 
writings? Which Septuagint did New Testament writers and readers use when 
they cited and read the Minor Prophets in Greek? 

Sirach’s praise of the twelve Minor Prophets is often understood as a first 
witness to the literary and theological unity of those relatively short books. In 
wishing them a long and fruitful history of reception and reading, the speaker 
testifies that these twelve books could be read as one volume.2 This testimony 
goes together with the common and relatively safe assumption that ascribes the 
Book of the Twelve in the Septuagint to one translator, most likely an Egyptian 
contemporary of the elder Sirach.3 The existence of a Book of the Twelve is 
proved beyond any doubt by the seven Hebrew “Minor Prophets Scrolls,” found in 
Cave 4 of Qumran, as well as by the Greek Minor Prophet Scroll of the first 
century B.C.E. from Nah al „ever.4 If Hartmut Stegemann is right with his 
                                                           
1 Translated passages from the Bible are taken from e-NRSV. 
2 See Aaron Schart, Die Entstehung des Zwölfprophetenbuchs: Neubearbeitungen von 
Amos im Rahmen schriftenübergreifender Redaktionsprozesse (BZAW 260; New York: 
Walter de Gruyter, 1998), 3ff. 
3 Cf. Joseph Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae (2d ed.; Septuaginta 13; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), 120; Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier 
Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante: Du Judaisme Hellénistique au Christianisme 
Ancien (2d ed.; Initiations au Christianisme Ancien; Paris: Cerf, 1994), 108ff. 
4 Russell E. Fuller, “4QXIIa–g,” in Qumran Cave 4: The Prophets (ed. E. C. Ulrich, DJD 
15; Oxford: Clarendon, 1997), 221–318. Emanuel Tov, Robert A. Kraft, and P. J. 
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classification of the library of Qumran, these scrolls were intended for common use 
and study in the Essene community.5 So the Book of the Twelve did have readers. 

On the other hand, some material of the library of Qumran gives rise to 
doubt as to whether the Twelve were really always read as one or as a uniform 
book. The fact that both the Hebrew and the Greek Bible as well as the 
manuscripts of Qumran each includes the individual writings of the Twelve in 
different order suggests that there once existed several diverging editions of the 
book. Besides, the numerous prophet commentaries of Qumran (1Q14 [pMic]; 
1QpHab; 1Q15 [pZeph]; 4Q166–167 [pHosa–b]; 4Q168 [pMic?]; 4Q169 [pNah]; 
4Q170 [pZeph]; 5Q10 [apocrMal]) do not refer to “The Twelve” as a whole. In 
short, the flourishing of the Twelve, once invoked by Sirach, presumably is not 
to be understood as the success of one best-seller volume, but as a much more 
complex process of perception, transmission, and reception. We now turn to the 
part that was played by the New Testament in this process. 

1. The New Testament Citations from the Book of the Minor Prophets:  
A Survey 

We owe our knowledge of the way that the New Testament writers read the 
Minor Prophets directly and almost exclusively to the portions of the New 
Testament defined as “citations,” which constitute our basic source material for 
research. Although the term “citation” is associated with a number of literary 
problems that I cannot dwell on in detail, I would like to name and discuss here 
briefly the most important indicators and evidences in verifying a citation.6 The 
minimal condition is that the wording clearly enough corresponds, linguistically 
speaking, upon the “surface” of the two “intertexts”—the text quoted from the 
Minor Prophets as source text (“pre-text”), and the quoting New Testament text. 
Consequently both intertexts should be identifiable and available in written form 
as coherent text segments, especially the respective original text from the Minor 

                                                                                                                                  
Parsons, eds., The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal „ever (8HevXIIgr) (DJD 8; 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990). 
5 Hartmut Stegemann, Die Essener, Qumran, Johannes der Täufer und Jesus: Ein 
Sachbuch (Herder/Spektrum; Freiburg: Herder, 1993), 117. 
6 Cf. the comprehensive presentation of the problem of defining a citation, in connection 
with a literary theory of intertextuality, in Gérard Genette, Palimpseste: Die Literatur auf 
zweiter Stufe (trans. W. Bayer and D. Hornig; Aesthetica 683; Frankfurt am Main: 
Suhrkamp, 1993), 9ff.; “Zitat,” Metzler Literatur Lexikon, 511. For the Old Testament 
citations in the New Testament, cf. Dietrich-Alex Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des 
Evangeliums: Untersuchungen zur Verwendung und zum Verständnis der Schrift bei 
Paulus (BHT 69; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1986), 11: “zur Abgrenzung von Zitat, 
Paraphrase, Anspielung und Verwendung biblischer Sprache ….” 
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Prophets, but also the receiving text. Another indicator verifying a citation is the 
use of quoting formulas that are found both in the New Testament and in 
Qumran literature.7 However, these three criteria (identical wording, availability 
of original text and receiving text, and quoting formula) are not always clearly 
given. How many words do we need and in what word order should they appear 
to verify a quotation with certainty? Which of the known old manuscripts or 
modern critical editions of the Greek or the Hebrew Bible is closest to the one 
that served as the source of the pre-text? Must, or can, we really count on having 
written Bible texts as sources, or do other written sources such as florilegia also 
qualify, or non-written sources like the authors’ memory, which was full of 
information from personal study or synagogue reading of the prophets, or both? 
Modifications may have been made in the receiving text. The quoting formula, if 
there is one, rarely gives any evidence of the origin of the citation (cf. §3.1.). 
And finally, we must remember that the word “cite” comes from the Latin 
citare, which means “to call on, to summon.” Calling on a text does not mean 
calling on a clearly demarcated (by quotation marks) group of words only, it 
also allows the contexts of the pre-text to come into play, perhaps even the 
wider ambience of text and ideas. 

These problems are decisive factors in the selection of those New 
Testament texts that can be assumed to contain citations from the Minor 
Prophets. The proper procedure would be to analyze in what way each New 
Testament “citem” fulfills or does not fulfill the criteria.8 Such analyses would 
soon go beyond the scope of this paper, and so I will follow the selection of 
citations suggested in the synopsis of G. L. Archer and G. Chirichigno, with 
small variations.9 The result is a set of twenty-three citations from the Minor 
Prophets in the New Testament. 

                                                           
7 Concerning introductions to citations, cf. J. Fitzmyer, “The Use of Explicit OT 
Quotations in Qumran Literature and in the NT,” NTS 7 (1961): 297–333. 
8 For the term “citem,” see: Arnold Goldberg, “Zitat und Citem: Vorschläge für die 
deskriptive Terminologie der Formanalyse Rabbinischer Texte,” in Rabbinische Texte als 
Gegenstand der Auslegung: Gesammelte Studien II (ed. A. Goldberg, M. Schlüter, and P. 
Schäfer; TSAJ 73; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 96–97. 
9 Gleason L. Archer and Gregory Chirichigno, Old Testament Quotations in the New 
Testament (Chicago: Moody, 1983); similar sets are also named in the register of NA27 
(cf. the twenty-one introduced citations marked with an asterisk (*) in contrast to about 
eighty allusions) and the tool “OT in NT” in Accordance, Accordance Version 4.5. 2000 
with twenty-three citations. The question about the reception of the Minor Prophets in the 
Q source poses itself with regard to the citations, Jonah 2:1 in Matt 12:39, 16:4, and Luke 
11:29–30, as well as LXX Mic 7:6 in Matt 10:35–36 and Luke 12:52. We refer to the text-
forms suggested in James M. Robinson, Paul Hoffmann, and John S. Kloppenborg, eds., 
The Critical Edition of Q Synopsis Including the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, Mark and 
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This set of intertexts, together with intertexts of the Qumran Scrolls and of 
the “Apostolic Fathers,” is presented in Table 19, first column. In columns two 
and three of the table the extent of literal agreement between the intertexts is 
indicated by numbers: the number in the second column indicates the number of 
identical words of the reconstructed “Old Greek” text of the Twelve and its New 
Testament citation. In the same column there is information about the text-
critical sources. A small letter “a” indicates that the text of the citation shows 
affinities to the Alexandrian group of Septuagint manuscripts (cf. §3.3.1). A 
small letter “h” implies that the text of the citation contains elements diverging 
from the Septuagint text and has been adapted to the Hebrew consonantal text 
(cf. 3.3.2). The numbers in the third column of the Table indicate the numbers of 
words in strings from the citation and so informs about its inner coherence. 
Thus, for example, if we consider the use of Hos 10:8 in Luke 23:30 (example 4 
in the Table), we find in the Greek of Hosea, toi/j o;resin kalu,yate h`ma/j kai. toi/j 
bounoi/j pe,sate evfV hm̀a/j. In Luke 23:30 we find four word strings from Hosea: 
toi/jÄo;resin( Pe,seteÄevfVÄh`ma/j( kai.Ätoi/jÄbounoi/j( Kalu,yateÄh`ma/j, which is 
represented by 2/3/3/2. The citing formula, where one exists, is noted in the 
fourth column. 

 
Table 19. Intertexts 

Intertexts Surface 
of 
citation 

Coherent 
words 

Citing formula 

1.  Hos 2:1  
 (Isa 10:22) 

   

–  Rom 9:25–26 19 9/10 ẁj kai. evn tw|/ ~Wshe. le,gei 
 7 6/1 VHsai<aj de. kra,zei ùpe.r tou/ VIsrah/l 
    
2. Hos 2:25    
– Rom 9:25 6 6 ẁj kai. evn tw|/ ~Wshe. le,gei 
    
3. Hos 6:6    
–  Matt 9:13 5 5 ma,qete ti, evstin 
–  Matt 12:7 5 5 ti, evstin 
    
4. Hos 10:8    
–  Luke 23:30 10 2/3/3/2 none 
–  Rev 6:16    
    
5.  Hos 11:1    
–  Matt 2:15 2 2 i[na plhrwqh|/ to. r`hqe.n u`po. kuri,ou 
 6 (h) 6 dia. tou/ profh/tou le,gontoj 
                                                                                                                                  
Thomas with English, German, and French Translations of Q and Thomas (Hermeneia; 
Leuven: Peeters, 2000). 
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6.  Hos 13:14  
(Isa 25:8) 

   

–  1 Cor 15:54 7 1/2/1/2/1 to,te genh,setai ò lo,goj ò 
gegramme,noj 

 (– Isa 25:8 4 4)  
    
7.  Joel 3:1–5a    
–  Acts 2:16–27 91 (a) 2/17/6/6/3 

4/9/6/1/3/34 
tou/to, evstin to. eivrhme,non dia. tou/ 
profh,tou VIwh,l 

    
8.  Joel 3:5a    
–  Rom 10:13 8 1/7 ga.r (?) 
    
9.  Amos 5:25ff    
–  CD VII, 14–15 4  rma rXak 
–  Acts 7:42–43 37 (a) 6/2/3/18/2/4 kaqw.j ge,graptai evn bi,blw| tw/n 

profhtw/n 
    
10. Amos 9:11–12    
–  4Q174 1 I, 21, 

2, 12 
5  bwtk rXak 

–  Acts 15:15–17 43 (a) 5/6/1/1/5/16 kai. tou,tw| sumfwnou/sin oì lo,goi 
tw/n profhtw/n( kaqw.j ge,graptai 

    
11. Jonah 2:1    
–  Q/Luke11:29 1 1 to. shmei/on VIwna/ 
–  Matt 12:40 12 12 to. shmei/on VIwna/ tou/ profh,tou 
–  Matt 16:4 1 1 to. shmei/on VIwna/ 
    
12. Mic 5:1, 3 

(2 Sam 5:2) 
   

–  Matt 2:5–6 8 3/1/2/1/1 ou[twj ga.r ge,graptai dia. tou/ 
profh,tou 

 (– 2 Sam 5:2 6 6)  
    
13. Mic7:6    
–  Q/Luke12:53 10 1/1/4/4/ ?? 
–  Matt10:35–36 7 1/1/1/1/1/1/1 none 
    
14. Hab 1:5    
– 1QpHab I,  

17–II, 1 
  [none?] 

–  Acts 13:40–41 20 (a) 3/2/1/1/4/7 to. eivrhme,non evn toi/j profh,taij 
    
15. Hab 2:3–4    
–  1QpHab VII, 17  4   
–  8Xev1 XVII, 30 6 (h) 6  
–  Rom 1:17 6 6/1 kaqw.j ge,graptai 
–  Gal 3:11 6 6/1  
–  Heb 10:38 20 5/3/2/1/9 none 
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16. Hag 2:6    
–  Heb 12:26 8 4/2/2 nu/n de. evph,ggeltai le,gwn 
    
17. Zech 8:16    
–  Eph 4:25 7 7  
    
18. Zech 9:9 
 (+Isaiah 62:11) 

   

–  Matt 21:5 11 6/4/1 tou/to de. ge,gonen i[na plhrwqh|/ to. 
r`hqe.n dia. tou/ profh,tou le,gontoj 

–  John 12:14–15 8 2/5/1 kaqw,j evstin gegramme,non 
    
19. Zech 11:12–13 
   (+ Jer 38:7 LXX  

+ Jer 18:2) 

   

–  Matt 27:5–10  3 2/1 to,te evplhrw,qh to. r`hqe.n dia. 
VIeremi,ou tou/ profh,tou le,gontoj 
(v. 9) 

    
20. Zech. 12:10    
–  John 19:37 2 (h) 2 kai. pa,lin ète,ra grafh. le,gei 
–  Rev 1:7 5 (h) 1/4 none 
    
21. Zech. 13:7    
–  CD XIX:7   hyrkz dyb bwtk rXa rbdh awbb 

aybnh 
–  Matt 26:31 7 (h,a) 4/1/2 ge,graptai ga,r 
–  Mark 14:27 
 (cf. Barn. 5:12) 

7 4/2/1 o[ti ge,graptai 

    
22. Mal 1:2    
–  Rom 9:13 7 2/1/4 kaqw.j ge,graptai 
    
23. Mal 3:22    
–  Matt 17:11 4 1/1/2 none 
–  Mark 9:11 3 1/1/1  
–  Luke 1:17 4 (h) 4  

The Table gives us the following information about the different forms of 
citation (other features of the Table will be considered later): 

The great majority—seventeen of twenty-three—of the Old and New 
Testament intertexts are short citations, i.e., they consist of up to ten words. 
Another feature is that nine of these seventeen short citations do not quote the 
surface of the pre-texts coherently. They do not, for instance, strictly follow the 
sequence of the original but cut it into small segments of one to four words and 
put them into a different order. They leave out parts of the original text and add 
other elements, so that the pre-text is closely interwoven into the wording of the 
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citing text.10 Two or three citations are of medium length, about ten to twenty 
words (Hos 2:1 and 25 in Rom 9:25f; Jonah 2:1 in Matt 12:40; Hab 2:3–4 in 
Heb 10:37–38). Four citations consist of twenty words or more. They are found 
exclusively in Acts. Unlike the short citations, those of medium and longer 
length have been much less modified. It will be a matter of analysis to see 
whether and how these strikingly varying modes of dealing with citations can be 
explained. Before going into that, we will try to show roughly what place the 
New Testament reading of the Minor Prophets had in the context of the 
contemporary reading of the Bible. 

2. The Reading Context: The Book of the Minor Prophets from the  
First Century B.C.E. to the Second Century C.E. 

A comparative statistical survey of the citations from the Minor Prophets during 
the period of the first century B.C.E. to the second century C.E. informs us about 
the reading context. For this purpose, we compared instances of citations from 
the Pentateuch, Psalms, the prophets Jeremiah and Isaiah, and the Minor 
Prophets as they appear in the non-Biblical Qumran literature, in Philo of 
Alexandria (12), in the New Testament (13), and in the Apostolic Fathers.11 (The 
basis of comparison could be extended, for example by including the Gospel of 
Thomas or other “New Testament Apocrypha”.) A summary table gives the 
following picture: 

 

                                                           
10 A meticulous description of the use of the writings in the tension between “literality and 
freedom” for the letters of Paul can be found in Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des 
Evangeliums, 102–98.  
11 The following statistics are based on the texts and lists in: Martin G. Abegg, Qumran 
Sectarian Manuscripts (Hebrew), Accordance Version 4.5. 2000; J. Allenbach, ed., 
Philon d’Alexandrie (BiPa 4, Supplement; Paris: Centre Nationale de la Recherche 
Scientifique, 1982); Archer and Chirichigno, Old Testament Quotations in the New 
Testament; J. Allenbach, ed., Des Origines à Clement d’Alexandrie et Tertullian (BiPa 1; 
Paris: Centre Nationale de la Recherche Scientifique, 1975). For the Apostolic Fathers 
the following writings were considered: Barnabas; 1–2 Clement; the seven letters of 
Ignatius; the letters of Polycarp To the Philippians; the Shepherd of Hermas, Mandate, 
Similitude, and Vision; the Didache; Diognetus; and the Papias fragments (cf. the 
selection in A. Lindemann, “Apostolische Väter,” RGG4 1:652–53). 
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Table 20. Citation statistics 

 Qumran Philo NT12 Apostolic Fathers 

Pentateuch 
Psalms 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah 
Minor Prophets 

144 
117 
70 (100)13 
9 
40 (90) 

ca. 4000 
50 
24 
18 
9 

116 
66 
63 
10 
25 

137 
81 
68 
16 
16 

Even with reservations about the exactness of such statistics, we can with some 
certainty conclude that the New Testament as well as other early Christian 
authors and the Qumran Essenes had very similar preferences when using the 
important books and book complexes of the later Old Testament. A glance at 
Philo suggests that at the same time there existed a reading of Biblical pre-texts 
that was of quite a different nature. 

The canon of the Jewish and early Christian reading community 
demonstrates that the book of Isaiah obviously enjoyed first place among all 
prophetic books.14 Perhaps this book even functioned as an exemplary 
hermeneutic model for the reading of other prophetic texts in the New 
Testament. As shown in Table 19, at three places the book of the Minor 
Prophets, too, is quoted in close association with Isaiah (Hos 2:1/Isa 10:28 in 
Rom 9:25f; Isa 25:8/Hos 13:14 in 1 Cor 15:54–55; Isa 62:11/Zech 9:9 in Matt 
21:4). In comparison with Isaiah, the book of Jeremiah occupies a minor place; 
Ezekiel is hardly quoted at all. The book of the Minor Prophets holds a fixed but 
comparatively modest place in the Essene/early Christian reading canon. This is 
also demonstrated by the five Minor Prophet citations that appear in both a 
Qumran document and in a book of the New Testament (Amos 5:25–27; Amos 
9:11; Hab 1:5; Hab 2:4; Zech 13:7; compare also Table 19).15 Of course the 
shared reading does not necessarily imply general agreement concerning the 
interpretation of the texts; that can be illustrated with the common citations and 

                                                           
12 Cf. a similar list with regard to Paul in Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, 
33. The list shows similar numbers: Pentateuch, 39x; Psalms, 20x; Isaiah, 28x; the 
Twelve, 8x. It is remarkable, but not entirely surprising, that there are no citations at all 
from Jeremiah in Paul’s writings. 
13 The first number refers to the cases of citations outside the pesharim, the number in 
parentheses refers to the number of citations in the pesharim.  
14 Cf. J. Flamming, “The New Testament Use of Isaiah,” SwJT 11 (1968): 89–103. 
15 Cf. Jan de Waard, A Comparative Study of the Old Testament Text in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and in the New Testament (STDJ 4; Leiden: Brill, 1965); and recently, Barbara 
Fuß, ‘Dies ist die Zeit, von der geschrieben ist …’: Die expliziten Zitate aus dem Buch 
Hosea in den Handschriften von Qumran und im Neuen Testament (NTAbh NF 37; 
Münster: Aschendorff, 2000). 
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their understanding in the New Testament or in Qumran.16 The common reading 
canon is a basis for discussion, but does not imply a general norm regarding 
contents.17 

3. What Text Forms Does the New Testament Presuppose  
for the Minor Prophets? 

The different forms of the citations from the Twelve in the New Testament have 
raised the question whether the pre-texts were conceived in different ways. We 
will examine that and start with the question asked at the beginning of this 
paper, namely, whether the New Testament perceives the Minor Prophets as one 
book. 

3.1 Were the Minor Prophets Read as One Book?  

Not only our statistical observations suggest that for most authors of the New 
Testament the book of Isaiah represented a significant literary and theological 
document. In the New Testament, the name of this prophet appears in twenty-
two of the approximately sixty citations from his book.18 The book of “Twelve” 
as a whole, on the other hand, is never mentioned by name in the New 
Testament, although according to Sirach the term could have already been 
known. One significant exception is, or could be, Acts which does refer to a 
book (7:42), or to the words of the prophets (15:14). The gospel of Luke and 
Acts are the only New Testament writings that apply the terms bibli,on or bi,bloj 
to identifiable Biblical books (Isaiah and also Psalms, cf. Luke 20:42; Acts 

                                                           
16 In that sense, Stendahl’s old assumption of a Matthew school that worked in analogy to 
the exegesis of the prophets at Qumran still appears worth discussing. Cf. Krister 
Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and Its Use of the Old Testament (ASNU 20; 
Uppsala: Almqvist, 1954); Ulrich Luz, Das Evangelium nach Matthäus, 1, Matthew 1–7 
(3d ed.; EKKNT 1; Zürich: Benziger; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1992), 
139. 
17 Robert A. Kraft, “The ‘Textual Mechanics’ of Early Jewish LXX/OG Papyri and Frag-
ments,” n.p. [cited 20 January 2004]. Online: http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/rs/rak/-
earlypap.html, describes “the relationship between Greek Jewish ‘scribal culture’ and 
early Christian literary practices” on the basis of numerous biblical and related Greek 
fragmentary manuscripts. His conclusion is not far from our assumptions: “Early 
Christianity was formed in large measure in close relationship (positive and negative) to 
the types of Judaism present in the Greco-Roman world in the first century of the 
common era. The ‘scriptural’ preoccupations of many early Christian representatives 
surely were influenced by the established Jewish frameworks of the time.” 
18 Cf. e.g.: Matt 3:3; 4:14; 8:17; 12:17; 13:14; 15:7; Mark 1:2; John 1:23; 12:38ff.; Acts 
8:28, 30; 28:25; Rom 9:27, 29; 10:16, 20; 15:12. 
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1:20). So it is possible to associate the term “Book of the Prophets” in Acts 7:42 
to a Minor Prophets scroll.19 Though it could refer to the section of the canon 
called “Prophets,” just as in Luke 24:44. 

The names of the individual prophets are known and mentioned in some 
introductory formulas. In Rom 9:25 Paul refers to Hosea as the source of his 
citation.20 Luke mentions Joel as the source of the text of Peter’s Pentecostal 
sermon (Acts 2:16). Matt 27:9 ascribes a quotation to “Jeremiah, the prophet.” 
Actually this particular verse quotes from Zech 11:12–13; it is the “field of the 
potter” referred to in Matt 27:10 that may relate to the book of Jeremiah (cf. 
below). The question is whether the author of Matt 27:3–10 really knew exactly 
where his citation came from. Matt 2:5, 15 and 21:4 attribute the citations from 
the Twelve to “the prophet”; to which prophet reference is made, or whether a 
definite prophet is meant at all—this question remains unanswered. Most other 
formulas, however, do not refer to a prophet or his book. 

By and large the findings suggest that the book of the Twelve was not really 
of great literary and theological relevance for New Testament authors, even if 
they had scrolls of this book at hand. The individual writings and the names of 
the respective prophets may basically be known, but they do not have the 
authoritative significance of the figure of Isaiah and the book of Isaiah. Instead 
the citations from the Minor Prophets seem mostly to be part of a non-
individualized prophetic tradition. 

3.2 The Origin of the Short Citations: A Treasury of Prophetic Citations? 

There are some remarkable features in common among the short citations: they 
are often, partly or as a whole, strikingly concise in form and content. They are 
quoted several times not only in the New Testament alone, but also in the New 
Testament and in Qumran; in addition, formulations similar in wording and 
content are found at other places, in the Old Testament as well as in 
contemporary literature of the New Testament. These features lead me to 
suppose that most (if not all) short citations are aphorisms that have their roots 
beyond their respective literary references, in the oral tradition and in the 
general knowledge of the time, and are not bound to the written tradition. 

The following four citations from the Minor Prophets in the New Testament 
will serve to illustrate this: 

                                                           
19 See Schneider’s excursus on citations from the Old Testament in Die Apostelgeschichte 
(HTKNT 5.1; Freiburg: Herder, 1980), 1:236. 
20 Christoph Burchard, “Römer 9,25 VEn tw|/ ~Wshe,” ZNW 76 (1985): 131, suggests that we 
understand evn tw|/ ~Wshe, as “im Hoseaabschnitt (des Zwölfprophetenbuches).” This 
understanding is based on a petitio principii as Burchard supposes: “… hat Paulus ein 
Hoseabuch gekannt? Vermutlich doch nur das Zwölfprophetenbuch ….” 
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3.2.1 “I desire mercy, not sacrifice” (Hos 6:6) 

dio,ti e;leoj qe,lw kai. ouv qusi,an kai. 
evpi,gnwsin qeou/ h' o`lokautw,mata 
 
~yhla t[dw xbz-alw ytcpx dsx yk

twl[m 

Matt 9:13 poreuqe,ntej de. ma,qete ti, 
evstin( e;leoj qe,lw kai. ou ̀qusi,an\ ou ̀
ga.r h=lqon kale,sai dikai,ouj avlla. 
àmartwlou,j. 
 
Matt 12:7 eiv de. evgnw,keite ti, evstin\ 
e;leoj qe,lw kai. ou ̀qusi,an( ou`k a'n 
katedika,sate tou.j avnaiti,ouj. 

The statement appears in the gospel of Matthew twice. Moreover, doubts with 
regard to God’s “pleasure” in sacrifice is a widely-spread Old Testament topos 
(cf. 1 Sam 15:22; Hos 8:13; Ps 40:7; Isa 1:10–17; cf. Sir 34:19–20) and has 
found access into the New Testament as well (cf. Mark 12:33; Acts 7:42ff). 
Even the Old Testament sentence appears to “originate from a specific teaching 
tradition.”21 That assumption is supported by the introductory formula chosen in 
the gospel of Matthew, poreuqe,ntej de. ma,qete ti, evstin, a formula characteristic 
of the pharisaic-rabbinic teaching.22 

3.2.2 “The righteous will live by his faith.” (Habakkuk 2:4b) 

Hab 2:3  
dio,ti e;ti o[rasij eivj kairo.n kai. 
avnatelei/ eivj pe,raj kai. ou`k eivj keno,n 
eva.n u`sterh,sh| u`po,meinon au`to,n o[ti 
evrco,menoj h[xei kai. ou ̀mh. croni,sh| 4 eva.n 
u`postei,lhtai ou`k eu`dokei/ h ̀yuch, mou 
evn aùtw/| ò de. di,kaioj evk pi,stew,j mou 
zh,setai 
 
Hab 2:4 

wb wXpn hrXy-al hlp[ hnh
hyxy wtnwmab qydcw

1QpHab VII, 17–VIII, 1–3 
[hyxy wtnwmab qydcw … ] 7:17

tybb hrwth yXw[ lwk l[ wrXp 8:1
rXa hdwhy

rwb[b jpXmh tybm la ~lycy 2
~tnmaw ~lm[

Rom 1:17  
dikaiosu,nh ga.r qeou/ evn auvtw|/ 
avpokalu,ptetai evk pi,stewj eivj pi,stin( 
kaqw.j ge,graptai\ ò de. di,kaioj evk 
pi,stewj zh,setai. 
 
Gal 3:11  
o[ti de. evn no,mw| ou`dei.j dikaiou/tai para. 
tw|/ qew|/ dh/lon( o[ti ò di,kaioj evk pi,stewj 
zh,setai\ 
 
Heb 10:36–38 
u`pomonh/j ga.r e;cete crei,an i[na to. 
qe,lhma tou/ qeou/ poih,santej komi,shsqe 
th.n evpaggeli,an.  
e;ti ga.r mikro.n o[son o[son( ò evrco,menoj 
h;xei kai. ou ̀croni,sei\ ò de. di,kaio,j mou 
evk pi,stewj zh,setai( kai. eva.n 
u`postei,lhtai( ouvk eu`dokei/ h ̀yuch, mou 

                                                           
21 Hans W. Wolff, Dodekapropheton: Hosea (BKAT 14.1; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener Verlag, 1965), 153. 
22 Cf. Eduard Schweizer, Das Evangelium nach Matthäus (13th ed.; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1973), 2:146; Str-B 1:499. 
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… qdch hrwmb 3
8Xev1 XVII, 30 
[auvtw/| kai. di,]kaioj evn pi,stei autou/ 
zh,se[tai]  

evn aùtw|/. 

As a short citation, the phrase is used in the New Testament (Rom 1:17; Gal 
3:11) and probably in Qumran (1QpHab VII, 17f). The early Christian authors 
of the second and the early third century, such as Clement of Alexandria, 
Irenaeus, and Tertullian, were quite familiar with it;23 and “in early Rabbinic 
Judaism” it held “a place and function above the average.”24 Its conciseness and 
its frequent use in both the New Testament and the contemporary literature 
suggests that it is known as and cited as an aphorism. The citation in Heb 10:37–
38 considerably differs from those in Romans and Galatians. It has twenty single 
words and rearranges the wording of Hab 2:3–4 in deliberate manner. Thus, Heb 
10:37–38 cites from a written text. 

3.2.3 “Like the sand by the sea,” “Not my people, my people”  
(Hos 2:1, 3, 25) 

 
1–3 kai. h=n ò avriqmo.j tw/n ui`w/n Israhl 
ẁj h ̀a;mmoj th/j qala,sshj h] ouvk 
evkmetrhqh,setai ouvde. evxariqmhqh,setai 
kai. e;stai evn tw/| to,pw| ou- evrre,qh auvtoi/j 
ouv lao,j mou ùmei/j evkei/ klhqh,sontai 
ui`oi. qeou/ zw/ntoj ei;pate tw/| avdelfw/| 
u`mw/n Lao,j-mou kai. th/| avdelfh/| u`mw/n 
VHlehme,nh 
 
25 kai. sperw/ auvth.n evmautw/| evpi. th/j gh/j 
kai. evleh,sw th.n Ouvk&hvlehme,nhn kai. evrw/ 
tw/| Ouv law/| mou lao,j mou ei= su, kai. auvto.j 
evrei/ ku,rioj ò qeo,j mou ei= su, 
 
Isa 10:22 kai. eva.n ge,nhtai ò lao.j Israhl 
ẁj h ̀a;mmoj th/j qala,sshj to. kata,leimma 
auvtw/n swqh,setai lo,gon ga.r suntelw/n 
kai. sunte,mnwn evn dikaiosu,nh| 

Rom 9:25–27  
ẁj kai. evn tw/| ~Wshe. le,gei\ kale,sw to.n 
ouv lao,n mou lao,n mou kai. th.n ouvk 
hvgaphme,nhn hvgaphme,nhn\ kai. e;stai evn 
tw/| to,pw| ou- evrre,qh auvtoi/j\ Ouv lao,j 
mou ùmei/j( evkei/ klhqh,sontai ui`oi. qeou/ 
zw/ntojÅ VHsai<aj de. kra,zei u`pe.r tou/ 
VIsrah,l\ VEa.n h=| ò avriqmo.j tw/n ui`w/n 
VIsrah.l ẁj h ̀a;mmoj th/j qala,sshj( to. 
u`po,leimma swqh,setai\ 
 

 

                                                           
23 Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 2.7; 3.40; Strom. 2.8.29. Irenaeus Epid. 35; Haer. 4.34. 
Tertullian Marc. 4.18; 5.3. 
24 August Strobel, Untersuchungen zum eschatologischen Verzögerungsproblem auf 
Grund der spätjüdisch-urchristlichen Geschichte von Habakuk 2,2 ff. (NovTSup. 2; 
Leiden: Brill, 1961), 192–93. 
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With twenty-five words the combined citation from Hos 2:1, 3, and twenty-five 
(and Isa 10:22) in Rom 9:25–27 is relatively long. It belongs to those citation 
structures whose elements are particularly dissociated from the original texts of 
the Septuagint. In addition, this citation clearly operates with aphoristic pieces: 
the piece containing the “sand by the sea” (or, “the earth”) is already proverbial 
in the Old Testament and has remained so to this day.25 The phrase ouv lao,j mou – 
lao,j mou is quoted in Rom 9:25 (again in 1 Pet 2:10). In Greek it forms—
regarding the vowels and diphthongs—a catchy, melodious palindrome. The 
theme of the phrase in the Old Testament belongs in the context of the so-called 
“covenant formula”: “YHWH, Israel’s God – Israel, YHWH’s people”. A motif 
of this theological principle lao,j mou, “my people,” plays an important part in 
the Minor Prophets generally, in addition to the Hosea reference (cf. Hos 4:6ff.; 
Mic 1:9; 2:4, 8; 3:3; Joel 2:27; 8:8–9).26 In short, we assume that the cited motif 
“sand by the sea” and the allusions to the “covenant formula” have an oral 
background. Admittedly, the passage kai. e;stai evn tw/| to,pw| ou- evrre,qh auvtoi/j ouv 
lao,j mou ùmei/j( evkei/ klhqh,sontai ui`oi. qeou/ zw/ntoj (Hos 2:1 – Rom 9:26) seems 
too long and too well preserved to be a purely oral citation. 

In our opinion the examples discussed so far suggest that the short citations 
have been quoted from memory as aphorisms or common sayings. However, that 
does not mean that they did not have any backing in the written tradition. They 
do have—just like modern aphorisms—the written versions in the background, 
and therefore “interferences” between citations from memory and citations from 
the written tradition do occur as we will see now in our last example. 

The diverging versions of the citations from Mic 7:6 in Matt 10:35 and 
Luke 12:53, as well as in the Q source, show a special case of interference 
between the oral and written background of a citation.27 

                                                           
25 We find this expression in the Septuagint twenty-two times. Cf. Gen 13:16; 22:17; 
28:14; 32:13; 41:49; Exod 2:12; Josh 11:4; Judg 7:12; 1 Kgdms 13:5; 2 Kgdms 17:11; 
3 Kgdms 2:35; Jdt 2:20; 1 Macc 11:1; Pss 77:27; 138:18; Odes 7:36; Sir 1:2; Hos 2:1; 
Hab 3:14; Isa 10:22; 48:19; Jer 5:22; 15:8; 26:22; Dan 3:36. Furthermore, 1QpHab III, 
14; 4Q161 2 II, 2:7; 4Q163 4–6 II, 11, 14; 1 Clem. 10:5. 
26 Cf. Rudolf Smend, “Die Bundesformel,” in Gesammelte Studien, 1, Die Mitte des Alten 
Testaments (99; München: Kaiser, 1986), 11–39, esp. 30ff. 
27 Cf. Christoph Heil, “Die Rezeption von Micha 7:6LXX in Q und Lukas,” ZNW 88 
(1997): 211–22. 
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3.2.4 “Son and Father” (Micah 7:6 – Q12:53 par.) 

 
dio,ti ui`o.j avtima,zei pate,ra quga,thr 
evpanasth,setai evpi. th.n mhte,ra auvth/j 
nu,mfh evpi. th.n penqera.n auvth/j evcqroi. 
avndro.j pa,ntej oì a;ndrej oì evn tw/| oi;kw| 
auvtou/ 
 

Q 12:5328  
h=lqon ga.r dica,sai ui`o.<n> {kata.} 
patr{o.j} kai. qugate,ra {kata.} th/{j} 
mhtr{o.j} (auvth/j kai. nu,mfhn {kata.} 
th/{j} penqera/{j} (auvth/j)29 
 
Luke 12:53  
diamerisqh,sontai path.r evpi. ui`w/| kai. 
ui`o.j evpi. patri,( mh,thr evpi. th.n 
qugate,ra kai. quga,thr evpi. th.n mhte,ra( 
penqera. evpi. th.n nu,mfhn auvth/j kai. 
nu,mfh evpi. th.n penqera,nÅ 
 
Matt 10:35  
h=lqon ga.r dica,sai a;nqrwpon kata. tou/ 
patro.j auvtou/ kai. qugate,ra kata. th/j 
mhtro.j auvth/j kai. nu,mfhn kata. th/j 
penqera/j auvth/j( kai. evcqroi. tou/ 
avnqrw,pou oì oivkiakoi. auvtou/Å 

The version of the Q source (Q12:53) is associated with the Septuagint version 
in three word pairs concerning relatives: son – father; daughter – her (?) mother; 
daughter-in-law – her (?) mother-in-law. Beyond that, the theme of the disas-
trous conflict between these relatives is the same in Mic 7:6 and in Q 12:53. But 
that is all, there are no other common wordings between Q and Micah. If the Q 
source quotes LXX Mic 7:6 at all, it quotes it—in my opinion—as a fixed topos 
from memory, without direct reference to the written document as such.30 
Different from that, Luke not only provides the three word pairs concerning 
relatives, but in addition uses the preposition evpi,, so that Luke’s version is closer 

                                                           
28 We follow the reconstruction in Robinson, Hoffmann, and Kloppenborg, Critical 
Edition of Q Synopsis. 
29 Heil, “Die Rezeption von Micha 7:6LXX in Q und Lukas,” 217, assumes “daß sich Q 
an die LXX-Fassung von Mi 7,6 anlehnt … LkR hätte die beiden Possessivpronomen bei 
th.n mhte,ra und th.n penqera,n getilgt und eventuell mit dem auvth/j bei th.n nu,mfhn eine 
Reminiszenz an die Q-Fassung bewahrt.” This seems to me to be a rather unlikely 
construct, which depends on the assumption of an intertextuality that is exclusively based 
on written documents. But why should LkR delete auvth/j against LXX Micah and replace 
kata. by evpi. according to LXX Micah?  
30 This topos actually is not rare in the contemporary Jewish literature, as Heil, “Die 
Rezeption von Micha 7:6LXX in Q und Lukas,” 212, has shown. He points out Jub. 
23:19; 3 Bar. 4:17; 1 En. 91:11–17; Sib. Or. 8:84ff. 
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to the wording of Mic 7:6 than the Q version. Matt 10:35, finally, adds to the 
word pairs the topos of the members of the same household as being “enemies.” 
Again, the version of the citation has come closer to the written pre-text. One 
may conclude that the citations from memory in the Q source have been 
subsequently re-adapted in Luke, and especially in Matthew to a written version 
of Mic 7:6. 

The examples demonstrate that citing is not exclusively or mainly 
dependent on written sources, as biblical researchers usually claim.31 The basic 
form of the short citation and the free way of using it in the quoting of texts 
support the assumption that there was a “treasury of citations”32 that the 
members of the reading community could call on at any time from memory and 
integrate in their own texts. The “cultural memory” may depend on written 
tradition, but it is not its exclusive medium.33 Therefore, we plead for adequate 
consideration of both the oral and the written culture of memory. We will now 
turn to the written background of intertextuality between the Minor Prophets and 
the New Testament. 

3.3 Written Pre-Texts? 

Table 19 shows that the majority of the citations (fourteen out of twenty-three) 
agree with the OG version of the Septuagint regarding the word material (not the 
word sequences!). Some of the citations, however, can be determined yet more 
precisely, even with regard to their written Vorlage (cf. the intertexts marked 
with the letters “a” and “h” in Table 19). 

3.3.1 The long citations in Acts and the Alexandrian Text 

A first group includes the four long citations in Acts: Joel 3:1–5 in Acts 2:17–21 
(ninety-one words); Amos 5:25–27 in Acts 7:42–43 (thirty-seven words); Amos 
9:22–23 in Acts 15:16–17 (forty-three words); and Hab 1:5 in Acts 13:41 
(twenty-four words). These four citations differ from the text of the OG version 
as they contain variants derived from the Alexandrian group of manuscripts; 
                                                           
31 Cf. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, 11. 
32 This “treasury of citations” postulated by us must not be confused with a “source of 
citations” in the sense of a collection of testimonies, such as the Florilegium in Qumran. 
Georg Strecker, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit: Untersuchung zur Theologie des Matthäus 
(FRLANT 82; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962), has postulated the latter for 
Matthew’s “reflection citations” (49ff.). Our “treasury of citations” does not refer to an 
actual document, nor was it collected “from Christian tradition” (83), but was part of the 
literary and theological knowledge of the time. 
33 On the written form of “cultural memory,” see in particular Jan Assmann, Das 
kulturelle Gedächtnis, Schrift, Erinnerung und politische Identität in frühen Hoch-
kulturen (3d ed.; München: Beck, 2000), 87ff. 
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these variants do not affect the relation to the Hebrew text, except for the kai, ge 
in Acts 2:18. 

The phrases tou.j dou,louj mou, ta.j dou,laj mou, and kai, ge in Acts 2:18 are 
documented in the Alexandrian manuscripts. In Acts 7:43 the auvtw/n after tou.j 
tu,pouj is left off, which corresponds to the Alexandrian tradition. In Acts 13:41 
the pronoun ùmin with tij evkdihgh/tai is only documented in the Alexandrian 
texts. The same applies to a;n and to.n ku,rion in Acts 15:16. All these features 
taken together indicate, in my opinion, that the citations go back directly to a 
written Septuagint version of the Alexandrian manuscript group. With Traugott 
Holtz one can conclude that, “Luke must have been provided with a copy of the 
Septuagint for this book (the Minor Prophets), and the text of that copy must be 
close to the one that has been preserved and is available to us today in the A-
group of the Septuagint tradition …”34 This means, in addition, that the long 
citations without reasonable doubt go back to an intertextuality that was handed 
down purely in written form. 

3.3.2 The “Erfüllungszitate” and the Proto-Theodotionic Text 

The second text group consists essentially of fulfillment citations (“Erfüllungs-
zitate”) in the gospels of Matthew and John (Matt 2:15 – Hos 11:1; Matt 21:4–5 
– Zech 9:9; Matt 27:9 – Zech 11:12–13; Zech 12:10 – John 19:37).35 These texts 
are short citations that at points diverge considerably from the vocabulary of the 
entire Septuagint tradition and, in these divergences, contain elements from the 
vocabulary of the Hebrew consonantal text. 

This is quite evident in Matt 2:15, where the VEx Aivgu,ptou evka,lesa to.n ui`o,n 
mou does not represent the Septuagint (meteka,lesa ta. te,kna aùtou/), but the 
Hebrew text ynbl ytarq ~yrcmmw, maybe for theological reasons. The 

                                                           
34 Traugott Holtz, Untersuchungen über die alttestamentlichen Zitate bei Lukas (TU 104; 
Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1968), 27 (author’s translation). Possibly this “Alexandrian” 
group also includes Mark 14:27 (par. Matt 26:3) with a very short citation from Zech 
13:7. The verb form used here, diaskorpisqh/sontai, “and they will be scattered,” which 
is characteristic of the MT in subject and language, is documented in the Alexandrian text 
group of the Septuagint, whereas the evkspa,sate, “scatter!,” of OG usage is missing in 
Mark and Matthew. Cf. Robert H. Gundry, The Use of the Old Testament in St. 
Matthew’s Gospel with Special Reference to the Messianic Hope (NovTSup 18; Leiden: 
Brill, 1967), 25ff.  
35 To name just a few studies that are concerned with this problem: Anton Baumstark, 
“Die Zitate des Matthäus-Evangeliums aus dem Zwölfprophetenbuch,” Bib 37 (1956): 
296–313; Strecker, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit; Gundry, Use of the Old Testament in St. 
Matthew’s Gospel; Wilhelm Rothfuchs, Die Erfüllungszitate des Matthäus-Evangeliums: 
Eine biblisch-theologische Untersuchung (BWA(N)T 5.8 [88]; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 
1969); Luz, Das Evangelium nach Matthäus, 134ff. 
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formulation evpibebhkw.j evpi. o;non kai. evpi. pw/lon uìo.n u`pozugi,ou, “riding on a 
donkey and on a foal, the colt of a donkey,” in Matt 21:5 also is closer to the 
Hebrew text of Zech 9:9, twnta-!b ry[-l[w rwmx-l[ bkrw, “riding on a donkey, 
i.e., a male donkey, the colt of a female donkey,” than to the LXX Zechariah 
version, evpibebhkw.j evpi. u`pozu,gion kai. pw/lon ne,on, “riding on a donkey and on a 
young foal.”36 

The citation in the Judas narrative, Matt 27:3–10, is even more complex. 
Here the gospel attributes a citation, which obviously stems from Zech 11:13, to 
the prophet Jeremiah.37 

Table 21. Matthew 27:3–10 

Zech 11:12–13 
kai. evrw/ pro.j auvtou,j eiv kalo.n evnw,pion 
u`mw/n evstin do,te sth,santej to.n misqo,n 
mou h' avpei,pasqe kai. e;sthsan to.n 
misqo,n mou tria,konta avrgurou/j 
13 kai. ei=pen ku,rioj pro,j me ka,qej 
auvtou.j eivj to. cwneuth,rion kai. ske,yai 
eiv do,kimo,n evstin o]n tro,pon 
evdokima,sqhn u`pe.r auvtw/n kai. e;labon 
tou.j tria,konta avrgurou/j kai. evne,balon 
auvtou.j eivj to.n oi=kon kuri,ou eivj to. 
cwneuth,rion 
 
Zech 11:12–13 

wbh ~kyny[b bwj-~a ~hyla rmaw
yrkX-ta wlqXyw wldx al-~aw yrkX

yla hwhy rmayw 13 @sk ~yXlX
rXa rqyh rda rcwyh-la whkylXh
@skh ~yXlX hxqaw ~hyl[m ytrqy 

rcwyh-la hwhy tyb wta $ylXaw
 
Jer 18:2  
avna,sthqi kai. kata,bhqi eivj oi=kon tou/ 
kerame,wj kai. evkei/ avkou,sh| tou.j lo,gouj 
mou 
 

rcwyh tyb tdryw ~wq 18:2
yrbd-ta $[ymXa hmXw

 

Matt 27:3–10  
To,te ivdw.n VIou,daj ò paradidou.j auvto.n 
o[ti katekri,qh( metamelhqei.j e;streyen 
ta. tria,konta avrgu,ria toi/j 
avrciereu/sin kai. presbute,roij  
4 le,gwn( h[marton paradou.j ai-ma 
avqw/|onÅ oi ̀de. ei=pan\ ti, pro.j h`ma/jÈ su. 
o;yh|Å 5 kai. r̀i,yaj ta. avrgu,ria eivj to.n 
nao.n avnecw,rhsen( kai. avpelqw.n 
avph,gxatoÅ 6 oì de. avrcierei/j labo,ntej 
ta. avrgu,ria ei=pan\ ouvk e;xestin balei/n 
auvta. eivj to.n korbana/n( evpei. timh. 
ai[mato,j evstinÅ 7 sumbou,lion de. 
labo,ntej hvgo,rasan evx auvtw/n to.n 
avgro.n tou/ kerame,wj eivj tafh.n toi/j 
xe,noijÅ  
8 dio. evklh,qh ò avgro.j evkei/noj avgro.j 
ai[matoj e[wj th/j sh,meronÅ  
9 to,te evplhrw,qh to. r`hqe.n dia. 
VIeremi,ou tou/ profh,tou le,gontoj\ kai. 
e;labon ta. tria,konta avrgu,ria( th.n 
timh.n tou/ tetimhme,nou o]n evtimh,santo 
avpo. ui`w/n VIsrah,l(  
10 kai. e;dwkan auvta. eivj to.n avgro.n tou/ 
kerame,wj( kaqa. sune,taxe,n moi ku,riojÅ 
 

                                                           
36 The Hebrew copula in ry[-l[w has an explicative sense. 
37 Cf. the most recently published article of Marten J. J. Menken, “The Old Testament 
Quotation in Matthew 27:9–10: Textual Form and Context,” Bib 83 (2002): 305–28. 
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Jer 39 (MT: 32):9  
kai. evkthsa,mhn to.n avgro.n Anamehl ui`ou/ 
avdelfou/ patro,j mou kai. e;sthsa auvtw/| 
èpta. si,klouj kai. de,ka avrguri,ou 

According to Matt 27:7 the priests have spent the thirty silver pieces (ta. 
tria,konta avrgu,ria, Matt 27:3), which Judas threw into the Temple, to purchase 
the field of the potter (avgro.n tou/ kerame,wj). According to MT Zech 11:13, the 
prophet is also supposed to throw thirty silver pieces into the Temple, rcwyh-la. 
The common understanding of this Hebrew participle rcwy, derived from the 
root rcy, is, in the Hebrew Bible as well as in the LXX, “potter” (kerame,uj). LXX 
Zech 11:13 does not share this understanding here and renders rcwy by 
cwneuth,rion, “smelting furnace.” Most probably LXX Zechariah derives rcwy 
from the root rwc, which means in certain cases “to cast (metal pieces or coins)” 
(Exod 32:4; 1 Kgs 7:15; 2 Kgs 12:11).38 The citation in Matt 27:7 obviously 
presupposes the Hebrew text of Zech 11:13 or, more likely, a Greek text that is 
revised according to the Hebrew text.39 This revised Greek text created a “link” 
that connects the Judas narrative with MT Zech 11:13 on the one side and the 
Jeremiah tradition, namely the potter (kerame,uj) of LXX Jer 18:2, and from there 
to the purchase of the field in LXX Jer 39:8–9.40 This chain of associations and 
word bridges shows that Matthew cited from memory (and either made the 
mistake of ascribing the citation to Jeremiah, or at least expressed himself in a 
misleading way). In the background of his citation from memory, there is a 
written Greek text-form of Zech 11:13 that contained the word kerame,uj or 
perhaps keramei/on, according to the Hebrew text. 

To these three citations from Matthew can be added the well-known citation 
from Zech 12:10 in John’s passion story, John 19:37 (cf. Rev 7:1).41 The version 
of the gospel of John corresponds with both the MT wrqd-rXa ta yla wjybhw 
and with Theodotion.42 

                                                           
38 Cf. Otto Eissfeldt, “Eine Einschmelzstelle am Tempel zu Jerusalem (1937),” in Kleine 
Schriften (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1963), 2:107–9; and HALOT 2:403; 3:1015–16.  
39 Cf. Menken, “Old Testament Quotation in Matthew 27:9–10,” 319. 
40 For further “links,” see ibid., 315–17. 
41 The wound in Jesus’ side is seen as the fulfillment of a prophet’s word that John 
renders with o;yontai eivj o[n evxeke,nthsan, “They will look on the one whom they have 
pierced.” (NRSV) The Septuagint uses here evpible,yontai pro.j me avnqV w[n katwrch/santo, 
“they will look to me, instead of those they deride.” Cf. Alfred Rahlfs, “Über 
Theodotion-Lesarten im Neuen Testament und Aquila-Lesarten bei Justin,” ZNW 20 
(1920): 182–99; and Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante2, 277. 
42 Cf. the apparatus in Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae; Dorival, Harl, and Munnich, La 
Bible Grecque des Septante2, 277. 
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How did the affinity of those New Testament citations to the Hebrew text 
come about? The suggestions attributing the affinities with the MT to certain 
sources such as the Palestinian Targum of the prophets (A. Baumstark) or an 
early Christian collection of testimonies (G. Strecker) are no longer accepted 
today.43 A dependence on the Jewish translations of Aquila or Theodotion must 
be ruled out for chronological reasons, as Alfred Rahlfs has shown with Zech 
12:10 and John 19:37. So in my opinion we should consider the first century 
B.C.E. precursors of Aquila as the text-historical background of those four 
citations. 44 That means that the New Testament authors as readers of the Greek 
Old Testament had not remained untouched by the attempts of the Jewish—also 
called “Proto-Theodotionic”—revision of the “Old Greek.” (Unfortunately our 
passages are not included in the scroll fragments of Nahal „ever.) Whether this 
influence was exerted through particular, no longer identifiable, written 
documents or simply through popular versions of these citations circulating at 
that time in oral form, that question must remain open. As the texts in question 
are short citations, the second possibility seems the more likely one. It would 
suit the Jewish-Christian reading community as postulated above (§2). 

4. Conclusions 

The different literary and historical aspects touched upon in this paper lead us to 
the conclusion that the relationship between the books of Twelve Prophets and 
the New Testament writings is a complex process of intertextuality. It is not a 
mere transmission from one written document into the other, controlled only by 
the intentions of the quoting authors. Besides authors and translators there are 
involved the reading community and its conventions, a cultural memory with 
both oral and written forms of tradition. Therefore the literary and scriptural 
horizons of the quoted texts are newly circumscribed in each instance of reading 
and understanding. Concerning the reading and quoting of the Twelve in the 
New Testament the following features seem to me particularly noteworthy: 

– Although the Twelve are read to the same extent in contemporary Jewish 
and early Christian contexts, the New Testament does not consider them as 
a well defined, literary, or theological entity. The contrary seems more 
likely: the texts of the Twelve were regarded as part of a not clearly defined 
and a widely anonymous prophetic tradition. 

– This goes well with our observation that the short citations are, or contain, 
familiar aphorisms, which are most likely quoted from memory and drawn 
from a common “treasury of citations.” Nevertheless they do have a more or 

                                                           
43 Baumstark, “Die Zitate des Matthäus-Evangeliums,” 305ff. 
44 Barthélemy, Les Devanciers d’Aquila. 
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less clear backing in the written tradition. The form of this written 
tradition—Minor Prophets scroll, scrolls of single books, testimonies—is 
hardly identifiable. 

– The cases in which the written Vorlage can be verified with some 
probability, it is not the so called OG text. The Vorlage of the long citations 
in Acts is found in the Alexandrian group of manuscripts. The Erfüllungs-
zitate in Matthew show affinities to the Proto-Theodotionic text-form. 

Thus our introductory question, “Which LXX did New Testament readers and 
writers use when the read and cited the Minor Prophets in Greek?” has to be 
answered in a subtly differentiated manner. 



 

 

Abandonment and Suffering 
Stephen Ahearne-Kroll 

1. Introduction 

This study examines the possible allusion to Ps 40 (LXX)1 in Mark 14:18 and the 
effect it might have on one’s reading of Mark 14:17–21. Because of the 
somewhat subjective nature of allusion, there is a need to situate the study 
within the greater context of LXX studies and to develop an adequate 
methodology for performing this type of study. After doing so Mark 14:17–21 
and Ps 40 will be considered in Greek, both separately and in conversation with 
each other. The results of this conversation will prove quite fruitful both in 
understanding the dynamics of Ps 40 and in gaining insight into the complexities 
of Mark 14:17–21 and of Mark’s passion narrative in general.  

1.1 The LXX Text: Translated Text, Translator’s Intention, and Text 
Reception 

There are two ways to proceed when considering a text from the LXX: (1) 
Consider the text at its inception, i.e., at the moment of its translation; and (2) 
examine the text through its reception history. This study is concerned with the 
second, and in particular, the reception of Ps 40 in Mark 14. The extent to which 
one has recourse to the Hebrew Vorlage of Ps 40 in considering its reception 
history depends on the make-up of the audience receiving the text. The vast 
majority of Mark’s explicit quotations comes from the version of the LXX to 
which we have access,2 and it is likely that most of his first century audience 
would have read any scriptural text referred to in his text in Greek without 
recourse to Hebrew. Therefore, the analysis of any text evoked from the LXX 
will proceed with the above assumptions and will delineate possible perceptions 

                                                           
1 From this point on I will refer to the psalms by their LXX numbering. 
2 Howard C. Kee, “The Function of Scriptural Quotations in Mark 11–16,” in Jesus und 
Paulus: Festschrift für Werner Georg Kümmel zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. W. G. Kümmel, 
E. Gräßer, and E. E. Ellis; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975), 172. 
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of the Greek text as read by a Greek speaker of the first century—including 
grammar, syntax, and rhetorical structure.3 

1.2 The Nature, Identification, and Interpretation of Allusions 

The poetics of allusion have garnered a considerable amount of attention in 
literary theory over the past thirty years.4 There is a need to define allusion and 
to develop a methodology for treating allusions with some degree of certainty. 
Ziva Ben-Porat, the theorist to which later theorists most often appeal, defines 
literary allusion in the following way: 

The literary allusion is a device for the simultaneous activation of two texts. 
The activation is achieved through the manipulation of a special signal: a sign 
(simple or complex) in a given text characterized by an additional larger 
“referent.” This referent is always an independent text. The simultaneous 
activation of the two texts thus connected results in the formation of intertextual 
patterns whose nature cannot be predetermined.5 

Ben-Porat goes on to distinguish the term “marker” from allusion to 
indicate that the signal in the text should not be confused with the more complex 
process of allusion. Identification of the marker begins a four stage process; the 
culmination of at least the third stage characterizes an allusion. The four stages 
are: (1) recognition of the marker, (2) identification of the evoked text, (3) 
modification of the interpretation of the marker and its local context in the 
alluding text, and (4) activation of the evoked text as a whole to form 
connections between it and the alluding text that are not based solely on the 
markers and marked items themselves.6  

In steps (1) and (2) a marker that signals an evoked text may be simple or 
complex. “The sign may be a poetic line or sentence or phrase, or it may consist 
of a motif, a rhythmic pattern, an idea, or even the form of the work or its title.”7 

                                                           
3 Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk About When We Talk About Translation 
Technique,” in X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate 
Studies, Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A. Taylor; SBLSCS 51; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 
2001), 533: “Over the last few years it has been frequently demanded that the Septuagint 
ought to be studied as a document in its own right. Of course, this can be done … if you 
are interested in the use of the Greek Scriptures in the Christian Church.”  
4 For a good review of scholarship, see Udo J. Hebel, “Towards a Descriptive Poetics of 
Allusion,” in Intertextuality (ed. H. F. Plett; Research in Text Theory 15; Berlin: Walter 
de Gruyter, 1991), 135–64. 
5 Ziva Ben-Porat, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,” PTL: A Journal for Descriptive 
Poetics and Theory of Literature 1 (1976): 107–8. 
6 Ibid., 110–11. 
7 Benjamin D. Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40–66 
(Contraversions: Jews and Other Differences; Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 
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As a result, the process for identifying a marker is not uniform and oftentimes 
quite complex. An interpreter must be alert to any and all narrative, grammatical, 
linguistic, and rhetorical elements in a given text. Once the marker is tentatively 
identified, always with possible texts in mind, then one can bring in elements 
from outside the marked text to zero in on a possible evoked text or to verify the 
likelihood that a particular text is being evoked. For the gospel of Mark one 
should consider whether an alleged evoked text is used by texts contemporary to 
Mark. If so, then the likelihood of the marker signaling that evoked text increases, 
and if the text is used in a similar manner by contemporary authors, the 
likelihood increases even more. 

Stages (3) and (4) determine whether a marker acts as an allusion or not. 
According to Ben-Porat unless the text to which the marker refers is identified, 
the marker simply signals a vague recollection in the mind of the reader of 
something outside the text. This would be categorized as an echo rather than an 
allusion.8 In most instances a reader is able to understand the marker without 
recourse to the evoked text, but once the evoked text is identified there is a 
modification of the alluding text at the location of the marker in light of the 
evoked text.9 Once the alluding text is re-read in light of the evoked text, the 
reader may wish to stop there in his or her investigation, but “most literary 
allusions possess the potential for the fourth stage,” namely the activation of the 
evoked text as a whole.10 This allows the reader to draw a more complex, in-
depth, and wide-ranging correspondence between the alluding and evoked texts 
than exists merely at the location of the marker. The process of doing so need 
not include the marker or the marked elements of the two texts, but it can 
include other elements that can now be identified as intersections between the 
texts that were unseen before the identification of the evoked text. The thinking 
behind this fourth step is that once an author evokes an earlier text, there is the 
understanding that the alluding text should now be read in light of the evoked 
text. For our purposes the only criterion that can be relied upon when 
determining to what extent the two texts intersect is whether the connections 
                                                                                                                                  
11. See also, Carmella Perri, “On Alluding,” Poetics 7 (1978): 305, and James K. 
Chandler, “Romantic Allusiveness,” Critical Inquiry 8 (1982): 480–81. Robert Alter, The 
Pleasures of Reading in an Ideological Age (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1989), 123, 
notes that the evoked text may be short (a line or section) or much longer (a whole work 
or even a corpus). 
8 For R. B. Hays, an “echo” is simply a subtle allusion. See Richard B. Hays, Echoes of 
Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), 29. 
9 Ben-Porat, “The Poetics of Literary Allusion,” 110–11. 
10 Ibid., 111. See also Perri, “On Alluding,” 289–95, which culminates in her working 
definition of allusion. The last part of the definition states, “the property(ies) evoked 
modifies the alluding text, and possibly activates further, larger inter- and intra-textual 
patterns of properties with consequent further modification of the alluding text.” 
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between the texts deepen or add anything to the reading of the alluding text. In 
this study we will limit ourselves to stage (3) of the process. 

2. The Possible Allusion to Psalm 40 in Mark 14:17–21 

Mark 14:17–21 can be read and understood without recourse to any outside text. 
The passage follows the episode where Judas Iscariot, one of the Twelve, agrees 
to hand Jesus over to the chief priests and the episode where Jesus predicts the 
events that will happen when the disciples go into the city of Jerusalem to 
prepare the Passover meal. Both the negative power of Jesus’ opponents and 
Jesus’ superhuman powers and authority are evident.11 At dinner time he reclines 
with the Twelve and begins to eat. This is a special time between Jesus and the 
Twelve—it is a meal, which is a sign of intimacy and fellowship in the ancient 
world.12 More than that, however, it is specifically a Passover supper in Mark’s 
narrative context. Jesus takes this moment to make a disturbing prediction that 
one of the Twelve would hand him over to his enemies. Each of the Twelve 
denies Jesus’ claim, but he insists and specifies in v. 20 who it will be: “the one 
who dips into the bowl with me” (ov evmbapto,menoj metV evmou/ eivj to. tru,blion). 
Judas is never named, but there are enough clues in the preceding verses to 
know that he is the one about whom Jesus is speaking. Then Jesus interprets this 
handing over (paradi,dwmi) as being in line with Scripture—the Son of Man goes 
kaqw.j ge,graptai peri. auvtou/. Judas’s actions are predetermined by Scripture, but 
even so his fate is terrible—so bad that Jesus declares that it would be better if 
he had never existed. The passage displays Jesus’ powers to predict the course 
of events accurately, demonstrates the negativity of Judas’s betrayal by putting it 
in the context of a special meal and describing it with sharp rhetoric, and makes 
it all divinely approved and perhaps foretold. 

2.1 Identifying the Marker and Identifying the Evoked Text 

In Mark 14:18 we read, “And when they reclined and were eating, Jesus said, 
‘Amen I say to you, that one of you will hand me over, the one eating with me.’” 
(kai. avnakeime,nwn auvtw/n kai. evsqio,ntwn o ̀VIhsou/j ei=pen\ avmh.n le,gw u`mi/n o[ti ei-j evx 
u`mw/n paradw,sei me ò evsqi,wn metV evmou/))13 There is only minor textual variation in 
                                                           
11 Mark 14:16b: “and they found (it) just as he told them.” John R. Donahue and Daniel J. 
Harrington, The Gospel of Mark (SP 2; Collegeville: Liturgical, 2002), 393. 
12 Ibid., 394; Morna D. Hooker, The Gospel According to Saint Mark (BNTC; Peabody: 
Hendrickson, 1991), 336; Dennis E. Smith, “Customs (Greco-Roman Meal Customs),” 
ABD 4:652–53; Douglas J. Moo, The Old Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives 
(Sheffield: Almond, 1983), 239. 
13 All translations from the Greek and Hebrew in this study are mine, unless otherwise 
stated. 
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the verse, so there is a high degree of certainty to the reading as noted.14 The 
phrase ò evsqi,wn metV evmou, is the first possible marker in the pericope, mainly 
because of its awkwardness and redundancy.15 This could be a case of a Markan 
two step progression. In appositional cases “together they [the two steps] 
comprise a … description, in which the emphasis usually lies on the second 
part.”16 In this verse, o ̀evsqi,wn metV evmou, does not clarify or specify the betrayer 
overtly, because the only ones present are the ones eating with Jesus. So it seems 
redundant rather than clarifying. 

As we move along in the pericope Jesus interprets his cryptic prediction of 
betrayal (paradi,dwmi) in v. 21a: o[ti o ̀ me.n ui`o.j tou/ avnqrw,pou u`pa,gei kaqw.j 
ge,graptai peri. auvtou/) Taken alone, this could be a general statement of 
prediction from scripture or even a general statement that indicates Mark’s 
belief about the need to understand scripture in order to understand Jesus’ death 
properly. But in combination with o ̀evsqi,wn metV evmou, in v. 18, it increases the 
possibility that o ̀evsqi,wn metV evmou, is a marker and directs the reader to look for 
an evoked text. When one searches the scriptures for something similar to o ̀
evsqi,wn metV evmou,, one must look for lexical similarities but also for motifs, 
themes, and other narrative dynamics. The major motifs of Mark 14:17–21 are a 
meal with close associates and betrayal or handing over (paradi,dwmi) by a close 
associate.  

When one searches the scriptures with these motifs, themes, and terms in 
mind, several possibilities arise. However, the best possible match is Ps 40 
because it has the highest similarities with regard to motif, theme, and 
terminology.17 It has similarities in vocabulary (o ̀ evsqi,wn … mou in v. 10 and 
paradw|,h in v. 3), as well as other similarities such as: (1) Treachery has 
occurred at the hand of a meal companion (v. 10); (2) the meal companion is a 
close associate of the protagonist (ò a;nqrwpoj th/j eivrh,nhj mou, in v. 10); and (3) 
being handed over into the hands of one’s enemies colors the entire psalm from 
v. 3 onward. We must check this initial finding with contemporary usage of 
Ps 40. 

                                                           
14 tw/n evsqio,ntwn, instead of ò evsqi,wn in B and 2427 co. 
15 Joel Marcus, The Way of the Lord: Christological Exegesis of the Old Testament in the 
Gospel of Mark (1st ed.; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1992), 172. See also 
Vernon K. Robbins, “Last Meal: Preparation, Betrayal, and Absence (Mark 14:12–25),” 
in The Passion in Mark: Studies on Mark 14–16 (ed. W. H. Kelber and J. R. Donahue; 
Toronto: Macmillan, 1976), 31. 
16 David M. Rhoads, Joanna Dewey, and Donald Michie, Mark as Story: An Introduction 
to the Narrative of a Gospel (2d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999), 49. 
17 The strongest alternatives are Gen 27:1–29 and 1 Kgdms 20. The other possibilities 
have no likelihood of being the evoked texts: Lev 26:29; Deut 2:26–31; Isa 65:13; Ezek 
25:4; Mic 6:14–16; Bel 27–28. 
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Ps 41:10 (MT) is used by the author of the Hodayot in 1QHa XIII 22–24 in 
an unmarked, modified quotation:  

1QHa XIII 22–2418 
byrl ynd[m !w][ l[ ytyyh ynaw 
yabl @aw hanq y[rl ~yndmw 

~]g yd[wn lwkl hnwltw !grw ytyrb 
ymxl ylk[wa 

yl[ wzylyw bq[ wlydgh yl[ 
ydws ydmcn lwk lw[ tpXb 

But I have been the target of sl[ander 
for my rivals,] cause for quarrel and 
argument to my neighbours, for 
jealousy and anger to those who 
have joined my covenant, for 
challenge and grumbling to all my 
followers. Ev[en those who e]at my 
bread have raised their heel against 
me; they have mocked me with an 
unjust tongue all those who had 
joined my council. 

Here the author, presented as the leader of the community, describes strife 
between himself and his rivals and in the midst of the description uses Ps 41:10 
to describe the depth of the strife that he has caused. There is no meal scene as 
in Mark 18:17–21, but the author uses Ps 41:10 as an image to describe and 
lament the depth of controversy he, as leader of the community, has caused, and 
the danger in which he found himself as a result. Although not exactly the same 
as Mark, the similarities in usage are enough to lend credibility to Ps 40 (LXX) as 
the evoked text in Mark 14:18. 

The second occurrence is from John 13:18b, which contains a marked 
quotation to some form of Ps 41 (MT).19 The gospel of John reads, “but so that 
the scripture may be fulfilled, ‘The one eating my bread has raised up his heel 
against me’” (avllV i[na h̀ grafh. plhrwqh|/\ o ̀trw,gwn mou to.n a;rton evph/ren evpV evme. 
th.n pte,rnan auvtou/). The way John uses this verse is very similar to what we 
found in Mark 14:17–21: the setting is at the last supper; Jesus is talking of his 
betrayal; and he makes a prediction based on the text of Ps 41:10. The text from 
the Qumran Hodayot and this text from John greatly increase the probability that 
Ps 40 is the evoked text in Mark 14:18, enough so that it is worth proceeding 
with our analysis.20 
                                                           
18 Text and translation taken from Florentino García Martínez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, 
eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls: Study Edition (Leiden; Grand Rapids: Brill; Eerdmans, 
1997–1998), 1:172–73. 
19 See Martinus J. J. Menken, “The Translation of Psalm 41:10 in John 13:18,” JSNT 40 
(1990): 61–79. 
20 A proverbial use of Ps 41:10 can be found in the Syr. Men. 213–16: “Do not despise 
your friends, and do not dishonor those who honor you. And he with whom you had a 
meal, do not walk with him in a treacherous way.” See T. Baarda, “The Sentences of the 
Syriac Menander: A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP, 2:583–606. However, 
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2.2 Modifying the Initial Interpretation of the Alluding Text 

After identifying ò evsqi,wn metV evmou, as the marker that evokes Ps 40:10, the 
interpretation of the alluding text must be modified in light of the evoked text. In 
doing this most commentators give only a brief statement of the evoked text’s 
importance for understanding Mark 14:17–21. In his work on the exegesis of the 
Old Testament in Mark, Joel Marcus gives the evoked text more extensive 
treatment than most. He mentions the reference to Ps 40 twice, and the first time 
he says that it is one of many references to the “Psalms of the Righteous 
Sufferer” in Mark’s Passion narrative.21 Marcus does this to contribute to his 
argument that these psalms are interpreted apocalyptically by Mark so that 
Jesus, as the Righteous Sufferer, is vindicated in the resurrection, which is a 
preview of the apocalyptic eschaton envisioned by Mark.22 John Donahue and 
Daniel Harrington briefly refer to the reference saying that “Jesus continues to 
be presented as ‘the suffering just one’ of the Psalms,” giving Pss 41 and 55 
(MT) as the primary Psalms to examine for this usage in Mark.23 Lothar Ruppert 
gives a similar treatment of Ps 41, but Ben Witherington and Morna Hooker 
give even shorter treatments of the reference.24 Craig Evans has a brief treatment 
of this reference, but only reflects on the effect of Jesus’ prediction of the 
betrayal in that it “softens the embarrassment and disgrace for Jesus, namely, 
that one of his own disciples would give him up.”25  

The second time he treats Ps 41, Marcus does so only after arguing that the 
references to Ps 22 in Mark 15 include more than just the verses cited or alluded 
to in Mark. He states that “the citation of Ps 41:9 in Mark 14:18 is true to the 

                                                                                                                                  
because of the difficulty in dating (approximately, third century C.E.) and provenance, 
this reference cannot be used with any certainty with regard to the discussion of usage in 
Mark. 
21 Marcus, Way of the Lord, 172, uses ‘Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer’ as “more 
descriptive of the actual content of the psalms” than H. Gunkel’s ‘laments of the 
individual.’ There are serious problems with the title ‘Psalms of the Righteous Sufferer,’ 
and its use requires more explanation and argumentation than what Marcus provides. The 
category clearly determines how he reads the way the psalms are used in Mark’s passion 
narrative, thus giving him a predetermined meaning for Mark’s depiction of Jesus in the 
passion narrative. 
22 Ibid., 172–86. 
23 Donahue and Harrington, Gospel of Mark, 394, 399. 
24 Lothar Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte? Der Weg Jesu im Lichte eines alt- 
und zwischentestamentlichen Motivs (SBS 59; Stuttgart: KBW, 1972), 50, 51–52; Ben 
Witherington, The Gospel of Mark: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 2001), 372; Hooker, Gospel According to Saint Mark, 336. 
25 Craig A. Evans, Mark 8:27–16:20 (WBC 34B; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2001), 375–
76. 
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wider context of the psalm since it not only speaks of betrayal but also situates 
this betrayal in the context of a meal. The continuation of the psalm, moreover, 
fits extremely well into the immediate Markan context and the larger flow of 
Mark’s story.” He goes on to discuss briefly the continuation of Ps 41 after v. 9 
(v. 10 in the LXX and MT) and reads it in terms of the psalmist being rescued and 
vindicated by God.26 Although the context of Ps 41:9 matters to Marcus, he does 
no detailed analysis of Ps 41, either in Hebrew or Greek, to understand fully 
how the context affects Mark 14. 

What is needed is a closer examination of the psalm in question. Even if 
Mark 14:18 refers only to Ps 40:10, the meaning of this verse is most fully 
understood in the context of the entire psalm. To this end, I will examine Ps 40 
in Greek using Rahlfs’s text from the 1931 Göttingen Edition.27 I will bring in 
discussion of the MT Ps 41 only when it aids in understanding particular terms 
and acts as a heuristic device that illuminates the grammar, syntax, or rhetorical 
structure of the Greek. After analyzing and interpreting Ps 40 as a literary whole 
in Greek, we can determine more carefully how the psalm may contribute 
something to the pericope in Mark or to other aspects of Mark’s story of Jesus. 

2.2.1 The Structure and Interpretation of LXX Psalm 40 

a. Structure 

The standard Psalms commentaries do not offer detailed analyses of the 
structure of Ps 40 in Greek because they all comment on the Hebrew Ps 41, only 
referring to the Greek when it will help clarify linguistic, lexical, or textual 
difficulties found in the Hebrew.28 The few articles that deal exclusively with Ps 

                                                           
26 Marcus, Way of the Lord, 183. See also Ruppert, Jesus als der leidende Gerechte?, 50. 
27 For the problems associated with Rahlfs’s critical edition, see Cameron Boyd-Taylor, 
Peter C. Austin, and Andrey Feuerverger, “The Assessment of Manuscript Affiliation 
With a Probabilistic Framework: A Study of Alfred Rahlfs’s Core Manuscript Groupings 
for the Greek Psalter,” in The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma 
(ed. R. J. V. Hiebert, C. E. Cox, and P. J. Gentry; JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic, 2001), 98–124; Albert Pietersma, “The Present State of the Critical Text of 
the Greek Psalter,” in Der Septuaginta-Psalter und seine Tochterübersetzungen (ed. A. 
Aejmelaeus and U. Quast; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 12–32. 
28 There is a consensus that Ps 41 is of mixed form, but by the time this psalm was 
appropriated by early Christian writers such as Mark, it was probably viewed in its Greek 
form(s) as a unity. For analyses of the MT Ps 41 as a mixed wisdom, lament, and 
thanksgiving form, see Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalms 1–59: A Commentary (trans. H. C. 
Oswald; Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1988); Peter C. Craigie, Psalms 1–50 (WBC 19; Waco: 
Word, 1983); Manfred Oeming, Das Buch der Psalmen: Psalm 1–41 (Neuer Stuttgarter 
Kommentar, Altes Testament 13; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2000); and Frank-
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41 take the same approach.29 With this in mind we turn to the text of LXX Ps 40 
and consider it as a reader without recourse to Hebrew might have. 

I will argue for the following structure: 

v. 1 Superscript 
v. 2 Beatitude 
v. 3–4 Petition/wish for one named in Beatitude  
v. 5 Plea for mercy and healing 
v. 6–10 Lament: Description of situation 
v. 11 Plea for mercy, elevation and revenge  
v. 12–13 Expression of confidence 
v. 14 Praise of God. 

The superscript is obvious and self explanatory, as is the beatitude. As the psalm 
moves to v. 3, we notice that the verbs are aorist optatives in 3a (diafula,xai, 
zh,sai, makari,sai) indicating either a wish or an imperatival construction. Verse 
3b follows with mh. paradw,h|, which is a negation of an aorist subjunctive in the 
third person. Given the parallelism that usually occurs in poetry of this sort, we 
can take this as a prohibitive subjunctive, which has much the same force as the 
optatives of v. 3a if they are taken imperativally.30 The next verse begins with 
another aorist optative (bohqh,sai) in 4a, following the same pattern as in v. 3a, 
but then it contains a second person singular aorist active indicative in 4b 
(e;streyaj), breaking the pattern of third person singular exhortation found in 
vv. 3 and 4a. Instead of relying on grammatical structure, we must look at the 
content of these verses to see how they are functioning structurally. I will 
address this issue below in the interpretive section. Since there is such a clear 
change in subject, content, and grammar between vv. 4 and 5, it is safe to 
assume that structurally there is a break after v. 4.31 
                                                                                                                                  
Lothar Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, Die Psalmen I: Psalm 1–50 (NEchtB:AT 29; 
Würzburg: Echter, 1993). 
29 Lauren R. Fisher, “Betrayed by Friends: An Expository Study of Psalm 22,” Int 18 
(1964): 20–38; P. Auffret, “‘O Bonheurs de l’Homme Attentif au Faible!’: Étude 
Structurelle du Psaume 41,” Bijdr 50 (1989): 2–23. 
30 Therefore we can translate v. 3, “Let the Lord guard him, and let him live and bless him 
in the land; and let him (the Lord) not hand him over into the hand of his enemy.” In 
English, in the third person it is difficult to distinguish between optative of wish and the 
imperatival optative. I have chosen to use “let” as the more imperatival sense, with “may” 
as the wish sense. In my view the imperatival optative is not as strong as the imperative. 
Instead, the imperatival optative corresponds more closely with the hortatory subjunctive 
(or in this case, the subjunctive of prohibition), rather than to the imperative. 
31 Cf. Albert Pietersma, A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other 
Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2000), 39, who also breaks the psalm here. 



302 S. Ahearne-Kroll 

 

The next section, vv. 5–11, begins and ends with a cry for mercy, which 
frames a lament of the psalmist’s situation. The section is very easily discernible 
and in need of little discussion. Verse 12, however, is not so straightforward. 
The key to determining the structural function of v. 12 lies in the phrase evn 
tou,tw|, which often signals a causative or instrumental relationship with what 
immediately precedes it.32 However, evn tou,tw| in the LXX often introduces a vow, 
a conditional statement, or a statement of fact.33 Therefore, it is most likely that 
evn tou,tw| refers to v. 13, with the two o[ti constructions of v. 12 telling what he 
knows based on those actions.34 So the verse would read, “By this I know that 
you have favored me; (and) that my enemy will certainly not rejoice because of 
me,” followed in v. 13 by what leads him to that conclusion, namely that in the 
past God has helped him and established him forever, creating an unresolved 
tension between the present state of the psalmist and the fact that in the past God 
has established him forever. 

Verse 14 follows this and completes the structure of the psalm by offering a 
benediction, which blesses God as opposed to describing the blessed state of the 
person who pays attention to the poor.35 Form critically one can see a mixture of 
forms in the psalm, even in the Greek. However, as a unit, it seems to function 
                                                           
32 H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (ed. G. M. Messing; 2d ed.; Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1956) does not discuss the construction evn tou,tw| explicitly, but he 
draws the distinction between ou-toj and o[de as the former referring to what precedes and 
the latter to what follows. He does note that sometimes the reverse is true, especially with 
the neuter, which is present in v. 12. See the discussion in §§1238–56 and cf. LSJ 
C.VIII.6. F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament (tr. and 
rev. R. W. Funk; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961) §219 (2) (cf. BDAG, 741) 
give a translation of “for that reason” for evn tou,tw| and then cite Acts 24:16 and John 
16:30 as two clear examples of it referring to what precedes.  
33 Of the thirteen places where evn tou,tw| is used causatively or demonstratively, eleven 
point to what follows the phrase. See Gen 34:15, 22; 42:15, 33; Exod 7:17; Num 16:28; 
Josh 3:10–11; 1 Kgdms 2:10; Wis 16:8; Pss. Sol. 5:17; Jer 9:23. See Gen 24:14, 44 for 
examples of evn tou,tw| referring to what precedes it. 
34 evn tou,tw| translates tazb, but this gives us no guidance since tazb can be used for 
reference backward or forward. See IBHS, 309.  
The MT of 41:12 reads: yl[ ybya [yry-al yk yb tcpx-yk yt[dy tazb. The double yk can be 
interpreted similarly to the Greek, but the second yk could also be read as a causal particle 
(which is how Pietersma translates the Greek in New English Translation of the 
Septuagint: Psalms, 39). A third possibility is that the second yk could be an emphatic 
particle. Given the parallelism in the verse it is most likely that the verb yt[dy is assumed 
in the second part of the verse leading to a reading similar to the one I propose for the 
Greek.  
35 See Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke: Introduction, Translation, and 
Notes (AB 28–28A; Garden City: Doubleday, 1981–1985), 1:633 who describes the 
distinction between the terms maka,rioj and euvloghto,j. 
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most like a Psalm of Lament. We will see this more clearly below, because I 
will argue that the whole psalm is directed towards God as a way to persuade 
God to act on behalf of the suffering psalmist. The lament is at the heart of the 
psalm as the major element used to appeal to God for help.36 

b. Interpretation37 

After the superscript, which attributes the psalm to David or implies that it was 
written for David (yalmo.j tw/| Dauid), the psalm begins with a beatitude for the 
one who considers the poor and needy and an assurance of the Lord’s 
deliverance on the day of evil. This statement seems to be a general didactic 
saying that describes the order of social relations favored by God, since care for 
the poor is a primary criterion of a just order in Israel’s sacred literature.38 
Verses 3 and 4 continue in this vein, but instead of asserting confidence in 
God’s protection of the one who considers the poor, as the MT could,39 the verbs 
are all in the form of an exhortation to God for protection, life, blessing, and aid 
during sickness, positively, and for not being handed over to enemies, 
negatively. Following the beatitude of v. 2, v. 3 can be read as an exhortation for 
the continuation of the just social order as determined by God. If one considers 
the poor, then advocating for that person’s well-being is to wish for the same 
thing that God has willed. By doing this the psalmist establishes personal piety 
by taking the side of God with respect to social relations. 

Verse 4 continues the urging begun in v. 3, but it becomes more specific. 
The psalmist’s desire is for help during sickness, and this help is closely 
associated with the general qualities that should result from a person’s just 
action. Verse 4b becomes even more specific, appealing to a past action of God 
                                                           
36 “Most of all it should be plain from our structure analysis that PLEA or PETITION for 
help … forms the very heart of a complaint song … In fact, all the other elements can be 
interpreted as preparing and supporting the petition … Complaints always try to change a 
situation of injustice and misery for the better,” Erhard Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1, 
with an Introduction to Cultic Poetry (FOTL 14; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 13. 
37 Both the Hebrew and its Greek translation use the masculine singular generically. 
Although it is desirable to change these to plurals, due to the interplay between the 
generic singular and the singular relating to the psalmist, the singular will be retained 
throughout this discussion. When a pronoun is needed to refer to the psalmist, it will be 
the masculine, in keeping with the Hebrew and Greek.  
38 For example, Ps 82; Jer 22; Deut 10, 16, 24, 27; much of Amos; Isa 1, 58; Job 31, Zech 
7, are among the many passages that describe this criterion. 
39 All of the verbs from vv. 3a and 4a are in the imperfect; 3b has the construction la + 
perfect, indicating a negative imperative. These imperfect verbs could be read as jussives, 
but the common future translation is also possible. Therefore in the MT vv. 3 and 4 could 
continue the beatitude of v. 2. The Greek is much more clearly some form of wish or 
exhortation because the verbs are not in the indicative. 
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with an aorist verb and appealing directly to God with the second person of the 
aorist. And it is not just general help during sickness that the psalmist recalls, 
but it is care during sickness: “his whole bed you changed during his sickness” 
(o[lhn th.n koi,thn auvtou/ e;streyaj evn th/| avrrwsti,a| auvtou/). Although this phrase is 
as difficult to understand in a precise way, as it is in the MT, the tense and person 
of the verb and the description of some caring action on behalf of the subject, 
God, make the verse intelligible enough to show the psalmist’s intention to 
positively describe God’s past action during illness.40  

The psalmist quickly takes the psalm from the most general statement of 
justice in v. 2, which expresses his understanding of God’s ways, to general 
exhortations for the fruits of justice in v. 3, which expresses his alignment with 
God’s will, to a more specific extrapolation of God’s blessing of a just person in 
v. 4a, namely help during sickness, to a specific instance of past action that 
resulted in care during sickness in v. 4b. This progression sets up the description 
of the psalmist’s particular case of suffering in the next section. Verses 2–4 are 
at once an affirmation of God’s justice and a preparation for challenging that 
justice by the psalmist’s specific situation of suffering. The juxtaposition of vv. 
2–4 with the next section raises the question of where his desperate situation fits 
in this scheme of justice just described. 

Verse 5 begins with the statement evgw. ei=pa, which puts the following verses 
in the context of reported speech. The question is, where does the reported 
speech end? The words that follow are in the second person, so we should look 
for where the second person verbal subjects end in order to determine where the 
reported speech ends. It is possible to read v. 6 as the end of the reported speech, 
but vv. 11–13 pick up the second person address to God again.41 Grammatically, 
it makes sense to include vv. 6–13 in the reported speech and possibly even 
v. 14, if one considers the blessing spoken directly to God in the third person. 
Below, we will address the implications for these sections of the psalm all being 
part of reported speech.  

The cry for mercy in v. 5 comes just after the psalmist’s recollection of 
God’s past actions and wish for more of the same. The cry for healing in v. 5b is 
coupled with the reason that healing is needed, namely, the psalmist’s sin 
against God. This sin goes undescribed; the acknowledgement is perhaps a 
general statement of the psalmist’s lowly condition in comparison to God. As 

                                                           
40 The MT reads wylxb tkph wbkXm-lk. Craigie, Psalms 1–50, 320, reads this half of the 
verse as a metaphor with God as a nurse who provides the sick person with some comfort 
and consolation. Hossfeld and Zenger, Die Psalmen I, 262, read this verse as God 
reversing the sickness, turning it into health for the sick person. Both recognize the 
grammatical difficulty of the Hebrew in the verse and the ambiguous nature of the image. 
41 Pietersma, New English Translation of the Septuagint: Psalms, 39, ends the reported 
speech of the psalmist with v. 5. 



 Abandonment and Suffering 305 

 

the psalmist continues the tension grows between the present situation and the 
way things should be. The psalmist describes his condition and the way those 
around him respond to his suffering. Twice in this section the psalmist reports in 
direct speech the ridicule received from the perceived enemies. In v. 6, they 
wish for the psalmist’s death so that his name may perish, which is a double 
death, actual death and the forgetting of his name after death.42 Verse 7 is 
confusing because of the unexpressed singular subject of the verbs.43 The best 
way to read it is that v. 6 ends the direct quote and v. 7 continues with an 
indefinite subject representing one of the psalmist’s “enemies.” The verse is a 
simple past condition, “And if he came in to see, he spoke falsely (or without 
cause); his heart gathered lawlessness to himself, he went out and spoke.” The 
verbs in 7a and 7c, which describe the action of the antagonist, are in the 
imperfect indicative,44 which connotes uncompleted or customary action here. 
The abuse started in the past but continues in the present, and perhaps happened 
repeatedly in the past.  

Verses 8 and 9 continue with the description of more abusive speech against 
the psalmist. In v. 8 all the psalmist’s enemies whisper together and devise evil 
things. In v. 9, they utter lo,gon para,nomon, “a lawless word,” which is then 
quoted as a question assuming a negative answer: “Will the one who is sleeping 
(or dead) ever rise again?” In v. 10 even the one closest to the psalmist has 
joined in: “For even the man of my peace, in whom I hoped, the one eating my 
bread, magnified his cunning against me” (kai. ga.r o ̀a;nqrwpoj th/j eivrh,nhj mou, 
evfV o]n h;lpisa, o ̀evsqi,wn a;rtouj mou, evmega,lunen evpV evme. pternismo,n). The psalmist 
ends the lament here with the worst possible scenario: his closest friend has 
failed to respond to his need and has acted duplicitously, even though it is not 
specified what exactly the friend did.45 This is in sharp contrast to the way things 
ought to be, as described in vv. 2–4. The psalm in v. 11 moves to another cry for 
mercy, framing the lament, but this time the psalmist cries, “Raise me up and I 
will pay them back” (kai. avna,sthso,n me, kai. avntapodw,sw auvtoi/j). 

                                                           
42 See, for example, Sir 15:6; 37:26; 40:12; 41:10–13; 44:8; Eccl 7:1; Prov 10:7; Job 
18:17. See John J. Collins, Jewish Wisdom in the Hellenistic Age (OTL; Louisville: 
Westminster John Knox, 1997), 79. 
43 The MT has a similar issue: rbdy #wxl acy wl !wa-#bqy wbl rbdy awX twarl ab-~aw.  
44 The syntax of v. 7 in the MT is a real condition introduced with ~a and a perfect in the 
protasis, and a series of imperfects in the apodosis. This construction connotes more of a 
present-future orientation to the conditional rather than the simple past condition of the 
Greek construction, although the distinction is not as clear in Hebrew as it is in Greek. 
45 The phrase evmega,lunen evp v evme. pternismo,n is ambiguous in its content, but it is clear that 
it is a vivid expression that communicates the antagonistic response to the psalmist. The 
noun only appears here and 4 Kgdms 10:19 and in other Greek literature only in 
reference to Ps 40. 
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As I argued above, evn tou,tw| in v. 12 refers to what follows in v. 13, and the 
two o[ti clauses signal what it is that the psalmist has learned. Much like vv. 2–4, 
v. 13 reflects past events to remind God of what God has done in the past, but 
this time it is not for any just person, but for the psalmist: “So, me, because of 
(my) innocence, you helped, and you established me before you forever” (evmou, 
de. dia. th.n avkaki,an avntela,bou( kai. evbebai,wsa,j me evnw,pio,n sou eivj to.n aivw/na). The 
emphatic evmou,, both in its form and placement, emphasizes the relationship to 
which the psalmist directs God’s attention in this verse: (paraphrasing) “It is I 
here for whom you have done these things in the past; what about now?” The 
dia. th.n avkaki,an is an additional key to understanding this verse. In the past, God 
has helped the psalmist and established him because of his innocence. This is in 
sharp contrast to v. 5 in which the psalmist asks for mercy and healing because 
of his sin. In the past, the psalmist reminds God, help and establishment came 
because of the psalmist’s blamelessness; but what about now, when sin is 
present? Together vv. 12 and 13 function to express confidence in God’s ability 
to act on behalf of the psalmist, but at the same time they challenge God to act 
as God has in the past in spite of the psalmist’s sinfulness.46 In other words, the 
psalmist is challenging God to live up to one end of the relationship assumed by 
the psalmist, by acting on behalf of the psalmist.47 

Verse 14 then rounds out the psalm with an unconditional praise of the God 
of Israel. Knowing that God delights in praise, it is performed in anticipation of 
God’s definitive act as a persuasive device to elicit God’s response to the 
psalmist’s desperate situation.48 As the psalm ends, the psalmist has tried 
everything to entreat God. He has appealed to the past actions of God, to the just 
way in which God would prefer people to act; he has aligned himself with God’s 
will; he has cried out for mercy, healing, and forgiveness; he has described his 
desperate situation; he has expressed confidence in God’s ability to respond 

                                                           
46 The expression of confidence is also a common trait of the psalms of lament or 
complaint. See Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1, 12. 
47 Tony W. Cartledge, “Conditional Vows in the Psalms of Lament: A New Approach to 
an Old Problem,” in The Listening Heart: Essays in Wisdom and the Psalms in Honor of 
Roland E. Murphy (ed. K. G. Hoglund; JSOTSup 58; Sheffield: JSOT, 1987), 81. See 
also Walter Brueggemann, “The Psalms As Prayer,” in The Psalms and the Life of Faith 
(ed. P. D. Miller and W. Brueggemann; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 55. 
48 Cartledge, “Conditional vows in the Psalms of lament,” 81, 86. This reading is contrary 
to the most commonly held view developed originally by Westermann in The Praise of 
God in the Psalms (trans. K. Crim; Richmond: John Knox, 1965), 15–35 and idem, “The 
Role of Lament in the Theology of the Old Testament,” Int 28 (1974): 20–38. According 
to Westermann the praise in the lament psalms indicates that God has heard the complaint 
and petition and that there has been a change in the situation of the psalmist. Westermann 
strongly asserts that the lament has no meaning without praise because the lament is 
turned into praise by the end of the psalm. 
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while at the same time issuing a challenge to God to act as in the past to show 
that the psalmist is pleasing to God; and finally, he has praised God in advance 
of an answer. But there is no answer, and this is highlighted by the fact that the 
whole of the psalm from v. 5 onward is placed in a reported speech context with 
the psalmist reporting his travails to God. By the end of the psalm, the reader 
expects a quotation that records God’s answer. The psalm ends without God’s 
response, and thus an ambiguity arises in the mind of the reader about where 
God is in the midst of this psalmist’s isolation and suffering. It is clear that the 
psalmist stands with God because the entire appeal is directed toward God. But 
where does God stand? By raising this question the psalm leaves the reader to 
reflect more deeply on the nature of the relationship between God and humans. 
There is no answer in the psalm, and in fact the psalm is not about finding 
answers. Rather it is about asking questions, expressing the reality of human 
suffering and the abandonment felt in the midst of it, and probing more deeply 
into the mystery of God’s interaction with humanity. 

2.2.2 Reading Mark 14:17–20 in Light of Psalm 40 

As we saw in our first reading of Mark 14:17–21, Judas has already agreed to 
find a way to hand over Jesus to the chief priests (14:10–11), Jesus has 
accurately predicted the situation in the city as the disciples prepare the Passover 
(14:12–16), and the scene of Jesus’ prediction of Judas’s actions is at that meal. 
It is worth emphasizing the intimacy of the situation, characterized first by the 
meal and then even more so by it being a Passover meal, a commemoration of 
the founding events of Israel’s history. In the course of one verse, Mark narrates 
the intimacy between the twelve and Jesus, reaffirms Jesus’ connection with the 
divine world by his making an accurate prediction of the course of events, and 
aligns Jesus with the plight of the lamenter in Ps 40. During this intimate 
moment with Jesus’ closest associates, Mark juxtaposes two voices, that of the 
one who knows the divine world and that of Ps 40, the one who suffers at the 
hand of his friend-turned-enemy. 

When one considers the ambiguity that arises by the end of Ps 40, Jesus’ 
already ambiguous relationship with God in Mark gains an added dimension. 
Without exploring this aspect of Mark’s narrative extensively, I wish to point 
out several key elements that reveal this ambiguity before the passion narrative. 
Jesus is presented as a powerful healer, exorcist, and miracle worker. He is also 
presented as working with God’s approval as evidenced in the epiphany of his 
baptism (1:11) and the transfiguration (9:7). At the same time, elements of 
suffering begin to emerge. The Jewish authorities continually oppose him 
beginning in 3:6. His family accuses him of being out of his mind in 3:21, and 
then his family and members of his home town reject him in 6:3. This suffering 
is understandable, especially when one thinks of the prophetic tradition in Israel, 
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and thus far does not directly affect his relationship with God. However, when 
the theme of suffering begins to grow, Jesus’ approval and authority, which he 
received from God, stands right alongside life-threatening suffering. Divine 
necessity is indicated in the first prediction of suffering and death (8:31) and 
implied in the other two predictions (9:31; 10:33–34). Mark 10:45 is a summary 
statement of Jesus’ mission: “For the Son of Man did not come to be served but 
to serve and to give his life as ransom for many.” By juxtaposing Jesus’ power 
and suffering, one can see Mark trying to make sense of Jesus’ death by placing 
it in the context of God’s will and approval. 

In chapter 14, Jesus’ power becomes evident again, but the voice of the 
suffering lamenter comes to the fore in 14:18. Let us explore the perceived 
maltreatment of the psalmist in Ps 40 a bit deeper in conversation with Mark 
14:17–21. The psalmist describes being on a deathbed, at death’s door. Fellow 
associates do not come to his aid. In the psalmist’s view they speak evil things 
against him, wondering when he will die and have his name erased from 
memory (v. 6b); they gather lawlessness to themselves (v. 7b), whisper together 
against him (v. 8a) and devise evil things (v. 8b). Because of these actions, they 
cease being friends and become enemies who abandon him during grave illness. 
They give up on him as indicated by the strongly negative rhetorical question in 
v. 9, “Will the one sleeping (or, the one who is dead) ever rise up again?” (Mh. o ̀
koimw,menoj ouvci. prosqh,sei tou/ avnasth/nai*). They take him for dead. Certainly, 
the psalmist believes that his friends, especially the most intimate one, should be 
a support and companion during the darkest of hours, even to the point of death. 
They all turn against him with their lawless and evil words, which culminate in 
the cunning of “the man of my peace.” Associates and friends have become 
enemies; therefore, the psalmist is left to the mercy of enemies and left to die in 
their hands. God is the only hope, but even in the midst of his cries there is no 
clear answer. 

Jesus’ situation seems similar in Mark. By this point in Mark’s narrative, 
the Pharisees have begun to conspire with the Herodians in order to destroy him 
(3:6). And the chief priests and scribes were seeking how to take him evn do,lw| 
and kill him (14:1). The conspiracy of the Pharisees with the Herodians and the 
desire of the chief priests and scribes to take Jesus evn do,lw| recalls the cunning 
(pternismo,j) with which the psalmist was treated in LXX Ps 40:10. Similarly, all 
of these people are Jesus’ countrymen-turned-enemies as in Ps 40. Because of 
these plans to arrest and destroy Jesus and the fact that Jesus has predicted his 
suffering and death three times (8:31; 9:31; and 10:32–33), Mark’s reader 
plainly knows that death is coming. When the intimacy of the meal arrives in 
14:17, one also knows that Jesus is about to be handed over, something that the 
psalmist prays never to happen to him. When Jesus makes his prediction by 
evoking Ps 40, the reader associates the injustice, the outrage, and the ambiguity 
of the psalmist’s cries with Jesus’ situation, the most serious aspects of which 
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are the treachery of his most trusted companions and the question of God’s 
presence in the midst of his suffering. When Jesus makes the statement that the 
Son of Man must go as it is written of him, this is no longer just a general 
statement of divine sanction through the appeal to scripture. Ps 40 changes the 
coordinates with which one reads the rest of the story by bringing in the 
questions that are raised by the psalmist’s cries—what kind of justice is God’s 
justice and where is God in the midst of this suffering? By evoking Ps 40, Mark 
14:17–20 begins the process of searching deeper into the mystery of divine-
human relations. 

In this brief consideration, we can see the potential depth that Ps 40 has 
added to Mark 14:17–21. Without examining the evoked text of Ps 40, one 
might miss important themes and contours of the Gospel that can shed light on 
early Christian struggles to understand Jesus’ death and his relationship to God. 
We could go further and consider how Ps 40 affects one’s reading of the entire 
passion narrative in Mark—in other words, go through stage (4) of Ben-Porat’s 
process of allusion. Much could be made of the ambiguity raised in the 
relationship between God and Jesus, especially when one considers it in light of 
Jesus’ experience in Gethsemane and the allusion in that material to Pss 41–42 
(LXX). Much could also be made of Mark’s probable allusions to Ps 68 (LXX) in 
15:23 and 36, and Jesus’ use of Ps 21 (LXX) as he cries from the cross. But these 
considerations are far too complex for this study and will have to wait for further 
consideration. 



 

 



 

 

The Septuagint Textual Tradition in 1 Peter 
Karen H. Jobes 

The book of 1 Peter quotes and alludes to the Septuagint more frequently than 
any other New Testament book, relative to its brief length. This paper presents a 
descriptive analysis of the Septuagint textual tradition as it is found in 1 Peter. 
This study does not concern itself explicitly with textual criticism, in that where 
evidence for more than one OG reading is found it does not attempt to determine 
the original reading. Where such differences may be evidence for a Hebrew 
reading different from the MT, this study does not attempt to determine the 
original reading of the Hebrew. This study is descriptive in that it is concerned 
with identifying individual textual issues for subsequent study in light of the 
larger picture of how the author of 1 Peter characteristically handled quotations. 
The critically reconstructed 27th Nestle-Aland text of the New Testament and 
the Göttingen Septuaginta are assumed to represent the original readings as a 
working hypothesis, until there is good reason to adopt a different reading.1 
However, to be sure, this study is concerned with questions related to textual 
criticism that are hopefully of value in reaching textual decisions. Specifically 
this study addresses three major questions:  

1)  How do the quotations in 1 Peter compare with their Septuagint source 
texts; and where there are differences, how can they best be accounted for? 

2)  To what extent has the text of 1 Peter influenced the transmission of the 
Septuagint texts it quotes?  

                                                           
1 The primary texts used for this study are NA27 for 1 Peter; Alfred Rahlfs, Psalmi cum 
Odis (3d ed.; Septuaginta 10; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979) for Psalms; 
Joseph Ziegler, Isaias (3d ed.; Septuaginta 14; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1983) for Isaiah; John W. Wevers, Leviticus (Septuaginta 2.2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1986) for Leviticus; Joseph Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae (2d ed.; 
Septuaginta 13; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) for the Twelve Prophets; 
and Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes 
(Stuttgart: Württembergische Bibelanstalt, 1935; repr., 2 vols. in 1. Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 1979) for Proverbs. In reference to variant readings, only the major 
apparatus of each text was examined. 
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3)  To what extent has the transmission of the text of 1 Peter been 
influenced by the Greek texts of the passages it quotes? 

One specific example might illustrate the value of this kind of study. In 
1 Pet 2:6 we find a quote from Isa 28:16: “For in Scripture it says: ‘See, I lay a 
stone in Zion, a chosen and precious cornerstone, and the one who trusts “in 
him” will never be put to shame.’” Leonhard Goppelt claims in his commentary 
on 1 Peter that the prepositional phrase evpV auvtw/|, “in him,” (Isa 28:16) is a 
secondary Christian interpolation that was inserted into manuscripts of Isaiah to 
harmonize that text with 1 Peter (or possibly with Rom 9:33, where it is also 
quoted).2 Knowledge of whether the text of 1 Peter was frequently interpolated 
back into the manuscripts of the Septuagint passages it quotes, and if so, 
whether the nature of those interpolations was distinctively Christian, helps to 
evaluate such a claim as made by Goppelt. We shall return to this example later. 

1. How Do the Quotations in 1 Peter Compare with Their Septuagint Source 
Texts, and Where There Are Differences, How Can They Best Be Explained? 

Quotations from the Septuagint are found in every chapter of 1 Peter along with 
even more numerous allusions to it.3 Seven of the fourteen quotations identified 
in this study are from the book of Isaiah, and generally speaking these are used 
to form the basis of 1 Peter’s Christology. Three quotations are from Psalms, 
two from Proverbs, and one from Leviticus. Quotations from these three books 
are generally used as the grounds of exhortation, directly appropriating the 
authority and relevance of the Tanak for Christian readers. Each of the three 
parts of the Tanak is represented within 1 Peter, albeit not evenly. 

While it is well known that 1 Peter draws its quotations from the 
Septuagint, to what extent do the quotations as they appear in 1 Peter agree with 
the extant OG of the passages it quotes? Where there are differences, can they 
be best explained as textual issues or as hermeneutical issues? Where the Tanak 

                                                           
2 Leonhard Goppelt, A Commentary on I Peter (trans. J. E. Alsup and ed. F. Hahn; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 145 n. 49. 
3 Depending on how one defines and divides a quotation (see S. Ahearne-Kroll, pp. 293–
309, and Wilk, pp. 253–71, in this volume), various counts have been offered, from my 
fourteen, to McCartney’s ten (Dan G. McCartney, “The Use of the Old Testament in the 
First Epistle of Peter.” [PhD diss., Westminster Theological Seminary, 1989]), to 
Voorwinde’s 18 (S. Voorwinde, “Old Testament Quotations in Peter’s Epistles,” VR 49 
[1987]: 3–16), to Osborne’s 31 (T. P. Osborne, “L’Ancien Testament Dans La Ia Petri,” 
RTL 12 [1987]: 64–77). For the purposes of this study the references to Hos 1:6, 9 in 
1 Pet 2:10, to Isa 53:6 in 1 Pet 2:25 (on which see n. 8 below), and to Isa 11:2 in 4:14 are 
considered to be allusions, not quotations, because of their brevity. 
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is quoted in 1 Peter, does the OG agree with the Hebrew MT, and if they 
disagree, with which does 1 Peter side?  

The list below indicates both the extent of agreement between 1 Peter and the 
Old Testament text it quotes, as well as where the OG disagrees with the MT and 
with which tradition 1 Peter agrees. When there is significant disagreement 
between the MT and OG within the passage quoted, an asterisk (*), pound sign 
(#), or percent sign (%) is used as follows to characterize with which text 1 Peter 
agrees:4  

*  1 Peter agrees with the OG against the MT  
# 1 Peter agrees with neither OG nor MT  
% 1 Peter agrees with MT against OG  
? It is uncertain with which 1 Peter agrees; it depends on how 

“agreement” is defined. 

As Table 22 below indicates, of these fourteen quotations, eight exhibit some 
difference between the OG and the MT. Of the eight quotations in 1 Peter where 
the OG and MT do not agree, 1 Peter follows the OG five times. In one case—
when quoting Isa 8:14 in 1 Pet 2:8—it is uncertain with which 1 Peter agrees, 
for although at first glance it seems to be following the syntax of the MT, the 
phrase is short enough that 1 Peter may be simply excerpting the OG. One of the 
two cases where 1 Peter follows neither the OG nor the MT—1 Pet 4:8 quoting 
Prov 10:12—is deceptive because it appears that the author of 1 Peter is simply 
using a familiar saying and not quoting a text at all. The other case where 
1 Peter follows neither the OG nor the MT, Isa 28:16 in 1 Pet 2:6, is one of the 
few places where some of the differences in this verse may be due to a different 
Greek text of Isaiah that reflects a Vorlage different from the MT. 

The tables below also indicate the nature of the extent of agreement 
between 1 Peter and OG by the following categories:5 

[A] =  exact agreement, according to the critical texts, except for  
orthographical differences 

[B] =  trivial difference(s) without textual or hermeneutical significance 
[C] =  significant difference(s) of textual or hermeneutical interest 
[D] =  substantial and extensive discrepancy 

                                                           
4 These notations and the categories employed follow those used by Moisés Silva in a 
similar study of the Psalms quotations in Paul’s letters: Moisés Silva, “The Greek Psalter 
in Paul’s Letters: A Textual Study,” in The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of 
Albert Pietersma (ed. R. J. V. Hiebert, C. E. Cox, and P. J. Gentry; JSOTSup 332; 
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 277–88. In the following discussion, chapter and 
verse numbers correspond to those of the Greek text, with the English (and Hebrew) 
versification given in parentheses where that is different from the Greek. 
5 Again, following Silva’s conventions in “Greek Psalter in Paul’s letters.” 
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Table 22. 1 Peter citations compared with Old Greek 

  1 Peter  Location of quote Notes 
1. [A] 1:16 * Lev 19:2 (1 Peter agrees with 

OG against MT) 
2. [C] 1:24–25 * Isa 40:6–8 (1 Peter agrees with 

OG against MT) 
3. [C] 2:3  Ps 33:9 (34:8)  
4. [C] 2:6 # Isa 28:16 (1 Peter agrees with 

neither OG nor MT) 
5. [A] 2:7  Ps 117:22 (118:22)  
6. [C] 2:8 ? Isa 8:14 (uncertain with 

which 1 Peter 
agrees) 

7. [B] 2:12  Isa 10:3  
8. [A] 2:22  Isa 53:9  
9. [C] 2:24 * Isa 53:4, 5, and 12b (1 Peter agrees with 

OG against MT) 
10. [C] 3:10–12  Ps 33:13–16 (34:14–

17) 
 

11. [C] 3:14, 15 * Isa 8:12, 13 (1 Peter agrees with 
OG against MT) 

12. [D] 4:8 % Prov 10:12 (1 Peter agrees with 
MT against OG) 

13. [A] 4:18 * Prov 11:31 (1 Peter agrees with 
OG against MT) 

14. [A] 5:5  Prov 3:34  
 

Table 23. Quoted passages in 1 Peter [English Bible order] 

 1 Peter 
Lev 19:2 1:16 
Ps 33:9 (34:8) 2:3 
Ps 33:13–16 (34:14–17) 3:10–12 
Ps 117:22 (118:22) 2:7 
Prov 3:34 5:5 
Prov 10:12 4:8 
Prov 11:31 4:18 
Isa 8:12, 13 3:14, 15 
Isa 8:14 2:8 
Isa 10:3 2:12 
Isa 28:16 2:6 
Isa 40:6–8 1:24–25 
Isa 53:4, 5, and 12b 2:24 
Isa 53:9 2:22 
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1.1 Exact and Nearly Exact Citations: Categories [A] and [B] 

Five of the fourteen quotations in 1 Peter agree exactly, or nearly so, with the 
best currently reconstructed OG text: 

[A] 1 Pet 1:16 quoting exactly Lev 19:2 
[A] 1 Pet 2:7 quoting exactly Ps 117:22 (118:22)  
[B] 1 Pet 2:12 quoting exactly Isa 10:36 
[A] 1 Pet 2:22 quoting exactly Isa 53:9  
[A] 1 Pet 4:18 quoting exactly Prov 11:31 
[A] 1 Pet 5:5 quoting exactly Prov 3:347 

Although the text of all these quotations is exactly the same between 1 Peter and 
the Septuagint, or nearly so, three passages, 1 Pet 1:16; 2:7; and 4:18, attest 
variant readings that provide data relevant to the question of whether one text 
influenced the transmission of the other.  

1.1.1 1 Peter 1:16  

Quoting Lev 19:2 in 1:16 the verb e;sesqe, “you will be,” is a minority reading 
that agrees with LXX Leviticus. The majority of manuscripts of 1 Peter read 
gi,nesqe, “you will be/ become.” In spite of the prevalence of gi,nesqe in the 
manuscripts of 1 Peter, this variant reading appears in only one fifteenth century 
manuscript of LXX Leviticus and one manuscript of Severianus when quoting 
Leviticus. Therefore, the majority reading of 1 Pet 1:16 does not appear to have 
influenced the textual transmission of LXX Lev 19:2.  

1.1.2 1 Peter 4:18 

A variant reading in â72 of the 4:18 quotation of Prov 11:31 attests a trans-
position of the phrase avsebh.j kai. àmartwlo,j, “ungodly and sinner.” This appears 
only in the Sinaiticus text of Prov 11:31.  

1.1.3 1 Peter 2:7 

In contrast to 1:16 and 4:18 the critical apparatus of 2:7 shows evidence that the 
text of OG Ps 117:22 (118:22) influenced the textual transmission of 1 Peter, 
because the noun li,qoj, “stone,” is ‘corrected’ in the majority of manuscripts of 
1 Peter from the nominative form back to the accusative form found in the 
                                                           
6 Except that the OG includes definite articles where 1 Peter does not. (Does he consider 
the nouns monadic?) 
7 Except that 1 Peter specifies the subject as qeo,j, “God,” rather than ku,rioj, “Lord”—
though both texts agree on the referent in view—probably to avoid confusion with Jesus 
Christ, who is referred to as ku,rioj in 1 Peter. 
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psalm, even though this change introduces grammatical discord in the context of 
1 Pet 2:7. 

1.2 Citations with Substantial and Extensive Discrepancies: Category [D] 

1 Pet 4:8 avga,ph kalu,ptei plh/qoj 
àmartiw/n 

Love covers a multitude of sins 

Prov 10:12 pa,ntaj de. tou.j mh. 
filoneikou/ntaj kalu,ptei 
fili,a 

All who do not love strife love 
covers 

Prov 10:12 hbha hskt ~y[Xp-lk all wrongs love covers 

There is only one ‘quotation’ in 1 Peter that is substantially different from the 
OG it allegedly quotes. According to Aland’s marginalia, 1 Pet 4:8 quotes Prov 
10:12, but this study finds it doubtful that this is a quotation at all. The Greek of 
1 Pet 4:8 is completely different from that found in OG Prov 10:12, which it 
allegedly quotes. Furthermore, although 1 Pet 4:8 renders the Hebrew of Prov 
10:12 more closely than does OG Proverbs, it does so imperfectly. HRCS 
indicates that the Greek of 1 Pet 4:8 is a typical Greek rendering of these 
Hebrew words, except that plh/qoj, “multitude,” rendering lk, “all,” is an 
equivalence not found elsewhere in the Septuagint. Given that the author of 
1 Peter pervasively uses the Septuagint throughout the epistle, it is unlikely that 
there would be such an uncharacteristic translation of the Hebrew text for only 
one quotation. Since the expression is a proverb, it is more likely that it already 
existed as a familiar saying in Greek, and 1 Peter is simply using that saying, 
possibly with the modification of “all” to “a multitude.” Since this expression is 
deemed not to be a quotation of the Septuagint, it can be set aside for the 
purposes of this study. It should be noted, however, that there is no evidence in 
the manuscripts of OG Prov 10:12 that the Greek expression of the “proverb” 
that appears in 1 Pet 4:8 exerted any influence whatsoever on the textual 
transmission of OG Prov 10:12, at least as far as the very limited data of 
Rahlfs’s critical apparatus reveals. 

1.3 Citations of Textual or Hermeneutical Interest: Category [C] 

There are seven quotations in 1 Peter that exhibit differences of textual or 
hermeneutical significance compared to the best critically reconstructed OG text.8 

                                                           
8 The reference to Isa 53:6 in 1 Pet 2:25 preserves intact only the two words ẁj pro,bata, 
“as sheep,” and is therefore considered an allusion, not a quotation, and is excluded from 
this study. 
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1.3.1 1 Peter 1:24–25 quoting Isaiah 40:6–8.  

1 Pet 1:24–
25 

dio,ti pa/sa sa.rx ẁj co,rtoj kai. 
pa/sa do,xa auvth/j ẁj a;nqoj 
co,rtou\ evxhra,nqh ò co,rtoj kai. 
to. a;nqoj evxe,pesen\ to. de. r`h/ma 
kuri,ou me,nei eivj to.n aivw/naÅ 

For, “All humanity is as grass, 
and all human splendor is as 
the flower of grass; the grass 
withers and the flower falls 
off, but the word of the Lord 
abides forever.” 

Isa 40:6–8  … pa/sa sa.rx co,rtoj kai. pa/sa 
do,xa avnqrw,pou ẁj a;nqoj co,rtou 
evxhra,nqh ò co,rtoj kai. to. a;nqoj 
evxe,pesen to. de. r`h/ma tou/ qeou/ 
h`mw/n me,nei eivj to.n aivw/na 

… All flesh is grass, all the 
glory of man is like the flower 
of grass. The grass has 
withered, and the flower has 
fallen, but the word of our 
God remains forever. 

Isa 40: 6–8 wdsx-lkw rycx rXbh-lk 
rycx Xby `hdXh#yck 
hwhy xwr yk #yc lbn 

`~[h rycx!ka wb hbXn 
-rbdw #yc lbn rycx Xby

`~lw[l ~wqy wnyhla 

All people are grass, their 
constancy is like the flower of 
the field. The grass withers, 
the flower fades, when the 
breath of the LORD blows 
upon it; surely the people are 
grass. The grass withers, the 
flower fades; but the word of 
our God will stand forever.  

This is one of the three instances where the MT and OG of Isaiah are 
significantly different, because a line of text present in the MT is absent from the 
OG: “because the breath of the LORD blows on them. Surely the people are 
grass.” In this lack 1 Peter follows the OG in 1:24–25, but presents three small 
differences compared to the OG of Isa 40:6–8. First, 1 Peter inserts ẁj, “as,” in 
the opening phrase of the quotation: “all flesh is as grass.” Many manuscripts of 
1 Peter also omit the w`j in agreement with the OG. Apparently influenced by 
1 Peter, two late minuscules of Isa 40:6 include the ẁj, as do also a subgroup of 
the Cantena recension, and two daughter versions. Since w`j is typical in 1 Peter 
for introducing metaphor even where a quotation is not involved, it was 
probably added here by the author of 1 Peter for stylistic reasons and 
subsequently influenced manuscripts of Isa 40.9 

A second difference between 1 Pet 1:24 and Isa 40:6 is where the OG reads 
kai. pa/sa do,xa avnqrw,pou, “and all the glory of humankind,” NA27 of 1 Peter 
prefers auvth/j, “it” (fem.), over avnqrw,pou as the original reading of the quotation, 
with the antecedent of the pronoun being sa,rx, “flesh.” This difference is of 
                                                           
9 As also Paul J. Achtemeier, 1 Peter: Commentary on First Peter (ed. E. J. Epp; 
Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 141 n. 70; and Osborne, “L’Ancien Testament 
dans la Ia Petri,” 67. 
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little or no significance in meaning, for sa,rx can be understood as referring to 
humankind, and so the substitution of the pronoun could be the result of slight 
paraphrase by the author of 1 Peter. On the other hand, F. A. Hort and J. Ramsey 
Michaels are among those who believe this difference may represent a Greek 
text of Isa 40:6 that included the pronoun.10 However, a very feasible 
explanation, offered by Robert Kraft, is that the scribal abbreviation of 
avnqrw,pou, ANOU, was corrupted to AUTOU (auvtou/), which was then changed to 
AUTHS (auvth/j) to achieve grammatical agreement with sa,rx.11 In fact, the 
original hand of Sinaiticus does attest the reading auvtou/ in 1:24 and the second 
corrector writes auvth/j, thus providing manuscript evidence of this very sequence 
of scribal activity. Since the habit of such abbreviation is limited to scribes of 
the Christian era, 1 Pet 1:24 would have originally read avnqrw,pou, contra NA27.12 
In fact, the majority of manuscripts of 1 Peter do read avnqrw,pou here, and the 
reading auvth/j that is found in â72, a*, A, B, and C has had no influence on the 
manuscripts of OG Isa 40 (but it does appear in a few manuscripts of two 
Christian fathers quoting Isa 40). 

The third difference between 1 Pet 1:25 and OG Isa 40:8 might be expected 
to have generated attempts to harmonize the two texts. It is where kuri,ou 
appears in 1 Peter instead of qeou/, thus going against both the MT and OG. 
Contra Hort, who suggests that all the differences between 1 Pet 1:24–25 and 
Isa 40:6–8 were found in the author’s OG text, this difference is almost certainly 
a deliberate change introduced by the author of 1 Peter, who consistently makes 
the opposite change from ku,rioj to qeo,j in the quotation of Prov 3:34 in 5:5 (see 
1:3 and cf. 3:13, 14 below).13 This change allows for the consistent use of terms 
that distinguish God from Christ. The change in 1:25 therefore identifies the 
eternal word of God known to Isaiah as equivalent with the gospel of Christ. In 
the six other places where 1 Peter uses ku,rioj to refer to deity, three are clearly 
references to Jesus Christ (1:3, 2:3, 3:15), and two are somewhat ambiguous 
(2:13, 3:122x). Interestingly, the OG manuscripts of Isa 40:6–8 were influenced 
here by 1 Peter through the major Lucianic group, four Christian writers, and 
two daughter versions. On the other hand, there is not one extant reading where 
OG Isa 40:8 influenced the text of 1 Peter in this verse.  

In summary, 1 Peter’s quotation of Isa 40:6–8 clearly follows the extant OG 
version, where the only significant difference (kuri,ou for qeou/) was introduced 

                                                           
10 Fenton J. A. Hort, The First Epistle of St. Peter, I. 1–II. 17: The Greek Text with 
Introductory Lecture, Commentary, and Additional Notes (London: Macmillan, 1898), 
94; followed by J. Ramsey Michaels, 1 Peter (WBC; Waco: Word, 1988), 77. 
11 Offered in discussion at the conference The Septuagint in Ancient Judaism and Early 
Christianity, Bangor Theological Seminary, Bangor Maine, September 8–12, 2002. 
12 On the nomina sacra see the article by Schart, pp. 157–77, in this volume. 
13 Hort, First Epistle of St. Peter, I. 1–II. 17, 94. 
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to maintain a consistent style for a theological reason that was central to the 
message of 1 Peter. 

1.3.2 1 Peter 2:3 quoting Psalm 33:9a (34:9a). 

1 Pet 2:3 eiv evgeu,sasqe o[ti crhsto.j ò 
ku,rioj. 

… since you have tasted that 
the Lord is good. 

Ps 33:9 geu,sasqe kai. i;dete o[ti crhsto.j 
ò ku,rioj  

O taste and see that the Lord 
is kind 

Ps 34:9 hwhy bwj-yk warw wm[j O taste and see that the LORD 
is good 

There are two differences between 1 Pet 2:3 and OG Ps 33:9, and both are 
clearly the deliberate decision of the author of the epistle. The imperative mood 
of geu,sasqe, “taste!,” is changed to an aorist indicative, evgeu,sasqe, “you tasted,” 
because the author of 1 Peter is using the quotation to ground the exhortation 
that the epistle’s Christian readers, who have already tasted the goodness of the 
Lord, should crave pure spiritual milk as newborn babies (2:2). 1 Peter also 
omits the second verb i;dete, “see,” because it does not cohere with the use of the 
sensory metaphor of taste and is superfluous to his point.  

The variant reading cristo.j o ̀ku,rioj, “Christ is the Lord,” in manuscripts of 
1 Pet 2:3 appears in one early papyrus (â72), which also changes evgeu,sasqe, 
“you tasted,” to evpisteu,sate, “you believed”—clearly an interpretive gloss 
indicating that to taste the Lord meant to believe in Christ. However, neither this 
reading nor the other differences between 1 Pet 2:3 and the psalm prompted any 
variant readings in the manuscripts of OG Ps 33:9.  

1.3.3 1 Peter 2:6 quoting Isaiah 28:16.  

1 Pet 2:6 dio,ti perie,cei evn grafh/|\ ivdou. 
ti,qhmi evn Siw.n li,qon 
avkrogwniai/on evklekto.n 
e;ntimon kai. o` pisteu,wn evpV 
auvtw/| ouv mh. kataiscunqh/|. 

For in Scripture it says: 
“Behold! I place in Zion a 
chosen, precious cornerstone, 
and the one who trusts in him 
will never be put to shame.”  

Isa 28:16 dia. tou/to ou[twj le,gei ku,rioj 
ivdou. evgw. evmbalw/ eivj ta. qeme,lia 
Siwn li,qon polutelh/ evklekto.n 
avkrogwniai/on e;ntimon eivj ta. 
qeme,lia auvth/j kai. ò pisteu,wn 
evpV auvtw/| ouv mh. kataiscunqh/| 

therefore thus says the Lord, 
See I will lay for the 
foundations of Sion a precious, 
choice stone, a highly valued 
cornerstone for its foundations, 
and the one who believes in 
him will not be put to shame. 

Isa 28:16 ynnh hwhy ynda rma hk !kl 
tnp !xb !ba !ba !wycb dsy 

therefore thus says the Lord 
GOD, See, I am laying in Zion 
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al !ymamh dswm dswm trqy
`Xyxy

a foundation stone, a tested 
stone, a precious cornerstone, a 
sure foundation: “One who 
trusts will not panic.” 

This is one of five quotations of Isaiah where the OG is different from the MT, 
and the only case where 1 Peter agrees with neither, although it is clearly closer 
to the OG. Isa 28:16 is one of the three “stone” passages of the Hebrew 
Scriptures (the other two being Ps 118:22, and Isa 8:13–14) that even before the 
advent of Christ were interpreted to refer to the Messiah. This Messianic 
understanding may be reflected where OG Isa 28:16–17a differs in two ways 
from the Hebrew. First, it interprets the verbal aspect of the Hebrew to be future 
oriented: “See, I will lay for the foundations …” Secondly, the Greek includes 
the prepositional phrase evpV auvtw/|: “… and whoever believes in him will not be 
put to shame” (NETS). 

Whether the prepositional phrase evpV auvtw/|, “in him,” is original to OG Isa 
28:16 or is a secondary and possibly Christian interpolation, is debated. 
According to Ziegler’s critical edition of Isaiah, the phrase originated with the 
Greek translator of Isaiah apparently as an interpretive gloss. The gender and 
number of the pronoun in the prepositional phrase is masculine singular, agreeing 
grammatically with the antecedent li,qon, “stone.” It could be understood to mean 
that whoever trusts in this stone as a sure foundation will never be ashamed. 
However, in collocation with the verb pisteu,w, “I believe,” the pronoun can be 
taken as personal (as the NRSV translator apparently took it) and possibly as a 
reference to the Messiah who was expected to come. A personal referent for the 
prepositional phrase is not a distinctively Christian understanding, for the phrase 
was so understood in some traditions of Judaism in the pre-Christian era. As 
de Waard points out, the quotation of Isa 28:16 in Rule of the Community was 
understood to refer to the eschatological community (cf. 1 Pet 2:5), and Tg. Isa. 
28:16 identifies the appointed stone as a mighty king in Zion.14 By adding the 
prepositional phrase the Greek translator of Isaiah may be expressing a similar 
interpretation of 28:16. 

The quotation of Isa 28:16 in 1 Pet 2:6 also includes the prepositional 
phrase, but identifies the stone as Jesus Christ. In his commentary on 1 Peter 
L. Goppelt claims that the appearance of the phrase in Isa 28:16 is a Christian 
interpolation that was inserted back into manuscripts of Isa 28:16 to harmonize 
it with 1 Pet 2:6 or Rom 9:33, where it is also quoted.15 This claim should be 
considered after examining how many of the other interpretive changes the 

                                                           
14 Jan de Waard, A Comparative Study of the Old Testament Text in the Dead Sea Scrolls 
and in the New Testament (STDJ 4; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 54–60. 
15 Goppelt, Commentary on I Peter, 145 n. 49. 
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author of 1 Peter made to quotations were actually inserted into OG 
manuscripts, and of those which were, whether they are specifically Christian 
interpolations. Notably there are no contending variant readings in the OG 
manuscripts of Isa 28:16, as might be expected if the Isaiah verse had been 
harmonized with the New Testament quotations of this passage, all of which 
include the prepositional phrase (1 Pet 2:4; Rom 9:33; 10:11). To anticipate the 
conclusion of this study, the text of 1 Peter does not appear to have influenced 
the transmission of the OG Isaiah (see further discussion in summary below), 
even where Christology is at issue. When such data from all the quotations of 
1 Peter are considered, it seems unlikely that evpV auvtw/|, “in him,” in LXX Isa 
28:16 was an interpolation from 1 Peter. F. Wilk reached the same conclusion 
on the originality of the phrase to the OG in his study of the quotation of Isa 
28:16 in Romans.16 

A second major difference between the OG and the MT of Isa 28:16 is that 
the former has a completely different thought following in the next verse. Where 
v. 17 in the MT reads, “I will make justice the measuring line …,” the OG reads, 
“And I will turn judgment into hope …”, a motif that is also important to the 
message of 1 Peter.  

Although 1 Peter is clearly using the OG of Isaiah, there are nevertheless 
three interesting differences between the quotation in 2:6 and its source in Isa 
28:16. 1 Pet 2:6 uses the present tense verb ti,qhmi, “I place,” where the OG has 
the future form evmbalw/, “I will lay.” This may at first glance suggest that 1 Peter 
is closer to the MT reading, except that, according to HRCS, the Hebrew verb 
dsy, “to found, establish,” found in Isa 28:16 is not translated with ti,qhmi 
elsewhere in the LXX. On the other hand, the same can be said of the OG verb 
evmbalw, which is found only here in the LXX to render dsy. This may indicate 
that a different Hebrew word was in the Vorlage of the OG translator. 

The author of 1 Peter may have chosen to substitute ti,qhmi for evmbalw 
because the semantic range of that verb facilitates the idea of divine appointment, 
which he will highlight in 2:8 using a form of ti,qhmi again. However, the first 
five words of the quotation, including ti,qhmi, appear identically in the quotation 
of Isa 28:16 in Rom 9:33. This perhaps argues against ti,qhmi being introduced 
by the author of 1 Peter, for if it were, it would imply that Romans is dependent 
on 1 Peter here. Or perhaps both Peter and Paul depended on a common source 
that included the verb, possibly a Greek text of Isa 28 that included the word as 
argued by Wilk, or a source of messianic testimonies as argued by Michaels.17  

The author of 1 Peter probably uses the present tense rather than the future 
because he interprets the stone to be Jesus Christ who had already been “placed 

                                                           
16 Florian Wilk, Die Bedeutung des Jesajabuches für Paulus (FRLANT 179; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998), 31. 
17 Ibid., 33–34; Michaels, 1 Peter, 104. 
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in Zion.” Interestingly, there are no variant readings of 1 Pet 2:6 that “correct” 
this text to the verb evmbalw/ of OG Isa 28:16, nor does ti,qhmi find its way back 
into the manuscripts of OG Isa 28:16. This lack of attestation of either verb in 
the manuscripts of both books may be considered as evidence that 1 Peter’s use 
of the verb does not derive from a different Greek text of Isa 28.  

The second difference between 1 Peter and OG Isa 28:16 is where 1 Pet 2:6 
reads evn Siw.n, “in Zion,” where the OG has the phrase eivj ta. qeme,lia Siwn, “for 
the foundations of Zion.” According to 1 Peter the Living Stone placed in Zion 
had become the foundation of the Christian church, thus making the phrase eivj 
ta. qeme,lia Siwn less suitable in the new historical context. However, the 
omission of eivj ta. qeme,lia Siwn also happens to agree with the MT, 1QIsa, and 
Targum Isaiah. This probably indicates that 1 Peter is following a Greek text of 
Isa 28:16 that also omitted the words.18 

The third difference between the quotation in 1 Pet 2:6 and its source text in 
Isa 28:16 is found in the description of the stone. Of the three adjectives found 
in the OG description of the stone—polutelh/, evklekto,n, and e;ntimon, “precious, 
chosen, and valuable”—only the last two appear in the 1 Peter quotation, both 
following the noun avkrogwniai/on, “cornerstone.” Adjectives in 1 Peter precede 
the substantive at least twenty-two times and follow it at least sixteen times, so 
there is no clear stylistic pattern that would explain this difference between 
1 Peter and the OG text. The retention of evklekto.n and e;ntimon make sense given 
1 Peter’s emphasis on election elsewhere and the use of the cognate noun timh, 
immediately in the next verse. Although there are no extant manuscripts of OG 
Isa 28:16 that omit polutelh/, T. Osborne has suggested that a confusion of ! and 
r in the phrase !xb !ba, “precious stone,” led to rxb !ba, “chosen stone,” and 
an alternate translation as li,qon evklekto.n, “chosen stone.” This was 
subsequently conflated with the li,qon polutelh/, “precious stone,” of other 
manuscripts to yield the extant OG text li,qon polutelh/ evklekto.n, “precious, 
chosen stone.”19 He suggests that the author of 1 Peter used a Greek text that 
included li,qon evklekto.n but omitted polutelh/. This is one of the few quotations 
in 1 Peter introduced with a formula, in this case dio,ti perie,cei evn grafh/|, “for it 
is in the writing.” This may suggest that the author here intends to closely follow 
a written source, which would give weight to the theory about a Greek text that 
differed from the extant OG text. Although Osborne’s theory is quite plausible, 
there is no extant manuscript evidence to support it. Given the lack of manuscript 
evidence, it is also possible that 1 Peter’s omission of polutelh/ reflects not a 
different OG text but a deliberate paraphrase to include only the two adjectives 
that best suited the rhetoric of the immediate context. 

                                                           
18 de Waard, Comparative Study of the Old Testament Text, 57. 
19 Osborne, “L’Ancien Testament dans la Ia Petri,” 68 n. 11. 
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1.3.4 1 Peter 2:8 quoting Isaiah 8:14.  

1 Pet 2:8 kai. li,qoj prosko,mmatoj kai. 
pe,tra skanda,lou\ oi] 
prosko,ptousin tw/| lo,gw| 
avpeiqou/ntej eivj o] kai. evte,qhsan 

and, “a stone causing 
stumbling and a rock that is 
an occasion to sin.” They 
stumble because they are 
disobeying the word—to 
which also they were 
appointed  

Isa 8:14 kai. eva.n evpV auvtw/| pepoiqw.j h=|j 
e;stai soi eivj àgi,asma kai. ouvc 
ẁj li,qou prosko,mmati 
sunanth,sesqe auvtw/| ouvde. ẁj 
pe,traj ptw,mati ò de. oi=koj 
Iakwb evn pagi,di kai. evn 
koila,smati evgkaqh,menoi evn 
Ierousalhm 

If you trust in him, he will 
become your sanctuary, and 
you will not encounter him 
as a stumbling caused by a 
stone, nor as a fall caused by 
a rock; but the house of 
Iakob is in a trap, and those 
who sit in Ierusalem are in a 
pit. 

Isa 8:14 rwclw @gn !balw Xdqml hyhw 
xpl larXy ytb ynXl lwXkm 

`~�lXwry bXwyl Xqwmlw

He will become a sanctuary, 
a stone one strikes against; 
for both houses of Israel he 
will become a rock one 
stumbles over—a trap and a 
snare for the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem. 

This example highlights the need to define the nature and extent of “agreement” 
and “disagreement” between texts. Is there semantic agreement? Lexical 
agreement? Syntactical agreement? The MT and OG of the passage differ greatly 
in meaning. In the MT the LORD will be a stone of stumbling and a rock of 
falling for both houses of Israel. In the OG the threat is qualified: “If you (sg.) 
trust in him, … you will not encounter him as a stumbling caused by stone, nor 
as a fall caused by a rock.” 

1 Pet 2:8 does not agree exactly with the OG, for where Isa 8:14 renders 
the Hebrew lwXkm with ptw,mati, “fall, misfortune, disaster,” 1 Peter reads 
skanda,lou, “trap, snare, temptation to sin.” According to HRCS this Hebrew 
word is rendered only here in OG Isa 8:14 by ptw/ma but elsewhere three times 
by ska,ndalon (Lev 19:14; 1 Kgs 25:31; Ps 68[69]:22). Because the reading in 
1 Peter is the more common translation equivalent for lwXkm, its source is 
possibly a Greek text that read differently from the extant OG. The appearance 
of ska,ndalon in Aquila Isa 8:14 (albeit with the additionally word stereo,n, 
“solid, severe, strong”) suggests that more than one reading of Isa 8:14 
eventually circulated—and possibly even during the first century C.E. The text of 
1 Pet 2:8 has no variant readings here, which indicates that the extant OG 
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reading ptw/ma in Isa 8:14 had no influence here on the text of 1 Peter, contrary 
to what one might expect. 

At first glance it appears that 1 Pet 2:8 follows the syntax of the MT more 
closely than that of the OG:  
 

Isa 8:14 lwXkm rwclw @gn !balw 
1 Pet 2:8 li,qoj prosko,mmatoj kai. pe,tra skanda,lou 
Isa 8:14 li,qou prosko,mmati sunanth,sesqe auvtw/| ouvde. ẁj pe,traj 

ptw,mati 

However, with two short phrases li,qoj prosko,mmatoj and pe,tra skanda,lou, it is 
difficult to say whether the syntax of 1 Peter actually agrees with the MT against 
the OG or whether the author is simply excerpting two short phrases from his 
Greek text and changing their inflection for the new grammatical context.  

1.3.5 1 Peter 2:24 quoting Isaiah 53:4, 5, and 12b. 

1 Pet 2:24 o]j ta.j àmarti,aj h`mw/n auvto.j 
avnh,negken evn tw/| sw,mati auvtou/ 
evpi. to. xu,lon( i[na tai/j 
àmarti,aij avpogeno,menoi th/| 
dikaiosu,nh| zh,swmen( ou- tw/| 
mw,lwpi iva,qhte 

“who himself bore our sins” 
in his body upon the tree, so 
that being separated from sins 
we might live for 
righteousness—he “by whose 
wounds you are healed” 

Isa 53:4, 
5, 12b 

ou-toj ta.j àmarti,aj h`mw/n fe,rei 
kai. peri. h`mw/n ovduna/tai kai. 
h`mei/j evlogisa,meqa auvto.n ei=nai 
evn po,nw| kai. evn plhgh/| kai. evn 
kakw,sei auvto.j de. 
evtraumati,sqh dia. ta.j avnomi,aj 
h`mw/n kai. memala,kistai dia. ta.j 
àmarti,aj h`mw/n paidei,a 
eivrh,nhj h`mw/n evpV auvto,n tw/| 
mw,lwpi auvtou/ h`mei/j iva,qhmen 
… 12b kai. auvto.j àmarti,aj 
pollw/n avnh,negken 

This one bears our sins and 
suffers pain for us; and we 
accounted him to be in trouble 
and calamity and ill-treatment. 
But he was wounded because 
of our transgressions, and has 
been weakened because of our 
sins; upon him was the 
discipline of our peace, by his 
bruise we were healed. … and 
he bore the sins of many…. 

Isa 53:4, 
5, 12b 

aXn awh wnylx !ka 

wnxnaw ~lbs wnybakmw 
~yhla hkm [wgn whnbXx 

wn[Xpm llxm awhw `hn[mw 
wnmwlX rswm wnytnw[m akdm 

`wnl-aprn wtrbxbw wyl[
aXn ~ybr-ajx awhw 12b … 

Surely he has borne our 
infirmities and carried our 
diseases; yet we accounted 
him stricken, struck down by 
God, and afflicted. But he was 
wounded for our 
transgressions, crushed for our 
iniquities; upon him was the 
punishment that made us 
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whole, and by his bruises we 
are healed. 12b … yet he bore 
the sin of many 

1 Pet 2:24 combines wording from three verses: Isa 53:4, 5, and 12b. The OG of 
Isa 53:4 follows the syntax of the MT, but with some semantic difference. While 
the MT speaks of “this one bearing our infirmities” (wnylx), the Greek renders the 
noun with àmarti,aj, “sins,” which does not translate ylx elsewhere in the LXX. 
This suggests that either a different Hebrew word appeared in the translator’s 
Vorlage or, perhaps more likely, that this reading is an interpretation of 
“infirmities” as spiritual weakness, namely, “sin.” The second difference 
between the OG and the MT involves translating the Hebrew phrase wnybakm 
~lbs, “carried our sorrows,” with peri. h`mw/n ovduna/tai, “suffered pain for us,” 
which again is a translation equivalent not found elsewhere in the Septuagint. 
These are most likely deliberate interpretations made by the Greek translator of 
Isaiah. 

Although 1 Pet 2:24 follows OG Isa 53, it replaces ou-toj, “this one,” with 
the relative pronoun o]j, “who,” the antecedent of which is Christ (v. 21). This is 
clearly an exegetical technique intended to identify the suffering servant of Isa 
53 with Jesus Christ, and it results in the only passage in the New Testament that 
does so explicitly.20 The compound verb avnafe,rw, “take up,” found in 1 Pet 2:24 
where the OG of Isa 53:4 reads fe,rw, “bear,” is the author’s conflation of 
wording from Isa 53:12 with vv. 4 and 5. The fact that there are no variant 
readings of Isa 53:4 that include a form of avnafe,rw suggests that the text of 
1 Pet 2:24 had no influence on the transmission of OG Isa 53:4. 1 Peter further 
includes the intensive auvto,j from v. 12, and the explanatory gloss “in his body 
on the tree, so that being separated from sins we might live for righteousness.”  

The short quotation of Isa 53:5 in 1 Pet 2:24 is modified for its new 
syntactical context by omitting the auvtou/, “of him,” no longer needed because 
the quote is introduced by the possessive relative pronoun ou-, “whose.” The 
change in the form of iva,omai from first person plural (iva,qhmen, “we are healed”) 
to second plural (iva,qhte, “you are healed”) is consistent with the use of the 
second plural throughout 1 Peter, even where the first plural would seem 
appropriate, and almost certainly originates with the author of the epistle. 
Neither the compound verb avnafe,rw, nor the second person form of iva,omai are 
found as variant readings among the manuscripts of OG Isa 53:4 and 5. This 
indicates that the text of 1 Pet 2:24 did not influence the transmission of OG 
Isaiah here. In contrast, the variant readings of 1 Pet 2:24 show that attempts 
were made to conform it to OG Isaiah.  

                                                           
20 Acts 8:32–34 identifies Jesus and the suffering servant passage, but neither so explicitly 
nor so extensively. 
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1.3.6 1 Peter 3:10–12 quoting Psalm 33:13–16 (34:14–17). 

1 Pet 3:10–
12 

ò ga.r qe,lwn zwh.n avgapa/n kai. 
ivdei/n h`me,raj avgaqa.j pausa,tw 
th.n glw/ssan avpo. kakou/ kai. 
cei,lh tou/ mh. lalh/sai do,lon( 
evkklina,tw de. avpo. kakou/ kai. 
poihsa,tw avgaqo,n( zhthsa,tw 
eivrh,nhn kai. diwxa,tw auvth,n\ 
o[ti ovfqalmoi. kuri,ou evpi. 
dikai,ouj kai. w=ta auvtou/ eivj 
de,hsin auvtw/n( pro,swpon de. 
kuri,ou evpi. poiou/ntaj kaka,Å 

For, “whoever wishes to love 
life and to see good days 
must stop the tongue from 
evil and the lips from 
speaking deceit. Turn from 
evil and do good. Seek peace 
and pursue it.” For “the eyes 
of the Lord are upon the 
righteous and his ears are 
toward their prayer, but the 
Lord’s face is against those 
who do evil.” 

Ps 33:13–
16 

ti,j evstin a;nqrwpoj ò qe,lwn 
zwh.n avgapw/n h`me,raj ivdei/n 
avgaqa,j pau/son th.n glw/ssa,n 
sou avpo. kakou/ kai. cei,lh sou 
tou/ mh. lalh/sai do,lon 
e;kklinon avpo. kakou/ kai. 
poi,hson avgaqo,n zh,thson 
eivrh,nhn kai. di,wxon auvth,n 
ovfqalmoi. kuri,ou evpi. dikai,ouj 
kai. w=ta auvtou/ eivj de,hsin 
auvtw/n 

Who is the person that wants 
life, coveting to see good 
days? Stop your tongue from 
evil, and your lips from 
speaking deceit. Turn away 
from evil, and do good; seek 
peace, and pursue it. 

Ps 33:13–
16 (34:12–
15) 

bha ~yyx #pxh Xyah-ym 

$nwXl rcn `bwj twarl ~ymy 
`hmrm rbdm $ytpXw [rm
Xqb bwj-hX[w [rm rws
hwhy yny[ `whpdrw ~wlX 

`~t[wX-la wynzaw ~yqydc-la 

Which of you desires life, and 
covets many days to enjoy 
good? Keep your tongue from 
evil, and your lips from 
speaking deceit. Depart from 
evil, and do good; seek peace, 
and pursue it. The eyes of the 
LORD are on the righteous, 
and his ears are open to their 
cry. 

This is the second place in 1 Peter where Ps 33 (34) is quoted (see 1 Pet 2:3). 
The quotation appears to have come from the extant text of OG Ps 33 with one 
modification. The rhetorical question of OG Ps 33:13 (34:12) is recast into a 
statement in 1 Peter, which probably also motivated the change from the second 
person imperative forms to the third person imperatives in vv. 10b and 11.  

A more difficult difference to judge is the slight change—indeed of only 
one vowel—that changes the participle avgapw/n, “the one who loves,” in OG Ps 
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33:13 to the infinitive form avgapa/n, “to love,” thereby destroying the parallelism 
of Ps 33:13 (34:14): 
 

ò qe,lwn zwh.n The one who wants life 
avgapw/n h`me,raj ivdei/n avgaqa,j who loves to see good days 

Here “the one who wishes” parallels “the one who loves” and “life” parallels 
“good days.” However, 1 Pet 3:10 has the infinitive form instead of the 
participle, making the infinitive a complement of qe,lwn: 
 

ò qe,lwn zwh.n avgapa/n The one who wants to love life  
kai. ivdei/n h`me,raj avgaqa.j and to see good days 

This changes the sense in 1 Pet 3:10 to “the one who wishes to love life and to 
see good days.” The word order of h̀me,raj ivdei/n avgaqa,j in the psalm is changed 
in 1 Peter and the conjunction kai, is added thus joining the two complementary 
infinitives.  

Some New Testament interpreters see this as the creative work of the author 
of 1 Peter to improve the ‘crude barbarity’ of the LXX syntax, or to paraphrase 
the psalm from memory, or to conform the verse to the eschatology of 1 Peter.21  

On the other hand, a difference of only one vowel strongly suggests that 
textual corruption of the psalm’s text is a more likely explanation. If, however, 
textual corruption of the psalm were the cause, it is somewhat surprising that 
there is no manuscript evidence of it, for there are no extant variant readings of 
OG Ps 33:12 in which the infinitive appears. This lack of variants also indicates 
that OG Ps 33:12 was not harmonized with 1 Pet 3:10. Furthermore, there are no 
variant readings of 1 Pet 3:10 that would harmonize it with the participle form 
found in OG Ps 33:12 (34:13). The minor variants of OG Ps 33:13 (the 
introduction of a kai,, “and,” and the transposition of h̀me,raj ivdei/n, “to see days”) 
do not seem to be an attempt to make sense of a textual corruption. Therefore, 
the extant manuscript evidence tilts toward a conclusion that the differences 
originated with the author of 1 Peter. Given that 1 Peter sees new life in Christ 
as the inheritance of believers (3:7), it would make sense that reference would 
be made to the need for ethical transformation in the one who wishes to love that 
new life in Christ. 

                                                           
21 Respectively, Francis Wright Beare, The First Epistle of Peter: The Greek Text with 
Introduction and Notes (3d ed.; Oxford: Blackwell, 1970), 135; Edward Gordon Selwyn, 
The First Epistle of St. Peter: The Greek Text with Introduction, Notes and Essays (2d 
ed.; London: Macmillan; New York: St Martin’s, 1947; repr., 1958), 25; Achtemeier, 
1 Peter, 225–26; and J. Piper, “Hope As the Motivation of Love: I Peter 3:9–12,” NTS 26 
(1979): 226–27. 
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Other concepts that are found in OG Ps 33 (34) are used extensively 
throughout 1 Peter, but none is more congenial to 1 Peter’s exile motif (cf. 1 Pet 
1:1; 5:13) than the translation of hrwgm, “terror, fear,” in v. 5 by the Greek word 
paroikiw/n, “sojournings.”22 The Septuagint translator apparently construed the 
troubles of David, from which the Lord delivered him, as the fears of sojourning 
when David was living in exile among the Philistines away from Judah. This is a 
good example of the Septuagint translator contextualizing the translation for the 
Greek Jews who were also living in exile away from Jerusalem. Because the 
author of 1 Peter has framed the letter with the Diaspora motif (cf. 1 Pet 1:1; 
5:13), this particular psalm of deliverance is particularly well suited to the 
purpose, and it is used extensively. 

The order of the words ivdei/n h̀me,raj in 1 Pet 3:10 as compared to h̀me,raj 
ivdei/n in OG Ps 33:13 provides an opportunity to examine whether one reading 
influenced the other. There are no variant readings of the phrase in 1 Pet 3:10, 
thus suggesting that there were no attempts to harmonize 1 Peter to the Ps 33:13 
reading. On the other hand, there is substantial manuscript evidence that attests 
the word order of the phrase in 1 Pet 3:10 among the manuscripts of Ps 33:13. If 
this is a result of harmonization, then clearly the influence went from 1 Peter to 
the psalm. However, the order of the words as found in 1 Pet 3:10 appear to be 
more natural, and for that reason scribes may have transposed the words in Ps 
33:13 without any reference to, or thought for, 1 Pet 3:10. Rahlfs probably chose 
the less natural, and therefore more difficult, reading as original to the psalm, 
since it best explains how the more natural order would have arisen. 

1.3.7 1 Peter 3:14–15 quoting Isaiah 8:12, 13. 

1 Pet 
3:14–15 

avllV eiv kai. pa,scoite dia. 
dikaiosu,nhn( maka,rioiÅ to.n de. 
fo,bon auvtw/n mh. fobhqh/te mhde. 
taracqh/te( ku,rion de. to.n 
Cristo.n àgia,sate evn tai/j 
kardi,aij u`mw/n 

But even if you should suffer 
on account of righteousness, 
you are blessed. “Do not be 
afraid of them or be troubled.” 
But revere Christ as Lord in 
your hearts. 

Isa 
8:12, 13 

mh,pote ei;phte sklhro,n pa/n ga,r 
o] eva.n ei;ph| ò lao.j ou-toj 
sklhro,n evstin to.n de. fo,bon 
auvtou/ ouv mh. fobhqh/te ouvde. mh. 
taracqh/te ku,rion auvto.n 
àgia,sate … 

Never say “Hard,” for 
whatever this people says is 
hard; but do not fear what it 
fears, neither be troubled. 
Sanctify the Lord himself …. 

Isa 
8:12, 13 

-rXa lkl rXq !wrmat-al 

-taw rXq hzh ~[h rmay 
`wcyr[t alw waryt-al warwm

Do not call conspiracy all that 
this people calls conspiracy, 
and do not fear what it fears, 

                                                           
22 Karen H. Jobes, “Got Milk? Septuagint Psalm 33 and the Interpretation of 1 Peter 2:3,” 
WTJ 63 (2002): 1–14. 
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wXydqt wta twabc hwhy-ta 

`~kcr[m awhw ~karwm awhw
or be in dread. But the LORD 
of hosts, him you shall regard 
as holy; let him be your fear, 
and let him be your dread.  

This is the second quotation from Isa 8 (see 1 Pet 2:8). The OG of Isa 8:12 
faithfully translates the syntax of the MT and maintains lexical correspondence 
with it, but the immediately surrounding verses have been considerably 
reframed in the Greek. The one notable difference between OG Isa 8:13 and the 
Hebrew is that the OG does not translate twabc “almighty.”  

This passage is Isaiah’s prophetic encouragement to the southern kingdom 
not to fear the kings of Israel and Aram, or the great power of Assyria that will 
sweep both former adversaries away. 1 Peter places the quote into an entirely 
different context, but with the same purpose of encouragement in the face of 
great threat; it is applied to the readers who were facing not hostile powers 
beyond their borders but adversaries from within their own society.  

The quotation literally reads, “their fear do not fear,” which requires a 
context to disambiguate its meaning. Does it mean, “do not fear the things these 
people fear” (reading auvtw/n as a subjective genitive)? Or, “Do not be afraid of 
these people” (reading it as an objective genitive)? In both the Hebrew and OG 
versions the first meaning is intended, for the antecedent of auvtou/, “its,” is “this 
people,” which refers to Isaiah’s compatriots in Jerusalem and Judah who are 
overwhelmed by their fear of the alliance between Aram and Israel against them. 
The Lord warned Isaiah not to be motivated by the same fears.  

Although 1 Pet 3:14 reproduces the quote faithfully, a minor change from a 
singular pronoun to a plural contextualizes it for a completely different situation. 
The third singular pronoun auvtou/, whose antecedent is “this people” has been 
replaced by the third plural auvtw/n with an undefined antecedent but presumably 
in the context of 1 Peter referring to the members of society at large. Although 
the plural genitive happens to agree with the MT against the OG, it is more likely 
a change caused by new context than conformity to the Hebrew text. Therefore, 
the object of the fear in 1 Pet 3:14 changes to, “these people,” i.e., those who 
may harm you even if you are eager to do good (1 Pet 3:13, 14). As Michaels 
notes, quoting Selwyn, were the author not quoting the Septuagint, he could 
have written mh. fobhqh/te auvtw/n, “do not fear them.”23 Rather than fearing their 
adversaries, the Asian Christians are to revere the Lord—who is defined as 
Christ by the insertion of to.n Cristo.n in the quotation: ku,rion de. to.n Cristo.n 
àgia,sate, “but revere Christ as Lord.” In comparison, the OG of Isa 8:12 and 13 
instructs readers to “sanctify the Lord himself ” (ku,rion auvto.n àgia,sate).  

                                                           
23 Michaels, 1 Peter, 187. 
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G. Howard has argued that the introduction of ku,rion in this verse was not 
theologically motivated.24 He argues that the Hebrew Tetragram appeared in the 
original writing of 1 Peter and that the author of 1 Peter intended no change in 
the referent of the OG (which also included the Hebrew Tetragram?). After a 
period of time scribes began to replace the Hebrew Tetragram in Greek texts 
with the word ku,rion, which also happened to have been used by New 
Testament writers to refer to Christ. Therefore, Howard would argue that what 
may at first glance appear to be a Christologically motivated change is an 
illusion, for it was produced not by the theology of the author but subsequently 
by mechanical scribal substitution.  

The syntax of the negative particles in 1 Pet 3:14 and 15 is also different 
than what is found in OG Isa 8:12, probably for stylistic reasons, because ouv mh. 
with the aorist subjunctive is a classical form.25 Where the OG has ouv mh. 
fobhqh/te ouvde. mh. taracqh/te, “do not fear, neither be troubled” 1 Pet 3:14 reads 
mh. fobhqh/te mhde. taracqh/te, “Do not be afraid or be troubled,” which perhaps 
lessens the intensity, but not the sense, of the command commensurate with the 
new historical context to which it is being applied.  

Most likely these changes have been made by the author of 1 Peter in order 
to contextualize the quotation for a new situation: Christ has been identified as 
the Lord whom the readers are to revere; and the nature of the threatening 
adversaries is different, but the basis for the command not to fear is the same, 
because “the Lord God is with us” (OG Isa 8:10). If they trust in the Lord and 
remain faithful to his calling, he will be a sanctuary for them, but if they do not, 
he causes them to stumble and fall (1 Pet 2:7–10).  

The variant reading found in three third to fourth century witnesses of 1 Pet 
3:14 (and one much later manuscript) that omits mhde. taracqh/te, “nor be 
troubled,” probably due to haplography, is not found in any extant manuscripts 
of the Isa 8:12 passage.26 This is not surprising, since it would be assumed that 
the quote in 1 Peter simply ended earlier than the original apparently did, 
assuming Metzger is correct. But neither did any of the three variants involving 
that same verb in Isa 8:12 find their way into the textual transmission of 1 Pet 
3:14. Conversely, although the majority of New Testament manuscripts read 
qeo,n, “God,” instead of Cristo,n, “Christ,” in 1 Pet 3:15 (“sanctify the Lord 
God” instead of “… the Lord Christ”), the majority reading qeo,n is found in only 
one eleventh century manuscript (534) of Isa 8:13. This suggests little influence 

                                                           
24 George D. Howard, “The Tetragram and the New Testament,” JBL 96 (1977): 63–83. 
25 BDF §365. 
26 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion 
Volume to the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (fourth revised edition) (2d 
ed.; London: United Bible Societies, 1994), 621. 



 Septuagint Textual Tradition in 1 Peter 331 

 

between the transmission of the citation in 1 Pet 3:15 and the transmission of Isa 
8:12. 

2. Do the Quotations in 1 Peter Suggest a Different OG Text  
of the Sources Used? 

There are only five elements in one quotation from Psalms and three from Isaiah 
that may indicate a slightly different Greek text was used, though none clearly 
so: 

– 1 Pet 1:24 quoting Isa 40:6–8 
– 1 Pet 2:6 quoting Isa 28:16 (two differences) 
– 1 Pet 2:8 quoting Isa 8:14  
– 1 Pet 3:10, quoting Ps 33:13–16.  

It should be noted that two of these five readings further imply that if 1 Peter 
used a different OG text, the nature of the differences between the OG texts 
indicates a difference in their Hebrew Vorlagen: Isa 8:14 where the difference 
involves an adjective, and Isa 28:16 where it involves a verb. The data presented 
by the Psalms quotations in 1 Peter, albeit slight, supports the conclusion of 
previous study that the Greek text of the Psalms was stable by the time the New 
Testament was written.27 The situation with the text of Isaiah is somewhat 
different, for of the five elements of the citations that indicate a possibly 
different OG text, four are in Isaiah, and two of these may suggest Hebrew 
readings that differed from the extant MT.  

2.1 To what extent has the text of 1 Peter influenced the transmission of the 
Septuagint texts it quotes?  

The manuscript evidence suggests only scant and insubstantial influence of the 
quotations in 1 Peter on the transmission of their source texts. With this 
observation in mind, Goppelt’s claim that the prepositional phrase evpV auvtw/|, “in 
him,” is a Christian interpolation that was introduced in the OG of Isa 28:16 can 
be reconsidered. The lack of influence by 1 Peter on the Greek manuscripts of 
Isaiah supports Ziegler’s judgment, contra Goppelt, that the prepositional phrase 
evpV auvtw/| in Isa 28:16 is original to the OG and is not a Christian interpolation.28 
Since none of 1 Peter’s other deliberate, and especially Christological, changes 
were inserted back into the corresponding OG texts, it seems very unlikely that, 
if such an interpolation was introduced into Isaiah, it was due to the influence of 
1 Peter. Of course, a similar study of the influence of the Romans quotations on 
                                                           
27 Silva, “Greek Psalter in Paul’s Letters,” 288. 
28 Ziegler, Isaias; Goppelt, Commentary on I Peter, 145 n. 49. 
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Isaiah would have to be done to see if the text of Romans elsewhere influenced 
the Greek text of Isaiah, for Isa 28:16 is also quoted in Rom 9:33 and 10:11. It 
would be of interest to know if Paul’s writings generally had a greater influence 
on the transmission of the Septuagint manuscripts than those of other New 
Testament writers.  

2.2 To what extent has the transmission of the text of 1 Peter been 
influenced by the Greek texts of the passages it quotes? 

Although there does not appear to be much scribal harmonization in either 
direction between the quotations in 1 Peter and their sources, there is a slightly 
more noticeable tendency for the quotations in 1 Peter to be harmonized with 
readings from the manuscripts of Isaiah. There appears to have been virtually no 
cross influence between the text of 1 Peter and the Psalms manuscripts. And 
even where the quotations of 1 Peter were ‘corrected’ toward the OG Isaiah the 
‘corrections’ were inconsequential, affecting primarily style and not content. 
Moreover, where the quotations of the OG in 1 Peter do not follow the MT, the 
quotations in 1 Peter do not appear to have been ‘corrected’ toward the Hebrew 
text either, even in those places where it might be expected (e.g., 1 Pet 1:24 
quoting Isa 40:6–8 and 1 Pet 2:8 quoting Isa 8:14). 

2.3 A word about the source of the quotations.  

The author of 1 Peter does not use Scripture quotations to proof-text. Instead, 
the way the quotations are used in 1 Peter involves an application of their 
original contexts as well (especially, for instance, the extensive use of OG Ps 33 
throughout much of the epistle). This kind of use does not support the idea that 
the author got his quotations from a list of disjointed passages that circulated out 
of context, such as the theory of the messianic testimonia would provide.29 The 
author of 1 Peter seems to be not only intimately familiar with the larger context 
of the passages he quotes, but also familiar with a Greek form that is—with the 
five possible exceptions noted above—the same as the critically-reconstructed 
Septuagint text.  

2.4 Some final questions. 

The apparent lack of influence by the quotations in 1 Peter on the Greek 
manuscripts of their sources raises additional questions. Did other New 
Testament books—for instance, Romans or Hebrews—have more influence on 
the source texts of their quotations? Was the influence of certain New Testament 
books limited to certain groupings of Septuagint manuscripts or text types? 

                                                           
29 Cf. the similar conclusion of Wilk, pp. 253–71, in this volume. 
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Which way did the textual influence more often go? Did the New Testament 
readings more often introduce variants into the Septuagint manuscripts—which 
might be expected from Christian scribes—or vice versa? Is there a pattern to 
the type of variants that resulted from New Testament influence on the 
Septuagint and vice-versa? Were changes introduced in the Septuagint 
manuscripts to conform the language to formal principles of Greek rhetoric, 
whether or not those changes were motivated by the New Testament? 

For centuries the Septuagint and Greek New Testament formed one unit, the 
Greek Bible, used and transmitted by the Christian church. The bridging of New 
Testament and Septuagint studies gives this historical fact its due. Although 
Septuagint and New Testament studies have for a long time intersected in the 
practice of textual criticism, even this effort has been conducted in relative 
isolation—witness the two great centers of textual criticism, Göttingen and 
Münster. Even in the well plowed field of textual criticism, new work could be 
facilitated if a list of manuscripts that contain both Septuagint and New 
Testament books were available that cross-reference Rahlfs numbers with 
corresponding Nestle-Aland numbers. But beyond textual criticism, there remain 
for scholars with competence in both Septuagint and New Testament interesting 
and important questions concerning hermeneutics, biblical theology, the 
development of religious vocabulary and concepts, and the interaction of ancient 
faith with its culture.  

In his 1956 survey “Septuagintal Studies in the Mid-Century,” Peter Katz 
marveled that one hundred and thirty years earlier Johann Schleusner “was able 
to produce extensive Lexica both of the Septuagint (LXX) and the New 
Testament.”30 He continued,  

Today such a feat seems almost to belong to the realm of fairy tales. No N.T. 
student is now prepared to follow his example. In this age of specialization both 
O.T. and N.T. studies have been branching out widely, without much regard for 
the LXX, though the LXX is by nature a connecting link between them both.  

When scholars of 2050 look back at the development of the discipline in the first 
half of the twenty-first century, may they find many examples of how both Old 
and New Testament studies have been enriched by those who have recognized 
the significance of the Septuagint in its own right as that all-important 
connecting link in the history of the biblical texts. 

                                                           
30 Peter Katz, “Septuagintal Studies in the Mid-Century: Their Links with the Past and 
Their Present Tendencies,” in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology 
(ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956), 176. 



 

 



 

 

The Epistle to the Hebrews and the Septuagint∗ 
Martin Karrer 

1. Introduction 

The author of Hebrews creates a more literary Christian work than any other 
New Testament author. He adopts rhetorical elements in a superior style, 
beginning with the famous alliteration in 1:1 (polumerw/j kai. polutro,pwj ktl., 
“in many and various ways …”).1 He broadens the early Christian vocabulary 
with about 150 New Testament hapax legomena.2 He likes metaphoric language 
(education in 5:12–14; navigation in 6:19; sports in 12:1; etc.). And, most 
important for us, he forms an intertextual network. 

Such a network is typical for literature. But our author shapes it in a unique 
way. Though writing in sophisticated Greek, he never alludes to or quotes any 
work of non-Jewish Greek or Roman literature. Instead, he casts his literary net 
exclusively over the words of God that he finds recorded in the Scriptures of 
Israel in Greek translation. 

This decision is based on a theological program revealed in the prooemium 
1:1–4, where our author’s identity and place within the history of early 
Christianity are not disclosed. He pushes God alone to the fore: “God spoke to 
the fathers” (1:1), and “spoke to us in the end” (1:2). “We,” the author and his 
readers, become listeners. Our author subsumes his own person as well as his 
addressees under the first person plural pronoun.3 Consequently, details of the 
authorship, situation, and historical background of Hebrews remain a mystery 

                                                           
∗ In memoriam Jürgen Roloff (1930–2004). 
1 Cf. Lauri Thurén, “The General New Testament Writings,” in Handbook of Classical 
Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C.–A.D. 400 (ed. S. E. Porter; Leiden: Brill, 
1997). 
2 The hapax legomena are listed in Ceslas Spicq, L’Épître aux Hébreux, 1 (3d ed.; EBib; 
Paris: Gabalda, 1952), 157. 
3 The first person singular remains an exception throughout Hebrews. The only example, 
11:32, is part of a rhetorical question and is a stylistic feature of the diatribe, not a 
personal statement. 
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for scholarship.4 Yet at the same time, the impersonal beginning indicates the 
theological intention: the author wishes to listen, together with his readers, only 
to words attributed to God. 

Urged on by this theology of the word, the author of Hebrews quotes about 
twenty-nine different texts of Scripture; if we count every single quotation, up to 
thirty-five (and one may add approximately twenty-four relevant allusions).5 The 
number and the length of the quotations are outstanding in the New Testament. 
Thus, Hebrews presents the climax of New Testament citing, and additionally 
gives significant insights into the history of the Hellenistic-Jewish transmission 
of Scripture, the Septuagint. 

Because of this double importance, much work has been done on Scripture 
and hermeneutics in Hebrews since Katz in 1958 and Ahlborn in 1967 (Schröger, 
Howard, Hughes, etc.), with new points of view since McCullough in 1980 
(Hübner, Leschert, Jobes and Silva, Rüsen-Weinhold, and others).6 We will try 

                                                           
4 In the famous words of Franz Overbeck (Zur Geschichte des Kanons: Zwei Abhand-
lungen [Chemnitz: E. Schmeitzner, 1880; repr., Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buch-
gesellschaft, 1965], 1–70, here, 1) “lacking a genealogy, Hebrews is itself a melkisedekian 
kind of being,” etc. On the present state of the discussion concerning introductory matters 
see Harold W. Attridge, The Epistle to the Hebrews: A Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Hebrews (ed. H. Koester; Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1989), 1–13; Craig R. 
Koester, Hebrews: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 36; New 
York: Doubleday, 2001); Erich Gräßer, An die Hebräer (EKKNT 17; Zurich: Benziger, 
1990–1997), 1:14–25; Martin Karrer, Der Hebräerbrief: Kapitel 1:1–5:10 (ÖTK 20.1; 
Gütersloh: Mohn, 2002), 91–101; and Gerd Schunack, Der Hebräerbrief (ZBK:NT 14; 
Theologischer Verlag: Zürich , 2002), 9–12. 
5 The quotations are listed in Friedrich Schröger, Der Verfasser des Hebräerbriefes als 
Schriftausleger (BU 4; Regensburg: F. Pustet, 1968), 251–56; the most important 
allusions at pp. 201–7. 
6 Peter Katz, “The Quotations From Deuteronomy in Hebrews,” ZNW 49 (1958): 213–23; 
Erko Ahlborn, “Die Septuaginta-Vorlage des Hebräerbriefes.” (PhD, University of 
Göttingen, 1967); Schröger, Der Verfasser des Hebräerbriefes als Schriftausleger; 
George D. Howard, “Hebrews and the Old Testament Quotations,” NovT 10 (1968): 208–
16; Graham Hughes, Hebrews and Hermeneutics: The Epistle to the Hebrews as a New 
Testament Example of Biblical Interpretation (SNTSMS 36; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1979); John C. McCullough, “The Old Testament Quotations in 
Hebrews,” NTS 26 (1980): 363–79; Hans Hübner, Biblische Theologie des Neuen 
Testaments (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990–1995), 1:15–63; Dale F. 
Leschert, Hermeneutical Foundations of Hebrews: A Study in the Validity of the Epistle’s 
Interpretation of Some Core Citations from the Psalms (National Association of Baptist 
Professors of Religion Dissertation Series 10; Lewiston: Mellen, 1994); Karen H. Jobes 
and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000), 
esp. 195–99; Ulrich Rüsen-Weinhold, “Der Septuaginta-Psalter im Neuen Testament: 
Eine Textgeschichtliche Untersuchung.” (PhD, Wuppertal, 2002). See in addition for the 
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to sketch an overall picture in the following section. We begin with general 
observations (including the connection between quotations and theology of the 
word). Then we give a review on the Septuagint text in Hebrews, and finally we 
show an example for the correlation between textual history and theology. As 
far as possible, we will neglect the allusions, which cause special difficulties for 
examination. 

2. General Observations 

2.1 The quotations 

The quotations of Hebrews are usually marked by introductory formulae. There-
fore they are easily discernible.  
 

Table 24. Quotations in the Book of Hebrews7 

1:5a Ps 2:7 3:7–11 
(and on 
to 4:7) 

Ps 94:7–11  10:16–17 Jer 38:33–
34 

1:5b 1 Chr 17:13 / 
2 Kgdms 
7:14 

4:4 Gen 2:2b  10:30a Deut 32:35 
/ Odes 2:35 

1:6 Deut 32:43 / 
Odes 2:43; 
cf. Ps 96:7 

5:5 Ps 2:7  10:30b Deut 32:36 
/ Odes 2:36 

1:7 Ps 103:4 5:6 Ps 109:4  11:18 Gen 21:12 
1:8–9 Ps 44:7–8 6:13–14 Gen 22:16–

17 
 11:21 Gen 47:31 

1:10–12 Ps 101:26–28 7:17 Ps 109:4  12:5–6 Prov 3:11–
12 

1:13 Ps 109:1 7:21 Ps 109:4  12:20 Exod 19:13 
2:6–8 Ps 8:5–7 8:5 Exod 

25:40–39 
 12:26 Hag 2:6, 21 

                                                                                                                                  
older discussion, Günther Harder, “Die Septuagintazitate des Hebräerbriefs: Ein Beitrag 
zum Problem der Auslegung des AT,” in Theologia Viatorum: Theologische Aufsätze 
(ed. Martin Albertz; Munich: Kaiser, 1939); and for the last decades Otfried Hofius, 
“Biblische Theologie im Lichte des Hebräerbriefes,” in New Directions in Biblical 
Theology: Papers of the Aarhus Conference, 16–19 September 1992 (ed. S. Pedersen; 
NovTSup 76; Leiden: Brill, 1994); Richard T. France, “The Writer of Hebrews As a 
Biblical Expositor,” TynBul 47 (1996): 245–76; and James W. Thompson, “The 
Hermeneutics of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” ResQ 38 (1996): 229–37. 
7 The texts are quoted according to LXX. In MT, ch. 31 is LXX Jer 38, and the numbering of 
the Psalms often differs too. 
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2:12 Ps 21:23 8:8–12 Jer 38:31–
34 

 13:5 Deut 31:6 

2:13a Isa 8:17 9:20 Exod 24:8  13:6 Ps 117:6 
2:13b Isa 8:18 10:5–10 Ps 39:7–9    

Most commentators add: 

3:2, 5 Num 12:7  7:1–2 Gen 14:17–
20 

 10:37–38 Isa 26:20;  
Hab 2:3–4 

Introductory formulae are missing in the last passages, and the use of the LXX 
text is not as clear as in the quotations with introductions; e.g., in 3:1–6, the 
alluded passage, LXX 1 Kgdms 2:(30–)35 is not less important for the 
understanding than Num 12:7.8 So our author indicates a greater poetic license 
where he abstains from introductory formulae. The dividing line between 
quotations and allusions becomes blurred. Hence one should modestly weigh 
such quotations. 

2.2 Origin and distribution 

The origin and distribution of the quotations is worthy of attention. Hebrews 
prefers the Pentateuch (thirteen instances), the Psalms (fourteen instances), and 
the Prophets (major prophets five instances, minor prophets two instances). That 
does not seem surprising in literature of the first century C.E. If we compare the 
Torah and Psalms, however, the latter gain in prevalence. They dominate in their 
number, length, and placement. Unmistakably, they form the central line of 
argument early in the decisive first chapter (from LXX Ps 2:7 in v. 5, to LXX Ps 
109:1 in v. 13). The Law is there quoted after Psalms and a prophetic motif 
(Nathan’s oracle in 1:5). Moreover the single quotation from the Torah (1:6) is 
taken from the Song of Moses (Deut 2 / Odes 2), which is a psalm within a 
narrative.9 By so using the Psalms, the author of Hebrews turns upside down the 
normal assessment of Scripture, according to which the Law would determine 
exegesis.10 In addition, the only quotation out of the historical books, LXX 1 Chr 
17:13 / 2 Kgdms 7:14 in 1:5b, is part of a prophetic word (the oracle of Nathan), 
and also the noted allusion to LXX 1 Kgdms 2:35 in 2:17 and 3:2, 6 refers to a 

                                                           
8 Cf. Martin Karrer, “Der Weltkreis und Christus, der Hohepriester: Blicke auf die 
Schriftrezeption des Hebräerbriefs,” in Frühjudentum und Neues Testament im Horizont 
Biblischer Theologie (ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr; WUNT 162, 
Tübingen 2003), 151–79. 
9 Cf. the Song of Moses in Rev 15:3 (wv|dh,). The next strong allusions or quotations from 
the Torah in Hebrews are 3:2, 5 (cf. Num 12:7), and 4:4 (cf. Gen 2:2b). 
10 See, particularly, Philo, whose writings are devoted to the exegesis of the Law alone, 
although he mentions Psalms in his writings. For the Psalms in Philo cf. Jutta Leonhardt, 
Jewish Worship in Philo of Alexandria (TS 84; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001). 
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prophecy (God’s word through Samuel). Evidently, the author is not interested 
in history as history of external facts. Besides Torah and Psalms he picks up 
especially prophetic materials. 

Regarding language, our author consistently chooses Greek traditions, as 
noted. We do not find a single Hebrew or Aramaic relic in the quotations or 
elsewhere in Hebrews.11 Moreover, no quotation presents us with undisputable 
evidence of a correction by our author toward the Hebrew (Proto-MT) text. The 
author abstains from checking Hebrew traditions, even in the Pentateuch 
(Torah), as 11:21 shows. There the writer overlooks how LXX Gen 47:31 
misunderstands the Hebrew text by reading hjmh (staff) instead of hjmh (bed), 
and follows the LXX and combines it with Gen 48:15–1612 So, there is no proof 
of a knowledge of Hebrew. In any case, the Qumranic or proto-rabbinic 
tendency to return to the Hebrew text of Scriptures is not found in this book. 
There is a clear conviction that the Greek language was appropriate to the 
speaking of God. 

Nevertheless, the author shares the impact of the Jewish formation of 
Scriptures. Wisdom literature has less weight; we find just one quotation, the 
exhortation in 12:5–6 (following Prov 3:11–12). No quotation comes from 
literature beyond the later canon of the Hebrew Bible.13 Even Esther, still 
disputed at the time of Hebrews, is not mentioned. Thus in spite of the 
peculiarities, Hebrews runs parallel to the development of the Jewish canon.14 

                                                           
11 One may compare Philo, who praises the Greek translation of his LXX corpus, the 
Pentateuch (Moses 2.25–44), and reflects Hebrew motifs only within onomastics. Folker 
Siegert, Zwischen hebräischer Bibel und Altem Testament: Eine Einführung in die 
Septuaginta (MJSt 9; Münster: LIT, 2001), 104–5; idem, Register zur “Einführung in die 
Septuaginta”: Mit einem Kapitel zur Wirkungsgeschichte (MJSt 13; Münster: LIT, 2003), 
343. In addition, the onomastic explanation of “Melchizedek, king of Salem” as “king of 
righteousness” and “king of peace” in Heb 7:1–2 is fully conventional (cf. Philo, Alleg. 
Interpr. 3.79–81; Josephus, J.W. 6.438; Ant. 1.180). We cannot draw any conclusion 
about knowledge of Hebrew by the author of Hebrews. 
12 The difference at LXX Gen 47:31 results in the translation “Israel [Jacob] was bowing in 
reverence over the top of his staff,” instead of “Israel bowed himself on the head of his 
bed.” 
13 Although Hebrews touches upon motifs known from some other Greek Scriptures: cf. 
Heb 1:3 and Wis 7:25–26; Heb 11:25 and 2 Macc 6–7; 4 Macc 15:2, 8; and Heb 12:7 and 
Pss. Sol. 10:2; 14:1. See H. Anderson, “The Jewish Antecedents of the Christology in 
Hebrews,” in The Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity (ed. J. H. 
Charlesworth; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 530–35; and Paul Ellingworth, The Epistle 
to the Hebrews: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
1993), 38–39. 
14 That development takes the Hebrew Scriptures of Israel as its point of reference as can 
be seen in Hellenistic-Jewish authors of the first century C.E.; see especially Josephus, 
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In sum, the choice and the priorities in the treatment of quotations may be 
unusual. But fundamentally, Hebrews bears witness to the option of its author to 
develop Christian theology on a Jewish basis. Let us say it more generally: 
despite the parting of the ways between early Christianity and ancient Judaism, 
the formation of the Hebrew canon affected the extent of respect and the quotation 
out of Septuagint manuscripts in Christianity in the time of our author. The use 
of Scripture united Judaism and Christianity more than it separated them. 

2.3 Introductory formulae and speakers 

Hebrews’s theological concept of the word affected the imbedding of quotes in a 
context, and especially the introductory formulae. Our author avoids the most 
frequent quotation formula of the first century, ge,graptai, “it is written.”15 Since 
the quoted word of God is spoken word, there is a favoring of “it is said” or 
other forms of le,gein, “say,” fa,nai, “speak,” and marturei/n, diamarture,omai, 
“testify”.16 All emphasis lies on the actual, performative word. 

This word is primarily word from above. God, the Spirit, and Christ speak it 
in, and from, the “heights” (ùyhloi,, first mentioned in 1:3). Only in Heb 9:20 
and 13:6 do words of Scripture (LXX Exod 24:8 and Ps 117:6) remain fully 
human words (the first time a word of Moses, the second time a word of the 
community).17 In the other cases human speakers recede behind God.18 

In consequence, our author often changes the speaker. Thus, the Song of 
Moses in 1:6 (cf. 10:30) against Deut 32 and Odes 2 (superscription) is referred 
to as a word of God, not of Moses. In a similar way God or the Spirit speaks the 

                                                                                                                                  
Ag. Ap. 1.38–46. On this topic see Christine Gerber, “Die Heiligen Schriften des 
Judentums nach Flavius Josephus,” in Schriftauslegung im antiken Judentum und im 
Urchristentum (ed. M. Hengel and H. Löhr; WUNT 73; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 
91–113. 
15 The only exception, Heb 10:7, has ge,graptai inside the quotation of LXX Ps 39:8, and 
was therefore not arranged by our author. Ge,graptai was used from as early as LXX 
4 Kgdms 14:6. 
16 1:5, etc.; 10:5, 8, etc.; 2:6; 7:17, etc. 
17 But also in the latter case, the community answers to a word of God: Deut 31:6, etc. in 
Heb 13:5. 
18 Sometimes into abstraction (e.g., 7:17). Therefore it is difficult to count the speakers. 
Michael Theobald finds God as speaker 22x, the Son 4x, the Spirit 2x, and others 5x 
(mostly abstract formulae) (“Vom Text zum ‘Lebendigen Wort’ [Hebr 4:12],” in Jesus 
Christus als die Mitte der Schrift: Studien zur Hermeneutik des Evangeliums: Festschrift 
Otfried Hofius [ed. C. Landmesser, H.-J. Eckstein, H. Lichtenberger, BZNW 86; Berlin: 
Walter de Gruyter, 1997], 764). 
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Psalms from 1:5 onwards. The contemporary view of the Davidic origin of the 
Psalms is almost completely ignored (though our author knows about it).19 

The tradition that the Spirit spoke through David (LXX 2 Kgdms 23:2) helps 
us to understand this position. Nevertheless, from an outward perspective and in 
retrospect, it provokes serious criticism. Modern hermeneutics must come to 
terms with the phenomenon that, due to our author’s theology, even words that 
were not originally words of God in the Scripture are regarded as coming from 
God and the Spirit. 

2.4 Word of God, quotations and christology 

Hebrews is not the only book of the New Testament that focuses on words of 
God. An interesting comparison can be made with the Revelation. This book 
also claims to give a testimony to the word of God (lo,goj tou/ qeou/, 1:2). But it 
updates the word in another way. It starts with unveiling / revelation 
(avpoka,luyij, 1:1) and seeing (1:2, 12 etc.). Consequently, it forms new words 
out of Scripture. Characteristically, it uses the name “Song of Moses,” e.g., in 
15:3, following the LXX (Odes 1 and 2 superscription; cf. Exod 15:1; Deut 
31:22; 32:44), but then it combines different parts of Scripture and new motifs 
for the song itself (15:3–4).20 So in early Christianity, the reception of Scripture 
did not necessarily mean the reception of a particular form of the quotations. 

Hebrews however leaves every new unveiling (avpoka,luyij) aside and has a 
mistrust in seeing.21 Moreover, the author finds his criticism of seeing confirmed 
already in the Scriptures. As 3:12–4:11 unfolds, the fathers saw (ei=don) and did 
not obey (3:7–11 after LXX Ps 94:7–11). That underlines the notion that the 
major way is to hear (sketched in a history of hearing 2:3). And what is to be 
heard are known words. Therefore contrary to the Revelation of John, God, 
Spirit and Christ in Hebrews do not say any new words. Only the framework 
may be free; the words of God are fixed. The performative act of speaking 
supports the accuracy in citation in Hebrews; the conviction that God speaks 
needs quoted words as a strong basis. 

A secondary effect is problematic. Not only God and the Spirit speak in the 
words of Israel’s Scriptures, even Christ does. In fact, all of Jesus’ statements 
are scriptural quotations (2:12–13; 10:5–7; cf. LXX Ps 21:23, etc.); the author of 
                                                           
19 “In David” (Heb 4:7) refers explicitly to LXX Ps 94 (MT 95), where v. 1 (differently 
from MT Ps 95) says that the Psalm was authored by David. But Hebrews moves this note 
far from the first quotation of the Psalm in 3:7–11; there it names the Spirit as speaker. 
20 See Klaus-Peter Jörns, Das hymnische Evangelium: Untersuchungen zu Aufbau, 
Funktion und Herkunft der hymnischen Stücke in der Johannesoffenbarung (SNT 5; 
Gütersloh: Mohn, 1971), 126–32 and the commentaries. 
21 In Hebrews we find no instance of avpoka,luyij, “unveiling, revelation,” and very rarely 
Revelation’s favorite expression (kai.) ivdou,. Cf. also 11:1. 
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Hebrews abstains from quoting any word of the historical Jesus (despite 5:7 and 
his focus on the historical Jesus). Thus, the theology of the word of Scripture 
reaches its peak in the author’s Christology. Christ becomes not a Christ of new 
revelation, but in general the Christ of Scripture. Some research in the last 
decade has discovered such a Christology of word and Scripture intended to 
overcome ontological Christology.22 Others wrestle with the lack of Jesus’ 
words. Yet that is not our main concern here. 

3. Hebrews and the Text of the Septuagint 

3.1 The Vorlagen of Hebrews 

There is good evidence that our author appreciates written Vorlagen where he 
has them. Above all the quotations from his favorite books, Psalms, the 
Pentateuch, and Jeremiah are not only frequent, but also very extensive. Jer 38 
(MT 31):31–34 in Heb 8:8–12 provides the longest quotation in the Christian 
literature of the first century on the whole.23 Heb 3:7–11 (LXX Ps 94:7–11) 
stands out in length when compared to citations of Psalms in other writings of 
early Christianity.24 So the conclusion is almost certain that the author possessed 
and used scrolls of the Psalms and Jeremiah. 

Regarding the Pentateuch, the facts are more complex. Our author prefers 
Genesis (the Melchizedek passage Gen 14:17–20, etc.), Exodus, and Deutero-
nomy, and probably had access to manuscripts of these books (for peculiarities 
regarding the text-forms, see below).25 But there is no quotation from Leviticus 
(including ch. 16), even though our author is very interested in the book and 

                                                           
22 Cf. David Wider, Theozentrik und Bekenntnis: Untersuchungen zur Theologie des 
Redens Gottes im Hebräerbrief (BZNW 87; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1997); and this 
author’s review in TLZ 30 (1999): 166–67. 
23 Cf. Knut Backhaus, Der Neue Bund und das Werden der Kirche: Die Diatheke-
Deutung des Hebräerbriefs im Rahmen der frühchristlichen Theologiegeschichte (NTAbh 
n.F. 29; Münster: Aschendorff, 1996), 167–80; and Jörg Frey, “Die Alte und die Neue 
diaqh,kh nach dem Hebräerbrief,” in Bund und Tora: Zur theologischen Begriffs-
geschichte in altestamentlicher, frühjüdischer und urchristlicher Tradition (ed. F. 
Avemarie and H. Lichtenberger; WUNT 92; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 263–310. 
24 In addition Ps 94:11 brings into Heb 3:11 and 4:3, 5 a special element of LXX grammar, 
the unusual negation using eiv; cf. Blass-Debrunner-Rehkopf §454.6. 
25 On Gen 14:17–20, see Heb 7:1–3, etc. We have already considered the most interesting 
passage in textual reception against MT, i.e., LXX Gen 47:31 in Heb 11:21 (see above 
§2.2). A third passage, Gen 21:12 in Heb 11:18, allows us to study ancient translation 
technique: The LXX translates the Hebrew text word for word (yk= o[ti, b = evn, etc.), and 
Hebrews takes that over (o[ti in 11:18, line 1, may be quotation, contra NA27). 
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especially in the day of atonement traditions.26 We must take into account 
theological reasons to explain this: our author hesitates to quote cultic laws, for 
in his opinion the (cultic) law is no more than a shadow (ski,a) of the things to 
come (cf. 10:1). The question of whether there was a manuscript of Leviticus 
cannot, therefore, be decided. 

Perhaps we can explain a second surprising gap in a similar way. Hebrews 
does not offer a single quotation from Ezekiel, even though we would expect a 
preference for this book with its cultic interests (cf. esp. Ezek 40–48). But the 
problem surpasses that associated with Leviticus, because we also miss any 
significant allusions to Ezekiel.27 Therefore, the easiest explanation seems to be 
here that our author could have both had theological reservations and lacked a 
manuscript. 

Surprisingly, we must be cautious also with Isaiah. Our author loves this 
prophet; in addition to 2:13 (Isa 8:17–18) and 10:37 (Isa 26:20) we find six 
allusions.28 But the quotations are short, in 2:13a slightly altered, and in 10:37 
disputed (see above).29 Therefore it may be that the author quoted from Isaiah 
from memory. 

Even clearer is the issue with the Minor Prophets. The quotation of (or 
dense allusion to) Hab 2:3–4 in Heb 10:37–38 contains important peculiarities 
against all our LXX manuscripts, and also the second quotation, Hag 2:6 in Heb 
12:26, differs from the LXX.30 The differences are not necessitated by the context 
in Hebrews; therefore they are hardly due to redaction. It is just as problematic 
to explain them as secondary adaptations to the MT (following, for example, a 
kaige-tradition).31 Thus, it is nearly certain, that our author lacked a manuscript 
of the Dodekapropheton and so quoted it from memory. 

A last specific feature may be found in the background of Heb 1. The 
chapter is formed out of a catena containing LXX Ps 2:7(f.), 103:4, 109:1, and 
other passages (see above). This catena has an important parallel in 1 Clem. 36. 
It inverts the order of the Psalms (first LXX Ps 103:4, then Ps 2:7) and leaves out 
some quotations of Heb 1 (Deut 32:43 / Odes 2:43; Pss 44:7–8; 101:26–28; 
etc.). There are, however, some variants readings in common between them: in 

                                                           
26 See the list of allusions in NA27, 775–76. 
27 The eight allusions noted in NA27, 795–96, are of limited importance. 
28 Heb 2:16; 5:9; 9:28; 10:27; 12:12; and 13:20. 
29 At 2:13a against all known LXX manuscripts of Isa 8:17, evgw, is added and the word 
order is altered. Perhaps the author did so for the embedding into the context of Hebrews. 
30 For details see Schröger, Der Verfasser des Hebräerbriefes als Schriftausleger, 182–87, 
190–94 and the commentaries. 
31 Our passage is missing in the scroll from Nahal „ever (see Emanuel Tov, Robert A. 
Kraft, and P. J. Parsons, eds., The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal „ever 
[8HevXIIgr] [DJD 8; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990]). 
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Ps 103:4 they have puro.j flo,ga, “fire flame,” against the main LXX manuscripts, 
and in 109:1 they both have u`popo,dion, “footstool,” in the sense of u`poka,tw, 
“under,” with LXX, but against the usual reception of the Psalm in early 
Christianity.32 So it is possible that our author in that chapter does not quote 
directly from a Psalms scroll but used an early Christian testimonium.33 The 
loyalty of our author to manuscripts is then broadened; to the older manuscripts 
we must add later collections of Christological proofs taken from Israel’s 
Scriptures. However, we should not build too much on a testimonium thesis; the 
proof for it is not without difficulties (all testimonia of the first century are 
controversial), and we can write a history of the text without recourse to such a 
concept. 

All in all, Hebrews gives indirect, but informative insight into the 
distribution of LXX manuscripts: even an author who is orientated strictly to the 
Scriptures of Israel—as is the case with the author of Hebrews—possessed, at 
the end of the first century, at most Psalms scrolls and one or two great prophets 
and in addition, had access to manuscripts of the Torah (the most widespread 
text of Israel and available in the synagogues). Our concept of “Septuagint” in 
that time, therefore, must be one of a loose, emerging sampling of texts. 

3.2 Quotations and textual variants of Septuagint 

If we look into the texts, we often find small variants against the critical 
Septuagint editions (Septuaginta Göttingensis and Rahlfs). Only six (respectively 
seven) quotations agree with all the main manuscripts of the critical edition (A, 
B, and S).34 In many cases Hebrews goes with A against B, in others with B 
against A, in a third set of cases with lesser manuscripts, and about fifteen times 
it differs from virtually all known LXX manuscripts.35 

Numerous variants are more distant from the Hebrew text than the main 
manuscripts of Septuagint (which are later than Hebrews). In the past, scholars 
tried to attribute almost all of them to the redaction of the author of Hebrews. 
But by-and-large, the variants are not necessary for the context and the theology 

                                                           
32 Mark 12:36; Matt 22:44. 
33 Cf. especially, Martin C. Albl, And Scripture Cannot be Broken: The Form and 
Function of the Early Christian Testimonia Collections (NovTSup 96; Leiden: Brill, 
1999), 201–7. 
34 Ps 2:7 in Heb 1:5a and 5:5; 2 Kgdms 7:14 in Heb 1:5b; Ps 109:1 in Heb 1:13; Isa 8:18 
in Heb 2:13b (but cf. n. 29 regarding 2:13a); Gen 21:12 in Heb 11:18; and, with 
vagueness regarding the extra kai,, Ps 117:6 in Heb 13:6. 
35 See the lists in Schröger, Der Verfasser des Hebräerbriefes als Schriftausleger, 247–50. 
Particular variants of Hebrews are found at 1:6, 10, 12; 2:12, 13a; 3:9, 10; 8:8, 9, 10–11; 
10:302x; 12:15, 26; and 13:5. 
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of Hebrews, and their vocabulary differs from our author’s preferred stock of 
words. 

The difficulty of proving redaction is exemplified by the citation of Jer 
38:31–34 in Heb 8:8b–12. There we have many variants against the critical, 
reconstructed Jeremiah text (Septuaginta Göttingensis Ziegler). But a portion of 
them go with A, a portion with collateral manuscripts, and the remaining are 
stylistic without being definitely explicable by redaction. As it stands today it is 
probable that our author took over a Vorlage without alteration (but alters the 
quotation when it is repeated in 10:16 and 17).36 

We can broaden the evidence for this conclusion. In the last twenty years, it 
has been recognized that differences from the MT in manuscripts and quotations 
often are unaffected by the LXX-redactions that took place around the turn of our 
era (beginning in the end of the second century B.C.E.37 and continuing till the 
second century C.E., especially the kaige-recension).38 If we draw the conclusion 
for Hebrews, our author found most of his variants in the manuscripts, and these 
manuscripts witness collateral, sometimes older lines of the Septuagint. 

The argument accords well with the observation made above, that our 
author did not endeavor to participate in the Proto-MT revisions of his day. 
Opting to use the Greek text made it easy for the author to employ manuscripts 
that were at hand, even when they were only revised to a small extent. 

A last topic will round off the matter. Jobes has observed phonetic 
assonance in six of the (as she says) “misquotes” of Heb: 1:7 pneu,mata – flo,ga; 
2:12 avpaggelw/ – evn me,sw|; 3:10 e;th – tau,th|; 8:5 pa,nta – deicqe,nta; 10:5–7 ouvk 
hvqe,lhsaj – ouvk euvdo,khsaj and peri. evmou/ – qe,lhma, sou; 13:5 avnw/ – evgkatali,pw.39 

                                                           
36 Variants against all or almost all LXX manuscripts are evpi. to.n oi=kon instead of tw/| oi;kw| 
in 8:8, evpoi,hsa instead of dieqe,mhn in 8:9, and the omission of auvtw/n kai, in 8:11. Ibid., 
249, added le,gei instead of fhsi,n in v. 9 (and 10). For the state of research see Backhaus, 
Der Neue Bund und das Werden der Kirche, 170–72. He also discusses suntele,sw instead 
of diaqh,somai in v. 8 without clear results and gives literature. 
37 Cf. Let. Aris. 310; and Rüsen-Weinhold, “Der Septuaginta-Psalter im Neuen 
Testament,” 26–28. 
38 For more information, see Gilles Dorival, Marguerite Harl, and Olivier Munnich, La 
Bible Grecque des Septante: Du Judaisme Hellénistique au Christianisme Ancien (2d ed.; 
Initiations au Christianisme Ancien; Paris: Cerf, 1994), 142–43, 150–61; Emanuel Tov, 
“The Septuagint,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading, and Interpretation of the 
Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. M. J. Mulder; CRINT 2.1; 
Assen: Van Gorcum, 1988), 182–86; Natalio Fernández Marcos, The Septuagint in 
Context: Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible (trans. W. G. E. Watson; Leiden: 
Brill, 2000), 142–54; and Siegert, Zwischen hebräischer Bibel und Altem Testament, 84ff. 
39 Karen H. Jobes, “Rhetorical Achievement in the Hebrews 10 ‘Misquote’ of Psalm 40,” 
Bib 72 (1991): 390–92; cf. idem, “The Function of Paronomasia in Hebrews 10:5–7,” TJ 
ns 13 (1992): 184 and passim. 
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They affect the Pentateuch (Exod 25:40; Deut 31:6) as well as Psalms (Pss 
21:23; 39:7–9; 94:10; 103:4). Three are (fully or partially) supported by other 
texts that make use of them: Ps 103:4 by 1 Clement, see above §3.1; and Exod 
25:40 and Deut 31:6 by Philo, see below §3.4). Elsewhere we cannot find 
Hebrews’s favorite vocabulary.40 So again, redaction by our author is unlikely.41 
This phenomenon, rather, highlights a marginal but appealing characteristic of 
textual transmission: ancient texts were read and dictated aloud. In that way, 
rhetoric influenced orality and writing. Of course one should check more 
references in manuscripts to prove the issue finally. 

3.3 Quotations and localization of Hebrews 

It would be nice if we could learn from the variants something about the textual 
location of the author Hebrews and the LXX manuscripts that were used. But we 
have contradictory evidence where Hebrews uses texts of the first century: 

Like Philo, Hebrews has an additional pa,nta in Exod 25:40, against the MT 
and the main Septuagint manuscripts. 
 

 
Exod 25:40 

 
Exod 25:40 

Philo, Alleg. 
Interp. 3.102 

 
Heb 8:5 

~tynbtb hX[w … 
hta-rXa 

rhb harm 
 

Poih,seij kata. 
to.n tu,pon to.n 
dedeigme,non soi 
evn tw/| o;rei 
 

kata. to. 
para,,deigma to. 
dedeigme,non soi 
evn tw/| o;rei pa,nta 
poih,seij 

poih,seij pa,nta 
kata. to.n tu,pon 
to.n deicqe,nta soi 
evn tw/| o;rei 

At first glance one may think of an Alexandrian origin for Hebrews, the more so 
as some features of the theology of Hebrews are similar to Philo’s.42 But the 
differences with Philo are great, even in our verse, and the rest of Hebrews does 
not confirm the agreement with Philo. Therefore no commentary places Hebrews 
in Alexandria with certainty.43 

                                                           
40 Regarding 2:12, avpaggelw/ is a hapax legomenon in Hebrews whereas dihgei/sqai 
(which the LXX prefers) occurs at 11:32. 
41 Contra Jobes in “Rhetorical achievement” and “Function of paronomasia in Hebrews 
10:5–7,” who assumes that our author has a specific “rhetoric skill” (“Function of 
paronomasia in Hebrews 10:5–7,” 191). 
42 Regarding textual history some add Gen 2:2 in Heb 4:4 and Philo, Posterity 64. Both 
times we have an additional ò qeo,j. But it stands at different places and is not significant; 
cf. the criticism by Katz, “Quotations from Deuteronomy in Hebrews,” 220. Of more 
interest is Num 12:7 in Heb 3:5 and Philo, Leg. 3.204, 228; both times, against the main 
LXX manuscripts, pisto,j stands at the beginning of the phrase. 
43 Only Schunack, Der Hebräerbrief, 11 considers it, at all. 
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This is confirmed by a second textual variant. Here we have a special 
agreement with Paul, who did not write in Egypt: Heb 10:30 quotes v. 35 of the 
Song of Moses Deut 32 / Odes 2 with the same syntax as Rom 12:19 against the 
main Septuagint manuscripts; maybe the variant influenced the MT, or maybe it 
is, unusually for Hebrews, partially Proto-MT: 
 

Deut 32:35 Deut 32:35=Odes 2:35 Rom 12:19 and Heb 10:30 
~lXw ~qn yl 

 
evn h`me,ra| evkdikh,sewj 
avntapodw,sw 

evmoi. evkdi,khsij( evgw. 
avntapodw,sw 

There is a hint of Paulinism in Heb 13:23, and in the greetings to some persons 
from Italy in 13:24. So it is possible that our author wrote near Rome. We 
cannot decide. But it is clear that Hebrews witnesses to the spreading of textual 
variants in the Mediterranean region between Alexandria and Rome. 

3.4 Hebrews and the reconstruction of Septuagint passages 

New Testament quotations are seldom used in the reconstruction of Septuagint 
passages, because the good transmission of New Testament texts is to a large 
extent balanced out by the problems of quoting (e.g., incorrect memory, 
mistakes in the received LXX manuscripts).44 Yet with regard to the observations 
we have made, Hebrews not only gains relevance for our understanding of the 
transmission of the Septuagint, but sometimes also it may be helpful as a witness 
to LXX textual traditions. We will offer two examples. 

In Conf. 166 Philo cites the lo,gion, “word,” of God ouv mh, se avnw/( ouvdV ouv mh, 
se evgkatali,pw, “I will never leave and never forsake you.”. In Heb 13:5 we find 
exactly the same text.45 Yet we lack an exact parallel in our Septuagint 
traditions. The quotation seems to combine three texts: Deut 31:6, Gen 28:15, 
and Josh 1:5, with greatest affinity to Deuteronomy.46 
 

Philo, Conf. 166 
= Heb 13:5 

Deut 31:6 Gen 28:15 Josh 1:5 

Ouv mh, se avnw/ ouvdV 
ouv mh, se 
evgkatali,pw 

ku,rioj ò qeo,j […] 
ouv mh, se avnh/| ou;te 
mh, se evgkatali,ph| 

ouv mh, se 
evgkatali,pw e[wj 
tou/ poih/sai, me 
pa,nta o[sa 
evla,lhsa, soi 

e;somai kai. meta. 
sou/ kai. ouvk 
evgkatalei,yw se 
ouvde. u`pero,yomai, 
se 

But is it plausible that Philo and Hebrews developed a combination of three 
texts in parallel? More likely they both used the same textual form of their 

                                                           
44 Cf. Siegert, Zwischen hebräischer Bibel und Altem Testament, 106–7. 
45 There introduced by ei;rhken, and thus again marked as a quotation of Scripture. 
46 There the phrase is in addition repeated with small variations in 31:8. 
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Greek Scripture, a non extant text of probably Deuteronomy (less likely Joshua 
or Genesis). Since the Hebrew Deuteronomy is rather correctly translated in the 
main Septuagint text, the variant in Philo and Hebrews shows a collateral text, 
not the OG. 

Psalms 39:7 provides the second example. At this verse, all relevant Greek 
manuscripts (including Pap. Bodmer 24 [Rahlfs 2110]) render “a body (sw/ma) 
have you [i.e., God] prepared me (kathrti,sw moi),” whereas the MT (Ps 40:7) 
reads “ears (~ynza) have you dug for me.” The text of Heb 10:5 has the same as 
the major LXX manuscripts (sw/ma k.t.l.). No witness to Hebrews or the LXX has 
a word for word translation “ears have you dug.” 

If we put this issue into the context of the cultures of antiquity, it is easy to 
explain the new rendering in the LXX and Hebrews: “You (God) dug ears” 
contradicted the Hellenistic way of thinking (as it does modern thought). The 
translators evidently bore in mind the target audience, and chose a metonymy 
that made good sense. They dared to render a new text, even though they were 
on the whole interested in a faithful translation. 

The explanation fits with our knowledge of ancient translators.47 However 
the Rahlfs text contradicts what we know. It gives the priority to the Latin 
daughter-translation and minor witnesses and reads wvti,a, “ears,” against 
Hebrews and the main manuscripts of the Septuagint. 
 

Ps 40:7 LXX Ps 39:7, main 
manuscripts = Heb 10:5 

LXX Göttingensis 
(Rahlfs; LaG Ga Hex) 

tcpx-al hxnmw xbz 
yl tyrk ~ynza 

 

Qusi,an kai. prosfora.n ouvk 
hvqe,lhsaj( sw/ma de. 
kathrti,sw moi 

qusi,an kai. prosfora.n 
ouvk hvqe,lhsaj wvti,a de. 
kathrti,sw moi 

These witnesses alone are not weighty enough to justify adopting wvti,a as 
original. Thus far unspoken, the common opinion is that Hebrews cites the text 
in a form altered according to fit its Christology (Christ speaks the Psalm), and 
then that text influenced the main Septuagint text. Some researchers add that 
SWMA could be a misreading for WTIA (with S from the previous word).48 Yet 
the misreading is too complicated (also the S must be doubled), and it is unlikely 
that Hebrews influenced the Old Testament texts to a great extent; Hebrews was 

                                                           
47 Most psalms are translated very precisely, but there are more examples of free 
renderings, on which see Holger Gzella, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit: Studien zur Eschato-
logie und Anthropologie des Septuaginta-Psalters (BBB 134; Berlin: Philo Verlags-
gesellschaft, 2002), 26–29 and passim regarding LXX Pss 15; 16; and 89. 
48 Masséo Caloz, Étude sur la LXX Origénienne du Psautier, les Relations entre les Leçons 
des Psaumes du Manuscrit Coislin 44, les Fragments des Hexaples et le Texte du 
Psautier Gallican (OBO 19; Fribourg: Éditions Universitaires, 1978). 
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not wide-spread till the fourth century. Moreover, Hebrews uses sa,rx, “flesh,” 
(and ai-ma) for the earthly life of Jesus beginning at 2:14 (cf. 5:7), and does so 
also in our chapter (in the famous v. 20). If the author had corrected the text, we 
would expect sa,rx. 

All in all, a redactional sw/ma in Heb 10:5 is very improbable, even if we 
cannot solve all problems of the quotation here.49 Therefore, we would propose 
to correct the Psalms text in the coming revision of the Septuaginta Göttingensis 
according to the main manuscripts (and Hebrews) and to explain the weaker 
wvti,a as a secondary adaptation to the Proto-MT; that fits with the general process 
of secondary LXX revisions. 

4. An Example for Textual History and Theology: Deuteronomy 32 / Odes 2:43 
in Hebrews 1:6 

Let us finally take a look at the interdependence of textual history and theology. 
Hebrews offers some famous examples, such as its treatment of Melchizedek. 
We will choose an unknown one, however. It concerns Hebrews’s approach to a 
theology of religions: though the work is addressed predominantly to Gentile 
Christians (see 6:1; 13:23–25, etc.), it ignores their religious traditions and even 
avoids using the term e;qnh, “Gentiles.” How did Hebrews come to this position? 
The question is worth asking, because the Scriptures of Israel also allowed other 
options. A considerable openness is perceived by contemporary scholars 
especially in the Song of Moses, Deut 32, a text used in Hebrews. We will begin 
with an outline of its history. 

4.1 The Hebrew text of Deuteronomy 32 

In Deut 32:8, 4QDeut j (4Q37) reads “children / sons of God” instead of 
“children of Israel” of the MT. If this reflects—as many contemporary scholars 
assume—the earliest form of the Song of Moses, we can assume a Hebrew stage 
of development that acknowledged divine beings as protectors of the Gentile 
nations.50 Schenker has concluded that in that passage, God was described as 

                                                           
49 We cannot discuss here the other variants of Heb 10:5–7. Recently, Jobes and Silva, 
Invitation to the Septuagint, 195ff. cogently argue for an original wvti,a. But see the 
review by James Barr, RBL, n.p. [cited 16 January 2003]. Online: http://www.-
bookreviews.org.; and Rüsen-Weinhold, “Der Septuaginta-Psalter im Neuen Testament,” 
208–10, against it. 
50 Cf. Martin G. Abegg, Peter W. Flint, and Eugene C. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls 
Bible: The Oldest Known Bible (San Francisco: Harper, 1999), 191. 
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“Founder of the world’s Religions,” and granted them something “divine”; the 
text allowed an open theology of religions.51 

Yet we must be aware of a problem. The interpretation presupposes a 
parting of the ways in the text’s transmission between v. 8 and v. 43. Verse 43 is 
lost in 4QDeut j but preserved in 4QDeut q (4Q44), which demands that the gods 
fall down before the one God (instead of “praise, nations, his people,” in the 
MT). Thus the gods, whose divine status seemed to be acknowledged in v. 8, lose 
their status in v. 43. 

Consequently the version of the text that is open to other religions is 
confined to one fragment, 4QDeut j. A correction is provable elsewhere in early 
Judaism, before the Common Era. There was a tendency to put the divine 
children of God in charge of the authority of the God of Israel. The MT becomes 
the last stage of that development. It ignores any gods or divine beings in v. 8 
and regards “the bounds of the people” as set “according to the number of the 
children of Israel” (not divine beings). 

4.2 The Greek text 

Hellenistic Judaism highly appreciated the Song of Moses and probably handed 
it down separately (beside Deuteronomy), for we find it also in the Odes.52 We 
cannot solve here the problems concerning the double transmission, but be that 
as it may, in Deuteronomy, as in the Odes, the Greek Song of Moses includes 
two important alterations.53 First, in all extant versions of v. 8, the first reference 
to “sons of God” becomes “angels of the nations,” installed by the one God.54 
This was a typical approach to such ideas in early Judaism.55 Secondly, v. 39 
                                                           
51 Adrian Schenker, “Gott als Stifter der Religionen der Welt: Unerwartete Früchte der 
textgeschichtlichen Forschung,” in La Double Transmission du Texte Biblique: Études 
d’histoire du texte offertes en hommage à Adrian Schenker (ed. Y. Goldman and C. 
Uehlinger; OBO 179; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 99 (quotation) and 102. 
52 For Philo, it is the “great” song in Scripture; cf. especially det. 114 and post. 121. 
53 For a fuller discussion of the double transmission of the song, see Karrer, “Der 
Weltkreis und Christus, der Hohepriester.” 
54 According to Hanhart, in v. 8 the OG (LXX) reads a;ggeloi qeou/ (Robert Hanhart, “Die 
Söhne Israels, die Söhne Gottes und die Engel in der Masora, in Qumran und in der 
Septuaginta,” in Vergegenwärtigung des Alten Testaments: Beiträge zur biblischen 
Hermeneutik: Festschrift für Rudolf Smend zum 70. Geburtstag [ed. C. Bultmann et al.; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002], 171–73, with Rahlfs, against John W. 
Wevers, Deuteronomium [Septuaginta 3.2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977]). 
For angels of the nations, cf. Dan 10:13, 20–21; 12:1; and maybe Sir 17:17. Later sources 
are mentioned in Michael Mach, Entwicklungsstadien des jüdischen Engelglaubens in 
vorrabbinischer Zeit (TSAJ 34; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992), 257–62. 
55 Which no longer sees the transcendental “sons of God” as gods, but as angels: Cf. Ps 
82:6; Job 1:6–12; 2:1–6; 38:7 and the sons of heaven in texts from the Dead Sea Scrolls, 
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shows in all Greek manuscripts an absolute divine self-predication (clarifying 
the Hebrew text): “I am He, and there is no God apart from me.” 

Verse 43 follows the Hebrew precisely. We read (according to the Odes that 
are nearer to Hebrews): “Rejoice, heavens, with him, and let all the angels (!) of 
God worship him (the one God of v. 39).” 
 

Deut 32:43 (abridged) Odes 2:43 (abridged) 
(underlined: difference 
over against Deut 32) 

Deut 32 / Odes 2:43 in 
Heb 1:6 

euvfra,nqhte ouvranoi, a[ma 
auvtw/|/ 
Rejoice, ye heavens, 
with him [God],56 

kai. proskunhsa,twsan 
auvtw/| pa,ntej ui`oi. qeou/ 
and let all sons of God 
worship him; 
 
euvfra,nqhte e;qnh meta. 
tou/ laou/ auvtou/ 
rejoice, ye Gentiles, with 
his people, 

kai. evniscusa,twsan auvtw/| 
pa,ntej a;ggeloi qeou/ 
and let all angels of God 
strengthen it57 

euvfra,nqhte ouvranoi, a[ma 
auvtw/| 
Rejoice, ye heavens, 
with him [God], 

kai. proskunhsa,twsan 
auvtw/| pa,ntej oì a;ggeloi 
qeou/ 
and let all the angels of 
God worship him; 
euvfra,nqhte e;qnh meta. 
tou/ laou/ auvtou/ 
rejoice, ye Gentiles, with 
his people, 

kai. evniscusa,twsan auvtw/| 
pa,ntej ui`oi. qeou/ 
and let all sons of God 
strengthen it 

 
 
 
 

kai. proskunhsa,twsan 
auvtw/| pa,ntej a;ggeloi 
qeou/ 
and let all angels of God 
worship him. 
 

The result is as simple as clear. Those who stand above the nations cannot be 
regarded as gods, but only as guardian angels, subordinated to the one God who 
assigned them to the nations. Therefore, they need to fall down worshipping 
before the one God. Indeed, there emerges an interaction with the nations, but it 
lacks openness towards their religions. The one God does not tolerate belief in 
                                                                                                                                  
esp. 1QS XI, 20 (=4Q264 XI, 8). On this see further Maxwell J. Davidson, Angels at 
Qumran: A Comparative Study of 1 Enoch 1–36, 72–108 and Sectarian Writings from 
Qumran (JSPSup 11; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992), 166ff., 192–93. 
56 There is a change of speaker between vv. 42 and 43 (LXX and Odes). Previously, God 
was speaking, now it is Moses. 
57 The construction of evniscu,ein with a dative is unusual, but possible (cf. Hos 10:11). 
Thus, auvtw/|, “it,” in our line is best understood as referring to tou/ laou/ auvtou/, “his [God’s] 
people” (with Hanhart, “Die Söhne Israels, die Söhne Gottes und die Engel,” 175 n. 7). 
The alternative translation, “and let all angels of God strengthen themselves in him,” is 
less probable. 
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other gods or divine beings. The nations have reason to rejoice, but only in the 
one God, who gives strength to the angels so that they are able to invigorate his 
people (this is the most probable interpretation of Deut 32 LXX).58 Or the nations 
may even have to rejoice in the strength that the one God gives to his people 
through the children of Israel, who are his own children (thus v. 43 in the Odes, 
if a difference is made there between angels and children of God; otherwise we 
have the same meaning as in LXX Deuteronomy). In summary, the Hellenistic 
Jewish Diaspora does not use the Song of Moses to increase openness towards 
religions, but modifies it in order to invalidate them. 

Other examples of early Jewish reception confirm this picture, especially 
Jub. 15:31–32 and LXX Ps 96:6. In the latter we find the short and sharp 
contrast: where gods worshipped in the MT, now the angels worship, and any 
permission to venerate idols and images vanishes. 
 

LXX Ps 96:7 (parallels to the Song of 
Moses underlined) 

(cf. the underlined text and Heb 1:6) 

aivscunqh,twsan pa,ntej oì 
proskunou/ntej toi/j gluptoi/j oì 
evgkaucw,menoi evn toi/j eivdw,loij auvtw/n 
proskunh,sate auvtw/| pa,ntej oi ̀a;ggeloi 
auvtou/ 

Let all worshipers of carved images 
be put to shame, those who make 
their boast in their idols. All his 
angels worship him! [the Lord: see v. 
1:5]. 

4.3 The reception in Hebrews 

The author of Hebrews takes up this line and connects it with Christology.59 In 
1:6 we read: 
 

Heb 1:6 

o[tan de. pa,lin eivsaga,gh| to.n 
prwto,tokon eivj th.n oivkoume,nhn( le,gei\ 
Kai. proskunhsa,twsan auvtw/| pa,ntej 
a;ggeloi qeou/Å 

and again, when he [God] brings the 
firstborn into the inhabited world,60 
he says: And let all the angels of God 
worship him. 

 

                                                           
58 If one prefers the alternative translation, “and let all angels of God strengthen 
themselves in him,” another possible meaning emerges: The nations have reason to 
rejoice, but only in the one God, who gives strength to the angels so that they are able to 
protect them. 
59 Perhaps imparted by an early Christian testimonium (see above §3.1). 
60 Another possible translation, preferred by many exegetes, but less likely, is: “but when 
he [God] brings the firstborn into the world again.” 
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Other Gods are ignored. Instead, angels of the one God are responsible for the 
nations of the world. Thus our author opts for a kind of religious exclusivism 
without developing it anew or giving a reason for it. The position is—as he sees 
it—already included in the quoted text of Scripture. 

The main interest moves to Christology: the Son is so great when he is 
brought into the inhabited world (the oivkoume,nh) that even the angels of the 
nations must fall down on their knees before him.61 Nevertheless, the exclusivist 
position does not moderate, as becomes clear at 12:15, which contains an 
allusion to Deut 29:17 LXX. According to that verse devotion to foreign gods 
would be like the shooting up of a bitter root. Hebrews implicitly gives the old 
religions of his readers a negative critique. 

The problems in this development are obvious. In the textual history of the 
Song of Moses the once open perspective narrows, and Hebrews fails to widen 
the horizon in its Christological use. Modern hermeneutics, therefore, must look 
for a correction to that perspective through other texts and traditions. But that 
charge goes beyond our task here. 

5. Conclusion 

We could give only a rough sketch of the many aspects regarding the Septuagint 
reception in Hebrews, and some of the considerations surely remain matters for 
dispute. Yet, some insights seem to be relevant not only for understanding 
Hebrews, but also exemplify a change in our understanding of scriptural 
quotations in general. Until recently, it might not have been considered adequate 
to take seriously the New Testament quotations in the inquiry of the Septuagint, 
and vice versa to examine the details of text history and the original contexts of 
scriptural quotations in New Testament studies. However, we are in a process of 
recognizing anew the history of manuscripts and texts; the New Testament 
quotations make their contribution to it. Parallel to this development, we detect 
evidence of the history of theology behind the textual history, and again the New 
Testament plays a role in that. All in all the complexity of quotations calls for 
close attention, because it helps us to understand the textual and the theological 
history of early Judaism and the beginnings of New Testament theology. 

                                                           
61 Oivkoume,nh refers to oi=koj, “house,” and is of special importance to political ideologies 
beginning in Ptolemaic times. (PSI 5, 541,7; for first century C.E. texts [Claudius, Nero, 
etc.] see Otto Michel, “h ̀oivkoume,nh,” TWNT 5:159–61). Thus Heb indirectly criticizes not 
only pagan religions, but also contradicts the worship of ruler cults. 



 

 



 

 

Observations on the Wirkungsgeschichte of the 
Septuagint Psalms in Ancient Judaism and  

Early Christianity 
Ralph Brucker 

In this paper I will give an overview over the Wirkungsgeschichte (history of 
reception) of the LXX Psalms1 in ancient Judaism and early Christianity. I will 
focus on two aspects of Wirkungsgeschichte, both contained in the German word 
Wirkung: one aspect is the reception in a narrower sense, i.e., quotations, 
allusions, and “echoes”; the other is the perception—this concerns the questions 
of author, literary genre, and canonicity. 

1. Ancient Judaism 

1.1 1 Maccabees 

Although the first book of the Maccabees (generally dated around 100 B.C.E.) 
was originally written in Hebrew or Aramaic and the Greek version we have is a 
translation, some scholars hold the opinion that the text of the LXX Psalms was 
available to the translator of 1 Maccabees.2 Arie van der Kooij points to the 

                                                           
1 The textual basis for the LXX Psalms is Alfred Rahlfs’s Göttingen edition: Psalmi cum 
Odis (3d ed.; Septuaginta 10; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979). Concerning the 
text itself (not the apparatus criticus), the psalms in Rahlfs’s editio minor (Septuaginta: 
Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes [Stuttgart: Württembergische 
Bibelanstalt, 1935; repr., 2 vols. in 1. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979]) are, 
however, almost identical to those in the Göttingen edition. The English translation follows 
in most cases that of Lancelot C. L. Brenton, The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and 
English (London: Samuel Bagster & Sons, 1851; repr., Peabody: Hendrickson, 1986). 
The psalm numbers always refer to the LXX version (differing from the MT). 
2 Arie van der Kooij, “The Septuagint of Psalms and the First Book of Maccabees,” in 
The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma (ed. R. J. V. Hiebert, C. E. 
Cox, and P. J. Gentry; JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 229–47. His 
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quotation of Ps 78:2–3 in 1 Macc 7:17, which can be seen as a literal quotation 
with slight modifications, and he also points to the allusion to Ps 109:4 in 
1 Macc 14:41 with the striking expression “high priest for ever” (avrciere,a eivj 
to.n aivw/na). The second case, however, is less convincing, as Ps 109:4 speaks 
of a “priest for ever (su. ei= i`ereu.j eivj to.n aivw/na), after the order of Melchi-
zedek.” 

But there is another quotation not discussed by van der Kooij:3 After the 
victory over Gorgias told in ch. 4 the Jews under their leader Judas praise God 
with the words, “for 〈he〉 is good, for his mercy4 endures for ever” (4:24). This is 
a refrain well known from a number of psalms,5 usually preceded by the words 
“acknowledge the Lord” (evxomologei/sqe tw/| kuri,w|). But it is also to be found 
in the later historical books (esp. 1 and 2 Chronicles)—with a remarkable 
difference in the translation: “Acknowledge the Lord, for it is good” instead of 
“for he is good.”6 Now in 1 Macc 4:24 the manuscripts read, kai. 
evpistrafe,ntej u[mnoun kai. euvlo,goun eivj ouvrano.n o[ti kalo,n o[ti eivj to.n 
aivw/na to. e;leoj auvtou/.7 The o[ti kalo,n (“for it is good”) is not exactly 
corresponding with either of the other Greek versions, yet seems to be nearer to 
that of 1 and 2 Chronicles. But in the text of 1 Maccabees the reading o[ti 
kalo,n produces some difficulties: as the introduction “acknowledge the Lord” is 
missing here, the kalo,n cannot refer to the acknowledgement itself. The only 

                                                                                                                                  
opinion is shared by Tyler F. Williams, “Towards a Date for the Old Greek Psalter,” in 
The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma, 248–76, esp. 270–72. 
3 It is mentioned by Williams, “Towards a Date for the Old Greek Psalter,” 272, but not 
sufficiently discussed. 
4 Albert Pietersma, A New English Translation of the Septuagint, and the Other Greek 
Translations Traditionally Included under That Title: The Psalms (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2000), sees e;leoj as a “calque” (Greek word with Hebrew meaning) and 
translates it (according to the NRSV) with “steadfast love” when equating with dsx (see 
his introduction, p. xxii). 
5 Pss 99:5; 105:1; 106:1; 135 passim with “for he is kind” (o[ti crhsto,j); and 117:1, 2, 3, 
4, 29 with “for he is good” (o[ti avgaqo,j). The first version is also quoted in Jer 40:11 and 
Dan 3:89–90. 
6 1 Chr 16:34 [cf. 16:41]; 2 Chr 5:13; 7:3 [cf. 7:6, 20:21]; Ezra 3:11 (o[ti avgaqo,n). The 
Hebrew text has in all cases bwj yk which could indeed be understood in both ways, cf. 
Ps 146:1 (similarly Ps 91:2). 
7 According to the Göttingen edition (Werner Kappler, Maccabaeorum liber I [2d ed.; 
Septuaginta 9.1; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967], 70) there are only two 
manuscripts (the minuscules 55 and 58, tenth and eleventh century, respectively) reading 
avgaqo,j instead of kalo,n, and one (534, eleventh century) reading avgaqo,n—obviously 
trying to get in line with one of the parallels cited above (Ps 117 and the books of 
Chronicles, respectively). 
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possible reference of the neuter kalo,n is to. e;leoj auvtou/, “his mercy.” 8 The 
first o[ti could thus be understood as a o[ti recitativum, and the sentence would 
be rendered as follows: “And when they returned they sang and praised to 
heaven: Good is his mercy, for it endures for ever!”9 This seems a bit awkward, 
so that many modern translations prefer the conjecture “for 〈he〉 is good” (o[ti 
crhsto,j or o[ti avgaqo,j) which would correspond to the Psalms version of the 
refrain.10 But if, as is most probable, the translator of 1 Maccabees is himself 
responsible for the o[ti kalo,n,11 it becomes less probable that the text of the LXX 
Psalms was available to him.12 

Apart from these cases, further allusions to the Psalter can be found in 5:4 
(cf. Ps 68:23; but cf. also Josh 23:13; Wis 14:11) and 9:23 (cf. Ps 91:8). 
Moreover, the book contains several passages that are inspired by “Biblical 
Poetry” (lamentations, prayers, and eulogies). 

                                                           
8 It remains puzzling, why the translator should have understood the Hebrew bwj as a 
predicate to dsx (= e;leoj). After all, it does not seem very probable that the swthri,a of 
“that day” (14:25) should be in any way paralleled to the days of creation where the o[ti 
kalo,n is a recurring statement (Gen 1:4, 8, 10, 12, 18; cf. 3:6). In Ps 134:3 (aivnei/te to.n 
ku,rion o[ti avgaqo.j ku,rioj / ya,late tw/| ovno,mati auvtou/ o[ti kalo,n), the o[ti kalo,n refers 
to the name (o;noma) of the Lord (cf. with o[ti avgaqo,n, Ps 53:8). 
9 The second o[ti is missing in Codex A; this is clearly facilitating the sentence (“And 
when they returned they sang and praised to heaven: Good is his mercy for ever!” or “… 
praised to heaven, for good is his mercy for ever!”), but distorting the quotation. 
10 This is explicitly stated by F.-M. Abel, Les Livres des Maccabées (2d ed.; EBib; Paris: 
J. Gabalda, 1949), 78; Werner Dommershausen, 1 Makkabäer, 2 Makkabäer 
(NEchtB:AT 12; Würzburg: Echter, 1985), 36. Many others (including Williams, 
“Towards a Date for the Old Greek Psalter,” 272) translate “he” without discussing the 
textual problem.  
11 This (kalo,n as a mistake of the Greek translator) is the opinion of Carl L. W. Grimm, 
Das erste [-vierte] Buch der Maccabäer (2 vol. in 1; Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch 
zu den Apokryphen des Alten Testamentes 3–4; Leipzig: Hirzel, 1853), 70; Emil F. 
Kautzsch, “Das erste Buch der Makkabäer,” in Die Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen 
des Alten Testaments, (ed. E. F. Kautzsch; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1900), 1:44 n. c; 
Klaus-Dietrich Schunck, “1. Makkabäerbuch,” in Historische und legendarische Erzäh-
lungen (JSHRZ 1.4; Gütersloh: Mohn, 1980), 315 n. 24. 
12 The case may be different with regard to the LXX translations of Isaiah and Proverbs. 
But due to limits of space, this has to remain undiscussed here. See on this topic, 
Williams, “Towards a Date for the Old Greek Psalter,” 263–70 (overview); and Johann 
Cook, “Intertextual Relationships Between the Septuagint of Psalms and Proverbs,” in 
The Old Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma, 218–28. 
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1.2 Philo of Alexandria 

Philo explicitly quotes several verses from the LXX Psalms.13 His standard 
quotation formula is “in the hymns” (evn u[mnoij, occurring 9x,14 so he probably 
knows the whole collection that we call “the Psalter.”15 But of the titles used in the 
inscriptions of the major LXX manuscripts—i.e., yalmoi, in B, yalth,rion in A 
et al.16—the word yalmo,j cannot be found throughout his works, and 
yalth,rion occurs only twice in the sense of a musical instrument (Post. 103, 
111). 

Sometimes Philo refers to a certain a|=sma, “song” or “canticle,” but this term 
is used for various biblical songs in the books of Exodus, Numbers, and 
1 Kingdoms (1 Samuel) as well.17 However, in Philo’s eyes, the most important 
biblical songs—according to the frequency of quotations—are obviously the 

                                                           
13 Pss 22:1 (Names 115; Agriculture 50); 26:1 (Dreams 1.75); 30:19 (Confusion 39); 36:4 
(Planting 39; Dreams 2.242); 41:4 (Migration 157); 45:5 (Dreams 2.246); 61:12 
(Unchangeable 82); 64:10 (Dreams 2.245); 74:9 (Unchangeable 77); 77:49 (Giants 17); 
79:6 (Migration 157); 79:7 (Confusion 52); 83:11 (Heir 290); 93:9 (Planting 29); 100:1 
(Unchangeable 74); 113:25 (Flight 59). Of these, the reference to Ps 83:11 in Heir 290 
should, despite the quotation formula, better be qualified as an allusion, because it is 
rather free (see below, n. 27). Furthermore, Philo alludes to Pss 90:11–12 (Unchangeable 
182) and 113:13–15 (Decalogue 74), summarizing the verses in his own words. On 
Philo’s use of the LXX Psalms, see most recently David T. Runia, “Philo’s Reading of the 
Psalms,” SPhilo 13 (2001): 102–21. Some examples are also discussed by Williams, 
“Towards a Date for the Old Greek Psalter,” 272–75. 
14 In the LXX Psalter, the formula evn u[mnoij occurs in the titles of six psalms that are not 
quoted by Philo (Pss 6:1; 53:1; 54:1; 60:1; 66:1; 75:1, always as the translation of 
twnygnb). Here, it suggests the existence of a collection of its own (“among the hymns”), 
whereas Philo can use the term “hymn” for all psalms. 
15 The frequently used formula “it is written” (ge,graptai) never refers to a psalm but is 
restricted to quotations from the Pentateuch. This indicates that the collection of “hymns” 
is not quite of the same authority for Philo as the Pentateuch. Statistics confirm this 
impression: Of 1161 biblical quotations, only forty-one do not stem from the Pentateuch 
(Helmut Burkhardt, Die Inspiration heiliger Schriften bei Philo von Alexandrien 
[Monographien und Studienbücher 340; Giessen: Brunnen, 1988], 134; Runia, “Philo’s 
reading of the Psalms,” 102, both following Leisegang’s Index; F. H. Colson, “Philo’s 
Quotations From the Old Testament,” JTS 41 [1940]: 237–51, specifically 238, counts 
somewhat different, but with an even clearer tendency: about 2000 citations, fifty not 
from the Pentateuch). 
16 See the apparatus criticus in Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis3, 81. Some manuscripts, 
including S, do not have an inscription. 
17 In the LXX a|=sma occurs only fifteen times—just once in the Pentateuch (Num 21:17) 
and never in the historical books. In the five occurrences in the Psalter (Pss 32:3; 39:4; 
95:1; 97:1; 149:1) it is always connected with kaino,n, “a new song.” 
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songs of Moses from Exod 15 and Deut 32. The term w|vdh, , “song” or “ode,” at 
least in the singular is almost always connected to one of these two.18 

Whereas in the case of Moses the author’s name is known to Philo, in most 
other cases the writer remains anonymous. Only Balaam, whom he calls 
ma,taioj, “vain” or “false,” is mentioned as a composer of “exceeding hymns to 
God,” one of them being “God is not as man …” (Num 23:19). As for the 
Psalms, the authors are referred to as “one of the friends of Moses” (tij tw/n 
e`tai,rwn Mwuse,wj), “one of the acquaintances of Moses” (tw/n Mwuse,wj 
gnwri,mwn tij), “the fellow of Moses” (ò tou/ Mwuse,wj dh. qiasw,thj), “the 
divine man” (o` qespe,sioj avnh,r), “a prophetic man” (tij profhtiko,j avnh,r), 
“the hymn-singer” (ò um̀nwdo,j), “the one who wrote the hymnic songs” (o` ta.j 
u`mnwdi,aj avnagra,yaj). But just as often the reference is given in the passive 
form: “It is sung” (a|;detai, 3x), “it is said” (ei;rhtai [2x], le,getai, le,lektai, 
lecqe,n), “it is contained” (perie,cetai),19 or just “and there is another song of 
this kind” (evsti de. kai. e[teron a|=sma toiou/ton). 

What is striking is the absence of David in this list, since the books of 
Kingdoms (2 Samuel/1 Kings) picture him as a psalmist and many psalms are 
explicitly ascribed to him.20 The only time when Philo mentions David at all, he 
shows that this tradition is well known to him, when he speaks of the later kings 
of Israel as “sons of David who has praised God in hymns” (ui`oi. tou/ to.n qeo.n 
u`mnh,santoj Dabi,d; Conf. 149). But Philo’s ‘hero’ is Moses, and so he is rather 

                                                           
18 The characterization of the songs of Moses as wv|dh, can be found in the LXX as well 
(Exod 15:1; Deut 31:19, 21, 22, 30; 32:44). But the LXX also mentions wv|dai, written by 
David (2 Chr 23:18; Neh 12:36) and by Solomon (5000 according to 3 Kgdms 5:12; cf. 
Sir 47:17). A number of psalms are designated as wv|dh, in the title (Pss 4:1; 17:1               
[= 2 Kgdms 22:1]; 38:1; 44:1; 64:1; 75:1; 95:1), many of them ascribed to David (of 
these, Ps 64 is quoted by Philo). Some psalms are specified as wv|dh. yalmou/ (65:1; 82:1; 
87:1; 107:1), and Pss 119–133 as wv|dh. tw/n avnabaqmw/n (130; 132 ascribed to David; 126 
ascribed to Solomon). Cf. also the inscriptions yalmo.j wv|dh/j (Pss 29:1; 47:1; 66:1; 67:1; 
74:1; 86:1; 91:1) and ai=noj wv|dh/j (Pss 90:1; 92:1; 94:1). The song of Habakkuk is 
characterized as proseuch. Ambakoum tou/ profh,tou meta. wv|dh/j (Hab 3:1). In the Christian 
compilation of fourteen “Odes” (following the psalms in both of Rahlfs’s editions; his 
general inscription wv|dai, is not found in the manuscripts) only some are explicitly called 
wv|dh, in the title: In codices A and 55: Ode 1 [= Exod 15:1–19]; 2 [= Deut 32:1–43]; in 
Codex 55: Ode 4 [= Hab 3:2–19]; 5 [= Isa 26:9–20]; 8 [= Dan 3:52–88]; in Codex R: Ode 
10 [= Isa 5:1–9] (in R, also cf. the inscriptions to Ode 2; 4). 
19 With the verb in the passive form, but a logical subject added, Giants 17: “what is said 
at (by?) the hymnographer in this song” (to. para. tw|/ ùmnogra,fw| eivrhme,non evn a|;smati 
tou,tw|). 
20 Out of the sixteen (fifteen) psalms that are listed above (see n. 13), eight are ascribed to 
David in the LXX—or at least connected to him, as the dative tw|/ Dauid is not necessarily 
stating authorship. 
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inclined to connect the Psalter with Moses’ fellowship than with David or other 
figures of biblical tradition.21 

1.3 Josephus 

Josephus does not quote the Psalter, and he seems to be rather indifferent about 
a|=smata, yalmoi,, and w|vdai,.22 But there is one passage in his Jewish Antiquities 
that gives an insight into his perception of the LXX Psalms: in Ant. 7.305, 
Josephus states: 

And now David, being freed from wars and dangers, and enjoying for the future 
a profound peace, composed songs and hymns to God of various meters; some 
he made in trimeters, and some in pentameters (w|vda.j eivj to.n qeo.n kai. u[mnouj 
suneta,xato me,trou poiki,lou\ tou.j me.n ga.r trime,trouj, tou.j de. pentame,trouj 
evpoi,hsen). 

Josephus obviously feels a certain lack about the Greek Psalms, as they don’t 
follow the standards of Greek religious poetry. In fact, the translator of the 
Psalms did not try to create pieces of metrical poetry but preferred a translation 
into rhythmical prose. Now Josephus, in order to meet the expectations of his 
Greco-Roman readers, claims that the missing meters are actually there—but in 
the Hebrew original (which of course none of his readers could check).23 The 
passage cited above continues with a description of the musical instruments 

                                                           
21 Even Solomon, who is also mentioned one single time (Prelim. Studies 177), is made 
“one of the disciples of Moses” (tij tw/n foithtw/n Mwuse,wj). 
22 He uses yalmo,j four times (Ant. 6.214; 7.80; 9.35; 12.323) and w|vdh, three times (Ant. 
2.346; 7.305; 8.44), whereas a|=sma occurs only once (Ag. Ap. 1.12). His favorite term for 
sung praises of God is u[mnoj (14x, the whole u[mn- family more than 50x). 
23 The (iambic) trimeter is the standard meter of the Attic drama, especially tragedy (and 
in Josephus’s days known from the proverbial sententiae as citations from dramas); the 
pentameter is to be found in elegiac poetry and epigrams—always, alternating with a 
hexameter, in so-called ‘distichs’ (this seems to be the associative bridge to the psalms 
which often, due to the ‘parallelism’, consist of line pairs). Cf. with regard to the songs of 
Moses (Exod 15 and Deut 32), Ant. 2.346 and 4.303: Here, Josephus finds the hexameter 
(the ‘heroic’ meter of the Homeric writings and many hymns). Similarly, Philo speaks of 
the various meters of the “hymns and psalms” sung by the Therapeutai (Contempl. Life 3, 
10, 29–30, 80), but it remains open whether he is referring to biblical songs or 
postbiblical compositions.  
 These apologetic “findings” of meter in the Scriptures had a Wirkungsgeschichte of 
their own: They were taken over by ancient Christian authors such as Origen, Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Jerome, and Augustine, and ever repeated throughout the Middle Ages. Even in 
our days scholars are eagerly trying to work out the ‘meters’ of Hebrew poetry. See 
James L. Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its History (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1981), esp. 135–70. 
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which David constructed and taught the Levites to use on the Sabbath day and 
other festivals. So, David appears as the sole inventor of musical art in Israel. 

Excursus: An Example of the Wirkungsgeschichte of the LXX Psalms in the 
Graeco-Roman World 

In the fifth book of Cicero’s Tusculanae disputationes there is a famous hymnic 
prayer to Philosophy (§§ 5–6).24 The solemn passage, beginning O vitae 
Philosophia dux (“O Philosophy, life’s leader!”), directly addresses Cicero’s 
personal “Goddess” in the style of Greco-Roman prayers and hymns. One would 
not expect a biblical reflex in this context, but as Otto Weinreich has shown, a 
psalm verse found its way into this impressive piece of religious prose.25 

The hymnic prayer culminates in a sententia that runs as follows: Est autem 
unus dies bene et ex praeceptis tuis actus peccanti immortalitati anteponendus 
(“For one day, spent well and according to thy commandments, is to be 
preferred to a sinning immortality”). The contrast between one single day and a 
long lifetime, as well as the contrast between living near to the divine and living 
in sin, can be found in a verse of the biblical Psalter, namely Ps 83:11: “For one 
day in your courts is better than thousands; I would rather be an abject in the 
house of God, than dwell in the tents of sinners” (o[ti krei,sswn h`me,ra mi,a evn 
tai/j auvlai/j sou u`pe.r cilia,daj\ evxelexa,mhn pararriptei/sqai evn tw/| oi;kw| 
tou/ qeou/ ma/llon h' oivkei/n evn skhnw,masin a`martwlw/n).26 

How could a psalm verse become the prototype for a Ciceronian sententia? 
The transmission is probably due to Cicero’s teacher of Stoic philosophy, 
Posidonius of Apameia (in Syria). Of him a very similar sentence is testified by 
Seneca, Ep. 78.28: Nam ut Posidonius ait, unus dies hominum eruditorum plus 
patet quam imperitis longissima aetas (“For, as Posidonius says, one day of wise 
men opens more than the longest age for the foolish”). So, it is not necessary (it 
is, in fact, improbable) that Cicero himself knew the LXX, but for Posidonius, 
who was very interested in foreign cultures, this is not at all impossible. More 

                                                           
24 For a detailed analysis see Hildebrecht Hommel, Ciceros Gebetshymnus an die 
Philosophie, Tusculanen V 5 (SHAWPH 3; Heidelberg: Winter, 1968); cf. Ralph 
Brucker, ‘Christushymnen’ oder ‘epideiktische Passagen’?: Studien zum Stilwechsel im 
Neuen Testament und seiner Umwelt (FRLANT 176; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1997), 211–18. 
25 Otto Weinreich, “Ciceros Hymnus an die Philosophie und ein Psalmenvers: Das Gebet 
aus den Tusculanen,” in Ausgewählte Schriften (ed. O. Weinreich, U. Klein, and G. 
Wille; Amsterdam: B. R. Grüner, 1979), 3:381–94. 
26 Cf. also the Latin version of the Vulgate (according to the LXX): quia melior est dies 
una in atriis tuis super milia; elegi abiectus esse in domo Dei mei magis quam habitare in 
tabernaculis peccatorum (Robert Weber and Bonifatius Fischer, Biblia sacra: iuxta 
Vulgatam versionem [2 vols.; 3d ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1983]). 
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likely, however, is the oral transmission of the psalm verse as a kind of maxim, 
which could easily be paraphrased and transformed.27 

2. The New Testament Reception of the Psalms 

The only New Testament author who mentions the “Psalms” (yalmoi,) as a book 
is Luke (Luke 20:42; 24:44; Acts 1:20; 13:33). This is also the only occasion in 
the New Testament where the concept of a three-piece Jewish canon is taking 
shape, consisting of “the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms” 
(24:44). Three further occurrences of the term yalmo,j occur in the writings of 
Paul and his school (1 Cor 14:26; Col 3:16; and Eph 5:19), but along with the 
terms u[mnoj and wv|dh, (connected in Col 3:16 and Eph 5:19) they do not clearly 
refer to the biblical psalms.28 Apart from these incidences the term wv|dh, is only 
applied in the Revelation of John, here labeling the “new songs” sung in heaven. 
Nevertheless the Psalter takes a prominent role among the references to 
“Scripture” in the New Testament—this can readily be seen by the marginal 
notes in the standard Bible versions.29 But there are differences among the uses 
of psalms in the individual New Testament writings. 

2.1 Gospels 

In the Synoptic Gospels the psalm quotations are spoken (recited) by the acting 
persons, especially Jesus. The most prominent psalm quotations are connected 
with Jerusalem: right at Jesus’ entry the multitude cries out words from Ps 
117:26 (“Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord”).30 Also taken 

                                                           
27 This is confirmed by Philo’s use of the psalm verse in Heir 290: Discussing the term 
“good old age” (kalo.n gh/raj), he states that it is not a life of long-time duration, but one 
with prudence that is desirable. Then he adds his paraphrase of Ps 83:11: “For the welfare 
of a day is as much better than a multitude of years, as is its briefer light than eternal 
darkness. For, as a prophetic man soundly said, he rather wants to live one day with 
virtue than ten thousand years in the shadow of death, ‘death’ indeed meaning the life of 
the evil people” (to. ga.r euvh,meron polueti,aj krei/tton( o[sw| kai. bracu,teron fw/j sko,touj 
aivwni,ou) mi,an ga.r h`me,ran u`giw/j ei=pe, tij profhtiko,j avnh.r bou,lesqai biw/nai metV 
avreth/j h' muri,a e;th evn skia|/ qana,tou( qa,naton me,ntoi tw/n fau,lwn aivnitto,menoj bi,on). 
Cf. also the echo of the same thought in Rewards 112. 
28 “Whenever you come together, each of you has a psalm, etc.” (1 Cor 14:26) could refer 
to biblical psalms but as well to newly written Christian psalms, and the same is the case 
with the yalmoi/j u[mnoij wv|dai/j pneumatikai/j which are sung according to Col 3:16 and 
Eph 5:19. 
29 Cf. the Loci citati vel allegati in the NA27, 770–806: The Psalter fills 9 columns 
(pp. 783–88); next is Isaiah with 8 columns (pp. 789–93). 
30 Mark 11:9; Matt 21:9; Luke 19:38. 
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from this psalm is the saying “The stone that the builders rejected has become 
the chief cornerstone” (Ps 117:22–23), spoken by Jesus, thus concluding the 
parable of the wicked tenants (and cited as a word from the Scriptures).31 The 
next psalm quotation is also spoken by Jesus and is this time ascribed to David: 
“The LORD says to my lord, ‘Sit at my right hand until I make your enemies 
your footstool’” (Ps 109:1).32 Eventually Ps 21:2 (“My God, my God, why have 
you forsaken me?”) is prayed by the dying Jesus, preceded by the Aramaic 
version of these words; since this is the beginning (incipit) of the psalm, several 
scholars hold the opinion that the scene implies Jesus’ praying of the whole 
psalm (which is a psalm of lament, turning at v. 23 into a psalm of 
thanksgiving).33 

Besides the quotations there are a number of allusions to psalm words 
interwoven with the narrative.34 Again, we can find Ps 109:1 when Jesus 
declares at his trial before the council that they will see him “sitting at the right 
hand of God.”35 In the synoptic accounts of the baptism and transfiguration of 
Jesus there is an allusion to Ps 2:7 (“The Lord said to me, You are my Son, 
today have I begotten you”).36 Psalm 21 is alluded to throughout the passion 
narrative (dividing of the garments by casting lots, the crowd “wagging their 
heads,” and in Matthew, also, “let God deliver him”).37 

Finally, one special genre has to be taken into account in a discussion of 
Wirkungsgeschichte: the canticles in Luke’s infancy narrative (especially 1:46–
55 and 1:67–79). Although no exact quotations or assignable allusions can be 
proved these “songs” are clearly imitating the style and diction of the LXX 
Psalms (and related biblical songs such as 1 Kgdms 2). 

In the gospel of John there are more formal citations from the Psalter and 
less allusions. The usual citation formulas are “it is written” (gegramme,non) and 
“that the Scripture (h` grafh,) should be fulfilled”; in some cases the given 
“Scripture” quotation turns out to be combined of more than one biblical locus. 
Whereas in the Synoptics the bulk of the Psalter references are to be found in the 
passion narrative, they are more spread in the gospel of John—the first one near 

                                                           
31 Mark 12:10; Matt 21:9; Luke 20:17. 
32 Mark 12:36; Matt 22:44; Luke 20:42. 
33 Mark 15:34; Matt 27:46. In Luke 23:46, this quotation is replaced by another psalm 
quotation: “Father, into your hands I commend my spirit” (Ps 30:6). 
34 On allusions to Ps 40 in the gospel of Mark, see the contribution by Stephen Ahearne-
Kroll in this volume, pp. 293–309. 
35 Mark 14:62; Matt 26:64; Luke 22:69. 
36 Mark 1:11; 9:7; Matt 3:17; 17:5; Luke 3:22; 9:35. 
37 Mark 15:24, 29; Matt 27:29, 35, 39, 43; Luke 23:34–35. 
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the beginning of the gospel’s actual narrative, in John 2:17 (“Zeal for your house 
will consume me,” cf. Ps 68:10).38 

2.2 Paul 

One remarkable observation concerning the Scripture quotations in the letters of 
Paul is that they are restricted to his Hauptbriefe (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, 
and Galatians).39 If we take only the psalm quotations into account, this reduces 
to Romans and 1 and 2 Corinthians,40 with more than two-third in Romans (16 
instances). The highest density of psalm quotations can be found in Rom 3:10–
18 (6 instances).41 

When Paul introduces a psalm quotation, his standard formula is kaqw.j 
ge,graptai (Rom 3:4, 10; 8:36; 15:3, 9; 2 Cor 9:9; cf. kai. pa,lin Rom 15:11; 
1 Cor 3:20; kata. to. gegramme,non 2 Cor 4:13). In two cases the psalm verses 
are ascribed to David (Daui.d le,gei, Rom 4:6; 11:9, referring to Pss 31 and 68, 
respectively). 

What seems worth pointing out, in my view, is the way Paul uses those 
quotations: they are embedded into the argumentation, just as the quotations 
from the prophets or other parts of the Scriptures. He obviously does not see, or 
at least does not make, any difference between the various kinds of biblical 
literature. The Psalter quotations are not emphasized as instances of what might 
be called ‘Biblical Poetry’. 

                                                           
38 The gospel of John quotes from seven psalms: Pss 21:19; 33:21; 40:10; 68:5, 10, 22; 
77:16, 20, 24; 81:6; 117:26. See most recently Margaret Daly-Denton, David in the 
Fourth Gospel: The Johannine Reception of the Psalms (AGJU 47; Leiden: Brill, 2000).  
39 See generally on Paul’s use of Scripture, Paul Harlé et al., La Bible d’Alexandrie: Le 
Lévitique. Traduction du Texte grec de la Septante (Paris: Cerf, 1994); and Christopher 
D. Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in the Pauline 
Epistles and Contemporary Literature (SNTSMS 74; Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992).  
40 In Galatians there is only one debated case which is better understood as an allusion: 
Gal 2:16, alluding to Ps 142:2 (cf. Rom 3:20). On Paul’s use of the Psalter, see most 
recently Moisés Silva, “The Greek Psalter in Paul’s Letters: a Textual Study,” in The Old 
Greek Psalter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma, 277–88. Cf. also Allan M. 
Harmon, “Aspects of Paul’s Use of the Psalms,” WTJ 32 (1969): 1–23 (based on the 
author’s unpublished dissertation). 
41 Quite interesting is the Wirkungsgeschichte of Rom 3:12–18: Paul connects the initial 
quotation from Ps 13:3 with a chain of further short quotations taken from Pss 5:10; 
139:4; 9:28; Isa 59:7–8; and Ps 35:2. This chain has found its way into the main LXX 
manuscripts (and into the Bohairic, Sahidic, Latin, and Syriac translations) as a part of Ps 
13:3; only the Lucianic recension (followed by Codex A) omits the ‘Pauline’ addition. 
See §4.4 of the prolegomena in Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis3, 30–31 and the apparatus 
criticus ad loc., p. 96. 
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But there are some passages in the Pauline corpus which represent an 
elevated style—e.g., Rom 8:31–39; 11:33–36; or 1 Cor 13. Almost all New 
Testament scholars would agree that these passages have been composed by 
Paul himself. Their diction and their world of ideas, however, are inspired by the 
psalms. So, these passages can also be seen as belonging to the 
Wirkungsgeschichte of the LXX Psalms. 

2.3 Other New Testament writings 

In the Acts of the Apostles the death of Judas and the election of Matthias are 
explicitly related to two quotations from “the book of Psalms” (Acts 1:20, 
quoting Pss 68:26 and 108:8). Psalm 15:8–11 plays a prominent role in Peter’s 
Pentecostal speech in Acts 2 (cited in vv. 25–28) and is quoted again in Paul’s 
speech in Acts 13:35. In these programmatic speeches we also find two psalm 
verses that were important in the Synoptic Gospels as well: Ps 109:1 is quoted 
by Peter in Acts 2:34–35 and Ps 2:7 by Paul in Acts 13:33. Another psalm 
quotation occurring twice is the statement that God “made the heaven and the 
earth, the sea, and everything in them” (Ps 145:6 = Exod 20:11, quoted in Acts 
4:24 and 14:15, cf. 17:24). This is introduced in a prayer of the church in 
Jerusalem (Acts 4:24ff.), where it is followed by a further psalm citation: Ps 
2:1–2. Here the authorship is described in a rather complicated way: “Sovereign 
Lord, […] it is you who said by the Holy Spirit through our ancestor David, 
your servant …” 

The Epistle to the Hebrews begins with a solemn introduction (ch. 1). It 
praises the glory of the Son of God who excels all angels, and the author makes 
use of several psalm verses (2:7; 96:7; 103:4; 44:7–8; 101:26–28; 109:1). All of 
them are introduced as words spoken by God himself and demonstrating the 
superiority of the Son over the angels. As the argumentation continues, that the 
exaltation of the Son must be preceded by abasement (ch. 2), the author cites as 
a “witness” words from the Psalter (Ps 8:5–7); this time they are introduced: 
“But someone has testified somewhere” (v. 6; diemartu,rato de, pou, tij 
le,gwn). Unique in the New Testament is the quotation of five succeeding psalm 
verses (Ps 94:7b–11), followed by a detailed interpretation in the manner of a 
homiletic midrash, in Heb 3:7–4:11. The quotation is introduced: “Therefore, as 
the Holy Spirit says,” but at the end of the interpretation, quoting again the 
beginning of the section, it is identified as words of God (4:8), spoken “through 
David” or “in (the book ascribed to) David” (4:7; evn Daui,d). If we could ask the 
author who actually wrote the psalm text, the answer would probably be that the 
Scripture, including the psalms, contains words directly spoken by God, no 
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matter whether the “chosen vessel” happens to be David, Moses, or one of the 
prophets.42 

Another long psalm quotation is found in 1 Pet 3:10–12, where Ps 33:13–
17a is cited to support the author’s argument (ga,r is inserted).43 

Second Peter 3:8 uses Ps 89:4 (“For a thousand years in your sight are as 
yesterday which is past, and as a watch in the night”) as a foundation for his 
curious chronological conversion: “With the Lord one day is like a thousand 
years, and a thousand years are like one day.” This has been interpreted by some 
scholars as a biblical testimony to chiliasm, i.e., the expectation of a 1000 year 
reign of the Messiah; but that is probably not meant here.44 

3. Early Christianity outside the New Testament 

3.1 Apostolic Fathers 

In the corpus of the so-called Apostolic Fathers the terms u[mnoj, yalmo,j, wv|dh,, 
and a|=sma do not occur at all.45 Nevertheless, at least two of these writings, 
namely 1 Clement (ca. 100 C.E.) and the Epistle of Barnabas (ca. 130/132 C.E.), 
are to a great extent based on Scripture quotations. In 1 Clement there can be 
found larger portions of the Psalter, e.g., 1 Clem. 18 (Ps 50:3–19); 22 (Ps 33:12–
18); 35:7–12 (Ps 49:16–23). In the Epistle of Barnabas one observation might 
be worth mentioning here: Barn. 10:10 cites Ps 1:1 as spoken by David; after 
having quoted several words from the prophets (Jeremiah; Isaiah) the author 
returns in 11:6–7 to Ps 1 from which he quotes vv. 3–6 as words found in 
“another prophet” (kai. pa,lin evn a;llw| profh,th| le,gei). Similarly, Barnabas 
quotes Ps 17:45, “at the hearing of the ear they obeyed me” (eivj avkoh.n wvti,ou 
u`ph,kouse,n moi), at the beginning of a collection of Scripture quotations 
concerning hearing and circumcision of the heart, mostly taken from Isaiah 
(Barn. 9:1); here too the psalm quotation is said to be spoken “in/through the 
prophet” (le,gei ku,rioj evn tw|/ profh,th|). This is probably due to the 
circumstance that Barnabas did not actually use the LXX, but rather used existing 

                                                           
42 For more about the Scriptures in Hebrews see Martin Karrer’s paper in this volume, 
pp. 335–53. 
43 See the contribution by Karen Jobes in this volume, pp. 311–33. 
44 See the discussion in Richard Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter (WBC 50; Waco: Word, 1983), 
306–10. 
45 The verb a|;dw is used by Ignatius (Eph. 4:1–2; Magn. 1:2; Rom. 2:2) and the Shepherd 
of Hermas (Sim. 9:11), and the verb ya,llw occurs in a psalm quotation in Barn. 6:16 
(mixture of Pss 21:23 and 107:4). 
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collections of “testimonia.”46 Indeed, in Barnabas’s eyes the actual author of the 
Scripture is “the Lord,” so it doesn’t really matter from where a single quotation 
is taken. 

3.2 Apologists 

Among the Greek Apologists Justin clearly stands out; this is also true in regard 
to the Psalter. Especially the Dialogue with Trypho is full of Psalm quotations. 
Justin’s standard term is yalmo,j, and he often gives the psalm’s number, 
according to the LXX.47 In most cases the psalms are explicitly ascribed to David. 
Justin is, as far as I know, also the first one to quote entire psalms in full 
length.48 

The most interesting one is probably the quotation of Ps 95 in Dial. 73–74 
(cf. 1 Apol. 41.4). In v. 10 of this psalm Justin’s text differs from that of most 
LXX manuscripts—and from that of his Jewish contemporaries: the majority 
reading is ei;pate evn toi/j e;qnesin\ o` ku,rioj evbasi,leusen (“Say among the 
nations, The Lord became king!”). Justin’s text has ‘three little words’ more 
where he reads ei;pate evn toi/j e;qnesin\ o` ku,rioj evbasi,leusen avpo. tou/ 
xu,lou, “Say among the nations, The Lord became king, because of the tree!” 
Since the xu,lon, “tree” or “wood,” clearly refers to the cross (cf. Acts 5:30; 
10:39; 13:29; Gal 3:13; 1 Pet 2:24), this is obviously an early Christian 
interpolation. It transfers the proclamation of God’s kingdom into a 
proclamation of Christ’s kingdom. However, Justin is so convinced that his 
reading is original that he accuses the Jewish scribes of having eliminated the 
words referring to the cross.49 

                                                           
46 About the use of tradition and the problem of the “testimonia” in Barnabas see the 
introduction by Klaus Wengst, Didache (Apostellehre); Barnabasbrief; Zweiter Klemens-
brief; Schrift an Diognet (SUC 2; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1984), 
119–29. On the “testimonia” in general see, most recently, Martin C. Albl, And Scripture 
Cannot be Broken: The Form and Function of the Early Christian Testimonia Collections 
(NovTSup 96; Leiden: Brill, 1999). 
47 See Dial. 22.7 (Ps 49); 37.1 (Ps 46); 37.2 (Ps 98); 38.3 (Ps 44); 73.1 (Ps 95); 97.3 (Ps 
21). 
48 In Justin’s Dial., we find full-length quotations of Pss 23 (36.3–4); 44 (38.3; cf. 63.4); 
49 (22.7); 71 (34.3; 64.6); 81 (124.2); 95 (73–74); 98 (37.2; cf. 64.4); 109 (32.6; cf. 
83.2). Dial. 64.7 refers back to ch. 30, where probably Ps 18 was cited in full length. 
Dial. 98 cites Ps 21:2–24 as “the whole psalm,” followed by a long christological 
interpretation (up to 106). In his First Apology Justin quotes Pss 1 and 2 (40) and large 
parts of Ps 95 (41). 
49 See §4.4 of the prolegomena in Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis3, 31; and more recently J. 
Duncan M. Derrett, “O KURIOS EBASILEUSEN APO TOU XULOU,” VC 43 (1989): 
378–92. 
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3.3 The Greek Fathers of the Church 

The homilies and commentaries of the church fathers share the hermeneutical 
principle of the New Testament writers that Christ can be found throughout the 
Scripture. The new thing about their approach is the existence and canonicity of 
the New Testament writings: they can be used as a key to interpreting the 
writings of what was now called the Old Testament. Skilled in Alexandrian or 
Antiochian exegesis, the Fathers were able to find everywhere in the Scriptures 
clues to Christ—even in the animals mentioned in the Psalter. 

As an example I would like to point to the interpretation of Ps 17:34. The 
verse speaks of God who “made my feet like a deer’s” (ò katartizo,menoj tou.j 
po,daj mou w`j evla,fou). Originally the deer served as a simile for physical 
strength and quickness, such as in the promise in Isa 35:6 where we find, “then 
shall the lame leap as a deer” (to,te a`lei/tai w`j e;lafoj o` cwlo,j).50 Now, the 
church fathers have knowledge of another quality of the deer: it is said to be the 
natural enemy of serpents (and other reptiles) which it crushes with its feet (cf. 
Pliny the Elder, Nat. 8.118).51 This allows a kind of ping-pong reading between 
Old Testament and New Testament—one might also say that this opens the door 
to a real ‘intertextual’ dialogue: Jesus promised his disciples, “See, I have given 
you authority to tread on snakes and scorpions, and over all the power of the 
enemy; and nothing will hurt you” (Luke 10:19). This saying is in turn inspired 
by Ps 90:13 “You will tread on the asp and basilisk, and you will trample on the 
lion and serpent.” (evpV avspi,da kai. basili,skon evpibh,sh| kai. katapath,seij 
le,onta kai. dra,konta). In early Christianity the serpent is, of course, read 
metaphorically as Satan or the devil.52 So, the deer who according to another 
psalm “longs for flowing streams” (Ps 41:2) is Christ himself who has beaten 
the devil.53 The psalmist who compares his feet with that of the deer (Ps 17:34) 
is the follower of Christ, equipped with the power to overcome the devil with all 
his sinful temptations.54 

                                                           
50 For a similar view in Greco-Roman authors, cf. Theocritus, Id. 30.18; Lucian, Philops. 
7. 
51 Cf. already Aristophanes Grammaticus (third to second century B.C.E.), Hist. an. 2.500    
(= Aelian, Nat. an. 2.9). 
52 In accordance with the predominant reading of Gen 3. The reception of Ps 90 in the 
gospel of Luke (Luke 4:10–11; 10:19) also paves the way for this understanding, as in 
both instances, the devil is mentioned explicitly in the narrower context (Luke 4:1–13; 
10:17–20). 
53 See the Physiologus, ch. 30; Eusebius, PG 23:368; John Chrysostom, PG 55:162; 
Didymus the Blind, Psalmenkommentar (Tura-Papyrus) (ed. and trans. M. Gronewald; 
PTA 12; Bonn: Habelt, 1968–1970), 5:296–97; Apophthegmata patrum, PG 65:329. 
54 See esp. Theodoretus, PG 81:97 and 1836. Origen, PG 12:1236–37, and Cyril, PG 
69:824–25, share this interpretation, but also mention the deer’s quickness. The LXX 
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What is so fascinating about the exegesis of the church fathers is that every 
detail makes (or rather, gets) sense in a giant mosaic that is a picture of the 
universe of Christ. 

I hope my modest contribution will form a useful stone in the mosaic of 
studies on the Septuagint in the universe of ancient Judaism and early 
Christianity.

                                                                                                                                  
version of Ps 28:9 speaks of “deer” in the plural and uses the same verb as Ps 17:34 
(fwnh. kuri,ou katartizome,nou evla,fouj, “the voice of the Lord who establishes deer”). 
This is also interpreted as referring to the followers of Christ, cf. Origen, Fr. Ps. (ed. 
Pitra), ad loc.; Eusebius, PG 23:257 and 369; Epiphanius, Pan. 2.249; Basil, PG 29:297 
and 300; Theodoretus, PG 80:1068–69. 



 

 



 

 

 

Textual Variants as a Result of Enculturation:  
The Banishment of the Demon in Tobit 

Beate Ego 

Recent text-critical research on Tobit has predominantly led to insights into the 
priority of the longer version of the story, which is represented mainly by Codex 
Sinaiticus.1 In that research, however, little concern has been shown for noting 
the theological contents and specific tendencies of the different recensions, 
which become apparent in the reworked, longer version.2 Nor has there been 
consideration of the Hellenistic setting of the recensions. In order to contribute 
to this wider field of inquiry into Tobit, I will first give in this paper an overview 
of recent insights into the mutual relationships between the recensions of Tobit. 
Using this as a background I will then try to elucidate one of the units of 
variation found in the recensions, and I will consider the religious and cultural 
framework of the variant, namely the banishment of a demon. 

1. Textual Criticism of the Book of Tobit:  
The Priority of Codex Sinaiticus 

Discoveries in the Judean desert manuscripts have thrown new light on Tobit. In 
the Greek there are two different recensions: a shorter text represented by 
Vaticanus and Alexandrinus (G I), and a longer text represented by Sinaiticus (G 

                                                           
1 Concerning other recent topics regarding research on Tobit, cf. Richard A. Spencer, 
“The Book of Tobit in Recent Research,” CurBS 7 (1999): 147–80.  
2 For a list of differences that are interesting from a text-critical point of view, cf. Robert 
Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte des Buches Tobit (Abhandlungen der Akademie der 
Wissenschaften in Göttingen, Philologisch-Historische Klasse 139; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), 23–34. However, the existence of differing contents in 
the versions was stressed recently by Loren Stuckenbruck, “The Book of Tobit and the 
Problem of ‘Magic,’” in Jüdische Schriften in ihrem antik-jüdischen und urchristlichen 
Kontext (ed. H. Lichtenberger and G. S. Oegema; Studien zu den Jüdischen Schriften aus 
hellenistisch-römischer Zeit 1; Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2002), 258–69.  
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II). With Tischendorf ’s discovery of the longer text of Tobit in St. Catherine’s 
Monastery in 1844, scholarly debate raged over questions such as, What is the 
relationship between these two Greek texts? Does a Greek original exist, or are 
these texts translations? If translations, what was the original language of the text? 

During the nineteenth century a number of scholars argued that the longer 
recension of the book was a reworking of the shorter one, and even until the end 
of the twentieth century there were scholars like Paul Deselaers, Heinrich Gross, 
and Bernd Kollmann who favored the shorter version of the text.3 This text-
critical decision was based on the assumption that a text was more likely to be 
expanded through additions than shortened through deletions. On the other hand, 
there currently is an increasing tendency to regard the shorter as the secondary 
recension. This means that the longer text was reworked and shortened in order 
to avoid redundancies and to concentrate on the plot of the narrative. This view 
has actually been supported by the Qumran manuscripts of Cave 4. The 
fragments of five different manuscripts—four in Aramaic and one in Hebrew—
not only furnished sufficient evidence of the existence of a Semitic original but 
also gave a crucial evidence concerning the relationship of the two Greek 
recensions. In 1966 J. T. Milik listed the verses that were preserved in each of 
the five manuscript and stated that the text of these Qumran fragments agrees 
with Sinaiticus.4 For this reason he concluded that the recension represented by 
Sinaiticus is closer to the Semitic original than the shorter texts of Vaticanus and 
Alexandrinus.5 

Further evidence for this conclusion was provided in Joseph Fitzmyer’s 
official publication of these fragments in the series Discoveries in the Judean 
Dessert in 1995. After nearly four decades of waiting scholars saw with their 
own eyes that with very few exceptions the Qumran fragments most resembled 
the text of Sinaiticus.6 For this reason recent contributions, such as the 

                                                           
3 Paul Deselaers, Das Buch Tobit: Studien zu seiner Entstehung, Komposition und 
Theologie (OBO 43; Göttingen; Freiburg, Schweiz: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht; Univer-
sitätsverlag, 1982); Heinrich Gross, Tobit, Judit (NEchtB:AT 19; Würzburg: Echter, 
1987); Bernd Kollmann, “Göttliche Offenbarung magisch-pharmakologischer Heilkunst 
im Buch Tobit,” ZAW 106 (1994): 289–99, esp. 290 n. 5. 
4 Cf. Joseph T. Milik, “Le Patrie De Tobie,” RB 73 (1966): 522–30, here 522: “… la 
recension longue (Sinaiticus et Vetus Latina), la plus proche de original sémitique dont 
plusieurs fragments on été identifiés parmi les manuscrits de la Grotte 4 de Qumrân ….”  
5 Concerning the whole issue of the “Textgeschichte,” cf. Carey A. Moore, “Scholarly 
Issues in the Book of Tobit before Qumran and after: An Assessment,” JSP 5 (1989): 65–
81; see also Beate Ego, “Buch Tobit,” in Unterweisung in erzählender Form (JSHRZ 2.6; 
Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 1999), 875; both with references to earlier literature.  
6 Cf. Carey A. Moore, Tobit: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (1st 
ed.; AB 40A; New York: Doubleday, 1996), 1–76, here, p. 4: “Although the Aramaic 
form of Tobit from Qumran frequently agrees with the long recension of S and La, 
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commentaries by Carey Moore, and Helen Schüngel-Straumann, and the article 
by Armin Schmitt on the Hebrew Tobit fragments are based on the preference 
for Sinaiticus.7 There are, however, slight differences between the Qumran 
fragments and Sinaiticus, and thus the text of Sinaiticus is not identical with the 
Greek original, i.e., the translation of the Semitic Vorlage.8 

2. Different Concepts Relating to the Conception of the Banishment 
of Demons in the Manuscripts and Recensions 

As a contribution to the study of the differences between the two recensions and 
of the possible influences of the Hellenistic setting on the Greek recensions, we 
will focus on the motif of the banishment of the wicked demon Asmodeus.9 This 
demon was responsible for killing seven bridegrooms of Sara during their 
respective wedding nights. Finally God sent the angel Raphael, who succeeded 
in expelling this wicked creature. 

At Tob 3:17 we find a difference in the concept of what Raphael did. On the 
one hand we read in Sinaiticus: 

And Rafael was sent to cure them both: Tobit, by removing the white patches 
from his eyes so that he might see God’s light again, and Sarah, daughter of 

                                                                                                                                  
neither the Greek nor the Latin is a direct translation of such an Aramaic Vorlage; the 
latter contains inverted phrases, expanded expressions, and words not rightly understood 
by either the Greek or Latin translator of these versions.” Examples for cases where G II 
agrees with the Qumran texts are given by Moore, p. 57. 
7 Ibid., 56; Helen Schüngel-Straumann, Tobit (HTKAT; Freiburg: Herder, 2000); and 
Armin Schmitt, “Die Hebräischen Textfunde zum Buch Tobit aus Qumran 4QTobe 
(4Q200),” ZAW 113 (2001): 566–82. Cf. also Stuckenbruck, “Tobit and the problem of 
‘magic,’” 258–69. 
8 Concerning the question, whether the original language of Tobit was Hebrew or 
Aramaic, cf. Ego, “Buch Tobit,” 880 and the additional literature listed there.  
9 It is very likely that the Aramaic or Hebrew name of the demon “Ashmodai” traces back 
to the Avestic demon of wrath called “aeshma daeuua.” This demon represents one of the 
most important negative powers among the dualisms of Zoroastrianism. Concerning this 
etymological proposal cf. Deselaers, Das Buch Tobit, 87; Manfred Hutter, “Asmodeus,” 
DDD, 106–8; Esther Eshel, “Ha-Emunah Be-Shedim Be-Erets-Yisra’el Bi-Yeme Ha-
Bayit Ha-Sheni [Demonology in Palestine During the Second Temple Period].” (Ph.D. 
diss., Hebrew University, 1999), 154; Gregor Ahn, “Dualismen im Konzept von 
Gegenweltsvorstellungen: Von zoroastrischen Gegengottkonzepten zu jüdischen 
Satansfiguren,” in Die Dämonen: Die Dämonologie der israelitisch-jüdischen und 
frühchristlichen Literatur im Kontext ihrer Umwelt (ed. A. Lange, D. Römheld, and H. 
Lichtenberger; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 122–36, here, pp. 126 and 131–32.  
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Raguel by giving her for a wife to Tobias son of Tobit and by setting free 
(lu/sai) the wicked demon Asmodaeus from her.10  

On the other hand, in the parallel verse in Alexandrinus and Vaticanus we read: 
“And Raphael was sent … to bind (dh/sai) the wicked demon Asmodeus” (3:17).  

Actually, the concept of the binding of the demon is found in both 
recensions, because in Tob 8:3 of Sinaiticus it is stated:  

When they had finished eating and drinking and were ready for bed, they 
escorted the young man to the bridal chamber. Tobias recalled what Raphael 
had told him; he took the fish’s liver and heart out of the bag in which he kept 
them, and put them on the smoking incense. The smell from the fish held the 
demon off, and he took flight into Upper Egypt; and Raphael instantly followed 
him there and bound him hand and foot.11  

It is worth elucidating here the different ideas that underlie the terminology 
describing the banishment of the demon. At a first sight the term lu,w, which is 
used in Sinaiticus, seems to be very unspecific. In the Greek magical papyri it is 
often used of sending away a helping and graceful deity, after being called by its 
“client” in order to give a particular charm or oracle.12 

However, when trying to understand the semantic connotations of the word 
lu,w in the context of Tobit, it is an assumption that this term is an equivalent of 
the Aramaic word rjp.13 The term rjp in Babylonian Judaism served as 
terminus technicus in the sense of “to divorce” (e.g., b.Git 65b). It is also 
significant that in Greek lu,w was used with the connotation of divorce (e.g., 
Matt 5:31–32; 1 Cor 7:10–11). It should be stressed, however, that especially in 
Aramaic and Mandaic magical texts, the term rjp was also used of the 
expulsion of demons. Thus, it is possible to imply that demons were regarded as 
being associated with their victims in a manner resembling marriage and 
therefore had to be divorced.14 This idea is clearly mentioned, for example, in 
one of the incantation texts published by Yamauchi. Here the banishing or 

                                                           
10 This translation is based on the NEchtB; slight changes were made in order to give a 
more literal translation. 
11 Quoted according the translation of the NEchtB.  
12 Cf. for example, PGM I. #1, lines 35, 170; #2, line 176; #3, lines 195, 260; #4, lines 
232, 250, 916, 1057–58, 1066; #5, line 41; II. #7, lines 15, 11, 10ff. 
13 Cf. Paul-Eugène Dion, “Rafaël l’Exorcist,” Bib 57 (1976): 399–413, here, p. 406.  
14 Concerning the idea that demons chose men as spouses, cf. Daniel Schwemer, 
Akkadische Rituale aus Hattuša: Die Sammeltafel K Bo XXXVI 29 und verwandte 
Fragmente (Texte der Hethiter 23; Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1998), 60: “He should no go 
out upon the roof, otherwise he will be chosen as groom for the girl of the wind.” (KAR 
177, Rs. III 25–26); cf. also the female demon Lilith; see Gershom Scholem, “Lilith,” EJ 
11:245–49.  
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“divorcing” of the demon is explicitly connected with the writing of a bill of 
divorce.  

8 This I have written against you, Haldas the lilith, and thus 9 have I banished 
($ytrtpa) you from the house and the body of Hormiz the son of Mahlapta, 
and from his wife Ahata 10 the daughter of Dade, and from his sons and 
daughters, as the demons write a bill of divorce (ajyg) for their wives 11 in 
truth, and may not return again and may not … Behold! Take your bill of 
divorce ($jyg) and receive your oath, Haldas. 12 O Haldas the lilith, flee, 
depart, escape, and remove yourself from the house, the dwelling, the mansion 
13 and building, from the bed and pillow of Hormiz the son of Mahlapta, and 
from his wife Ahata 14 the daughter of Dade, and from their sons and their 
daughters and from their beds and pillows, and do not 15 show yourselves, 
neither in their dreams of the night nor in their visions of the day. Because 
bound and sealed is the house, the dwelling, the mansion, and the building of 
Hormiz … 22 … This bill of divorce (!dh ajyg ~yaqw ryrX) stands confirmed 
for eternity. On this bowl this lilith is bound (arysa) 23 and removed (aqxrm) 
from the house of Hormiz the son of Mahlapta …15  

The concept of divorcing a demon is already attested in Babylonian ritual texts 
such as KAR 66, in which the demon is associated with a doll-like figure that 
represents him. First, the possessed and sick person, through words of exorcism, 
is ‘married’ to the demon of sickness that is plaguing him. Once married the 
exorcist—using the demon doll—carries out on the sick person the action of a 
husband divorcing himself from his wife. This he does by cutting through the 
hem of the sick person’s gown, thus separating it into two parts. In order to 
render the demon permanently harmless the exorcist marries it, as it were, to a 
pig.16  

Since the Greek word lu,w has a broad semantic field, there may be doubt 
about whether this expression really is used in our example with the sense of 
Asmodeus being divorced from Sara. However, the description of the 
relationship between Asmodeus and Sara in 4QTobita ar (4Q196) VI 15 (Frg. 14 
i.4) would seem to support the association:  

hl ~xr yd !d adX !m hna lxd 
[I am afraid of this demon] which is [in lo]ve with her17 

                                                           
15 Quoted according to Edwin M. Yamauchi, Mandaic Incantation Texts (AOS 49; New 
Haven: American Oriental Society, 1967); further evidence is to be found in Dion, 
“Rafaël l’Exorcist,” 406 n. 40; see also John G. Gager, Curse Tablets and Binding Spells 
from the Ancient World (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 230–31. 
16 Cf. Schwemer, Akkadische Rituale aus Hattuša, 59–67. Cf. Mark 5:9–13 and parallels. 
17 See also 4Q Tobitb ar (4Q197) VI 15 (Frg. 4 ii.10); however, in this text, the term ~xr 
is restored by Joseph A. Fitzmyer, “Tobit,” in Qumran Cave 4, XIV: Parabiblical Texts, 
Part 2 (ed. M. Broshi et al.; DJD 19; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 47; cf. also Eshel, “Ha-
Emunah be-shedim be-Erets-Yisra’el,” 156.  
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This reconstruction is based on the Greek Tob 6:15 in MS 319 where the 
following words can be found: kai. nu/n fobou/mai evgw. avpo. tou/ daimoni,ou touvvtou 
o[ti fivlei auvth,n, “And now, I am afraid of this demon, since he is in love with 
her.”18 Thus it is evident that even the original Greek translation of Tobit 
contained this concept of Asmodeus’s love for Sara. Although we do not find 
this idea in Sinaiticus, it is found in both Alexandrinus and Vaticanus.19 

Thus, the evil Asmodeus might be characterized as a so-called “incubus,” 
i.e., a demon that longs to have sexual contact with its “victim” and for this 
reason tries to keep at bay any other lovers of its beloved. 

The binding of the demon referred to in the shorter recension at Tob 3:17 
and in Tob 8:13 in both recensions represents a different and separate concept 
from the divorcing. This is, however, also attested in Aramaic and Mandaic 
incantation texts as well as in Ethiopic 1 En. 10:4–7.20 Here, as in the story of 
Tobit, the angel Raphael has to act in order to expel demons, since the Lord says 
to him:  

“Bind Azaz’el hand and foot (and) throw him into the darkness!” And he made 
a hole in the desert which was in Duda’el and cast him there he threw on top of 
him rugged and sharp rocks. And he covered his face in order that he may not 
see light; and in order that he may be sent into the fire on the great day of 
judgement. And give life to the earth which the angels have corrupted …”21 

A similar concept is also found in the Greek magical papyri. There, in 
K. Preisendanz’s edition, we find the following example: e;xelte, dai/mon, evpei, se 

                                                           
18 Cf. the group of minuscles d and Vetus Latina: “et nunc timeo hoc daemonium, 
quoniam diligit illam.” Concerning MS 319, see Robert Hanhart, Tobit (Septuaginta 8.5; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983), 13; Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte des 
Buches Tobit, 17.  
19 In the shorter version we find a similar idea voiced: “And now I am the only son of my 
father, and I am afraid, lest, if I go in unto her, I die, as the others before: for a wicked 
demon loveth her, which hurts no one except those which come unto her.” (Translation is 
based on Lancelot Charles Lee Brenton, The Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and 
English [London: Samuel Bagster & Sons, 1851; repr., Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980]). 
20 In the Aramaic and Mandaic incantation texts the word sra functions as technical term 
for the overpowering of a demon; cf. Dion, “Rafaël l’Exorcist,” 408–9, with reference to 
earlier literature; see also Joseph Naveh and Shaul Shaked, Magic Spells and Formulae: 
Aramaic Incantations of Late Antiquity (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1993), s.v. sra/ asra (ca. 
twenty-five examples); Gager, Curse Tablets and Binding Spells, 226–32.  
21 Quoted according to Ephraim Isaac, “1 (Ethiopic Apocalypse of) Enoch: A New 
Translation and Introduction,” OTP, 1:5–89, here, p. 17.  
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desmeu,w desmoi/j avdamanti,noij avlu,toij, “come out you demon, since I bind you 
with bonds of steel that cannot be loosed.”22  

The idea behind the binding of the demon seems to be obvious: after being 
expelled, such as through the smell of the fish’s liver and heart being put on the 
incense, the binding prevents the demon from returning to its host.23 

3. Conclusion 

In summing up, concerning the relationship between Sara and Asmodeus and 
concerning the banishment of the demon, we find in the manuscripts the 
following differences:  
 

 Tob 3:17 Tob 6:15 Tob 8:3 
MS 319 lu,w o[ti filei/ auvth,n de,w 
a lu,w – de,w 
A B de,w o[ti filei/ auvth,n de,w 

Having considered the different conceptions of banishment of demons as found 
in the different manuscripts and recensions, let us now examine the reasons that 
may have led to the existence of differing conceptions. First, it is necessary to 
establish that, based on the above illustrated relationship between the recensions 
the idea of the demon’s love to Sara and its divorce should be regarded as the 
original concept. This is backed up by the fact that the same concept is also 
found in MS 319. Through this one may assume the original Greek translation of 
the story of Tobit also contained this concept. In MS 319 we are able to 
understand that, after the divorcing of Asmodeus from his beloved Sara the 
demon’s binding serves as a guarantee that he will be unable to return and do 
any further harm.24 

In Sinaiticus as well as in Alexandrinus and Vaticanus this original concept 
is found changed and reduced: on the one hand, in Sinaiticus the motif of the 
demon’s love for Sara is eliminated, and without it the reader of the story is 
inclined to understand the term lu,w as referring to an evil demon’s banishment. 
On the other hand, the reworking and shortening of the longer version of Tobit 
                                                           
22 PGM I, #4, lines 1244ff.; see also Kollmann, “Göttliche Offenbarung magisch-phar-
makologischer Heilkunst,” 298 n. 26. Further examples are to be found in the dissertation 
of Bianca Schnupp, “Rafael im Tobitbuch: Eine kulturhermeneutische und theologische 
Studie zur Schutzengelvorstellung” (PhD diss., Erlangen-Nürnberg, 2002), 76. 
23 Evidence for a fish’s liver and heart being put on the incense as a widespread method in 
Egyptian and Hellenistic sources is given by Kollmann, “Göttliche Offenbarung magisch-
pharmakologischer Heilkunst,” 292–93. 
24 A connection to the demon’s divorce and its binding is also attested in the Mandaic 
incantation bowl text cited above.  
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into the recension G I has changed the motif of the demon’s divorce into the 
demon’s binding. It is possible to explain these two cases as a kind of simplifying 
adaptation of this story. Perhaps we may assume that the copyists or redactors of 
the Greek original version were not aware of the original connection between 
the verb lu,w and the demon’s expulsion.  

When we consider the reasons for the phenomenon that differing versions 
of the banishment of the demon have developed, we can even go one step 
further by considering the different parallels to the motifs of a demon’s 
expulsion that are found also in Mesopotamian and Greek literature. In this 
literature it becomes obvious that the whole concept of a demon’s love and its 
divorce as well as the idea of its binding was well known in the Eastern world. 
Particularly in Greek literature, however, only the motif of the demon’s binding 
is well attested, whereas the connection between the love of a demon and its 
divorce does not seem to play any crucial role at all.25  

It is now plausible to assume that the erasing of the motif of Asmodeus’s 
love for Sara in Sinaiticus as well as the replacement of the term lu,w through 
de,w in Alexandrinus and Vaticanus was influenced by the cultural and religious 
setting of those who did the reworking of the different versions and manuscripts. 
It also seems that the original, probably eastern-Diaspora, Tobit, with its 
demonology, was incorporated into the Hellenistic world. With this study of the 
various versions, recensions, and manuscripts of the story of Sara and 
Asmodeus, a window opens for us into a “‘conversation’ that extended beyond 
the time of composition into the period during which Tobit was being copied 
and re-edited.”26 In light of the above arguments it is now possible to say that 
Tobit, which was influenced by concepts found in the eastern Diaspora, also 
carries traces of the cultural background of the western Diaspora.

                                                           
25 Cf. for example the following basic literature where this motif is not mentioned: 
Johanna ter Vrugt-Lenz, “Geister (Dämonen): B II Vorhellenistisches Griechenland,” 
RAC 9:598–615; Peter Habermehl, “Dämonen,” HRWG, 2:203–7; Otto Böcher, “Dämonen 
(“Böse Geister”) I. Religionsgeschichtlich,” TRE 8:270–74; Sarah Iles Johnston, 
“Dämonen V. Griechenland und Rom,” DNP, 3:262–64; Peter Habermehl, “Exorzismus,” 
in Handbuch religionswissenschaftlicher Grundbegriffe, 2 (ed. H. Cancik, B. Gladigow, 
and M. S. Laubscher; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1988–2001), 2:401–4; Jonathan Z. 
Smith, “Towards interpreting demonic powers in Hellenistic and Roman antiquity,” 
ANRW 16.1:425–39; Frederick E. Brenk, “In the light of the moon: demonology in the 
early imperial period,” ANRW 16.3:2069–145. 
26 So a formulation of Stuckenbruck, “Tobit and the problem of ‘magic,’” 269. 
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