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PREFACE

The present monograph is a revised version of my PhD dissertation submit-
ted to Universiteit Leiden in September 2011. The present work tackles the
difficult issue of explaining divergences found in LXX Isaiah vis-a-vis the
MT, arguing that differences found in the Greek must be weighed against the
literary context in which they are found. Do they cohere with the so-called
“literal translations” taken from the translator’s or scribe’s Vorlage? If so, what
is the ideological message of LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 and how does it compare to
modern interpretations of MT Isa 24:1-26:6? In general, this work attempts
to demonstrate that LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 can be seen as a coherent ideologi-
cal composition which differs greatly from the way scholars have interpreted
MT Isa 24:1-26:6. This coherence comes across through the use of certain
lexemes and conjunctions throughout the corpus under discussion. The main
conclusion this work draws from the level of coherence found in LXX Isa
24:1-26:6 is that its scribe or translator already had an interpretation—on a
higher level —before he started the process of translation. That is, the inter-
pretation of his Hebrew Vorlage preceded and, to a lafge extent, shaped his
translation into Greek.

Some will object to attempts at uncovering thetranslator’s ideology: how
can the translator’s ideology be discovered whén he.issimply conveying what
is in his Vorlage? However, while it is tru¢ that the translator was trying to
relay what he found in his Vorlage, itds also true that he tried to communicate
what was there according to his interpretation of it. In the case of Isa 24:1-
26:6, the translator’s interpretation differs significantly from modern scholars’
interpretation of the samejcorpus. Indeed, it would be a grave mistake to
expect the translator to interpret his"Vorlage the same way we do today.

Briefly, two interrelatedthemes come to the fore in LXX Isa 24:1-26:6.
The first focuses on*“cities” (see Isa 24:10, 12; 25:2—4; 26:1, 5). The use of méAig
and méAig dyvpad lendsicoherence to LXX Isa 24:1-26:6. It emphasizes the
destruction of the city(ies) of the ungodly and salvation for the oppressed.
The second theme centers on judgment and salvation. While there is judg-
ment for the “ungodly” and their cities, there is salvation for the oppressed
and their cities. In connection with the themes of “cities” and “judgment and

-ix-



X PREFACE

salvation” is an emphasis on a few different groups: the “ungodly;,” the “poor,”
the “remnant,” a “righteous people,” and the “we group” of Isa 25:5. More
research on these groups in the historical and social context of the transla-
tion will need to be conducted at a future opportunity. For now, it suffices to
say that the translator interpreted his Vorlage as announcing judgment on the
“ungodly;,” and salvation or liberation for all the other groups, with salvation
having different nuances depending on the group in question (see §8 in the
present study).

The book starts with an introductory chapter that briefly sketches the
main lines of development of research on LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 in order to
clearly track shifts in perspective without being exhaustive. The introduc-
tion also discusses issues of methodology, contribution, and scope. The work
is then divided into two main parts. Part 1 deals with Isa 24:1-23; 25:1-12;
26:1-6 respectively in three main chapters. The focus is on comparing MT
with LXX in order to highlight differences in the Greek. Part 2 then analyzes
Isa 24:1-23; 25:1-12; 26:1-6 respectively in three main chapters. The focus
in these chapters is on analyzing the Greek in its own right in an attempt to
ascertain whether the Greek text has a coherence of its own. A concluding
chapter summarizes the main themes of LXX Isa 24:1-26:6, discusses the
proper methodological approach to LXX Isaiah, and points to future lines
of research.

Many thanks are due to numerous people who directly or indirectly con-
tributed to the production of this book. I would like to mention here first
my supervisor, Prof. dr. Arie van der Kooij. I would not have been able to
complete this project without his superb guidance, dedication, patience, and
encouragement. I will never forget meeting him almost every two weeks to
discuss the progress of the present research duringsmy four years in Leiden.
In those meetings, I not only benefited from Prof./Ari€’s vast expertise in LXX
and Hebrew Bible studies, but also from his patience with my progress and
encouragement when it was needed.I will probably never forget the multifac-
eted learning experience I received in those meetings.

I would also like to thank the members of my dissertation committee
who read the present workearefully and made valuable suggestions. Prof. dr.
Florian Wilk (Georg-August-Universitit Gottingen) must be thanked for his
key methodological saggestions, among other things. Prof. dr. Muraoka (Uni-
versiteit Leiden) noted many/details both in my reading of the Greek and the
Hebrew. Michaél Novan der Meer (Rijksuniversiteit Groningen) also called
my attention to severaldetails and to other methodological issues. Prof. dr. R.
B. ter Haar Romeny (Universiteit Leiden) must also be thanked for insight-
ful questions during the defense. Members of the opposition committee must
also be remembered for their helpful suggestions. Worth noting here is Prof.
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dr. Wido van Peursen, now at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, who sent
me his valuable notes. I would like to mention my colleague Mirjam van der
Vorm-Croughs, who asked helpful questions during the defense. Needless to
say, the manuscript as it now stands is my sole responsibility.

Prof. Philippe Le Moigne at Université Paul-Valéry kindly made available
to me the manuscript of his French translation of LXX Isaiah for the proj-
ect La Bible d’Alexandrie. It was very helpful to compare his translation with
other translations available during my research.

Others indirectly made this project possible. I am greatly indebted
to Carl J. Bosma, Old Testament professor at Calvin Theological Semi-
nary, who secured the necessary funding for my initial PhD studies in
the Netherlands. I would later find out that Prof. John Stek, then emeritus
Old Testament professor at the same institution, had generously provided
that funding. Unfortunately, Prof. Stek passed away before I could thank
him for his support. Mention needs to be made of friends of the Interna-
tional Reformed Evangelical Fellowship in Delft and of St. James Anglican
Church in Voorschoten, who offered their friendship and support during
my family’s time in Holland. I should also thank Mrs. Karen Harris from the
Evangelical Presbyterian Church of Longview, Texas, for proofreading this
manuscript and improving its English. Whatever problems that may remain
are my full responsibility.

I would also like to thank Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Kraus for accepting my
manuscript for publication in this prestigious series. Thanks are also due
to Leigh C. Andersen at SBL Press and her editorial group for their care-
ful work of typesetting, including their suggestions at/ritical points. In this
case also, I am responsible for the final form of thissdocument.

Finally, I dedicate this book to my wife Katie, who followed and faithfully
walked by my side in a distant and strange land.to,both of us, but to a land
that has had a tremendous positive impactn our lives. My studies could not
have been completed without her friendship,support, motivation, and love.

Wilson de Angelo Cunha
December 2013
Longview, Texas
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1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the history of research on LXX Isaiah and discusses
the research questions, methodology, contribution, and scope of the present
work. The review of monographs and works dealing specifically with LXX
Isaiah will inform the reader of its main research developments since its
inception to the present time. It also offers a good background to the research
questions that will occupy the present inquiry.

Early on (ca. 1880), research on LXX Isaiah focused mostly on its Vor-
lage and assumed that a very different Hebrew text from MT once lay behind
the Greek. After almost a decade, scholars started to show a more cautious
approach to the text-critical use of LXX Isaiah, calling attention to the person-
ality of the translator. Since then this phrase has acquired two main emphases.
In its initial stage, the “personality of the translator” referred to translation
style, which was seen as rather free. In a later period, the same expression
would denote not only translation style but also thestranslator’s theology.
What follows below reviews in greater detail the shift ffom'a focus on LXX
Isaiah’s text-critical value to its author’s ideology.

Following the review of the research history, this’chapter turns to the
research questions and methodology that will'bé the main focus of the study.
Justification as to why LXX Isa 24:1-26:6ywas,.chosen as the corpus to illustrate
a methodological discussion of LXX Isaiah will then bring this chapter’s discus-
sion to an end.

1.1. THE CONTOURSIOF LXX ISAIAH’S RESEARCH HISTORY
1.1.1. LXX Isaiah and Its‘Vorlage

The very first monograph on LXX Isaiah was Anton Scholz’s Die alexan-
drinische Uebersetztifig des Buches Jesaias.! In this work, Scholz strongly

1. (Wiirzburg: Woerl, 1880).



2 LXX ISAIAH 24:1-26:6 AS INTERPRETATION AND TRANSLATION

argued that the translator’s Vorlage was in fact different from the Hebrew text
preserved in MT. It was full of errors because of the way it was produced,
namely, through dictation. Scholz postulated that while one person read the
Hebrew aloud, another wrote it down. An unclear diction led the recorder to
insert Hebrew words with similar sounds onto his copied text. For Scholz, this
model of production accounted for what he viewed as several errors in LXX
Isaiah. Conversely, the translator was not responsible for those errors as he
worked with great care and could not have possibly made so many mistakes.
Consequently, Scholz viewed an unclear diction, due to similarities between
certain Hebrew consonants, as the main cause for the errors found in the
Greek translation.?

To give a few examples from LXX Isa 24:1-26:6, Scholz claimed that
noxovinoay “they were ashamed” (Isa 24:9) for MT’s W31 “with the song”
reflects a Hebrew Vorlage that mistakenly read TW2* “they were ashamed”
The similarity of sounds between 3"w2/1W2* produced the reading 'W2’ in
the translator’s Vorlage, who then rendered it with foydvnoav. Scholz also
claimed that certain Hebrew consonants of similar shapes, such as ré§ and
dalet, waw and ydd, caused some mistakes. For instance, mtwyés “poor” in
Isa 25:3 is in place of MT’s 1V “strong” For Scholz, the translator’s Vorlage
read "1Y “poor;” which was an error that resulted from the similarities of the
consonants zayin and niin.? In no way did Scholz consider that the translator
himself may have been responsible for those differences. Instead, they were
already in the translator’s Vorlage, which for him varied from MT.

Scholz’s different Vorlage hypothesis did not receive wide acceptance and
was rejected in the early stages of LXX Isaiah’s research.#Beginning with Ernst
Liebmann, the focus shifted from the text behind therGreek to the translator
in front of his Vorlage. The following questions became important: First, what
was the style of the translation? Second, what/was the'level of the translator’s
knowledge of the Hebrew language? And, third, did the translator leave traces
of his ideology in his translation?

2.1Ibid,, 15-16.

3. Ibid., 29, 30.

4. In a few cases, however, @few scholars continued to use the hypothesis of a differ-
ent Vorlage to accountyfor some of LXX Isaiah’s departure from the Hebrew. See e.g., H.
W. Sheppard, “TOY ZIAQAM - oW Isa. viii 6" JTS 16 (1915): 414-16; Alberto Vac-
cari, “TIOAIZ AXEAEK IS. 19, 18 Bib 2 (1921), 353-56; Peter Katz, “Notes on the Sep-
tuagint,” JTS 47 (1946)330-33; Alberto Vaccari, “Parole Rovesciate e Critiche Errate nella
Bibbia Ebraica” in Studi Orientalistici in Onore di Giorgio Levi Della Vida (Pubblicazioni
Dell’Istituto Per L'Oriente 54; Roma: Istituto Per L'Oriente, 1956), 2:553-66; the critical
apparatus of BHS.
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1.1.2. LXX Isaiah and the Personality of the Translator: Translation Style

In 1902, Liebmann began a series of articles devoted to a text-critical discus-
sion of MT Isa 24-27 by comparing it with its ancient witnesses. His main
contribution was his plea that the “personality of the translator(s)” should be
taken into account before using their translation(s) for text-critical purposes.
By this, he meant that a careful study of each translation’s style must precede
any proposals for a different Hebrew Vorlage behind them.’

Focusing mainly on LXX Isaiah, Liebmann was interested in the follow-
ing three questions: First, how well did the translator know the Hebrew lan-
guage? Second, what was the style of his translation? Third, does the translator
betray an influence from his worldview?® As for the translator’s familiarity
with Hebrew, Liebmann concluded that the translator’s lexical and grammati-
cal knowledge was good. Although the translator had some difficulties with
the tenses of some Hebrew verbs, his familiarity with the Hebrew language
was still commendable.”

As for the translation style, Liebmann paid attention to “additions” and
“omissions,” sentence composition, differences in the number of verbal forms,
the conjunction xai, the definite article, pronominal suffixes, and the use of
prepositions. He concluded that LXX Isaiah does not carry any weight for tex-
tual criticism concerning sentence composition, the differences in the number
of verbal forms, and additions. Contrarily, LXX Isaiah may have some text-
critical value in its use of certain Greek words, certain uses of xali, the definite
article, pronominal suffixes, and prepositions.?

Finally, Liebmann pointed to a few cases where/thestranslator’s “dog-
matic views” were responsible for some of LXX Isaiah’s divergences from the
Hebrew. The translator’s usage of 9t “on account of*for NN “under” in Isa
24:5 and 611 nuaptooay “they sinned” for 1MWK “they became guilty” in Isa
24:6 all point to the translator’s ideology. The more'so as, in Liebmann’s view,
ddavilw “to destroy” could have beer"used to,translate AWRM.°

5. Ernst Liebmann, “Def'Text zu Jesdia 24-27,” ZAW 22 (1902): 6, 7.

6. Ibid., 26.

7.1bid., 28, 39. For.a detailed discussion, see 27-39. In the same year, H. B. Swete (An
Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek [2nd ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1902; repr., Eugene, Ore.: Wipf & Stock, 2003], 315-16), expressed a completely dif-
ferent view of the Isaiahstranslator, when he stated that “the Psalms and more especially
the Book of Isaiah shew obvious signs of incompetence”

8. Liebmann, “Der Text,” 45.

9. Ibid., 49.



4 LXX ISAIAH 24:1-26:6 AS INTERPRETATION AND TRANSLATION

The year 1902 saw another important publication. Alfred Zillessen, in
his “Bemerkungen zur alexandrinischen Ubersetzung des Jesaja (c. 40-66),’1°
tried to show that related phraseology in MT Isa 40-66 is the reason behind
many of LXX Isaiah’s departures. He argued that the translator borrowed
phrases from elsewhere in the book for his translation of certain verses. In
these cases, LXX Isaiah would have no bearing in MT’s readings.!! Zillessen
proposed that LXX Isaiah carried out two types of corrections in light of
related phrases in Isa 40-66. The first type was some sort of improvement
of the Hebrew, for example Isa 40:5 (cf. 52:10); 41:6 (cf. 41:5); 42:1 (cf. 45:4);
46:11 (cf. 48:15); 48:16 (cf. 45:19). The second were cases where the Greek
reworked, altered, and even replaced the Hebrew due to related phraseology.
Some examples of this type are 41:28 (cf. 63:5); 42:4 (cf. 11:2; 51:5); 44:23 (cf.
52:9); 45:8 (cf. 44:23; 49:13). Moreover, Zillessen also identified seven cases
outside Isa 40-66 that influenced translations in LXX Isa 40-66. Of these
seven, three come from outside the book of Isaiah (Exod 17:6 [cf. Isa 48:21];
Amos 9:14 [cf. Isa 45:13]; Ps 37:6 [cf. Isa 51:5]); the others come from the
book of Isaiah itself (42:4 [cf. 11:2]; 45:9 [cf. 28:24; 29:16]; 61: 7 [cf. 35:10]).12

Zillessen also discussed whether the Hebrew Vorlage of the translator or
the translator himself was the source of the divergences found in LXX Isa
40-66. He claimed that, in a few cases, the Hebrew seemed to be the source
that motivated the changes; in most cases, however, the source of the change
was found in the translation itself. Still prone to viewing LXX Isaiah’s value for
textual criticism, Zillessen conjectured whether a precursor form of the Vor-
lage, supplied, for instance, with interlinear parallel sentences, was behind the
translator’s changes.!® Later on, Joseph Ziegler would picksup on Zillessen’s
inference of “interlinear parallel sentences” to develop his theory of glosses in
the margin of the translator’s Vorlage.!*

In 1904, Richard R. Ottley also addressed the differences between the
MT and LXX. Contrary to Scholz’s previous research, Ottley discarded the
idea that a different Vorlage once lay behind the Greek. Instead, he argued
that LXX Isaiah’s deviations originatedwith the translator’s faulty knowledge
of the Hebrew language.!> Although he conjectured that the translator may

10. Alfred Zillessens “Bemetkungen zur alexandrinischen Ubersetzung des Jesaja (c.
40-66)” ZAW 22 (1902); 238563.

11. Ibid., 240.

12. Ibid., 261.

13. Ibid.

14. See Jean Koenig, Lherméneutique analogique du judaisme antique daprés les
témoins textuels d’Isaie (VTSup 33; Leiden: Brill, 1982), 24.

15. Richard R. Ottley, The Book of Isaiah according to the Septuagint (Codex Alexandri-
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have used an illegible manuscript, he saw the translator’s imperfect knowledge
of the Hebrew as the main cause for LXX Isaiah’s departures.'® For instance,
Ottley claimed that “often we can see the translator losing his clue, and going
gradually astray;” citing LXX Isa 24:23 as one example. He suggested taxycetat
“it will melt, dissolve” (Isa 24:23a) resulted from the translator’s faulty render-
ing of W12 “it will be ashamed” with meceitar “it will fall” in the parallel
clause of Isa 24:23b.!” Differences explained as mistakes, misreading or guess-
ing abound in Ottley’s work.!8

Four years before Ziegler'’s monumental work, Johann Fischer devoted
attention to the Vorlage behind LXX Isaiah. Against E Wutz, whose work
argued the LXX translators worked from a Hebrew text that had been tran-
scribed into Greek, Fischer proposed that the Vorlage behind LXX Isaiah was
a consonantal Hebrew text.!” Noticing that the characteristic feature of LXX
[saiah is its shorter text when compared to MT,?° Fischer discussed the ques-
tion of how to account for this phenomenon. He then paid great attention to
the style of the translation. Basically, he offered four explanations: minuses
in the Greek text itself; translator’s intentional minuses; translator’s contrac-
tion of words or phrases; gaps in the translator’s Vorlage. Although Fischer
argued that a gap in the translator’s Vorlage should not be denied, he strongly
emphasized that, in general, the differences between LXX Isaiah’s Vorlage and
MT were not that significant and that their nature was clear. By this, he meant
that a different Vorlage is not the reason for most of LXX Isaiah’s divergences
from the Hebrew. Instead, the translator should be taken as responsible for

nus) (London: Clay & Sons, 1904-1906), 1:49: “[I]n Isaiah T'find‘it hard to see that the LXX
gives any proof at all (unless in a few isolated exceptions) of an older or superior Hebrew
text; because the translators seem to havedbeen so,constantly mistaken in reading their
Hebrew, or unable to translate it, as to deprive their witness of all authority”

16. Ibid., 1:50: “The failures of the translator (or translators) in reading his original
may have been largely justified by illegibility of MSS., and very likely by abbreviations also;
the actual script may have beenery difficult. But over and above all this, it seems as if his
knowledge of Hebrew was imperfect; and'if this was so, he may have thought that he saw
before him not merely somethingdifferent from reality, but something such as no skilled
Hebrew writer would have written?

17. Ibid., 1:5052:224.

18. Ibid., 2:222;5225. In 1:51, Ottley characterized the “mistakes and misreadings” in
LXX Isaiah as “so numerous.”

19. Johann Fischer, In welcher Schrift lag das Buch Isaias den LXX vor? (BZAW 56;
Giessen: Topelmann, 1930), iii.

20. Ibid., 6.
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the differences between LXX Isaiah and MT.?! To prove his point, Fischer pro-
ceeded to a discussion of translation style.

Fischer argued that the method of translation was not a word-for-word
rendition but, rather, a free translation. The aim of the translator was to bring
the meaning of his text into Greek. Fischer also argued that in places where
his Vorlage was easy to translate, the translation was more literal. Contrarily,
the translation was freer in places where the Vorlage was difficult to render.
In those places, the translator struggled to make the meaning of his text clear,
using the context to clarify it. As an example, Fischer pointed to Isa 33:18,
where the translator read u"?:r,}r;ntl'ng; “the towers” as D"pjgr;n'ngg “the ones
being caused to be great” and, in the light of the context, rendered it with Toig
Tpedouévous “the ones being caused to grow up.’??

Furthermore, Fischer stressed that a free translation style characterizes
LXX Isaiah.?? In Isa 10:26, for example, év Témew OAiyews “in the place of afflic-
tion” renders 2P TXA. For him, the translator interpreted the image of
“raven” (27MY) as a cipher for unhappiness. A free translation style included
also free exegesis as in the rendition of JWAW “your root” with T0 emépua gov
“your seed” (Isa 14:30). The elimination of anthropomorphism is also found
in LXX Isaiah. Fischer explained the rendition of 7123 H& pp 89D with
ueydains Bouliis dyyeros (Isa 9:5) as due, perhaps, to the translator’s ignoring
7123 to avoid anthropomorphism. Finally, he argued the translation is full of
many additions to clarify the Hebrew.?*

Moreover, Fischer argued the translator deliberately exchanged, added or
disregarded certain consonants in his Vorlage. For instance, the rendition of
1981 “they acted foolishly” with ¢&élmov “they failed” (Tsas9:13) reflects the
verbal form R3] “they grew weary.” In this case, the translator overlooked
the consonant waw to produce the meaning “they failed? There are also other
places where the translator added (e.g., 24:14; 25:2-3;26:17-18; 27:1), omitted
(e.g., 25:11; 26:9) or changed the order of consonants, especially when they
had the same shape as 7 or 1.2

Fischer also argued that the translator frequently used knowledge of Ara-
maic for his translation. He gave several examples highlighting this feature.?¢

21. Ibid., 8.

22. Ibid., 9, 10.

23. With Fischer, theview/of the translation style as free had considerably changed
from Swete’s 1902 claim that LXX Isaiahs translation was so literal as to render “entire
sentences” as “unintelligible” (An Introduction, 324).

24.Ibid., 11.

25. Ibid., 10-11.

26.Ibid., 9. Later, Arie van der Kooij (Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches: ein Beitrag
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He claimed that because Aramaic was a living language for the translator, he
was an expert in the Aramaic language and had better control of it than of
Hebrew.?’

After Fischer, Ziegler published his groundbreaking monograph on LXX
Isaiah.?® In this study, he addressed the fundamental question of the relation
between MT and LXX Isaiah. For him, it essentially entailed two alternatives:
either the translator had an identical Vorlage to MT or the translator’s source
text markedly diverged from MT.?° Together with Liebmann and Fischer,
Ziegler proposed that an evaluation of LXX Isaial’s relation to MT must pay
attention to the translation style. In this respect, he discussed at length matters
such as minuses and pluses, the translator’s handling of comparisons, his use
of related phraseology throughout the translation, and the translator’s lexical
choices vis-a-vis his Alexandrian background. He categorically argued that
a free translation style characterizes LXX Isaiah and that this translation has
much in common with LXX Job/Proverbs and some types of targumimic lit-
erature.’® Rather than a word-for-word translation, Ziegler viewed the trans-
lator as someone who paid attention to the context during the production of
his translation.

A case in point is the translator’s handling of difficult Hebrew words, for
which he reached to the context for help. For instance, the noun Jw3i “dawn,
crepuscule” was rendered as T6 &¢ “late in the day, in the evening” because
of 70 mpwl “in the morning” at the beginning of the verse (Isa 5:11). Similarly,
7 Yy was used for the difficult W1 to create a parallel with # xapdia at the
beginning of the verse (Isa 21:4).>! Thus, the translator did not produce his
work mechanically. Rather, he paid careful attention to both the immediate
and broader contexts of a given passage.

In his discussion of LXX Isaiah’s minuses, Ziegler argued that, for the
most part, they originated with the translator/himself," who intentionally and
unintentionally left words out of his translation. Most importantly, Ziegler
claimed that the translator did notfeel strietly bound to his Vorlage in the

zur Textgeschichte des AltensTestaments JOBO 35; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1981], 69) would doubt Eischer’s'claim that the translator utilized his Aramaic knowledge
“very often.”

27. Fischer, In‘welcherSchrift, 10.

28. Joseph Ziegler, Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias (ATA 12/3:
Miinster: 1934).

29. Ibid., 1.

30. Ibid., 7.

31. Ibid., 9. For more examples, see 9-12.
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sense that he was not producing a literal word-for-word translation.? In fact,
Ziegler assumed that the translator’s Vorlage, with few exceptions, was identi-
cal to MT.?3

In his discussion of “Gegenseitige Beeinflussung sinnverwandter Stellen
in der Js-LXX,” Ziegler advanced his main thesis that the translator had a suf-
ficiently good general knowledge of the book of Isaiah as a whole and that the
exegesis of several related phrases may clarify many divergences. He argued
that many of the Greek’s differences from MT originated with the translator’s
technique of rendering one passage in the light of another in the book. In
Ziegler’s own words:

Der Js. Ubers. scheint iiberhaupt sein Buch sehr gut dem Inhalte nach im
Gedichtnis gehabt zu haben; denn es begegnen viele Wiedergaben, die sich
nur auf Grund der Exegese nach sinnverwandten Stellen erkliren lassen.
Gerade bei der Js-LXX darf irgendein Wort oder eine Wendung, die vom
MT abweicht, nicht aus dem Zusammenhang genommen werden und fiir
sich allein betrachtet worden, sondern muf} nach dem ganzen Kontext der
Stelle und ihren Parallelen gewertet werden; erst so 143t sich manche Differ-
enz der LXX gegeniiber dem MT erkliren.3*

Ziegler devoted about forty pages to a discussion of LXX Isa 1-66, pointing
to cases where the translation of one passage was influenced by another. With
the programmatic statement above, he advanced LXX Isaiah’s research sig-
nificantly by highlighting that the translator made use of his knowledge of the
content of the whole book for his rendition of particular passages.

In the last chapter, “Der alexandrinisch-agyptische”Hintergrund der
Js-LXX,” Ziegler argued that LXX Isaiah must also’be studied in the context

32. Ibid., 46-47: “Hier erhebt sich die Frage: Hat die LXX bereits in ihrer Vor-
lage die betreffenden Versteile und Worteé nicht gelesen? Wie oben bemerkt worden
ist, hat Fischer richtig erkannt, dafy LXX-Vorlage und MT sich nicht weit voneinander
entfernen; doch besteht kein Zweifel, daffiin unserem MT manche Versteile und glos-
senartige Bemerkungen stehen, die LXX noch nicht gelesen hat. Jedoch geht bei dem
groBten Teil des Minus die Ursache auf den Ubers. selbst zuriick; er hat oftmals Satzteile
und Worte absichtlich undwhabsichtlich ausgelassen. ... Der Js-Ubers. fiihlte sich nicht
strenge an seine Vorlage@ebunden und hatte auch keineswegs die Absicht, wortlich und
genau, Wort fiir Wortizu tibersetzen; deshalb hat er einfach schwierige, seltene Worter
ausgelassen, manche Sitze verkiirzt und zusammengezogen.” For a recent, systematic
study of LXX Isaial’s minuses and pluses, confirming Ziegler’s conclusions above, see
Mirjam van der VormnGroughs, The Old Greek of Isaiah: An Analysis of Its Pluses and
Minuses (SCS 61; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014).

33. Ziegler, Untersuchungen, 22.

34. Ibid., 135.
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of the Alexandrian world. For him, the translator attempted to produce a
translation that would be comprehensible to Alexandrian Jews and, in doing
so, resorted to the lexicon of his homeland. LXX Isaiah, thus, acquired a new
meaning in Greek clothes. This implied, so argued Ziegler, that a proper
understanding of LXX Isaiah requires an acquaintance with the cultural
world of the translator.?> For instance, in the light of papyri documents,
Ziegler argued that avinut in LXX Isa 27:10 means “to abandon” as the same
verb appears in P. Tebt. I 72, 36, dating from the second century BCE, with
this meaning: y#jv dviévat eis vouds “to abandon the land as pasturage.”3® This
example and others point to the importance of comparing LXX Isaiah with
contemporary papyri texts.?’

1.1.3. LXX Isaiah and the Personality of the Translator:
The Translator’s Theology

The year 1934 also witnessed an influential shift of focus in LXX Isaiah
research with Karl . Euler’s study of LXX Isa 53. The value of Euler’s work lies
in its methodology. Rather than being interested in LXX Isa 53 as a transla-
tional text, Euler focused on it as a text in its own right. He took LXX Isa 53
not as a text that reflects faithfully the ideology of its Vorlage but as a text that
communicates its own ideas. He thus made a distinction between LXX Isaiah
as a translational text and as a text in its own right. In the latter capacity, Euler
viewed LXX Isaiah as reflecting its translator’s particular beliefs. As he put it:

Wenn im ersten Teil der Arbeit eine Ubersetzung und Erklarung des LXX-
Textes von Jes 53 gegeben wird, so ist der eben bezeichnete Gesichtspunkt

35.1bid., 175-77.

36. Ibid., 180.

37. For recent research on the cultural context of XX Isaiah in the light of contempo-
rary papyri literature, cf. Michaél N. van det'Meer, “Trendy Translations in the Septuagint
of Isaiah: A Study of the Vocabulary of the Greek Isaiah 3,18-23 in the Light of Contem-
porary Sources,” in Die Septuaginta— Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten. Internationale Fachta-
gung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20.-23. Juli 2006 (WUNT
1/219; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck;2008), 581-96; idem, “Papyrological Perspectives on the
Septuagint of Isaiah-in The Old Greek of Isaiah: Issues and Perspectives. Papers Read at
the Conference on the Septuagint of Isaiah, Held in Leiden 10-11 April 2008 (ed. Arie van
der Kooij and Michaé€l N. van der Meer; CBET 55; Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 107-33; idem,
“Visions from Memphissand Leontopolis: The Phenomenon of the Vision Reports in the
Greek Isaiah in the Light of Contemporary Accounts from Hellenistic Egypt,” in Isaiah in
Context: Studies in Honour of Arie van der Kooij on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday
(ed. Michaél N. van der Meer et al., VTSup 138; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 281-316.



10 LXX ISATIAH 24:1-26:6 AS INTERPRETATION AND TRANSLATION

bestimmend gewesen, den LXX-Text als selbstandigen Text zu betrachten
und nicht als einen Ubersetzungstext, der die Gedanken des hebriischen
Textes nur wortgetreu wiedergibe. Der Text als iibersetzter Text bleibt
unberiicksichtigt; hier ist er selbstdndiger Text, der bestimmte und verstdn-
dliche Aussagen macht.

Euler claimed further that LXX Isa 53 as a text in its own right carries an ide-
ology of its own, independent from its Hebrew Vorlage:

Es war ja verschiedentlich schon betont worden, daf$ der LXX-Text, obwohl
er ein ubersetzter Text ist, durchaus selbstindig ist in seinem Gedanken-
inhalt.... Denn die Ubersetzung kann beeinflufit sein von einem schon
vorherrschenden Glauben hinsichtlich des Ebed, der in den Kreisen, aus
denen die LXX stammt, beheimatet ist. Ebenso wie Targum und rabbinische
Literatur in dieser Hinsicht eine bestimmte Meinung vertreten, kdnnten ja
auch die LXX-Ubersetzer eine solche haben, die sie durch ihre Ubersetzung
zum Ausdruck bringen.>

Euler’s work represented a major shift in emphasis in LXX Isaiah studies.
Rather than studying LXX Isaiah as a translation, focusing on translation style
as had so often been done before 1934, Euler argued it should be studied as
a text in its own right that carried its own independent ideology. After Eul-
er’s publication, one notices in retrospect that scholars began to be more and
more interested not only in translation style, but also in LXX Isaiah’s ideology.

In 1948, Isac L. Seeligmann published his The Septuagint Version of
Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems. This work, which would become his
opus magnum, has rightly been deemed “the most significant attempt to use
the Septuagint as evidence of Jewish theology.”**'Seeligmann deemed LXX
Isaiah as a work that reflected the translator’s personal views and his sur-
rounding context:

The translation of Isaiah is charatterized in numerous places not only by a
fairly considerable independence of the Hebrew text, but also by the fact that
it evinces an equally marked influence from the surrounding cultural atmo-
sphere, as well as expressing the author’s personal views. This translation, in

38. Karl E Euler, Die Verkiindigung vom leidenden Gottesknecht aus Jes 53 in der
Griechischen Bibel (BWANT 66; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1934), 2.

39. Ibid,, 10.

40. Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2000), 102.
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fact, is almost the only one among the various parts of the Septuagint which
repeatedly reflects contemporaneous history.!

Seeligmann would see reflected in LXX Isaiah events from the Maccabean
period, other “contemporaneous and parallel political developments in the
territories bordering on Palestine,” the history of Ptolemaic Egypt, as well as
events of the broader Hellenistic history.*? As pertaining to the Maccabean
period, he discovered allusions to Antiochus IV Epiphanes (Isa 14:18-20),
Onias III (Isa 8:8), Jewish emigration to Egypt (Isa 10:24), a Philistine fleet of
ships that Jews used for trading voyages (Isa 11:14), anti-Jewish movements
in Phoenician cities during the Maccabean wars and reference to a second
century BCE expansion of the Nabatean state (Isa 15:7-9).43 On the history of
Ptolemaic Egypt, he uncovered allusions to the situation of Ptolemaic Egypt
after Antiochus Epiphanes’s campaigns (Isa 22:5) and to Ethiopian support
for Egyptian rebels against the Ptolemeans (Isa 20:5).4* As for the broader
Hellenistic history, Seeligmann saw in the phrase “ships of Carthage” in LXX
Isa 23 a reference to Carthage’s attempt to become an agrarian state after the
destruction of its shipping and trade.*> For him, therefore, LXX Isaiah was full
of references to its historical period. This was a phenomenon that could only
be explained from the perspective of contemporization.*

It is important to point out that Seeligmann believed that one can only
find the translator’s references to historical allusions or expressions of his
beliefs in places where his translation was free. Talking about LXX Isaiah’s
departures from its Hebrew source, Seeligmann claimed that

they [inconsistencies] also entitle us to try, on our,part, to' discover, in
isolated, free renderings, certain historical allusions.ofiexpressions of the

41. Isac L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah. A Discussion of Its Problems
(MVEOL 9; Leiden: Brill, 1948; repr. Isac L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah
and Cognates Studies [ed. Robert Hanhart and Hermann Spieckermann; FAT 40; Tiibingen,
Mohr Siebeck, 2004]), 4. Seesalso pp:79,82 and idem, “Problemen en perspectieven in het
moderne Septuaginta-onderzoel’»JEOL 7 (1940), 390b-390e. For an English translation
of this article, see “Preblems and/Perspectives in Modern Septuagint Research,” Text 15
(1990): 169-232.

42. Tbid., 89, 90

43. Ibid., 83-89. Seealso idem, “Problemen,” 390d-390e.

44. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version, 89-90.

45, Tbid., 91.

46. Ibid., 79.
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translator’s own views and ideas; also in those places where these insertions
appear to constitute an element alien to the main context.4”

Seeligmann argued that the translator had an atomistic approach to his Vor-
lage. Much like a “feature in the most ancient Jewish exegesis,” he introduced
interpretations of words or phrases into his translation without paying atten-
tion to the immediate context. For that reason, Seeligmann found it unlikely
“to discover logical connexions in any chapter or part of a chapter in our Sep-
tuagint-text”*8 This last statement, as it will be seen below, is at odds with his
claim that both literal and free translations reflect the translator’s ideology.

In “The Translation as a Document of Jewish-Alexandrian Theology,’
which is the last chapter of his opus magnum, Seeligmann further elaborated
on the “personal views” of LXX Isaiah’s author. He discussed the methodol-
ogy that must be used in writing a history of “Jewish-Alexandrian theology”
For him, the sources of the translator’s religious notions can be found both
in the Bible itself and in Jewish traditions of the time as well as in the Hel-
lenistic worldview.*® Therefore, both literal and free renderings are important
sources of the translator’s theology as “both represent fragments of the reli-
gious notions of the translator concerned.”>® However, Seeligmann decided to
focus only on those places where the translation differed ideologically from
its source text. He did not intend to write a history of the religious notions of
the translator, which included a study of both literal and free renderings, but
“to indicate the differences between those embodied in the translation and in
the original”>! Different from his predecessors, he used the term “personality
of the translator” to designate a study not only of tranglation technique, as it
had been done until his day, but also of the translator’s theological concepts.*

47. Ibid., 41. However, Seeligmann viewed literal translations as just as important as
free ones for the reconstruction of the translator’s “religious notions” As he put it, “pas-
sages that were translated literally in a given book of'the Septuagint, are of equal impor-
tance as free paraphrases: both represent fragments of the religious notions of the transla-
tor concerned” (95).

48.1bid., 41.

49. Ibid., 95: “The sources of information at our disposal are insufficient for the writ-
ing of a history of Jewish-Alexandrian theology. We may say, however, that although its
content is for the most,partderived from the Bible, it also contains later elements which
have their origin partly in.;popular Jewish traditions that grew outside, and simultaneously
with, the Bible and gradually became authoritative, and partly in conscious or unconscious
borrowing from the Hellenistic thought-world”

50. Ibid., 95.

51. Ibid., 95.

52. Ibid., 96: “the personality of the translator and his spiritual background?” In light
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In his discussion of the translator’s theological notions, Seeligmann
focused on the translator’s ideas about God, Torah, and Israel, which form
“the nuclear idea of every Jewish-theological conception.”>* He found nuances
of the translator’s views on God in the epithets he used, such as the more
usual x0piog for WTR/DTOR instead of the less frequent deoméTyg; the use of
dixatog, dxatoovy, and &\eog; and the nontranslation of ¥ as an epithet
for God to avoid any hint at approval of stone worshiping.>* Terms such as
e0oePng, eVoéPela, Sxatoovvy, Evdofos, vépos, dvouéw, and cognates all function
as windows into the translator’s religious ideas about virtuousness and Torah.>
Seeligmann also found ample evidence for the translator’s view of prophecy as
“the revelation of an age-old plan” that is “bound to be fulfilled.”>®

Further, Seeligmann argued the translator had a particular view of exile
and diaspora that differed from the Hebrew. Whereas the latter views the
exile as a consequence of God’s just punishment, the translator views it as the
result of “an injustice visited on Israel because of the superior might of other
peoples”” Exile as an injustice and oppression coupled with a “yearning for
national deliverance™® shaped the translator’s work. LXX Isaiah consistently
uses the term &dixéw for several Hebrew terms “in regard to the oppressors
to whom the Jewish people are subjected”>® The diaspora feeling can also be
seen in the “veneration of national symbols” like Zion and Jerusalem and in
the “constant yearning for liberation.”®® The use of cwtypia, ce){w, cwryiplov for
different Hebrew lexemes indicated that the translator viewed their meaning
as primarily “liberation from a powerful political enemy,” “escape from a great

of Seeligmann’s discussion on 95-96, “spiritual background”stands for the religious con-
cepts of the translator. At the conclusion of chapter 4, Seeligmann refers to the “translator’s
personality or ... mental images” (120).

53. Ibid. See also idem, “Problemen,” 389:“Debeschrijving van de theologie der ver-
talers zal—zooals die van iedere Joodsche theologie—gegroepeerd moeten worden, om de
begrippen: God, Israél—hierbij ook Messiaansche idee als nationale verlossingskracht—en
Thorah”

54. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version, 97-103. See also idem, “Problemen,” 390a:
“Dat de vaak voorkomendesmetaphoor #an God als Rots of Steen op geen enkele plaats
letterlijk wordt vertaald wortelt misschien ten deele in het apologetische streven ook den
schijn van instemming;met steenvereering te ontgaan”

55. Seeligmanm, TheSeptuagint Version, 103-9.

56. Ibid., 109-10:

57.1bid., 111.

58.Ibid., 116.

59.1bid., 111, 112.

60. Ibid., 113.
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political disaster,” and “deliverance from exile”®! Seeligmann further noted
that the concepts of ot){w and cognates occur “in close connexion with one
of the most notable thoughts in Isaiah’s preaching, i.e., the proclamation of
the return of the Remnant of Israel”®? (cf. the parallel occurrence of c@{w and
cognates and xataAeippa/xataAeinw in Isa 10:20, 22; 37:32). The translator
further identified the “Remnant of the people of Israel with the Jewish dias-
pora in Hellenistic Egypt” and also in Mesopotamia (Isa 11:16; 19:24-25).93
Because the translation of Isaiah betrays unique ideas that differ from MT,
Seeligmann argued that a study of the “personality of the translator” involved
not only translation style but also the translator’s theology. And the ideology
of the translator would indeed become the general focus of later works.

In 1951, Leonard H. Brockington published an important article that
dealt with the translator’s interest in the theme of 0¢¢a, which appears sixty-
eight times in LXX Isaiah but translates 7122 only twenty-eight times. The
high frequency of dé¢a in Isaiah is striking in comparison with other LXX
books that translate the Tanach where 66a occurs 270 times and translates
7122 180 times. The difference in frequency is 2:3 for other LXX books versus
7:17 for LXX Isaiah. Brockington argued that 0¢¢a had a theological signifi-
cance for the translator and that it “was associated, directly or indirectly, with
God’s redemptive work among men.”® Substantiation for Brockington’s claim
of the soteriological meaning of 06¢a can be found in places where the transla-
tor introduced it when his Vorlage referred to “salvation” (e.g., Isa 12:2; 44:23).
The opposite also proves Brockington’s point. In Isa 40:5; 60:1-7, for instance,
the translator introduced cwtypic where his Vorlage referred to “glory”®
Brockington saw the “individuality of the translator” it his,increased use of
068 as a concept denoting salvation.%

Subsequently, Jean Coste published an article ond’XX Isa 25:1-5, in which
he made important methodological points. He approached LXX Isa 25:1-5 as
a “translational” text, as a literary unit, as a textiexpressing certain beliefs, and
as a text that functions as a channelfor revelation.®’” As a translation, he con-
cluded that LXX Isa 25:1-5 showed itself“comme un échec presque complet.”*8

61. Ibid., 114.

62. Ibid., 115.

63. Ibid., 116, 117

64. Leonard H. Broekington, “The Greek Translator of Isaiah and His Interest in
AOEA VT 1 (1951):26.

65. Ibid., 30-32.

66. Ibid., 31.

67. Jean Coste, “Le texte grec d’Isaie XXV, 1-5” RB 61 (1954), 37.

68. Ibid., 50.
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Contrarily, when studied in its own right,%° LXX Isa 25:1-5 presented itself as
an ordered and coherent text. He further concluded that LXX Isa 25:1-5, as a
literary and conceptual text, shows that an active interpretive plan was already
at work even before its translation had started, reflecting the translator’s per-
sonal piety and faith.”0

As a text that expresses the translator’s “personal piety and faith,” Coste
characterized LXX Isa 25:1-5 as a messianic thanksgiving song that celebrates
the destruction of the wicked and the deliverance of the Israelites, who will
recognize the Lord in Zion.”! In his lexical analysis, he claimed the themes of
poverty and deliverance, on one hand, and expectation and messianic gift, on
the other, are the themes of LXX Isa 25:1-5. As such, he viewed it as the “song
of the poor,” which reflects a spiritual movement in Judaism that brought the
concepts of poverty and humility to the fore of its religious faith.”> For Coste,
therefore, LXX Isa 25:1-5, as a text of its own, betrays the translator’s ideology.

After Coste, the Portuguese scholar J. C. M. das Neves sought to recover
the theology of the translator in his study of LXX Isa 24.7% He approached this
text in three levels. The first discussed the exegesis and theology of MT; the
second paid attention to the LXX’s “philological differences” in comparison
with MT; and the third discussed the exegesis and theology of the Greek text.”*

Das Neves understood that the translator’s religious conceptions deter-
mined his translation and the text as a literary unit. On the level of translation,
das Neves noted that the translator sometimes read the Hebrew in slightly
different ways from MT/1QIsa? Note, for instance, 6 Aadg 6 TTwyds “the poor
people” for 1V OV “the strong people,” reflecting a reading of MT as 1y OY.
Based on several examples, das Neves concluded that theyIsaiah translator
was well acquainted with the Hebrew language butsthat he manipulated it to
express his religious beliefs.”

For das Neves, the translator’s reading method consisted essentially of
“re-readings” and “actualizations” The forier takes the Hebrew differently
from its intended simple meaning while actualizations find the fulfillment of

69. A similar approachshad already/been advanced for LXX Isa 52:13-53:12. See the
above discussion of Euler’s Die/ Verkiindigung.

70. Coste, “Le texte gre¢; 51.

71.1bid., 51.

72.Ibid., 59-60¢

73.]. C. M. das Neves, A Teologia da Tradugdo Grega dos Setenta no Livro de Isaias
(Cap. 24 de Isaias) (Lisbon: Universidade Catolica Portuguesa, 1973).

74. Tbid., 265.

75. Ibid., 266. For more examples, see 265-66.
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former prophecies in the events of the translator’s time.”® These two methods
combined are used to express the translator’s religious views about two con-
temporary Jewish groups: the pro- and contrahellenization.”” The existence of
these two groups forms the core of LXX Isa 24’s theology:

Em todo o texto, como se vé, perpassa sempre a mesma mentalidade de actu-
alizagdo, tendo por base as duas facgdes de judeus: os impios que se aliam
aos inimigos na sua politica e os fiéis ao jahvismo, prontos a sofrer com amor
e com alegria e até mesmo a morrer com morte de fogo (Is. 9, 3-5; p. 232's), 0
que nos indica tratar-se de espirito originado numa facgio religiosa.”8

Das Neves identified several themes related to the group faithful to Yahweh.
This group is found in dispersion in Egypt (cf. LXX Isa 18: 2, 7; 25:5; 27:12;
33:17; 41:9a, 2, 5: 45:22; 49:6; 52:10; 62:11) and is expecting its redemption
(cf. LXX Isa 33:13; 41:1; 45:16, 22; 48:20; 49:1, 6; 51:5; 52:10; 60:9; 62:11). He
further pointed out that this group in dispersion is sometimes referred to as
the ones “left, spared” (cf. LXX Isa 4:2; 10:17, 11:10; 21; 19; 13:12; 20:6; 28:5,
6-28), the “poor” (cf. LXX Isa 25:1-5) and the “humiliated” (cf. LXX Isa 26:3).
Related to the “poor” are concepts such as “joy” (eddpoaivy), glory (9¢ka),
and righteousness (dixatootvn). The “spared-poor-humiliated” group shares
an eschatological hope for the messianic Jerusalem.”

Contrarily, the party of unfaithful Jews is denominated by terms like
mAovatog/mAolitog (with the exception of LXX Isa 32:18; 33:20); auapTwAds, a

76. Ibid., 268. For das Neves's more detailed discussion of actualization in comparison
with Daniel and the pesharim, see idem, “A Teologia dos Sétenta no'Livro de Isafas,” Itin
(Portugal) 43 (1964), 26-28.

77. Das Neves, A Teologia da Tradugdo Grega, 268, 269.

78. Ibid., 269. See also his “A Teologia dos Seténta;” 19,21.

79. Das Neves, A Teologia da Tradu¢do/Grega, 269-74. For a more detailed discussion
of das Neves’s view of the “remnant” in LXX Isaiah, see idem, “Isaias 7,14 no Texto Mas-
sorético e no Texto Grego: A obra de Joachim Becker,” Did 2 (1972), 106. Das Neves sum-
marizes the theology of the “remnant” in LXX Tsaiah as follows: (1) While MT speaks of the
rest of “trees” or of the people inigeneral terms, LXX refer to the “remnant” as a religious
concept, as the faithful andspious class among the people. It also applies daily metaphors
such as agriculture, for ifistancein a personal way and with reference to the “remnant”
of Israel; (2) the “remnant™in LXX Isaiah is characterized as “poor” and “small” (LXX Isa
24:6); (3) whenever MT xefers to the “remnant” as a specific class and in religious terms,
the Greek tends to emphasize those references; (4) the “remnant” relates to the people in
diaspora in Egypt whewwill return with gladness to Zion after their redemption; (5) this
“remnant” suffers injustice from the wicked class of the people—but those injustices are
considered to be from God, who uses them to purify and sanctify, preparing them for
future messianic happiness.
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concept that is stressed more in the LXX than in MT; &pyovtes,®® who are in
fact referred to with the term apaptwAds above; BouAyn/udtaia as the expres-
sion of political aspects devised by the &pyovres; €vy, although this term can
also refer to the faithful people of God and the present Jerusalem in its situ-
ation of impiety.3! It is necessary to note that das Neves is not saying that the
terms above in all their occurrences in LXX Isaiah always refer to either the
faithful or the unfaithful group. Instead, he noted that these terms seem to be
associated with one or the other group at several places in LXX Isaiah.

In his analysis of LXX Isa 24, das Neves arrived at the following impor-
tant conclusions: First, he noted that there are substantial differences between
MT and LXX. He argued that it is not possible to explain these differences as
errors of a mechanical nature only, such as confusion of consonants, omis-
sions, dittography, and so on. Rather, such differences betray the “personality
of the translator” Das Neves also noted that the Greek text, when studied by
itself, presents its own well-defined thought. This “well-defined thought” can
only be extracted by paying careful attention to the smallest particularities
of the text. The differences between MT and LXX originate in the transla-
tor’s religious views rather than in a faulty understanding of the Hebrew text.%?
LXX Isaiah is, thus, a theological interpretation of the Hebrew, made neces-
sary by the historical and religious actualizations of its historical background.®3

Another important article that highlighted aspects of the social and polit-
ical environment of LXX Isaiah was Frederic Raurell’s “‘Archontes’ en la inter-
pretacié midrashica d’Is-LXX %4 He called attention to the social background
of Palestinian Jews in the second century BCE who lived under the oppressive
control of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. He interpreted &pyovteg(Isa 3:4, 14; 14:5)
as designating leaders of the Jewish community in Jerusalem favoring Antio-
chus IV’s policy of hellenization. Specifically, thesépyovres were economic
oppressors of the poor (mTwyds) by means of harsh ‘taxation (cf. ¢maitév in
Isa 3:12; 14:4).85 Behind this harsh tax policy wére Antiochus IV’s war indem-

80. For a more in-depth discussion ofiépxovres in LXX Isaiah, see Frederic Raurell,
“‘Archontes’ en la Interpretacié Midrashica d'Ts-LXX” RCT 1 (1976), 315-74.

81. Das Neves, A Teologia da, Tradugiao Grega, 274-75.

82.Ibid., 265. On p. 43ydas Neves claims that the differences between the Hebrew and
the Greek can be found in the “mentalidade teoldgica do nosso tradutor” The reason is that
LXX Isaiah is more ansinterpretation than a translation.

83. Ibid., 278./For acritical'review of das Neves, see Frederic Raurell, “La teologia de
Js-LXX en un studio'feciente,” EstFr 76 (1975): 409-21.

84. Raurell, “Archontes,” 315-74.

85. For the theme of economic exploitation in LXX Isaiah, see Ronald L. Troxel, “Eco-
nomic Plunder as a Leitmotif in LXX-Isaiah,” Bib 83 (2002): 375-91; idem, LXX-Isaiah as
Translation and Interpretation: The Strategies of the Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah
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nities due to the Romans.®¢ Thus, the translator’s employment of the term
apyovres reflected his oppressive socio-political condition under Antiochus
IV’s control of Jerusalem.

In 1979, John W. Olley made an important contribution to LXX Isaiah
studies. The purpose of his monograph was to study how the translator under-
stood passages in which the root PT¥ occurs as well as the “intended meaning
of dixatooVyy and related words”®” With such a study, Olley tried to discuss
the question of the extent to which the translator’s use of dtxatooUvy and its
cognates can be characterized as Jewish Greek.8® Specifically, he sought to
investigate why the translator “used certain words and what meaning he saw
in those words in their context.”8? He assumed that “[T]he translators believed
that the words and structures they used were at least reasonably capable of
conveying the meaning they saw in the original, allowing for individual theo-
logical views and linguistic abilities. This does not mean that they necessarily
agreed with the meaning they saw.”°

Olley called for a contextual study of dixatogtuy and cognates in their
LXX literary contexts. He warned “one cannot assume that, because a particu-
lar Hebrew word is ‘usually’ rendered by a particular Greek word, therefore
there is considerable semantic overlap” Further, he claimed that “unusual”
renderings must be analyzed in their literary context, under the assumption
“that the translator intended his reading to make sense.””!

(SJSJ 124; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 201-9. In his article “Economic Plunder;” Troxel identified
the harsh taxation under the Seleucids as the background of the motif of “economic plun-
der” in LXX Isaiah: “This leitmotif accords with the broad consensus that LXX-Isa was
translated in the second quarter of the second century BGE, whensSeleucid domination
of Jerusalem and Judea was being thrown off. The level of taxes under the Hellenists had
become repressive, making relief from Seleucid taxationa significant consequence of the
revolt. That seems a likely explanation for the translator’s preoccupation with economic
plunder as the supreme crime of the people’s rulers,with removal of such oppression con-
stituting a signal feature of divine deliverance”(390).

86. Raurell, “Archontes,” 365: “Les elevades indemnitzacions de guerra que els seléu-
cides havien de pagar als romans les hagueren de pagar els pobres subdits jueus. Per
aquestes mateixes raons economiques els seleucides intentaren apoderar-se dels tresors
del temple. Aquest intent sembla que fracassa al principi; tanmateix, el 175, Antioc IV
Epifanés va deposar el simo sacerdote legitim i vengué dues vegades el carrec als dos
millor licitadors”

87. John W. Olley, -Righteousness’ in the Septuagint of Isaiah: A Contextual Study
(SBLSCS 8; MissoulayMont.: Scholars Press, 1979), 1.

88. Ibid.

89. Ibid., 11.

90. Ibid., 5.

91. Ibid., 125.
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Olley concluded that “while the fact that he [the translator] uses dxato-
words is due to PT¥ in MT, this is not simply a case of ‘automatic response
translation’” since no instance has been found where this leads to a meaning
unrecognizable on the basis of secular Greek usage.”>> Even though Olley con-
ceded that some “meanings do however undergo slight semantic expansion
due to their usage within a Jewish theological framework,”? they do not con-
stitute “‘Jewish Greek’ but rather Greek words with some new associations
added due to the Jewish context.”%*

Finally, Olley uncovered a “consistent picture of some aspects of the
translator’s theology and technique” in the latter’s “linguistic preferences.”®>
He pointed out that the translator, while following the precedent in the Penta-
teuch in his use of ¢oefys for YW, also employs “Gaef3s for other roots when
reference is to Israel’s enemies” and as a description of its oppressors.®® On the
other hand, the translator usually reserves dvop- words as a reference to Israel
and “more generally to wrongdoing and wrongdoers.”®” Lastly, adix- words
are employed to describe actions of oppression either by “Israel’s leaders” or
by others “who have attacked and oppressed Israel (cf. Isa 10:20; 21:3; 23:12;
25:3f; 51:23; 65:25).798

Olley summarized the translator’s theology as follows: first, because “acts
of oppression by rulers and judges and attacks on other nations are, as in
secular Greek understanding, ‘unjust,” the translator employs &dix- words;
aoeP- words would not be appropriate in those contexts. Second, given the
oppressors’ nature as “wrongdoers” and “their failure to serve the Lord,” the
translator employs doef3- words, as they are most appropriate for those con-
texts. And, third, the translator reserves qvop- words t0 refer to “Israel’s dis-
obedience of the law of God”® Detecting the translator’s theology in his care-
ful contextual study of the translator’s linguistic preferences, Olley proposed
the translator’s theology as the reason for somé of hisTexical choices.

In 1981, Arie van der Kooij engaged.in an important discussion of the
proper methodological use of the an€ient vetsions (LXX, 0, ; ¢, Targ., Pesh.,
and Vulg.) and of 1QIsa? and 1QIsaPforthe textual criticism of MT Isaiah. He
argued that a study of the textual witnesses in their own milieu must precede

92. Ibid.

93. Ibid., 125-26:
94. Ibid., 126.
95. Ibid., 122.
96. Ibid.

97. Ibid.

98. Ibid.

99. Ibid., 123.
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any text-critical work.!% In his analysis of LXX Isaiah, van der Kooij focused
on passages where fulfillment-interpretation played an important role, intend-
ing to provide a better understanding of the character of LXX Isaiah, its trans-
lator, and his background.!®! Much like his predecessors, he paid attention to
the translator’s theology and his historical background while speaking of the
“character of LXX Isaiah”

Van der Kooij identified several cases of fulfillment-interpretation. He
argued that the translator often interpreted references to the “king” of Assyria
or Babylon as a cipher for the Seleucid kings Antiochus III/IV (e.g., Isa 8:7;
10:9, 10; 14:19-20, 22-27).192 He further identified two steps in the trans-
lator’s reworking of Isa 22:5-11. For him, the differences between MT and
LXX Isa 22:5-11 reflect events occurring in Jerusalem around 167 BCE. At
the same time, some of the divergences in that same passage were due to the
translator’s allusions to reparations that had been previously carried out under
the high priest Simon (ca. 200 BCE).1%® Likewise, LXX Isa 8:8’s departures
find their cause in the translator, who interpreted it as a reference to Antio-
chus IV’s deposition of Onias III as the high priest in Jerusalem.!%* The phrase
moAg doedex for DI Y (Isa 19:18) was used to legitimize the temple in
Leontopolis, making useless any assertions that P72 3"V or MDA 7' were
in the translator’s Vorlage.!%> Finally, van der Kooij also identified a negative

100. Van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 1: “Dabei kann es aber schon aus Raumgriinden
nicht die Absicht sein, die Textzeugen des Jesajabusches umfassend zu behandeln. Es soll
vielmehr versucht werden diejenige Aspekte zu beleuchten, die fiirvdie textkritische Aus-
wertung der Textzeugen wichtig sein, wie: Griinde und Ursachendtextlicher Unterschiede
zwischen den Textzeugen und dem masoretischen Text (MT), den“Ort der Textzeugen
innerhalb der Textgeschichte und das Milieu, in dem sie entstanden sein”

101. Ibid., 34.

102. Ibid., 34-43.

103. Ibid., 49: “die Unterschiede zwischentMT\(= meistens Q?) und LXX Jes 22,5-11
finden ihre beste Erklarung durch die Afinahme, dass'der Ubersetzer in diesen Versen auf
Ereignisse in Jerusalem im Jahr 167 v.Chr. und auf Wiederherstellungsarbeiten zur Zeit des
Hohenpriesters Simon anspielt.”

104. Ibid., 52. Van der Kooij has changed his view that LXX Isa 8:8 referred to the
time of the translator, asserting, thatiit instead refers to the time of Isaiah, cf. Arie van der
Kooij, “LXX-Isaiah 8:9 and theIssue of Fulfillment-Interpretation,” Adamantius 13 (2007),
23; idem, “The Septuagint of Isaiah and the Mode of Reading Prophecies in Early Judaism”
in Septuaginta— Texte, Kontexte; Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von
Septuaginta Deutsch(LXX.D), Wuppertal 20.-23. Julie 2006 (ed. Martin Karrer and Wolf-
gang Kraus; WUNT 1/219; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 602.

105. Van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 55. See also idem, “The Old Greek of Isaiah 19:16-25:
Translation and Interpretation” in VI Congress of the International Organization for Septua-
gint and Cognates Studies: Jerusalem 1986 (ed. Claude E. Cox; SBLSCS 23; Atlanta: Scholars
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reference to Menelaus and a positive one to Alcimus in LXX Isa 22:16-18,
20-25 respectively.106

Van der Kooij’s work contributed greatly to a discussion of the transla-
tor’s identity. For him, the translator must be seen as a member of the Oniad
priesthood circle in Jerusalem, as a scribe, and as a priest. He argued that the
translator advocated for the legitimacy of the Leontopolis temple with his ren-
dering mé\ig doedex in LXX Isa 19:18. The translator’s divergent rendering ol
10€iv 600V AlydmTou/D™I¥N 7772 in Isa 10:24 indicates he approved of Onias
IV’s escape to Egypt by occasion of Antiochus IV’s oppression of Jerusalem
in 167 BCE. This piece of evidence led van der Kooij to view Onias IV as the
author of LXX Isaiah.!%” Whereas LXX Isaiah’s provenance is in Leontopolis,
the translator’s is Jerusalem. The Jerusalem origin of the translator implied he
was acquainted with traditions and events from there.!08

Van der Kooij also viewed the translator as a scribe based on his transla-
tion method (“Art und Weise”).!%° The translator’s borrowing from the Torah
and the Prophets shows that he was very familiar with those books. Likewise,
intraharmonization of passages from Hebrew Isaiah points to the translator’s
solid knowledge of that book.!!? Van der Kooij also found evidence that the
translator viewed himself as a scribe in his unique use of ypauupatixés for
990 in LXX Isa 33:18. He argued that the translator compared himself to the

Press, 1987), 136-37. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version, 68, had advanced that the trans-
lator’s Vorlage attested to P71 Y. Vaccari (‘TIOAIX AXEAEK 356; “Parole Rovesci-
ate) 560, 562-64) had argued that M0 was in the translator’s®Vorlage. The translator
then read MO as NT01 by changing the 7 into a 7. He then transcribed NT01 as doedex.
Vaccari supported his proposal with several examples of x'for I.«Récently Troxel, LXX-
Isaiah, 170-71 resorted to Vaccari’s explanation to argue against van der Kooij’s proposal
that the translator used méAis doedex to legitimize the Leontopolis temple. Against Vaccari,
however, it must be noted that there is no textual evidence that the translator’s Vorlage read
101, of. 1QIsa?/4Qlsal: DINA Y; o’ 6 agee

106. van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 59, 60.

107. Ibid., 331.

108. Ibid., 60-61.

109. Ibid., 62: “Die Art uridyWeise, mit der der Ubersetzer mit dem Text des Jesaja-
buches umgeht, macht deutlich, dass er€in Schriftgelehrter war” (emphasis original). For
van der Kooij’s more detailed diseussion of the translator as a scribe, cf. his The Oracle of
Tyre: The Septuagint of Isaiah 23 as Version and Vision (VTSup 71; Leiden: Brill, 1998),
112-23; idem, “Perspectives onithe Study of the Septuagint: Who are the Translators?” in
Perspectives in the Study of the Old Testament and Early Judaism: A Symposium in Honour
of Adam S. van der Woude'on the Occasion of His 70th Birthday (ed. Edward Noort, Floren-
tino Garcia Martinez, and Adam Simon van der Woude; VTSup 73; Leiden: Brill, 1998),
219-24.

110. See van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 62-63.
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Alexandrian ypappatixol, who were occupied with philological and etymo-
logical matters, as well as with the reading and interpretation of literary texts.
Like them, the translator was equally engaged in the reading and interpreta-
tion of Hebrew Isaiah.!!!

Finally, van der Kooij also considered the translator to be a priest. He
found evidence for his view in the advocacy for the Oniad Leontopolis
temple in LXX Isa 19:18 and the addition of iepels in Isa 40:2.112 As a priest,
the translator read Isaiah from the perspective of fulfillment-interpretation
and found in the second century BCE the fulfillment of Isaianic announce-
ments.!!? The translator’s reading mode was based on his belief that the last
days (ta émepydueva/ta €oyatae in LXX Isa 41:22; 44:7; 45:11; 46:10) of Isaiah
had started. In this sense, the translator of Isaiah may be compared to the
authors of Daniel and certain Qumran documents. Although LXX Isaiah was
produced in Egypt, the link between Leontopolis and Qumran is found in the
Jerusalemite background of the translator.!'* The translator’s bent to fulfill-
ment-interpretation was also based on his assessment of Isaiah as a vision (cf.
MN/8pacis in Isa 1:1 and XWN/8pape in Isa 22:1).11°

Picking up on the research developed by Zillessen and Ziegler, which
showed that the translator borrowed phraseology from elsewhere in Isaiah or
outside it, Jean Koenig devoted a full-fledged discussion of borrowings in LXX
Isaiah. He rejected Ottley’s claim that the translator introduced the wording
of a particular passage into another unconsciously, accidentally, and uninten-

111. Ibid., 63. It is interesting to note that van der Kooij does not make much of
ypapuatixos in LXX Isa 33:18 in his later publications, cf. his passing notes in Oracle, 115;
“Perspectives on the Study of the Septuagint,” 221. Accepting van4der Kooij’s view of the
translator as a ypappatixds, Troxel (LXX-Isaiah, passim) advanced that LXX Isaiah should
be studied in light of the work of the ypaupatixol in Alexandria. In short, he proposed
the translator, like the ypapuatixol, was only concerned with linguistic and contextual
interpretation. Only very rarely was the translatoriinvolved in fulfillment-interpretation.
Although Troxel denied van der Kooij’s @pinion that the translator’s use of ypapuatixds is
self-referential, he proceeded to construct ayiew of the translator that by and large resem-
bles van der Kooij’s scribal model, cf. David A. Baer, review of Ronald L. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah
as Translation and Interpretation:The Strategies of the Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah,
VT 60 (2010): 302.

112. Van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 64-65.

113. Ibid., 95-965330-31.

114. Ibid., 64£In hiseLXX*Isaiah, 20, Troxel criticized van der Kooij for comparing
LXX Isaiah with the'pesharim on the basis that the former was produced in Egypt and the
latter in Palestine. However, Troxel did not discuss van der Kooij’s view of the translator’s
Palestinian origin, which would allow for a fruitful comparison of LXX Isaiah with docu-
ments from Qumran.

115. Van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 64.
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tionally.!16 Rather, for him, the translator consciously borrowed phraseology
from elsewhere due to an ideological or historical reason.!!”

For instance, Koenig argued that the plus xal oixodouyowyey €autols
mopyov in Isa 9:9 reflects the historical milieu of the Samaritan schism in the
translator’s time. He argued the plus originated with a borrowing from Gen
11:3-4. This borrowing reflects the translator’s systematic analogical read-
ing of his Scriptures, prompted by the occurrence of 1333 and 0937 in Gen
11:3, 4 and Isa 9:9.11® Koenig further argued that the original circumstances
of the Isaianic prophecy in Isa 9:11 were lost to the eyes of the translator.
He pointed out that “depuis le VIIIe siécle, les oracles d’Is, comme ceux des
autres prophetes, avaient acquis une omnivalence temporelle qui permettait
den tirer des enseignements applicables a des époques autres que celle de
leur origine”!!” Consequently, the mention of Samaria in the Hebrew Isaiah
evoked in the translator’s mind, as a Jew, the Samaritan schism.!2°

Koenig also discussed what he termed the “religious conditions” that
favored the use of “analogical hermeneutics” Although Hellenistic influence
on the production of the LXX is undeniable,!?! Koenig pointed out that the
weight of the religious tradition of Judaism and its mode of thinking is also
paramount. He noted that the sacralization of the prophetic writings con-
sisted in their use of earlier prophetic oracles that would be applicable to con-
temporary and even future events. For him, the same process took place in the
sacralization of the LXX, a sacralization that would have profited greatly from
an “analogical hermeneutic” method of reading the Scripture.??

Like the prophetic writings’ application of earlier prophecies to a later
period, Koenig observed that LXX Isaiah applied the Hebrew to its contem-
porary history. The translator used “Carthage” for “Tarsis_. in Isa 23:1, 10; saw
the “Assyrians” in the Hebrew as a cipher for the*Syrians” in the Seleucid
period; interpreted the Philistines as a reference to Palestinian coastal Greek
cities in the translator’s time, and so on. He noted that all these typological
changes attest to an actualizing. He even compared LXX Isaiahs reading-

116. Koenig, Lherméneutique, 6-8.

117. Ibid., 102: “Cherménéutique ouvre la voie de la solution historique. Elle avertit
que la transformation méthodique du texte, étant donné les teneurs, doit nécessairement
étre en rapport avec un motif idéelogique denvergure”

118. Ibid., 90.

119. Ibid., 101.

120. Ibid.: “Dutemps de G ce que la mention de Samarie évoquait nécessairement
dans lesprit d’'un juif4quil fat palestinien ou membre de la diaspora, cétait le schisme
samaritain” (emphasis original).

121. Ibid., 33, 49.

122. Ibid., 33-35.
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mode with the pesharim, claiming that “l'adaptation grecque d’Is est 'une des
manifestations qui illustrent un grand courant de spéculation oraculaire sur
les Ecrits traditionnels d’Israél. Le livre de Daniel et divers écrits de Qumran,
en premier lieu le Habaquq, en sont dautres témoins.”'2* Thus, for Koenig,
the translator’s theology or historical milieu can be detected in his recourse to
Scriptural borrowings.

In 1998, van der Kooij produced a monograph on LXX Isa 23 discuss-
ing its coherence as a text in its own right. He approached LXX Isa 23 as a
text in two levels: first, in comparison with MT and then in its own right. As
a text in its own right, van der Kooij probed whether LXX Isa 23 presents a
coherent message or whether “significant renderings and passages in the LXX
text make sense in relation to each other’12# Furthermore, he also focused
on whether LXX Isa 23 “not only constitutes, as a translation, a transforma-
tion from the linguistic point of view, but also a transformation in the sense
of reinterpretation of the temporal application of an ancient prophecy.” The
question for him was the translator’s hermeneutics: “did the translator aim at
producing a version of an ancient prophecy which would make sense as an
oracle at his time?”!2> His conclusion was:

The Greek text in its own right turns out to be a coherent text to a large
extent, syntactically, stylistically and semantically. Significant renderings
and passages appear to be related to each other. It points to a translator who
aimed at producing a meaningful text. The main difference between MT and
LXX, on the level of contents, has to do with the presence and contextual
function of “Carthage” in the Greek text. In contrast to Mdwhich is about a
destruction of Tyre, LXX refers to a destruction of Carthage'with its serious
consequences for Tyre.!2°

Following his investigation of LXX Isa 23 as @ textin its own right, van der
Kooij addressed the question as to why.this text differs from its Hebrew coun-
terpart as far as its content is concerned. For him, the answer is in the transla-
tor’s reading mode. In short, the translator read Isa 23 from the perspective of
fulfillment-interpretation, interpreting “the ‘signs’ of his time on the basis of
ancestral, prophetical booKsy in our case the book of Isaiah, in order to help

123. Ibid., 45.

124. Van der Kooij,-Oracle; 75. Van der Kooij had already raised the issue of coher-
ence in his earlier publications; cf. idem, “Die Septuaginta Jesajas als Dokument Jiidischer
Exegese—FEinige Notizenszu LXX-Jes. 7, in Ubersetzung und Deutung (Nijkerk: Callen-
bach: 1977), 93, 99; idem, Textzeugen, 33-34.

125. Van der Kooij, Oracle, 18.

126. Ibid, 87.



1. INTRODUCTION 25

his people survive in hard times and to give them, at least the pious ones,
hope for the future”!?” Van der Kooij further pointed to the historical-politi-
cal events that form the background for LXX Isa 23:

o the destruction of Carthage, which the Romans brought about in
146 BCE;

o the Parthian invasion of Babylonia, which was “presumably
understood as a sign of the nearby breakdown of the Seleucid
empire;”

« Tyre’s involvement, “in some way or another, in the Helleniza-
tion of the city and temple of Jerusalem.”128

Finally, van der Kooij further located LXX Isaiah’s reading mode in the
context of other Jewish and non-Jewish writings of the second century BCE.
In general lines, he highlighted two main aspects involved in the reading
of prophecies in that period. First, prophecy was seen as a prediction that
had not yet been fulfilled; and, second, the interpretation of prophecies was
restricted “to persons of the highest scholarly level of the time” As he put it:

In short, in the Hellenistic period the mode of reading prophecies as predic-
tions about the recent past, the present and the near future of the reader/
interpreter was the prevailing one. The corresponding interpretation of
prophecies was a matter of wisdom and scholarship of a specific nature, an
ability which was thought to be the privilege of wise men of the highest level
within the society of the time.!?

Another important study appeared in 1999, whichfocused on an exegeti-
cal and theological study of Isaiah’s so-called “servant songs” Central for our
purposes was Eugene R. Ekblad Jr’s evaluations of the causes of the diver-
gences between MT and LXX of Isa 42:1<8; 49:1=9a; 50:4-11; 52:13-53:12.

127.1bid., 109. See also idem, “Zur Theologie des Jesajabuches in der Septuaginta,” in
Theologische Probleme der Septuaginta und der hellenistischen Hermeneutik (ed. Henning
Graf Reventlow; VWGTh LIGiitersloh: Kaiser/Giitersloher, 1997), 16.

128. Van der Kooij,Qracle, 109.

129. Ibid., 93. See;also his “Theologie;,” 15: “Es liegen mehrere Texte vor, die darauf
hinweisen, daf8 schriftgelehrte Juden zur Entstehungszeit der LXX die Prophezeiungen
Jesajas als Vorhersagen lasen und deuteten, genauso wie es spater der Fall ist im Neue Tes-
tament, Targum Jonatan:ztt den Propheten und in der frithchristlichen Exegese. ... Ferner
spiegeln Stellen wie Sirach 36,14f. und Tobit 14,5 nicht nur ein lebendiges Interesse an den
prophetischen Weissagungen und Erwartungen wider, sonder machen zugleich klar, dafl
man die Prophezeiungen auf die (nahe) Zukunft bezogen verstand.”
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He claimed that most of the divergences signal “a coherent theology and con-
sistent exegetical method.”!3" He urged caution in using LXX Isaiah’s variant
readings to reconstruct the translator’s Vorlage. Rather, he called for an evalu-
ation of those divergences in the light of the whole book of Isaiah “because
the LXX’s word choice is determined by contextual and intertextual exegesis.”
More importantly, Ekblad concluded that

the selection of a given word in the LXX is often determined by its seman-
tic rapport ... with other words in other texts which the translator saw as
linked for the purpose of clarifying meaning. Scripture is used to interpret
and clarify Scripture.!3!

As recently as 2008, Ronald L. Troxel published his LXX-Isaiah as Trans-
lation and Interpretation: the Strategies of the Translator of the Septuagint of
Isaiah, a monograph that in his opinion “lays the foundation for a new view
of the translator’s work”132 The purpose was to challenge what the author
describes as a consensus that has lasted for the past fifty years:

The sketch of the translator of Isaiah promoted by many scholars over the
past fifty years (that he deliberately infused his translation with the beliefs
and issues of his day) is ... based on undisciplined associations between
unique phraseology in the book and significant events known from the
second century BCE.!33

To reevaluate this status quo, Troxel argued that it is necessary to take other
aspects into consideration:

In order to reevaluate this portrayal, however, we must consider how trans-
lation was conceived in the Hellenistic era, how ancient scholars (especially
those in the Alexandrian Museum) studied‘and used revered texts, and how
to determine if a distinctive Greek/locution is based on a reading in the
translator’s Vorlage at variance with,theone in MT, or even whether we have
sufficient evidence to draw a conclusion in every case.!34

130. Eugene R. Ekblad Jr.; fsaiak’s Servant Poems according to the Septuagint: An Exe-
getical and Theological Study (CBET 23; Leuven: Peeters, 1999), 268.

131. Ibid.

132. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah, ix.

133. Ibid.

134. Tbid.
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The first chapter, “The Translator of Isaiah,” discussed the translator’s iden-
tity. This question relates to how the translator approached his work.!3> Troxel
justified this quest with Ziegler’s observation that LXX Isaiah, in contrast to
other LXX books, brings with it the particular imprint of the translator. In
other words, the personality of the translator has to be taken into account
in evaluations of the relation between LXX Isaiah and MT Isaiah. Because
the translator often infuses “Isaiah’s oracles with meaning that cannot always
be justified linguistically from his source text,” the question of his identity
becomes important. It implies that “it is not enough to call him a translator,
because he seems to have gone beyond simply offering a translation.”!36

Troxel advanced that the translator must be seen against the model of the
ypappatixol in Alexandria. He rejected van der Kooij’s comparison of LXX
Isaial’s translator with scribes “that produced the pesharim,” claiming that
“this association with a type of literature found only in eretz Israel raises the
question in what the [sic] sense the translator was an Alexandrian.”!3” He pro-
posed instead to view the translator as an “Alexandrian” He found support for
this view in the translator’s use of ypappatixoi for 980 in LXX Isa 33:18, the
only place where ypauuatixdg renders 980 in the LXX. After a brief descrip-
tion of the history of the term ypaypatixol in the Hellenistic period and how
the latter were expelled from Egypt under Euergetes II after 145 BCE, Troxel
argued LXX Isa 33:18 echoes the translator’s contemporaneous history:

In this light, while the translation of 990 by ypayuatixof in Isa 33:18 may
simply be a register of the translator’s esteem for the grammarians, it seems
more likely that his rendering of those verses expressed’his dismay at the
absence of ypappatixol as pillars of Alexandrian society after 145 BCE.
It is difficult to identify a more likely explanation/forswhy, in this passage
alone, he elected the use of ypapatixol. In factgthe translation of SPW by of
oupBouledovtes might be equally explicable.as reflecting the wholesale dis-
patching of many who had remained loyalto Philefneter’s widow.!38

Troxel viewed two aspects of thellsaiah translator that likened him to the
ypappatixol in Alexandria. The first is the translator’s linguistic interpretation
(chapter 4), especially his Gise of etymological exegesis.!*® The second is the
translator’s recourse tor“contextual interpretation” (chapter 5). “Contextual

135. Ibid., 1.

136. Ibid., 2.

137.Ibid., 20. See also p. 162.
138. Ibid., 24.

139. Ibid., 107, 132.
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interpretation” involves an intertextual interpretation of Isaiah based not only
on the immediate or larger context of a given passage but also on the context
of the translator’s social-political milieu.'4?

Despite the recognition that the translator interpreted Isaiah in light of
his “socio-political milieu,” Troxel turned to a criticism of “contemporization””
The basis for his criticism of “contemporization” was his view of the transla-
tor as an Alexandrian as opposed to considering him “ein Schriftgelehrter” as
van der Kooij had previously advanced. Although Troxel did not make the
dichotomy above clear, it becomes apparent in his discussions of “fulfillment-
interpretation” in chapters 6-7. According to Troxel, the main difference
between his point of view and van der Kooij’s is that, for van der Kooij, the
translator “considered himself inspired to interpret the ancient oracles as pre-
saging events in his own day.”!*! For Troxel, however, the translator should be
taken as someone engaged only in linguistic and contextual interpretation.

The basic problem in how to detect aspects of “contemporization” in LXX
Isaiah is that “the issue is defining what sorts of textual markers are sufficient
to conclude that the translator deliberately alluded to events in his world as
the ‘true’ referent of the prophet’s oracle”14> A comparison with the pesharim
proves inadequate:

The problem of comparing the supposed Erfiillungsinterpretation of the
translator with the pesharim is that the latter are explicit in their alignment
of the text with contemporaneous events, whereas we have to extrapolate
from oblique statements in a translation to what the translator might have
had in view, which raises the thorny issue of intention. When we are dealing
with a work whose substance is derived from its Hebrew:exemplar, how can
we ascertain what mental process created what we perceiveas a historical
allusion?!43

Troxel characterized his approach as “minimalist>Historical references in the
translation can only be postulated ifa divergence was not based in the imme-
diate or broader literary contexts. Asthe put it:

Embracing this principle fequires a minimalist approach: only if the transla-
tor can be shown torefer deliberately to people, countries, ethnic groups,
circumstances, or €vents by, deviating from his Vorlage is it legitimate to
entertain the possibility that he sought to identify such entities as the “true”

140. Ibid., 134.

141. Ibid., 19. See also p. 3.
142. Tbid., 162.

143. Tbid.
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referents of his Hebrew exemplar. More stringently, it must be shown that
the translator did not arrive at a rendering by reasoning from the immediate
or broader literary contexts, but that he fashioned it with an eye to circum-
stances or events in his day.!4*

It is important to register here scholars’ responses to Troxel’s claims. The
most detailed replies came from Albert Pietersma and van der Kooij. In his
“A Panel Presentation on Ronald Troxel's LXX-Isaiah, Pietersma addressed,
among other things, Troxel’s interpretation of his crucial LXX Isa 33:18. Piet-
ersma considered Troxel’s reading of that passage “a good example of what I
deem to be undisciplined interpretation of a translated text.”!4> His main criti-
cisms were threefold. First, he argued that Troxel completely ignored the con-
text of Isa 33:18. He did not address the relation between verses 18-19 with
17 and 20: “how does the negativity of vv. 18-19 relate to the positive attitude
expressed in vv. 17 and 202”16 Pietersma further argued, quoting Troxel’s own
words, that

it is difficult to see ‘how the translator went about forming it [the passage]
into a literary unity—unless one take Isa 33:18 in complete isolation from its
immediate context. And, for some reason, that is precisely what Troxel does,
while at the same time making the entire book of LXX-Isaiah its new context.'4”

Second, he further pointed out that Troxel based his interpretation of
LXX Isa 33:18 on “circumstantial evidence”'*® By “circumstantial evidence,”
he meant Troxel’s reading his view of ol ypaupatixol as the literati at the Alex-
andrian museum into the text. For Pietersma, the evidence®of the ypappatixoi
in the Alexandrian museum is irrelevant because tfanslation was not among
the “various genres of Greek literature” studied, at the' Museum. As Troxel
accepted that LXX Isaiah is a translation, hi§ use of the evidence from the
Alexandrian museum is unsuitable for LXX Isaiah’§ study.!4

And, third, Pietersma accused’ Troxel’s treatment of LXX Isa 33:18 of
being “contradictory” and, echoing Troxel’s words, “undisciplined.” In argu-
ing that ol ypappatixol reflects events around 145 BCE when the literati of the
Museum were expelled from Alexandria, Troxel used contemporization, an

144. Ibid., 164. See.alsopp. 166-67.

145. Albert Pietersma, ‘A’ Panel Presentation on Ronald Troxel's LXX-Isaiah, 2;
online: http://homesichass.utoronto.ca/~pietersm/Troxel'sLXX-Isaiah(2008).pdf.

146. Ibid., 17.

147. 1bid., 17-18.

148. Ibid., 13 (emphasis original).

149. Tbid., 8.
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aspect he had heavily criticized in his book. Consequently, Pietersma opined,
“What seems contradictory is that, on the one hand, Troxel questions ‘con-
temporization’ in LXX-Isaiah, while, on the other hand, he introduces it in
grand style. To me this is not disciplined or principled interpretation of a
translated text”1>0

Van der Kooij’s reception of Troxels book was cordially mixed as it
accepted some aspects while rejecting others. He saw Troxel’s call for seeing
the translator as a ypapuuatixdg as positive insofar as it takes “the wider cultural
context” of LXX Isaiah into account.!>! He additionally pointed out that LXX
Isaiah and the ypappatixol practiced what is termed “etymological exegesis,”
a similarity that Troxel missed. In a footnote, van der Kooij rejected Troxel’s
interpretation of Isa 33:18 “as reflecting the dismay of the translator” in view
of the absence of the ypaypatixol after 145 BCE as “unlikely in view of the
immediate context of LXX Isa 33152 Van der Kooij further noted that “con-
textual interpretation,” which is one of the aspects Troxel advanced as new in
LXX Isaiah studies, is actually “not that new;” other scholars, such as Ziegler,
had already discussed it.!>?

In general terms, van der Kooij criticized Troxel's approach as not detailed
enough. In Troxel’s discussion of the phrases “the country above Babylon”
and “where the tower was built” (LXX Isa 10:9), van der Kooij felt the need
for a more detailed explanation. He deemed inadequate Troxels view that
the “country above Babylon” was a sufficient translation of “as Karchemish”
in MT. Although Troxel rightly detected a link with Gen 11 in the phrase
“where the tower was built,” van der Kooij similarly wanted a discussion of
the reason for the translator’s use of that phrase in LXX(Tsa-10:9 in relation to
Chalanne, and not Babel as in Gen 11. Troxel’s insufficient treatment of LXX
Isa 10:9 led van der Kooij to conclude that “the text as it stands should be
analyzed in more detail” and that “since the motif of ‘tower building’ is found
in a number of texts of the time ... it would beimore interesting to study the
text in a wider perspective”!>* Vandder Kooij applied the same criticism to

150. Ibid., 18. See also Joachim L. W. Schaper, review of Ronald L. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah
as Translation and Interpretationithe Strategies of the Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah,
JSOT 33 (2009), 58. Like Pietersma, Schaper also deemed Troxels “associations” as no
more “disciplined” “thangsay, these of Isac L. Seeligmann?”

151. Arie van derKooij, review of Ronald L. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah as Translation and
Interpretation: The Strategies of the Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah, BIOSCS 42 (2009),
148, 152.

152. Ibid., 148n1.

153. Ibid., 148. In addition to Ziegler, the present historical review shows that Zil-
lessen, Fischer, and Koenig had already gone over the issue of “contextual interpretation.”

154. Ibid., 149.
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Troxel’s treatment of LXX Isa 10:8.1° Troxel’s test case study of LXX Isa 28
on the level of its literary structure was equally lacking in detail. For van der
Kooij, it was “rather global’15¢

Van der Kooij also addressed Troxel’s criticism of “fulfillment-interpre-
tation?” First, he pointed out that “fulfillment-interpretation” “is not a matter
of particular vocabulary and toponyms,’!>” as Troxel insinuated in his full
treatment of the phrase év (tais) éoyatals Huépats and toponyms in chapter 6
of his book.

Second, van der Kooij highlighted that the “crucial question” in deal-
ing with “fulfillment-interpretation” is hermeneutical in nature, namely, how
the “oracles” of Isaiah “were read and understood by the translator”!>® He
deemed as “extremely unlikely” that Isaiah was read as referring to the time of
the Assyrians and Babylonians, as our historical-critical method postulates.
Instead, the “cultural context of LXX Isaiah” indicates that “ancient prophe-
cies were envisaged as trustworthy predictions ... and that scholars who were
authorized to do so applied ancient prophecies, or visions, to their own time.”1>°
He faulted Troxel for not paying attention to this cultural context and noted
that Troxel referred only to the pesharim.'0

Finally, van der Kooij reminded Troxel that a simple discussion of “words
or phrases, whether arrived on the basis of a given context or not, are too small
a basis for the issue of actualization.”!! Instead, it is important to discuss, first,
how the translator produced particular renderings; second, a given chapter
must be analyzed from the point of view of its contents, paying attention to
every aspect of transformation as well as thematic links with other passages

155. Ibid., 149-50.

156. Ibid., 150. Troxel seemed to be aware that his treatment of LXX Isa 28 was not
as detailed as it should have been. Note his concluding statement (LXX-Isaiah, 286): “even
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in LXX Isaiah. Third, the question of actualization can only be addressed after
the first two aspects are taken into account.!6?

As it can be seen from the review thus far, a shift from the translator’s Vor-
lage to the translator himself has occurred in the study of LXX Isaiah. Scholars
disagree, however, on the most fitting way to approach it and how to explain
its divergences from MT. This disagreement forms a good background for the
discussion that follows.

1.2. PRELIMINARY QUESTIONS

That the expression “every translation is an interpretation” is commonplace
cannot be denied. James Barr, however, has pointed out “that in the context
of ancient biblical translation, this remark is a highly misleading truism.” He
argued that the “process of translation” “may involve” two different types
of interpretation, “so different as hardly to deserve to be called by the same
name.” Whereas the first type of interpretation is a “basic/semantic compre-
hension of the meaning of the text,” the other “lies on a higher level” as “it
begins only after these basic linguistic elements have been identified”!®3 The
present work uses the word “interpretation” in its “higher level” denotation.
In contradistinction to previous works,'%* the term “interpretation”
deliberately precedes “translation” in the title of the present monograph; the
present work’s hypothesis is that interpretation on a “higher level” precedes
the process of translation. The theory is that the translator of Isaiah was not
only familiar with the contents of Isaiah but also had an understanding—on
a higher level—of the book he was about to translate’before he started his
translation. Although it is true that interpretation ema higher level logically
presupposes lower-level reading, it is not clear thatthe translator started the
process of translation based only on his understariding on a basic level. The
clue for my hypothesis comes from previous research on LXX Isaiah that has
demonstrated a certain coherence of thought and themes found throughout
the translation. For instance, in his‘infldential work, Ziegler claimed that the
translator of Isaiah “scheint tiberhauptisein Buch sehr gut dem Inhalte nach

162. Ibid., 152.

163. James Bart;"The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations (MSU 15;
NAWG 11; Géttingen:Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1979), 290-91.

164. See, for example, David A. Baer, When We All Go Home: Translation and Theol-
ogy in LXX Isaiah 56-66 (JSOTSup 318; The Hebrew Bible and Its Versions 1; Sheffield:
Sheflield Academic, 2001); Troxel, LXX-Isaiah.
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im Gedéchtnis gehabt zu haben.”!6> Interestingly, the basis for Ziegler’s claim
is his observation that many renditions in the translation are clarified in the
light of similar concepts found in the translator’s Vorlage.'%¢ Similarly, in his
study of LXX Isa 25:1-5 in its own right, Coste argued that the translator had
an interpretative strategy in mind before he started his translation.'®”

As such, the present work hypothesizes that the translator, after interpret-
ing on a basic level, acquired an understanding of the passage(s) and book on
a higher level before the translation process started. Consequently, interpreta-
tion on a higher level not only anteceded but also governed and shaped the
process of translation. In order to try to verify the hypothesis above, this study
will analyze LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 as a text in its own right or as a product. If it
can be shown that the translation as a product has its own ideological coher-
ence, it will become clear that its scribe-translator already had a higher-level
interpretation that shaped the process of translation.

The view that the product of a translation shaped its process is not new
to the fields of translation and LXX Isaiah studies. Gideon Toury argued for
the interrelatedness of function, process, and product-oriented approaches.
Whereas function concerns the position a translation occupies in the cul-
ture in which it is or will be embedded, process has to do with “the process
through which a translated text is derived from its original.” The text-linguis-
tic makeup of the translation, the relationships which tie it to its source text,
and its shifts from that source, constitute the concern of a product-oriented
approach. Toury argued that all these three aspects “are not just ‘related’ ...
but ... form one complex whole whose constitutive parts are hardly separable
from one another for purposes other than methodical. /58

Toury explained the relationship between function, product, and process-
oriented approaches as follows: “the (prospective)‘systemic position & func-
tion of a translation determines its appropriate surface realization (= textual
linguistic make-up),” which in turn “governs the strategies whereby a target
text (or parts thereof) is derived from its original, and hence the relation-
ships which hold them together”16*Eophim, to understand “the intricacies of

165. Ziegler, Untersuchungen, 135. See the discussion of this work on the history of
research sketched above:

166. Ibid.: “denn.es begégnen viele Wiedergaben, die sich nur auf Grund der Exegese
nach sinnverwandten Stellen erklaren lassen”
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168. Gideon TourysDescriptive Translation Studies—and Beyond (BTL 4; Amsterdam:
Benjamins, 1995), 11.

169. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 13. The quotation reproduces the concepts
he presents in the format of a chart.
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translational phenomena,” it is of paramount importance to study the “inter-
dependencies” between a function, process, and product-oriented approach.170

The function of a translation, prospective or not, in a given culture is a
“governing factor in the very make-up of the product, in terms of underly-
ing models, linguistic representations, or both” Even the retaining of cer-
tain features of the source text in the target text signals not to their inher-
ent importance but the importance the producer of the target text assigned
to them.!”! In turn, the prospective function of the translation together with
its linguistic make-up (product) “inevitably also govern the strategies which
are resorted to during the production of the text in question, and hence the
translation process as such””? Toury’s remarks are highly important for the
field of LXX Isaiah studies. The claim that the function and the product of a
translation “govern the strategies” which the translator employs in the process
of his translation is a good reminder that a proper explanation for the process
of LXX Isaiah translation presupposes a firm understanding of it as a product.
Because the translation as a product is the only window to the translator’s
interpretation (on a higher level) of his Vorlage, it seems reasonable to ground
explanations for how particular readings arose on the results of the analysis of
the translation as a product.

Another aspect needing emphasis here is Toury’s claim that the retaining
of certain features from the source text in the target text does not signal their
inherent importance but the importance the translator assigned to them. This
claim has a paramount implication for the study of what is normally termed
“literal” translations in LXX Isaiah. As was seen in the review of the history of
research above, some scholars have argued that the translator’s ideology can
only be found in his “free renderings.” This minimalistapproach seems to pre-
suppose that the translator decided to keep aspectsiof his source text because

170. Ibid., 11. See also Cameron Boyd-Taylor,review of Anneli Aejmelaeus, On the
Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, BIOSCS 42 (2009): 126, who called for
a more target-oriented approach to LXX studies, denying that its translators were “deter-
mined principally by linguistic facts”

171. Ibid., 12: “Consequently, translators may be said to operate first and foremost in
the interest of the culture intoywhich they are translating, however they conceive of that
interest. In fact, the extent to which features of a source text are retained in its translation
(or even regarded as even requiring retention, in the first place), which, at first sight, seems
to suggest an operation insthe interest of the source culture, or even of the source text as
such, is also determinied on the target side, and according to its own concerns: features are
retained, and reconstructéd in target-language material, not because they are ‘important’
in any inherent sense, but because they are assigned importance, from the recipient vantage
point” (emphasis original).

172. 1bid., 13.



1. INTRODUCTION 35

of their inherent importance. However, it is vital to note that the translator may
have retained certain features of his Vorlage intact in his translation because
of their importance to him, to his intentions, and to his interpretation, on a
higher level, of his source text. As such, the claim that the translator’s ideology
or intentions can only be found in his deviations is highly problematic. As will
be argued in the course of this work, both “literal” and “free” renderings taken
together should be seen as expressive to the translator’s higher-level interpre-
tation of his Vorlage.

Some scholars in the field of LXX Isaiah studies have long applied similar
concepts in their research. A prime example is Arie van der Kooij’s study of
LXX Isa 23. He first approached it as a text, which entailed two interrelated
aspects: in comparison with MT (source text) and in its own right (target
text). This approach is similar to Toury’s product-oriented approach. After
analyzing LXX Isa 23 in its own right, van der Kooij went on to discuss why
LXX Isa 23 was produced the way it was (function), finishing with remarks
on how the translator produced his translation (process).!”? Van der Kooij’s
logic was similar to Toury’s: it is only possible to understand the process of a
translation after a study of the translation as a product.

The present work stands firmly on that tradition. It will pursue two main
questions. First, where should the translator’s “higher level” interpretations be
found? Should they be found only in his “free” renderings? Or should they be
found in a combination of both “free” and “literal” translations?!7# Second, do
the “literal” and “free” renderings of the sections that compose LXX Isa 24:1-
26:6 cohere with each other?!7> In other words, is the final product of LXX Isa
24:1-26:6 to be seen as a meaningful coherent literary unité-Another ancillary
question would be whether LXX Isa 24:1-26:6, possibly.as a coherent text,
could shed light on the translation process of thosechapters. Although this
question falls outside the scope of the present‘work, occasionally the issue of
the translation process will be addressed.

173. Van der Kooij, Oracle, 48, 88, 110. For details on this work, see the discussion above.

174. For a discussion ofthe difficulty implied in the terms “literal” and “free” in rela-
tion to LXX studies, see Barr, Typology, 279-325 and the more recent contribution by Theo
A. W. van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septua-
gint Studies and Translation Studies (CBET 47; Leuven: Peeters, 2007), passim. For a help-
ful definition of “free”and fliteral” translations, see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the
Hebrew Bible (2nd ed.;Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 125: “The more a translation unit uses
fixed equivalents, the more it is considered literal, and the less that such equivalents are
found in it, the freer it is considered”

175. For a discussion of the scope of LXX Isa 24:1-26:6, see discussion below.
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What follows is a critique of approaches that limit themselves to the pro-
cess of the translation without paying attention to the translation as a product.
A common characteristic of approaches that start with the process of transla-
tion is their atomistic nature. As it will be seen below, with a few exceptions,
they usually pay attention to words or phrases and hardly discuss the transla-
tion on broader levels, such as verses, paragraphs, chapters, and book. Their
working assumption seems to be that translation immediately followed inter-
pretation on its basic level.

1.3. PROBLEMATIC ASSUMPTIONS
1.3.1. Low-Level Interpretation to Translation Equals Emergency Solution

Interpretation as an emergency solution assumes the translator did not under-
stand the meaning of his Hebrew Vorlage.1”® It is claimed that when faced
with a difficult text, the translator panicked and “looked for an emergency
exit”177 It is equally claimed that most cases judged to be theological exegesis
are actually examples of “emergency solutions” the translator employed due to
his misunderstandings and guessing.!”8

A text cited as an illustration of the translator’s perplexity in face of a dif-
ficult Hebrew text is Isa 9:5(Eng. 6)d: T9"aR 7123 HR pyr 850 1MW RPN
DY W/xal xakeitar T dvopa adTol peydhys Boulijs dyyetos dyd yap dw
elpuny émt Todg dpyovtag eipivyy xal Uylelay adTé. It has been claimed that the
translator’s interpretation of this passage “is built around a few items that have
been analyzed in an incorrect way.’!”® First, the Greek @enitival construction
ueydns BouvAijs “is impossible on the basis of the Hebrew” because “Hebrew
cannot express a genitive preceding its main word;*second, &&w “is based on

176. In the field of LXX Isaiah studies; it'is sometimes assumed that the translator’s
knowledge of Hebrew was weak under the impression that such an assumption is “gener-
ally agreed” among specialists on LXX Isaiah See, e.g., Troxel, LXX-Isaiah, 83n57, 84n67.
Troxel dismissed van der Kooij’s argument that the translator was trained in reading the
Hebrew aloud. With Seeligmaninyhe argued that the translator’s knowledge of Hebrew was
more “a product of theoretical study rather than of living experience” (Seeligmann, The
Septuagint Version, 49). Even if ifwere true that the translator’s knowledge of Hebrew was
more a product of theoretical study, it is hard to see how that would prevent him from
learning how to read the Hebrew aloud.

177. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Levels of Interpretation: Tracing the Trail of the Septua-
gint Translators,” in Omusthe Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (rev. and
expanded ed.; CBET 50; Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 310.

178. Ibid., 309.

179. Ibid.
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a false analysis of the Hebrew ‘Father’;” that is, the translator analyzed "aR as
RAR “Twill cause to come.” Third, TV was read as a preposition and was trans-
lated with éni; fourth, singular W was “turned to plural ‘rulers’” (&pyovtas).
Fifth, dyyeAog corresponds to M2 9&; and, finally, there is the threefold trans-
lation of D17W.180 This brief analysis led Aejmelaeus to conclude that “the syn-
tactic structure of the Greek text is based on mere guessing. The translator
simply panicked and looked for an ‘emergency exit. ”18!

However, it is maintained that “the difficulty of the source and the igno-
rance of the translator give way to contemporary theological or ideological
convictions.” In this case, the ideology is the wish that the rulers of all nations
will receive peace. The case of Isa 9:5 is not to be considered an interpreta-
tion but as a rewriting of the source text, a rewriting that still gives rise to the
translator’s ideology.!8?

The principle underlying the approach exemplified is that if it looks like
a mistake, then it must have been a mistake. The belief is that explanations as
mistakes are simpler and, therefore, should receive the priority. On the con-
trary, ideological reasons should not be seen as key. Note the following circu-
lar reasoning: “It is here as important as ever to adhere to the old rule that the
simplest adequate explanation should be given precedence over more compli-
cated ones. A deliberate change of the meaning out of an ideological motiva-
tion seems to me in many cases to be the more complicated explanation.”!83

The question is, of course, whether explanations from the point of view of
“translation style” are in fact the simplest, given Aejmelaeus’s recognition that
all LXX translators “had a theological or religious motivation for their work”!84

Aejmelaeus’s explanations of Isa 9:5 as the result ofsguessing give an
important opportunity to discuss approaches that focus solely on “translation
style” Such an approach is highly limited. First, it istusually atomistic in that
it pays attention to single words or phrases at the expense of the broader liter-
ary context. For instance, Aejmelaeus offers no.comments on the translator’s
use of the conjunction yap and ongthe transition to divine speech that éyw

180. Ibid.

181. Ibid., 309-10.

182.1bid., 310. Similarly, Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version, 96, also maintained that
the translator betrayed his;theology in mistaken interpretations due to his lack of under-
standing of the Hebrew.

183. Aejmelaeus, “Levels of Interpretation,” 312.

184. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about when We Talk about Translation Tech-
nique,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators, 218. See also Boyd-Taylor’s critical
remarks in a review of Anneli Aejmelaeus, 125.
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signals.!8> No attention is devoted to the role words and phrases play in their
own literary context.

Second, the approach paradoxically lacks in detailed analysis and it
can be characterized as methodologically one-sided. By not discussing the
function of éya ydp dfw, Aejmelaeus’s approach missed an important clue
to understanding the translator’s interpretation.!3¢ Aejmelaeus’s approach,
besides focusing solely on the translation process without paying attention to
the translation as a product, takes for granted that the translation should be
“literal” The definition of “literal” is highly problematic. Does “literal” equate
to the modern exegete’s interpretation of the Hebrew? Is it possible that the
translator’s divergent interpretations could also be seen as “literal”— at least
from his perspective?

And, third, the approach can also be characterized as anachronistic. The
question is how to determine whether the translator’s reading of Isa 9:5 was
the result of a mistake or not. Most importantly, if one wants to call it a mis-
take, then the question would be: mistake in whose eyes? Perhaps, it would
be in the eyes of the modern exegete, who reads Isa 9:5 differently from the
translator. But could one still say that the translator made a mistake? And how
should one determine whether a particular reading is a mistake? The proposal
of this work is that a reading can only be deemed a “mistake” if it can be deter-
mined that it does not fit in its own literary context in the Greek. If it can, then
the likelihood is that it was not a mistake.

1.3.2. Higher-Level Interpretation Found Only in Free Translations

A common assumption among some specialists is that the translator’s ideol-
ogy is only found in his “free” renderings. Although*Seeligmann had argued
that the translator’s religious notions can be found in'literal and free render-
ings as “both represent fragments of the religious notions of the translator

185. For a recent and helpful discussion ofthese issues, see Ronald L. Troxel, “BOYAH
and BOYAEYEIN in LXX Isaiahy’ in The Old Greek of Isaiah, 160; Abi T. Ngunga, Messian-
ism in the Old Greek of Isaiah=An Intertextual Analysis (FRLANT 245; Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 2013); 89-93¢

186. For a morefruitfal discussion of Isa 9:6, see Arie van der Kooij, “ ‘Wie heifdt
der Messias?’ Zu Jes 9,5.in den‘alten griechischen Versionen,” in Vergegenwidrtigung des
Alten Testaments: Beéitrdage zur biblischen Hermeneutik; Festschrift fiir Rudolf Smend zum
70. Geburtstag (ed. Christoph Bultmann, Walter Dietrich, and Christoph Levin; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002), 157-63; Robert Hanhart, Studien zur Septuaginta und
zum hellenistischen Judentum (ed. Reinhard G. Kratz; FAT 24; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
1999), 95-133.
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concerned,’'¥” he decided to focus only on those places where the translation
differed ideologically from its source text. He did not intend to write a history
of the religious notions of the translator, which included a study of both literal
and free renderings, but “to indicate the differences between those embodied
in the translation and in the original 188

Recently, Troxel offered a different position from Seeligmann in claiming
that the translator’s ideology can only be found in “free” renderings. For him,
because “what a translator offers is bound ... to what his source text says,”
“as long as a translator renders his source text ‘literally, we have no way of
perceiving his exegesis”’1# Differently, “exegetical” interpretations can only be
found where the translator departed from his presumed Vorlage “to the degree
it suggests the translator substituted a phrase or a clause for what lay in his
Vorlage”1®® And, as it is reasonable to assume that the translator’s insertions
were dictated by his understanding of the context, his exegesis is found in his
“contextual interpretations.”!%!

In Troxel’s monograph, one gets the impression that “literal” equals “lin-
guistic interpretation,” whereas “free” stands for “exegetical, contextual inter-
pretation” However, a sharp distinction between “linguistic” and “exegetical”
interpretations is unsustainable. For instance, Troxel discussed the transla-
tor’s interpretation of passages “in the light of theologoumena” elsewhere
in the book under the heading “linguistic interpretation in LXX-Isaiah.”192
This is, however, hardly a matter of “linguistic interpretation.” For example,
Troxel pointed to the translator’s equalization of dé¢a with salvation—as is
clear from LXX Isa 40:5: 171" 9352 I8N M7 7120 n9a0/xal dbbyoetal
1 06&a xuplov xai SPetal méoa oapt T cwthpiov Tob Be60.1%3 The difficulty of

187. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version, 95: “This implies that, for such a cross-sec-
tion, passages that were translated literally in a given bookof the Septuagint, are of equal
importance as free paraphrases: both represent fragments of the religious notions of the
translator concerned.” For a seemingly contradictory view, cf. p. 41: “If we look at the men-
tality behind these inconsistencies in this light, we shall, on the one hand, feel sceptical
towards the probability of their being particularly ingenious and particularly purposeful
efforts to discover logical connexions in any chapter or part of a chapter in our Septuagint-
text, but, on the other handythey also entitle us to try, on our part, to discover, in isolated,
free renderings, certain historical*allusions or expressions of the translator’s own views and
ideas” (emphasis added).

188. Ibid.

189. Troxel, LXX~Isaiah, 133 (emphasis added).

190. Ibid., 134.

191. Ibid.

192. Ibid., 128-32.

193. Ibid., 130.
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terming the translator’s use of 3¢¢a and salvation as part of “linguistic” inter-
pretation is clearly seen in Troxel’s conclusion that “the translator’s exploita-
tion of the themes of 36%a and salvation are good examples of ‘theological
exegesis. ”194 Even if it is true that those themes are “essential elements of
the book of the translator,”!%> the translator’s decision to employ them in his
rendition of certain passages cannot be a matter of linguistics only. Rather,
the translator had to make a deliberate and intentional decision to introduce
those themes in a particular passage, in a move that goes far beyond simply
“linguistic” interpretation.

Another problem with the claim that the translator’s exegesis can only
be found in his “free” translations is that it tends to dissect the very text the
translator produced as a unit. As seen above, Troxel offered a valuable discus-
sion of the translator’s use of prepositions “to clarify relationships between
clauses”!%® The translator’s linking of clauses through conjunctions implies
that he aimed at producing a well-knit text, which was composed of “free”
and “literal” translations. If the translator considered that his “free” renderings
went along with his more “literal” ones, it is a mistake to assume that his exe-
gesis is only found in “free” renderings. Moreover, as discussed above, Toury
has pointed out that the retaining of certain features of the source text in the
target text points not to their intrinsic importance but to the significance the
translator assigned to them. As I will argue, the translator’s exegesis is found
in the final form of the text he produced, which happens to include both “free”
and “literal” translations.

Troxel’s claim that the translator’s ideology can only be found in “free”
renderings to the exclusion of “literal” ones raises an impestant question: Is
the translator’s ideology to be found only in “free” renderings or can they also
be found in “literal” translations? More specifically;.eould the translator’s jux-
taposition of “free” and “literal” translations reflect hisideology?

1.3.3. Higher-Level Interpretations and Low-Level Ones Do Not Cohere

As was mentioned above, although Seeligmann viewed “free translations”
as important as “literal renditions” for the reconstruction of the translator’s
theology,!?” he also claimed that thé'translator’s own views or historical allu-
sions can be found in free fenderings. And not only in “free renderings” in

194. Ibid., 131-32.

195. Ibid., 132.

196. Ibid., 91.

197. Seeligmann, The The Septuagint Version, 95: “This implies that, for such a cross-
section, passages that were translated literally in a given book of the Septuagint, are of equal
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general but “especially in those places where these insertions appear to consti-
tute an element alien to the main context”1°8 He did not believe “free render-
ings” cohered with the translator’s more “literal translations:” “If we look at
the mentality behind the inconsistencies in this light, we shall ... feel skeptical
towards the probability of their being particularly ingenious and particularly
purposeful efforts to discover logical connexions in any chapter or part of a
chapter in our Septuagint-text.”!%°

Different from Seeligmann, Coste showed that the “free renderings” of
LXX Isa 25:1-5 cohered well with its “literal translations” After discussing
the LXX of Isa 25:1-5 in comparison with MT,?% Coste concluded that it
showed itself, as a translational text, “comme un échec presque complet.” Con-
trarily, when analyzed as a literary unit in its own right, LXX Isa 25:1-5 is “une
composition ordonnée et cohérent”?! Coste further concluded that LXX Isa
25:1-5, as a literary and conceptual text, shows that an active interpretive
plan was already at work even before its translation had started. Finally, Coste
argued that this interpretive plan reflected the translator’s personal piety and
faith.292 Das Neves and van der Kooij reached similar conclusions in their
studies of LXX Isa 24; 23 respectively.?%

The divergence of opinions as to whether LXX Isaiah’s “free” translations
cohere with its “literal” renditions offers an excellent opportunity to ask the
question: do the “free” translations in LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 cohere with its “lit-
eral” ones? In other words, does LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 make any sense without
recourse to its Hebrew Vorlage? One specialist remarked: “Nevertheless, that
translator [LXX Isaiah] seems to have viewed his task differently than those
of the Torah. While he often follows their more literal tendencies, he fre-
quently also stands closer to the style of translationswe find'in Proverbs and
Job. The question is how to account for this peculiarmix.’?* In my view, the
question is not so much to account for how/"literal”and “free” renderings

importance as free paraphrases: both represent fragments of the religious notions of the
translator concerned”

198. Ibid., 41.

199. Ibid. See also Barr, Typelogy, 281: “the tendency of many early translators was ...
to combine the two approaches,[literal and free] in a quite inconsequential way”

200. Coste, “Le texte grec;” 37=45.

201. Ibid., 50.

202. Ibid., 51,

203. Das NevesyA Teologia da Tradugdo Grega, 265; van der Kooij, Oracle, 87. On p.
43, das Neves claimed¢that the differences between the Hebrew and the Greek find their
origin in the “mentalidade teoldgica do nosso tradutor” I.e., LXX Isaiah is more an inter-
pretation than a translation.

204. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah, 75.
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came to be but whether those two types of translations make sense in their
own literary contexts.

1.3.4. Contextual Interpretation versus Interpretation on a Higher Level

In his criticisms of “fulfillment-interpretation,” Troxel postulated a principle
to detect whether a particular divergence in the Greek reflects the translator’s
contemporaneous history or not. For him, historical references in LXX Isaiah
can only be found if a divergence was not based in the immediate or broader
literary contexts. As he put it:

Embracing this principle requires a minimalist approach: only if the transla-
tor can be shown to refer deliberately to people, countries, ethnic groups,
circumstances, or events by deviating from his Vorlage is it legitimate to
entertain the possibility that he sought to identify such entities as the “true”
referents of his Hebrew exemplar. More stringently, it must be shown that
the translator did not arrive at a rendering by reasoning from the immediate
or broader literary contexts, but that he fashioned it with an eye to circum-
stances or events in his day.20

The principle seems to be based on the assumption that the translator, when
faced with a difficult Hebrew text, resorts to phraseology from elsewhere:

Additionally, the fact that deviations from the MT recur in several passages
may mean nothing more than that the translator followed similar paths in
trying to rescue verses he found inscrutable, as evidencedsby “stop-gap”
words like %ttéiohat.200

The problem with this approach is its assumption thatithe translator resorted
to words or phraseology from elsewhere inthis‘Vorlage due to their inherent
importance. However, Toury has remiarked that a translator retains aspects of
his source text because of the importance he assigned to them.2?” In this light,
it is important to ask the question as to, why the translator of Isaiah decided
to use words or phraseology. from elsewhere for his translation of certain pas-
sages. Was it because of.theiriinherent importance or because of the impor-
tance he assigned to them? If the second option is correct, then it will become
clear that even thesuse of words or phraseology from elsewhere in the Vorlage

205. Ibid., 164. See also pp. 166-67.
206. Ibid., 166.
207. See the discussion above and Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 12-13.
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may betray the translator’s ideology simply because he found them important
for his higher level interpretation of his source text.

Furthermore, the fact that a reading may be based on the immediate or
broader context does not exclude the issue of intention. In this sense, van der
Kooij’s critique of Troxel is relevant. He reminded Troxel that a simple discus-
sion of “words or phrases, whether arrived on the basis of a given context or
not, are too small a basis for the issue of actualization.”??® I would add they are
equally too narrow for detecting interpretation on a higher level.

1.4. METHODOLOGY

In the attempt to detect higher-level interpretation in the translation of LXX
Isa 24:1-26:6, the present study will approach it from two interrelated per-
spectives. First, part 1 will compare LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 with MT. The focus
lies in describing, not evaluating, the translator’s Ubersetzungsweise.?’> One
important aspect is the discovery of unusual lexical choices. Unusual is
defined here in the light of the Isaiah translator’s profile. The question is: why
did the translator choose a particular Greek term for his rendition of a cer-
tain Hebrew word??!? Put differently, when faced with a choice between two
or more Greek lexemes for a single Hebrew term, what led the translator to
select one lexeme over the other? While part 1 concerns the translator’s lexical
choices, part 2 attempts to ascertain whether those lexical choices make sense
in their own literary contexts.

Part 1 will not attempt to judge whether the translator’s Vorlage was iden-
tical to unvocalized MT or not. It rather takes MT tentativelyas the likely Vor-
lage behind the Greek. Dries de Crom pointed out thessimilarity between LXX
and Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) in relation‘to the provisional status
of the source-text in translation studies: “both/D’TS and translation technique
work with assumed source texts, meaning(that the nature and extent of ST
[source text]-TT [target text] relations are not given but have to be discovered
during textual study” Whereas the provisional status of the source text is an
axiomatic formulation in DTS, de Crom indicated that in LXX studies that
provisional status is “a practical consequence of the textual uncertainty of both
ST and TT?!! As suchunpointedMT will be tentatively taken as the likely

208. Van der Kooij, review0f Ronald L. Troxel, 151.

209. For the study of “translation style” as descriptive, see van der Kooij, Oracle, 16.
For a similar position inrelation to LXX studies outside LXX Isaiah, see Aejmelaeus, On
the Trail of the Septuagint Translators, 205-6.

210. Olley, “Righteousness,” 11.

211. Dries de Crom, “The LXX Text of Canticles: a Descriptive Study in Hebrew-
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source text of LXX Isaiah. When there is a divergence between the Qumran
Isaiah scrolls and MT, part 1 will discuss that divergence. The assumption
is that one cannot make decisions concerning LXX Isaiah’s Vorlage without
understanding its profile. One can only make textual decisions based on a
translation after becoming acquainted with its style. For that reason, part 2
will, when necessary, discuss the issue of the translator’s Vorlage.

Second, part 2 will analyze LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 as a text in its own right.
Two aspects will be the focus here: First, to what extent do “free” renderings
found in the composing sections of LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 cohere with its “lit-
eral” translations? Can LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 be seen as a coherent text? In other
words, “To what extent can one make sense of the Greek text without recourse
to the Hebrew?”2!2 The second aspect concerns the Greek as a text in its own
right: how does LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 compare ideologically with MT? As dis-
cussed above, some scholars claim the translator’s ideology can only be found
in “free” renderings. While it is true that one must start with “free” transla-
tions, it will be argued in the course of this work that the translator’s ideology,
in the sense of how he interpreted the Hebrew on a higher level, is to be found
in the final product of his translation. This final product is composed of “free”
and “literal” renderings.

This two-step, interrelated approach, consisting of a comparison between
the Greek text with MT and the Greek text in its own right is steeped in the
methodology that van der Kooij has developed in his approach to LXX Isaiah.?!3
One of the advantages of his approach is to highlight differences between the
Greek and MT (step 1) in order to pursue the question as to whether those
differences cohere in the context of the Greek text in it§ own right (step 2). It
should also be noted that step 1 is not an explanation for _the process of the
translation; such an explanation follows step 2. While some will object that
this separation produces a fragmentary examination of the Greek and con-
tradicts Toury’s approach discussed above, it should be noted that even Toury
recognizes the need for such an approach when he says that the function,
process, and product-oriented approach “are not just ‘related’ ... but ... form
one complex whole whose constitutive,parts are hardly separable from one
another for purposes other than methodical”?'4

In order to answer the main queéstions of the present research, the analy-
sis of LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 in part 2 will focus on the following aspects: (1) the

Greek Translation”™ (PhD diss., Katholieke Universiteit Leuven OE Literatuurwetenschap:
Tekst en Interpretatie, 2009), Xxxix.

212. Ibid., xxxvii.

213. For a discussion of van der Kooij’s approach to LXX Isaiah, see above.

214. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 13 (emphasis added).
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translator’s lexical choices; (2) issues of delimitation of units and subunits in
Isa 24:1-26:6; (3) matters of syntax and style such as the use of particles and
conjunctions and (4) the identification of similar themes found in Isa 24:1-
26:6. On occasion, the relation of such themes to the rest of LXX Isaiah will
also be addressed.

1.5. CONTRIBUTION

LXX Isaiah’s research history is a basic attempt to provide an explanation for
the divergences between the Hebrew and the Greek. As the historical over-
view above shows, scholars have proposed many varied reasons for LXX Isa-
iah’s departures from the Hebrew. A different Hebrew Vorlage, translator’s
deficient knowledge of Hebrew, poor orthographic quality of the translator’s
Hebrew manuscript, translator’s reading errors of similar Hebrew consonants,
changes in the transmission of LXX Isaiah, the translator’s theology and bent
for fulfillment-interpretation, linguistic necessity of the target language, and
so on, were all advanced as possible candidates to account for the differences
between the translation and its source text. Given the number of divergent
opinions, there is clearly a need for a firmer and more helpful methodological
meter from which to judge a particular divergence in LXX Isaiah.

One important parameter will be whether the literary sections compos-
ing LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 can be seen as a coherent text. Coherence will provide
a firmer framework to evaluate the nature of LXX Isaiah’s divergences from
the Hebrew. The presence of coherence in a given passage in the Greek will
suggest that the translator intentionally read his Vorldge.in a different way
from, say, Aquila and our modern interpretation of the Hebrew. The presence
of coherence would also indicate the translator had an interpretation on a
higher level in mind before he even started hi§ translation. Coherence would
also open the doors to a more fruitful search for the discovery of the transla-
tor’s milieu in his translation. Similatly, the lack of coherence would suggest
that LXX Isaiah’s divergences from the Hebrew have an accidental nature. As
such, explanations like translator’s errots, different Vorlage, and the like would
seem more convincing.

The search for LXXwIsaiah's eoherence presupposes a methodological
approach that focuses not only on describing the process of the translation,
but also on the translation as a product. In fact, the methodological contri-
bution of the presentWork is to call for a study of the Greek in its own right
before delving into_discussions of how the translator went about producing
his translation. It will be argued that the process of the translator can be prop-
erly assessed only after the acquisition of a solid understanding of the transla-
tion as a product.
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As is clear from the historical overview above, scholars have made con-
siderable progress in studying LXX Isaiah as a text in its own right in oppo-
sition to studying it in relation to its Hebrew Vorlage (textual criticism) or
simply as a translation. However, there still remains much to be done in the
study of LXX Isaiah as a document in and of itself. Not too long ago, scholars
complained about the lack of work on LXX Isaiah in its own right: “there have,
of course, been many large strides forward in the study of the LXX, but the
LXX remains valuable to most scholars primarily as a witness to its Vorlage,
and not as a document in and of itself’?!> This statement remains true today.
In taking LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 as a text in its own right and commenting on it in
detail, the present work hopes to be a step forward in filling this gap.

1.6. SCOPE

One commentator has correctly remarked on MT Isa 24-27 that “few sections
within the book of Isaiah have called forth such a wide measure of scholarly
disagreement on their analysis and interpretation as have these four chapters”
One of the major problems of this literary section is the issue of whether it has
any structural coherence. Basically, scholars have debated the issue of how to
relate what appears to be “eschatological prophecy” (Isa 24:1-23; 26:6-27:13)
with “liturgical songs” (Isa 25:1-5; 26:1-6).21¢ The lack of agreement on the
coherence of MT Isa 24-27 offers an interesting opportunity to see what
became of those chapters in LXX Isa 24-27.

As will be seen in the course of this work, LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 forms a liter-
ary unit that revolves around the theme of “cities” and/thes~ungodly” (24:10,
12; 25:2-3; 26:1, 5-6). There is a contrast between the“fortified cities” (méAelg
bxvpas in 25:2; 26:5) and the “fortified city” (méAig dyvpctin 26:1). In addition,
there is a reference to the “city of the ungodly” (¥6v"&oefév méAs in 25:2b),
the “cities of the wronged men” (méetg dufpwmwysadixovuévwy in 25:3), and
to “every city/cities” (méioa méA/mEAEL in 24310, 12).217 Even though Isa 27:3
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mentions a “strong, besieged city” (méAis ioyupa TOALG ToAlopxovpévy), Isa 27
has been left out of consideration for practical reasons; the problems Isa 27
presents both in the Hebrew and in the Greek would deserve a monograph
dedicated solely to it. The use of moAelg dxvpas in LXX Isa 26:5-6 form a nice
inclusio around the theme of “cities” that had started in LXX Isa 24:10, 12. As
such, the present work will focus on LXX Isa 24:1-26:6.

Another reason for choosing LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 as the object of the pres-
ent inquiry is the lack of attention which previous works on these chapters
have devoted to the theme of cities and their relation to the (un)godly. As
seen in the history of research above, neither Liebmann’s text-critical inter-
est in LXX Isa 24-27 nor Coste’s or das Neves’s theological approach have
dealt with the cities and (un)godly motif in LXX Isa 24:1-26:6. Apart from a
couple of brief articles on the cities,?!8 there are no other systematic studies
of these important themes in LXX Isa 24:1-26:6. The present study hopes to
fill that gap.

Finally, a deeper understanding of how the Isaiah translator read Hebrew
Isa 24:1-26:6 is important for modern interpreters of MT. As is well-known,
MT Isa 24-27 has received considerable attention in the past hundred years.?!°
In contrast, little attention has been devoted to LXX Isa 24-27. With the
exception of Liebmann’s study of its translation technique, Coste’s treatment
of LXX Isa 25:1-5 and das Neves’s discussion of Isa 24, LXX Isa 24-27 remains
unstudied in a detailed way. It is important for those working on Hebrew Isa
24-27 to know how one of its first interpreters, the Greek translator of Isaiah,
read it. It is possible that modern students may gain some light from LXX
Isaiah in solving difficult problems in the interpretation(of the Hebrew.?2° The
present study of LXX Isa 24:1-26:6 hopes to give thesstudent of the Hebrew a
thorough understanding of how that text was firstinterpreted in the second
century BCE.
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