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Introduction

Gideon R. Kotze
Wolfgang Kraus
Michaél N. van der Meer

The sixteenth congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cog-
nate Studies (IOSCS) was held in Stellenbosch, South Africa, from 4 to 5
September 2016, in conjunction with the congresses of the International Organi-
zation for the Study of the Old Testament (IOSOT), the International Organization
for Targumic Studies (IOTS), and the International Syriac Language Project
(ISLP). These congresses were cohosted by Stellenbosch University, the Old Tes-
tament Society of Southern Africa (OTSSA), and the Southern African Society
for Near Eastern Studies (SASNES). This was the first time that IOSCS convened
in Africa. Another outstanding and memorable feature of this congress was the
joint session with IOTS, where points of contact and convergence in the study of
the Septuagint and the targums were discussed. Jan Joosten served as president of
I0SCS, while Michagl van der Meer and Gideon Kotzé were responsible for the
program and other practical arrangements. They collaborated closely with the
president and secretary of IOSOT, Johann Cook and Louis Jonker.

The meeting of IOSCS in Stellenbosch was a happy occasion for Septuagint
scholarship in South Africa, where the study of early Jewish writings in Greek is
advancing by leaps and bounds.' The burgeoning interest in Septuagint studies in
South Africa is witnessed by the substantial growth of the Association for the
Study of the Septuagint in South Africa (LXXSA) since its inception in 2007, as
well as an increasing number of publications on a wide variety of topics and texts.’

1. Cf. Gert J. Steyn, “Septuagint Research in South Africa: Some Brief Notes on the
Development of Five Study Fields,” JSCS 51 (2018): 52—-61.

2. Pierre J. Jordaan and Nicholas P. L. Allen, “Introduction,” in Construction,
Coherence and Connotations: Studies on the Septuagint, Apocryphal and Cognate
Literature, ed. Pierre J. Jordaan and Nicholas P. L. Allen, DCLS 34 (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2016), 1-10 provide an overview of LXXSA and discuss its strengths and weaknesses, as
well as the opportunities and threats that face this organisation.

1



2 KOTZE, KRAUS, AND VAN DER MEER

An important feature of South African Septuagint scholarship is the diversity of
methodologies that have been employed in the analyses of texts. These range from
comparative, text-critical, and translation technical methods to cognitive linguis-
tic, rhetorical, narrative, and psychological approaches. Other noteworthy accents
in research by South African scholars are the strong focus on the deuterocanonical
literature in Septuagint corpora and the use of the Greek Jewish writings in the
New Testament. Pierre J. Jordaan of North-West University and Gert J. Steyn,
formerly of the University of Pretoria but now Professor in New Testament exe-
gesis and theology at the Theologische Hochschule Ewersbach in Germany, have
led the way in these areas of study. Recently, Cook has also become one of the
most vocal proponents of research into the theology of the Septuagint.

The rich diversity in topics, texts, and approaches that characterize South Af-
rican Septuagint scholarship is also a feature of the group of papers that were
presented at the IOSCS congress in Stellenbosch. This volume contains many, but
not all of the papers. Some of the papers that are not included here have been
published elsewhere in scholarly journals, while those that were part of the joint
session with IOTS are earmarked for publication in a separate volume.

In the opening essay of this volume, Nicholas P. L. Allen discusses the de-
bated authenticity of the passage about John the Baptist in Josephus’s Antiquities
(A4.J.18.5.2 [§§116-119]). He argues that the passage is indeed a later interpola-
tion and that Origen may have been responsible for the forgery.

Elena Belenkaja tackles the question regarding the source of the quotation
from the Song of Moses (Deut 32:43) in Heb 1:6. In this passage, the reading
dyyerot Beol is important to the argument that the Son is superior to the angels.
Belenkaja investigates the complex textual tradition of Deut 32:43, as represented
by the MT, 4QDeut?, the LXX, and Ode 2:43, and highlights the possibility that
the author of Hebrews quoted from a version of Deut 32:43 that contained &yyeAot
feol, just as Ode 2 does.

Three of the important characters in 2 Maccabees, Onias, Eleazar, and Razis
appear at key points in the narrative. All three of them react to a particular threat,
but they do so in different ways. In his contribution, Eugene Coetzer points out
that a consistent communicative strategy underlies the three elders’ different re-
sponses, namely, the portrayal of Judaism’s resistance as matching the degree of
the threat. The stronger the threat, the more severe the response by the elders. In
this way, the three characters embody the narrative’s picture of the indomitability
of Judaism.

Gunnar M. Eidsvag discusses the use of the Septuagint in the preserved ex-
cerpts from the works of Demetrius the Chronographer, who wrote for Jews in
Alexandria. Eidsvag shows that Demetrius attempted to promote the Torah as an
important text for Jewish identity, and characterizes this as an apologetic trait of
Demetrius’s work.

Robert J. V. Hiebert responds to a recent article by Pieter W. van der Horst
in which he argues that dépatos in LXX Gen 1:2 means “unsightly, hideous.” In
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the light of lexical, morphological, and literary considerations Hiebert concludes
that van der Horst’s contention that dépatog in the Genesis passage does not mean
“invisible” is not completely convincing.

The mention of widows and orphans in 2 Macc 3:10 is the theme of the con-
tribution by Pierre J. Jordaan. He employs a semiotic method of Umberto Eco and
indicates that the phrase ynp&v te xal dpdavév functions as an index in the pas-
sage.” As an index, the reference to widows and orphans is significant for the
rhetoric of the passage, because it points to the idea (also found in LXX Ps 67:6)
that God will act as the judge of the widow and the father of the orphan.

Gideon R. Kotzé presents a fresh analysis of the debated reading mna n°aa
in MT Lam 1:20c. He shows that the LXX translation provides an intelligible
interpretation of the passage’s subject matter and that its portrayal of death as a
personified figure who causes childlessness is comparable to literary representa-
tions of Death in ancient Near Eastern texts. Kotzé concludes that the Greek text
and information from the Hebrew poem’s larger cultural environment allow the
text-critic to make sense of the debated reading in MT Lam 1:20c and that this
removes the need to emend the Hebrew wording of the colon.

LXX Ps 39 exhibits a number of differences when compared to MT Ps 40,
particularly in verse 7. Some of the readings in the Greek manuscripts agree with
the citation of the psalm in Heb 10, and Rahlfs changed these readings in accord-
ance with the Hebrew wording of the MT. Wolfgang Kraus investigates the
Hebrew and Greek texts of the psalm, as well as the quotation in Heb 10:5-7 and
concludes that the differences with the MT were not created by the author of He-
brews but were part of the LXX text tradition. Rahlfs’s changes are, therefore, not
necessary. Furthermore, Kraus shows that the quotation from LXX Ps 39 plays an
important role in the argumentation of the Hebrews passage.

In his contribution, Jonathan M. Robker focuses on the Hebrew text of 2 Kgs
17, as well as the two primary Greek versions of the passages, the kaige text of
Codex Vaticanus and the Antiochene text (or so-called Lucianic recension). He
presents examples of variant readings in the textual traditions and suggests that
neither of the Greek text types exclusively represents the Old Greek wording,
while the MT evidences changes that were made by scribes after the translation
of Kings into Greek. These suggestions make a contribution to the study of the
textual history of Kings, especially the characteristics of textual traditions and
their relationship to one another.

Seppo Sipili studies the Hebrew adverb *»& and how the Septuagint transla-
tors rendered it into Greek. *»%, Sipild says, expresses uncertainty, and this
uncertainty is either caused by a lack of necessary information or by previous
actions in the text. He shows that the Greek translators used different ways to

3. In a text, an index is a sign that directs an audience’s attention to something, and it
requires some interpretive effort to grasp the implied meaning.
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render the Hebrew adverb, but, in most passages, the translations also convey un-
certainty. In those instances where this is not the case, there might be a theological
reason for the rendering.

Satoshi Toda reconsiders the issue of the original language of the book of
Judith. It is often assumed that Judith was originally written in a Semitic language
and that the Greek text is a translation. Toda, however, argues that the book might
very well have been composed in Greek.

Michaél N. van der Meer contributes to the discussion on Septuagint theology
by looking again at the theme of “seeing God” in the Greek translations of Hebrew
Scriptures. The Septuagint translators used different strategies to deal with the
visio Dei. In certain passages, the Greek translations do not alter the Hebrew text,
and the characters are said to see God. In other passages, however, the Greek
translators rendered the Hebrew wordings in ways that temper the idea that hu-
mans can see God directly. According to van der Meer, these strategies should be
seen against the religiohistorical backdrop of Egyptian cultic practices during the
Hellenistic period. In this environment, it was not impossible for people to behold
deities. However, cultic contexts and cultic personnel were necessary to mediate
such visions. Therefore, not everyone enjoyed the privilege of seeing the deities.

Leontien Vanderschelden devotes her article to doublets in the catena of the
Paris Psalter (Parisinus graecus 139). These doublets are excerpts from patristic
commentaries that appear more than once in the commentary on a psalm verse.
She compares the excerpts with the source texts and the surrounding fragments,
and offers an explanation of the occurrence of doublets in Pss 1, 3, and 5.

In the final contribution to the volume, Anssi Voitila examines future indic-
ative verbs with imperative meaning in the Septuagint and compares this use of
the verbal form with other ancient Greek material. He draws on linguists’ defini-
tions of different modalities and indicates that future indicative directives in the
Greek texts express agent-oriented modality,* especially when the addressee is the
third person, while they represent speaker-oriented modality,” particularly when
the addressee is the second person.

With contributions by seasoned specialists as well as up-and-comers from
four continents (Africa, Asia, Europe, and North America), the volume is truly
representative of the international community of Septuagint scholarship. The ar-
ticles were peer reviewed and present the results of original research that have not
appeared elsewhere in print. They contribute to the study of the Septuagint and
cognate literature by identifying and discussing new topics and lines of inquiry,
or developing fresh insights and arguments in existing areas of research. The in-
tended audience of the contributions in this volume include scholars and students

4. An external agent imposes an obligation on the addressee to perform a predicated
action.
5. The speaker imposes an obligation on the addressee.
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who are interested in different methods of studying the literature included in Sep-
tuagint corpora, the theology and reception of these texts, as well as the works of
Josephus.






Josephus, Origen, and John the Baptist: Exposing a
Christian Apologist’s Deceit

Nicholas Peter Legh Allen

Abstract: Recently the author completed a critical appraisal of the three suspected
interpolations in Josephus’s Antiquitates Judaicae. In this context, this paper re-
ports solely on those findings apropos the well-known references to John the
Baptist (i.e., 4.J. 18.5.2 [§§116-119]). Here reference is made to, inter alia, the
insights of Frank R. Zindler, Robert M. Price, and Nikos Kokkinos as well as
certain findings gleaned from a critical reading of Origen’s Contra Celsum. A
number of Origen’s key philosophical and theological refutations of Celsus’s
many anti-Christian claims are highlighted. As a result, the author exposes Ori-
gen’s conceivable role in the fabrication of this long-suspected fraudulent text.
Consequently, two things become evident: It is highly improbable that Josephus
had ever heard of John the Baptist, and Origen must be considered the primary
suspect for what is most likely a third-century CE Christian forgery.

1. PROBLEM

In Josephus’s Antiquitates Judaicae (Antiquitates Judaicae), ostensibly written in
ca. 94 CE, there are three disputed passages:

1. A4.J.18.3.3 (§§63-64) (better known as the TF [Testimonium Flavianum)),

2. AJ. 18.5.2 (§§116—119) (which this paper will refer to as the BP [John the
Baptist Passage]); and

3. A.J.20.9.1(§§200-203) (which this paper will refer to as the JP [James the
Just Passage]).
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Although a few, mostly non-Christian and very often highly skeptical scholars'
have questioned the legitimacy of the TF, BP, and JP respectively, by and large,
contemporary, predominantly Christocentric scholarship® confirms these pas-
sages as having at least some degree of authenticity. In this context, they tend to
view these three episodes as either being completely genuine or at worst, original
Josephan creations with some degree of amendment or embellishment by well-
meaning, pious Christian scribes. Furthermore, based on this kind of assumption,
these often more conservative scholars are seemingly content to accept that these
three items provide, inter alia, historicity of Jesus researchers with a dependable
nucleus of historical material. In short, the information that they contain corrobo-
rates their shared worldview apropos an historical Jesus of Nazareth, James the
Just, and John the Baptist.

Recently, T completed a critical appraisal of all three suspected interpola-
tions.” In this context, this paper reports solely on its findings apropos references
to John the Baptist in the Antiquitates Judaicae. This passage (4.J. 18.5.2 [§§116—
119])* is presented below for the purposes of easy reference:

Now some of the Jews thought that the destruction of Herod's army came from
God, and that very justly, as a punishment of what he did against John, that was
called the Baptist: for Herod slew him, who was a good man, and commanded
the Jews to exercise virtue, both as to righteousness towards one another, and
piety towards God, and so to come to baptism; for that the washing [with water]
would be acceptable to him, if they made use of it, not in order to the putting
away [or the remission] of some sins [only], but for the purification of the body;
supposing still that the soul was thoroughly purified beforehand by righteous-
ness. Now when [many] others came in crowds about him, for they were very

1. Cf. Harold Leidner, The Fabrication of the Christ Myth (Tampa: Survey Books,
2000); Robert M. Price, The Incredible Shrinking Son of Man (New York: Prometheus
Books, 2003); Frank R. Zindler, The Jesus the Jews Never Knew (Cranford: American
Atheist Press, 2003); and Earl Doherty, Jesus: Neither God nor Man: The Case for a Myth-
ical Jesus (Ottawa: Age of Reason Publications, 2009).

2. Cf. James H. Charlesworth, Jesus within Judaism (New York: Doubleday, 1988),
93; John Paul Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus, vol. 1 (New York:
Doubleday, 1991), 63; Paula Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews (New York:
Vintage Press, 2000), 249; and Christopher E. Price, “Firmly Established by Josephus:
What an Ancient Jewish Historian Knew About Jesus,” in Shattering the Christ Myth: Did
Jesus Not Exist, ed. James Patrick Holding (Maitland: Xulon Press, 2008), 22.

3. Nicholas P. L. Allen. Clarifying the Scope of Pre-fifth Century C.E. Christian In-
terpolation in Josephus’ Antiquitates Judaicac (c. 94 C.E.) (PhD diss., North-West
University, 2015).

4. English translation according to William Whiston, trans., Flavius Josephus: The
Works of Flavius Josephus, 1895. In Perseus Digital Library. Available: http://www.per-
seus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3 Atext%3A1999.01.0146%3 Abook%3D18%3
Awhiston+chapter%3D5%3 Awhiston+section%3D?2.
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greatly moved [or pleased] by hearing his words, Herod, who feared lest the great
influence John had over the people might put it into his power and inclination to
raise a rebellion, (for they seemed ready to do anything he should advise,)
thought it best, by putting him to death, to prevent any mischief he might cause,
and not bring himself into difficulties, by sparing a man who might make him
repent of it when it would be too late. Accordingly he was sent a prisoner, out of
Herod's suspicious temper, to Macherus, the castle I before mentioned, and was
there put to death. Now the Jews had an opinion that the destruction of this army
was sent as a punishment upon Herod, and a mark of God’s displeasure to him.

It is most significant that this is the only extant, secular reference to John the Bap-
tist found outside of scriptural writings. More critical scholars largely agree that,
inter alia, based on its arbitrary placement in 4.J. 18, the BP gives all the warning
signs of being an interpolation by a later Christian hand. To obviate this interpre-
tation, more conservative scholars tend to argue that it is not even a partial forgery,
since it is not (like the better known T7F) reminiscent of a canonical gospel ac-
count. However, they tend to ignore the fact that in the first four centuries of
Christianity—even before the Council of Nicaea (325 CE)—there existed any
number of Antilegomena and Apocrypha. Any one of these might arguably have
served as the source for this more atypical version of the better known New Tes-
tament Baptist narrative.’

2. METHODOLOGY

In my opinion, contemporary scholars continue to fail to reach consensus in most
fields of enquiry whilst they pander to their dominant worldviews. By way of
example, a scientist who is a confirmed atheist is not likely to believe in tales of
miraculous events. By the same token, a person, who by virtue of an irrational
belief system maintains that the earth is flat, will not counter say photographic
evidence of the earth being geoid. It also needs to be remembered that more typi-
cally, ancient texts can and have been altered by, inter alia, well-meaning (even
pious) scribes as well as individuals quite intent on deliberate deceit.

In the context of any research project, the scholar’s choice of a particular
methodology, regardless of its epistemological foundation, will more often than
not ascertain the particular disposition of any outcomes. Consider an approach
favored by Steve Mason,’ possibly one of the most prominent Josephus scholars.
He has made the claim that, based on the text alone, he can better determine when
a particular passage contains its original ideas. Mason maintains that little that
Josephus says is innocent and substantiates his case by the employment of what
he terms “compositional criticism.” Mason defines “compositional criticism” as

5. Cf. Matt 3:1-12 and 14:1-12; Mark 1:4-9 and 6:14-29; Luke 3:2-20 and 9:7-8.
6. Cf. Steve Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 40ff.
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an attempt to “interpret an author's writings in and of themselves, as self-contained
compositions. The narrative is assumed to contain within itself the keys to its own
meaning.”’

Within this sole context, Mason analyses a Josephan text for any clues apro-
pos the possible significance for his preferred words and/or phrases. Here, the
entire text becomes the primary context for what is contained within it. Further,
consistent meanings for terms then become the favored arbitrator for their usage
elsewhere in the same text. Here, Mason seems to claim that, if a text employs
what he determines is typically Josephan vocabulary, then it ensures that Josephus
must be the author. In contrast to this, I believe that this kind of conclusion, when
it is based on only a single methodology, should not be taken as the last word on
the topic of investigation.®

Due primarily to the tendency of many scholars, seemingly capitulating au-
tomatically to a majority consensus view, the TF, BP, and the JP are often
considered to be either totally genuine Josephan creations or at worse, partial in-
terpolations. As evidence for these kinds of conclusions, scholars will typically
refer to, inter alia, Josephus’s writing style, his literary progression, the length of
the suspected interpolations and their character as compared to non-Josephan texts
that contain similar content. All of these approaches are seriously flawed, if taken
in isolation. Furthermore, they are largely based on the assumption that it is very
difficult to forge the writings of Josephus.

In sharp contradistinction, Earl Doherty maintains that, if an individual is de-
termined to formulate a fraudulent Josephan passage, they need only examine the
genuine text. In short, all the fraudster needs to do is study certain phrases and
terms employed by Josephus and apply them.” Doherty refers to these character-
istic literary aspects as “Josephan fingerprints.”'’ Doherty also quotes Charles
Guignebert, who states “It may be admitted that the style of Josephus has been
cleverly imitated, a not very difficult matter.”"" This makes a fiction of the claim
by Meier who believes that to forge Josephus is well-nigh impossible. Even Ma-
son innocently states that to have “created the testimonium out of whole cloth
would be an act of unparalleled scribal audacity.”'* My response is “yes, it prob-
ably was!”

Surely, any intelligent forger would first ensure that they understood the lay-
out and style of a particular work. He would also make note of useful expressions
that could be reused for his own devious purposes. In this manner, an interpolator

7. Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, 43.

8. Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees, 40-44.

9. Doherty, Jesus, 535.

10. Doherty, Jesus, 535.

11. Charles Guignebert, Jesus (New York: University Books, 1956), 17.

12. Steve Mason, Josephus and the New Testament (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2003), 171.
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would be able to (1) compose the fraudulent text, as well as to (2) determine where
best to place the forgery within the context of the genuine text.

Consequently, I favor the more reasonable aspects of what is often called an
interpretist/constructivist method. This approach allows a researcher to make use
of, where relevant and applicable, a wider range of methods, which, when trian-
gulated, may better assist in establishing greater validity of interpretation. This
approach, whilst focused on the issue of social constructs, has many advantages.
For example, it makes it possible to establish a more plausible context and as far
as is possible, shared worldview, within which rational deduction may take place.

Louis Cohen and Lawrence Manion'® explain that an interpretist/constructiv-
ist approach to research has the intention of better understanding the world of
human experience because it accepts that reality is, as Donna M. Mertens con-
firms, “socially constructed.”* Vincent Pouliot explains:

A constructivist methodology that is inductive, interpretive, and historical is able
to develop both subjective knowledge (from the meanings that social agents at-
tribute to their own reality) and objectified knowledge (which derives from
“standing back” from a given situation by contextualizing and historicizing it).
While inductive interpretation is necessary for recovering subjective meanings,
contextual and historical interpretation is required for their objectiﬁcation.15

Here, it is assumed that the constructed worldviews of all role-players will impact
on a particular research finding. In addition, this approach allows for greater cross-
referencing between the outcomes of various applicable methodologies. Here, ac-
cording to Noella Mackenzie and Sally Knipe:

The constructivist researcher is most likely to rely on qualitative data collection
methods and analysis or a combination of both qualitative and quantitative meth-
ods (mixed methods). Quantitative data may be utilised in a way, which supports
or expands upon qualitative data and effectively deepens the description.16

13. Louis Cohen and Lawrence Manion, Research Methods in Education (London:
Routledge, 1994), 36.

14. Donna M. Mertens, Research Methods in Education and Psychology (Thousand
Oaks: Sage, 2005), 12.

15. Vincent Pouliot, “‘Sobjectivism’: Toward a Constructivist Methodology,” Inter-
national Studies Quarterly 51 (2007): 367.

16. Noella Mackenzie and Sally Knipe, “Research Dilemmas: Paradigms, Methods
and Methodology,” Issues in Educational Research 16.2 (2006): 193-205.
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3. ZINDLER’S ARGUMENTS FOR INTERPOLATION: A CASE STUDY

The pioneering work of Frank R. Zindler needs to be highlighted here as one of
the more plausible arguments that may be employed when attempting to discount
the authenticity of the BP.

Zindler contends that the BP was placed in the Antiquitates Judaicae by ei-
ther a Jewish-Christian or “an apologist for one of the myriad ‘heretical’ sects
which are known to have existed from the earliest periods of Christian history.”"”
He also correctly confirms that other written accounts of John the Baptist (i.e.,
other than those contained in the canonical gospels) must have once existed. In
this regard, Zindler reminds his readers that “a decidedly non-gospel type of John
the Baptist holds a very prominent place in the Mandaean religion to this day.”"®
Certainly, the religious scriptures of the Mandaeans (i.e., the Genza Rabba) con-
tain the words of wisdom from their revered prophet Yahya ibn Zakariyya (i.e.,
John the Baptist). These are not found in any other extant source today."’

In addition, there exists a brief reference to John the Baptist in the Gospel of
Thomas (i.e., Gos. Thom. 46), and Jerome cites a passage that contains a reference
to John the Baptist as contained in the once extant Gospel of the Hebrews (cf.
Dialogus Contra Pelagianos 3.2). Regardless, Zindler gives his five reasons why
the BP is most likely a forgery:

First Reason: The BP disrupts the continuity of the main narrative.”’ If the BP
(i.e., section 2 [lines 116—119] from chapter 5 of book 18) is removed from the
account as it presently appears, then section 1 (i.e., the preceding section [lines
109-115]) and section 3 (i.e., the following section [lines 120—-129]) can now be
read as a continuous, uninterrupted narrative:

End of Section 1 (line 115):

So Herod wrote about these affairs to Tiberius, who being very angry at the at-
tempt made by Aretas, wrote to Vitellius to make war upon him, and either to
take him alive, and bring him to him in bonds, or to kill him, and send him his
head. This was the charge that Tiberius gave to the president of Syria.

Beginning of Section 3 (line 120):

So Vitellius prepared to make war with Aretas, having with him two legions of
armed men; he also took with him all those of light armature, and of the horsemen

17. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 96.
18. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 97.
19. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 88, 97.
20. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 96-97.
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which belonged to them, and were drawn out of those kingdoms which were
under the Romans, and made haste for Petra, and came to Ptolemais.

This action clearly highlights the possibility that section 2 (i.e., the BP) is a clumsy
interpolation, as its presence disrupts the continuity of the narrative concerning the
various interactions between Aretas IV, Herod Antipas, Tiberius, and Vitellius.

Second Reason: The BP contradicts previous information written about the fortress
of Macherus. In this regard, the fortress was first recorded in section 1 (specifically,
it is mentioned twice in section 1, once in line 111 and again in line 112):*'

In section 2 (i.e., the actual BP; lines 116—-119), the reader is informed that
Herod Antipas sent John to the fortress of Macherus for execution. However, the
preceding paragraph (i.e., section 1) seems to stress that this fortress belonged to
King Aretas IV who, incidentally, was Antipas’s father in law before becoming
his mortal enemy.

Thus, even if it is somehow proven that, under more normal conditions,
Herod Antipas may have had access to this fortress, once he made an enemy of its
legitimate owner (i.e., Aretas IV), he would hardly have been able to send his
prisoner there for incarceration and subsequent execution.

As an aside, it should also be seen as highly suspicious that the BP manages
to amplify its tenuous relationship to the preceding text by the statement: “he was
sent ... to Macherus, the castle I before mentioned.”

Third Reason: The BP contradicts the reasons for Herod Antipas’s defeat at the
hands of Aretas IV as stated in the same book.”> The BP specifically informs the
reader that God, displeased by Herod Antipas’s atrocious treatment of the Baptist,
allowed Aretas I'V to have the upper hand in battle. However, section 2 from chap-
ter 7 of book 18 (line 255) states the following:

And thus did God punish Herodias for her envy at her brother, and Herod also
for giving ear to the vain discourses of a woman.

In this regard, Caligula banished Herodias together with her husband, Herod An-
tipas.

Fourth Reason: John the Baptist is not mentioned in Josephus’s earlier work, B.J.
(Bellum Judaicum), even when it discusses Herod Antipas.*

21. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 98.
22. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 98.
23. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 98.
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Fifth Reason: John the Baptist does not feature in the table of contents of the ear-
lier Greek version of the Antiquitates Judaicae. He only appears in the later, Latin
translations.”*

If the BP is really a forgery (possibly based on some now long forgotten
source), we are only left with the canonical gospels, the Genza Rabba, the Gospel
of Thomas, and the Gospel of the Hebrews for any knowledge about the Baptist.
In addition, Zindler reminds us that the Synoptic Gospel accounts tend to empha-
size the Baptist mostly in terms of quoted biblical prophecy and not as attempts
to describe an actual historical personage. In this context, they use the literary
descriptions of Elijah and his sayings as well as selected passages from the proph-
ets to inform us about John the Baptist. Certainly, John is clearly portrayed by the
gospels as being an incarnation of Elijah.

4. PRICE’S ARGUMENTS FOR INTERPOLATION: A CASE STUDY

Another critique of this passage’s claim to be authentic Josephan material is pro-
vided by Robert M. Price, who gives two very compelling reasons why scholars
should be highly suspicious of this passage.

The first reason given by Price” concerns the obvious urgency of the author
to “correct a sacramental interpretation” of John the Baptist’s baptismal ritual:

[John] commanded the Jews to exercise virtue, both as to righteousness towards
one another, and piety towards God, and so to come to baptism; for that the wash-
ing [with water] would be acceptable to him, if they made use of it, not in order
to the putting away [or the remission] of some sins [only], but for the purification
of the body; supposing still that the soul was thoroughly purified beforehand by
righteousness.

Price points out that this is written in the context of the “here and now” rather than
as some dispassionate account of a past event. In addition, Price asks why Jose-
phus, as a practicing Jew, would even care about such subtle doctrinal issues (what
he calls “sectarian theological hair-splitting”), any more than say Gallio did in the
New Testament (cf. Acts 18:14—15)?%° Given this valid observation, it is astound-
ing how the Christian scholar Claire Rothschild can even begin to suggest that the

24. Zindler, Jesus the Jews Never Knew, 99.

25. Price, Incredible Shrinking Son of Man, 103.

26. Acts 18:14—15 states: “But when Paul was about to open his mouth, Gallio said to
the Jews, ‘If it were a matter of wrongdoing or vicious crime, O Jews, I would have reason
to accept your complaint. But since it is a matter of questions about words and names
and your own law, see to it yourselves. I refuse to be a judge of these things’” (ESV).



JOSEPHUS, ORIGEN, AND JOHN THE BAPTIST 15

BP contains no Christian interpolations and further, based on this spurious obser-
vation, justifies its possible authenticity.?’

John C. Meager,™ who is also a committed Christian scholar, tries to rectify
the situation by suggesting that Josephus could have drawn from the general
knowledge of a Baptist cult in his own day. For some strange reason, Price seems
to buy into this doubtful suggestion that such a cult actually existed. Regardless,
even if we allow for such a possibility, Price also maintains that he cannot visual-
ize Josephus being that concerned with such issues and suggests that he would
have “edited out such extraneous details™*’ In the context of Price’s argument, this
statement makes little or no sense, because either Josephus relied on this avowed
Baptist cult for his information or he did not. If the former is true, it means that
here is some vital evidence for the possible historical existence of John the Bap-
tist. If the latter is true, it means that it is far more likely that the BP (and its
implied import) is just a later Christian invention and interpolation. Again, if the
latter possibility is correct, then Josephus knew absolutely nothing about a Baptist
cult in his own time, regardless of whether or not it actually existed.

Price’s second reason’’ for suspecting interpolation is akin to the observation
previously made by Zindler and concerns the presence of a redactional seam. This,
as has already been discussed, concerns the uncomfortable placement of the entire
BP within supporting text whose logical flow is clearly interrupted. However,
Price’s specific nuance on this observation, which is quite enlightening, concerns
the sentence that introduces the BP: “Now, some of the Jews thought that the de-
struction of Herod’s army came from God, and that very justly as a punishment
of what he did against John.” Price suggests that this is a paraphrase of the genuine
words of Josephus, which now have been moved to the end of the passage: “Now,
the Jews had an opinion that the destruction of this army was sent as a punishment
upon Herod, as a mark of God’s displeasure against him.” Even so, Price’’ still
believes that John the Baptist was a historical figure and goes so far as to compare
his alleged cult to the hypothetical Qumran sect.

27. Claire Rothschild, “Echo of a Whisper: The Uncertain Authenticity of Josephus’
Witness to John the Baptist,” in Ablution, Initiation, and Baptism: Late Antiquity, Early
Judaism, and Early Christianity, ed. David Hellholm, Tor Vegge, @yvind Norderval, and
Christer Hellholm (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 271.

28. John C. Meager, Five Gospels: An Account of How the Good News Came to Be
(Minneapolis: Winston Press, 1983), 37-38.

29. Price, Incredible Shrinking Son of Man, 103.

30. Price, Incredible Shrinking Son of Man, 103.

31. Price, Incredible Shrinking Son of Man, 104-5.
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5. NEW EVIDENCE FROM KOKKINOS’S RESEARCH

Thanks inadvertently to the recent (2010), mostly numismatic work undertaken
specifically on the Herodian Dynasty by Nikos Kokkinos,** some additional and
previously unrecorded facts have recently surfaced that greatly assist in determin-
ing the actual status of the BP. To be clear, Kokkinos seems to accept the
historicity of both Jesus of Nazareth and John the Baptist. However, he argues
from the perspective of an individual who is primarily concerned with presenting
a more accurate picture of the familial relationships within the Herodian dynasty.
He is not overtly concerned with the historicity of Jesus and his associates. Thus,
certain of his findings (especially his numismatic evidence) have only inadvert-
ently assisted in the interpolation debate.

Nonetheless, based on his monumental and highly impressive reevaluation of
the Herodian dynasty, Kokkinos surmises that Herod Antipas was most likely
born in ca. 25 BCE and if he did in fact execute John the Baptist, it would have
most likely occurred in 35 CE (i.e., on Antipas’s sixtieth birthday).*> Kokkinos
has also identified Antipas’s wife, who was the daughter of Aretas IV of Nabataea.
Based on numismatic evidence, it transpires that her name was most likely Pha-
saelis.*® He also calculates that in ca. 7-6 BCE, at the time of her marriage to
Antipas, she would have been about twelve years of age. Antipas divorced her in
ca. 33-34 CE. Josephus (cf. 4.J. 18.5.1 [§109]) merely tells us that she was the
daughter of Aretas IV and does not name her. It is also possible, but not certain,
that there were no children resulting from this long union—certainly none that
were recorded.”

Moreover, Kokkinos determines that on hearing of the death of his half-
brother (i.e., Philip the Tetrarch), Antipas travelled to Rome in 34 CE. He did this
to lay claim to his half-brother’s territories. This was only possible because Philip
and his wife Herodias most likely had no offspring.*® As an aside, Kokkinos
solves an old mystery here. Most theologians argue that, due to the references to
a “Philip” in the Gospels of Mark, Matthew, and Luke, they have determined a

32. Cf. Nikos Kokkinos, The Herodian Dynasty: Origins, Role in Society and Eclipse
(London: Spink, 2010).

33. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 225.

34. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 231-32.

35. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 231-32.

36. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 268.



JOSEPHUS, ORIGEN, AND JOHN THE BAPTIST 17

seeming contradiction between the gospel accounts and that of Josephus. Kokki-
nos states that the “stubborn insistence” of these scholars to conflate Herod II*’
with ““Herod-Philip’ ... is without value™*®

Before approaching Tiberius to make his petition, Antipas first went to nego-
tiate marriage with his late brother’s widow (Herodias). Kokkinos speculates that
Herodias acquiesced to his advances, subject to Antipas first divorcing his then
current wife, Phasaelis, and subsequently marrying Herodias. Kokkinos stresses
that this proposed union had more to do with politics than romance. Certainly,
Herodias (ca.15 BCE-after 39 CE) would have been some forty-nine years of age
by this time (i.e., in 34 CE). Her motive was purely to guarantee that she remained
aligned to a man who would ensure her continued exalted position and status.

Kokkinos cites further evidence to support this conjecture when he refers to
the fact that the pro-Nabataecan party from Philip’s former tetrarchy ultimately
betrayed Antipas by siding with Phasaelis’s father (i.e., Aretas IV). This action
helped bring about Antipas’s subsequent defeat. This event is recorded accurately
by Josephus in his Antiquitates Judaicae, immediately preceding the BP.*

6. CONTRADICTIONS BETWEEN THE BP AND THE NEW TESTAMENT

If the BP is in any way authentic, it means that Josephus (regardless of the actual
status of the BP), is writing about events that he believed happened between 37
and 41 CE. Kokkinos’s numismatic-based research confirms these dates. This
does not fit at all well with certain primary, albeit traditional, Christian beliefs:
Jesus is assumed to have been crucified in ca. 33 CE, even as early as 27 CE in
some versions.*” Nevertheless, these dates (i.e., 27-34 CE) are supposed to have
marked the demise of Jesus of Nazareth quite some time after John the Baptist
was supposedly executed. Thus, more conventional assumptions would place
John’s death no later than say 28—29 CE. In fact, this issue is taken up by Kokkinos
in quite a negative way. Because he does not seem to question the historicity of

37. Kokkinos reclassifies Herod II as Herod III in his writings. This point need not
detract from the current argument. Cf. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 145, 195, 207, 208,
222,223,237, 245, 265-67, 268, 310, 340, 359, 364, and 365.

38. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 223. Here Kokkinos also cites Harold Walter
Hoehner, Herod Antipas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 133-36 and
Kenneth C. Hanson, “The Herodians and Mediterranean Kinship, Parts 1 and 2,” Biblical
Theology Bulletin 19 (1989): 79.

39. Kokkinos, Herodian Dynasty, 268.

40. Cf. Robert C. Newman who allows for a date from 27-34 CE. Robert C. Newman,
“Daniel’s Seventy Weeks and the Old Testament Sabbath-Year Cycle,” JETS 16.4 (1973):
229-34. This opinion is supported by Monte F. Shelley, “Excerpts from When Was Jesus
Born, Baptized, and Buried? A Review of LDS and Non-LDS Educated Guesses,”
https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/3457982/NT_03-When_was_Jesus
_Born_Baptized and Buried Summary.pdf?
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Jesus of Nazareth, he also sees it as necessary to push the date of the crucifixion
forward to as late as 36 CE. He does this in order to preserve some gospel accu-
racy. Here again, is a wonderful example of an individual’s worldview impinging
on his reasoning. Had Kokkinos no need to protect the crucifixion date as occur-
ring after John the Baptist’s death he would not have needed to have made this
conjecture.

Mason offers another intriguing insight. According to the BP, Herod Antipas
arrested John primarily because he was responsible for causing civil unrest. How-
ever, the gospel accounts state that Antipas arrested John because he criticized his
union with his brother’s wife. In this context, Mason questions why Josephus (as-
suming he was the author) did not see John as a dangerous popular leader.
Elsewhere in the Antiquitates Judaicae, such typical Jewish arrivistes are nor-
mally singled out for heavy criticism. Apart from the Testimonium Flavianum, in
each and every account concerning a political/religious arriviste, Josephus speaks
contemptuously, employing negative epitaphs. For example, he refers to the un-
named Samaritan man (4.J. 18. 4.1 [§85]) as a “liar” (Yebdos). He refers to John
son of Levi (B.J. 2.21.1 [§586]) as a “ready liar” (&votpos pév Yevoasbat) and an
anonymous zealot (4.J. 20.8.10 [§188]) as a “charlatan,” “sorcerer,” or “im-
poster” (yénros). Finally, Josephus refers to the charlatan, Jonathan the weaver
(B.J. 1.1 [§437]) as movypoTatos &vBpwmog (“a vile person”)—literally, a “man op-
pressed by toils.”

But the author of the BP speaks of John in positive terms even calling him a
good and righteous leader. This in itself is patently un-Josephan in character.*'

Ironically, one would think that the more typically conservative and certainly
fundamentalist Christian scholars would be fighting extremely hard to discredit
the BP. Instead, many appear to be focusing on why they believe the BP to be
wholly genuine! Indeed, if it really was authentic extra-biblical evidence, then it
would also simultaneously do the following:

1. Prove that John the Baptist was a bona fide historical personage; and
2. Contradict the New Testament as the Baptist would then have had to have
lived quite sometime after the Jesus of Nazareth episode.

Thus, it would throw serious doubt on the gospel accuracy and chronology in gen-
eral. Therefore, if one wants to retain the gospel accounts as being, at the very
least, based on some historical truth, then clearly, the BP is an obvious forgery. If
the gospel accounts are pure religious mythology, then either John the Baptist
most probably did not exist or his actions have been adulterated and redacted to
suit a religious agenda. Either way, the BP is again shown up as fraudulent, since
it specifically highlights Josephus as being uncharacteristically involved with
quite advanced, perceptive, Christian-based, doctrinal issues concerning the role

41. Cf. Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, 157, 213-25.
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of Christocentric baptism. This is obviously in error given that his combined oeu-
vre consistently confirms that Josephus was a practicing Jew, with very strong
leanings towards Pharisaic philosophy.**

The only way that one can accept the BP as a valid historical account by
Josephus is to seriously discredit the gospels’ accuracy. In addition, historians
would now have to begrudgingly accept that Josephus was nothing short of being
a practicing (albeit clandestine) Christian with notions that were not only too ad-
vanced for the time but literally prophetic in nature.

7. ORIGEN AS PRIME SUSPECT

It is unlikely that Eusebius (ca. 260-340 CE) was the mastermind behind the orig-
inal formulation of the BP. This is because Origen (ca 184-254 CE), who wrote
several decades earlier, mentions that Josephus had referred to John the Baptist.
The task now is to try to determine at what point in history the interpolation was
first made. Of course, this does not rule out Eusebius as having had a final hand
in “perfecting” the BP.

If we look at the extant writings of earlier church fathers (i.e., other than
Origen), we find that Justin Martyr (ca 100-165 CE) (Tryphone Iudeo Dialogus,
49; 50; and 84) possibly made use of Josephus. However, like Origen, Justin Mar-
tyr makes no mention of the 7F. He makes some reference to John the Baptist at
least eighteen times, mostly in the context of preparing the way for Christ.* To
support his case, he quotes solely from the LXX and the New Testament. At no
time does Justin Martyr make mention of anything resembling the BP.

7.1. ORIGEN AS SUSPECTED INTERPOLATOR

To understand Origen’s possible role in the creation of the BP, it is first necessary
to be aware of a number of interrelated issues which only come to light as a result
of a critical reading of his Contra Celsum (Cels.). This background information
should be viewed as important in assisting one to understand the more likely rai-
son d’étre behind Origen’s philosophical discourse whilst refuting Celsus’s many
anti-Christian claims.

42. Cf. Nicholas P. L. Allen, “Josephus and the Pharisees,” in Construction, Coher-
ence and Connotations: Studies on the Septuagint, Apocryphal and Cognate Literature, ed.
Pierre J. Jordaan and Nicholas P.L. Allen (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2016), 259-300.

43. Justin Martyr refers to John specifically as “John the Baptist” on four occasions.
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7.2. ORIGEN’S HELLENISTIC WORLDVIEW

As should be obvious, most (if not all) ante-Nicene apologists shared a similar
belief in the efficacy of sympathetic magic. They each had their various interpre-
tations apropos the tenets of the then evolving Christian dogma and associated
Christology. In addition, they (like many modern Christians) also took for granted
the existence of things like wizards, demons, the Devil and hosts of evil spirits.
This is especially true of Origen, who clearly accepts that things like sorcerers and
magic not only exist but pose a dangerous threat to an individual who seeks spir-
itual salvation. He also sees himself as having the important task of trying to
counter Celsus’s vehement accusation (cf. Cels. 1.71) that Jesus of Nazareth was
not divine but a “wicked and God-hated sorcerer.”** Origen, like most of his peers,
well understands the workings of his world in a typically Hellenistic way.*’ For
example, he would affirm that water not only washes away dirt in the natural
world, but in the right context, it will equally cancel out iniquity in the spiritual
(supranatural) domain.
In Cels. 4.62, with reference to Plato, Origen explains:

For the language in the Timaus, where it is said, “When the gods purify the earth
with water, shows that the earth, when purified with water, contains less evil than
it did before its purification.” And this assertion, that there at one time were fewer
evils in the world, is one which we make, in harmony with the opinion of Plato,
because of the language in the Theatetus, where he says that evils cannot disap-
pear from among men. [Punctuation for greater clarity NPLA]46

In the same vein, in Cels. 2.7, Origen gives his particular embellishment on the
gospel account of Jesus washing his disciple’s feet:

[Jesus] who after supper laid aside His garments in the presence of His disciples,
and, after girding Himself with a towel, and pouring water into a basin, proceeded
to wash the feet of each disciple, and rebuked him who was unwilling to allow
them to be washed, with the words, Except I wash you, you have no part with
Me. [Insertion and emphasis for clarity NPLA]

44. English translation according to Contra Celsus, book 1 in New Advent,
http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/04161.htm.

45. Associative thinking and sympathetic magic remain common assumptions/prac-
tices even today. However, they received larger acceptance as having validity in the time
of the Ante-Nicaean writers.

46. English translations of Contra Celsus according to Peter Kirby, Origen: Contra
Celsus in Early Christian Writings, 2014. http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/ori-
genl61. html.
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This passage reveals an obvious conflation of interpretation. The act of washing
the disciples’ feet is seen as both symbolic, as well as a sacrament, which will
ensure that the disciples literally adopt Christ-like qualities, including those of
humility and compassion, et cetera. In Cels. 3.24, Origen gives an unbelievable
account of how Christians, infused with the power of Christ, can undertake all
manner of supranatural activities:

And some [Christians] give evidence of their having received through this faith
a marvellous power by the cures which they perform, evoking no other name
over those who need their help than that of the God of all things, and of Jesus,
along with a mention of His history. For by these means we too have seen many
persons freed from grievous calamities, and from distractions of mind, and mad-
ness, and countless other ills, which could be cured neither by men nor devils.

Origen also conceives of a God who is not averse to employing natural processes
to enact supranatural outcomes. For example, in Cels. 4.69, he refers to the bibli-
cal account where the Jewish God ‘“administers correction to the world, in
purifying it by a flood or by a conflagration.” It is important to remember, that in
opposition to this, the more rational Celsus would most likely argue that natural
events such as floods and conflagrations are not necessarily brought about by
some divine need for retribution. Certainly Origen quotes Celsus as elucidating
on this very issue in his Cels. 4.11.

Again, in Cels. 5.48, whilst speaking on the efficacy of Jewish circumcision,
Origen accepts the biblical account of an angel intent on the annihilation of uncir-
cumcised Jews and who only allowed those Jews who were physically
circumcised to remain unharmed. He also comments on the biblical tale of Zippo-
rah who used a pebble to circumcise her son and then attributed the blood of
circumcision as an effective agency against the avenging angel.

An attempt will be made here to demonstrate that Origen’s worldview, which
accepts the ability of mere mortals to influence the fabric of the supernatural
spheres by the employment of religious/magical rituals/rites, clearly underscores
his own perspectives as regards the Christian baptism rite; its workings and its
claimed efficacy. Origen is also quite capable of stretching the truth when it best
suits him, as has already been substantiated. This is essential to ultimately estab-
lishing that Origen is the most likely candidate if one seeks the identity of the
author of the BP.

7.3. CELSUS’S ANTI-JEWISH SENTIMENTS

It is clear that Celsus (cf. Cels. 2.76) takes on the persona of a Jew in his now lost
treatise against Christianity.*” However, based on a reading of Origen’s Contra

47. Le., True Word a.k.a. Adyog Adnbns.
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Celsum, he must also have had a low opinion of Jews in general. This is one of
the reasons why Origen needs to defuse Celsus’s attempts (cf. Cels. 1.22) to dis-
credit Christians by finding fault with the beliefs and practices of their perceived
predecessors (i.e., the Jews). In Cels. 1.15, Origen strives to affirm the importance
of Jewish culture when he makes mention of, inter alia, Numenius, the Pythago-
rean, Hermippus, and Hecateeus, who variously praise the Jews for their antiquity
and great piety, as well as ascertaining that their God was “incorporeal” in nature.
Origen contrasts this more positive approach to Jews and Judaism with Celsus’s
recorded negative comments in Cels. 1.16:

I must express my surprise that Celsus should class the Odrysians, and Samo-
thracians, and Eleusinians, and Hyperboreans among the most ancient and
learned nations, and should not deem the Jews worthy of a place among such,
either for their learning or their antiquity, although there are many treatises in
circulation among the Egyptians, and Pheenicians, and Greeks, which testify to
their existence as an ancient people, but which I have considered it unnecessary
to quote.

Origen also berates Celsus for his seemingly anti-Semitic attitude in Cels. 1.16:

It seems, then, to be not from a love of truth, but from a spirit of hatred, that
Celsus makes these statements, his object being to asperse the origin of Christi-
anity, which is connected with Judaism. Nay, he styles the Galactophagi of
Homer, and the Druids of the Gauls, and the Gete; most learned and ancient
tribes, on account of the resemblance between their traditions and those of the
Jews, although I know not whether any of their histories survive; but the Hebrews
alone, as far as in him lies, he deprives of the honour both of antiquity and learn-
ing.

In Cels. 2.4, Origen falsely explains that the Jews of antiquity, whether they cur-
rently accepted it or not, actually prophesied the coming of Christ. Due to the fact
that Celsus takes issue with Jewish trustworthiness, Origen needs to justify the
notion that the Jewish scriptures genuinely foretold the coming of Christ and the
ultimate demise of the rule of Mosaic Law. He also needs to justify the canonized
gospels’ narratives of John the Baptist (albeit being a Jew), as preparing the way
for Christ. After all, from Origen’s perspective, many Jews were divinely inspired
prophets of Christianity: Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Elijah—the latter also clearly serv-
ing as the Christian model for John the Baptist:**

Now, certainly the introduction to Christianity is through the Mosaic worship
and the prophetic writings; and after the introduction, it is in the interpretation

48. Cf. Isa 35:8;40:3, Mal 3:1; 4:5, Matt 3:1-3; Mark 1:2-5; Luke 3:2-6; and John 1:23.
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and explanation of these that progress takes place, while those who are intro-
duced prosecute their investigations into the mystery according to revelation,
which was kept secret since the world began, but now is made manifest in the
Scriptures of the prophets, and by the appearance of our Lord Jesus Christ. But
they who advance in the knowledge of Christianity do not, as you allege, treat
the things written in the law with disrespect. On the contrary, they bestow upon
them greater honour, showing what a depth of wise and mysterious reasons is
contained in these writings, which are not fully comprehended by the Jews, who
treat them superficially, and as if they were in some degree even fabulous. And
what absurdity should there be in our system—that is, the Gospel—having the
law for its foundation, when even the Lord Jesus Himself said to those who
would not believe upon Him: If you had believed Moses, you would have be-
lieved Me, for he wrote of Me. But if you do not believe his writings, how shall
you believe My words? Nay, even one of the evangelists—Mark—says: The be-
ginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, as it is written in the prophet Isaiah,
Behold, I send My messenger before Your face, who shall prepare Your way
before You, which shows that the beginning of the Gospel is connected with the
Jewish writings. What force, then, is there in the objection of the Jew of Celsus,
that if any one predicted to us that the Son of God was to visit mankind, he was
one of our prophets, and the prophet of our God? Or how is it a charge against
Christianity, that John, who baptised Jesus, was a Jew?

7.4. ORIGEN’S KNOWN ACTS OF PIOUS FRAUD

It must also be accepted that Origen, either by dint of personal conviction or bla-
tant duplicity, is quite capable of academic dishonesty whenever there is a dearth
of valid substantiation for his dubious opinions. One very good example of his
deceit is witnessed in his account in Cels. 1.51, where he attempts to substantiate
the then prevalent assumption that a particular cave in Bethlehem was Jesus’s
birth place. Origen needs this to be treated as prima facie evidence that Jesus was
undeniably of divine birth. Furthermore, he only has recourse to the populist no-
tion, still highly prevalent today, that if enough individuals believe something to
be true then it probably is. Thus, he needs to stress that Jesus’s claimed birthplace
is a certainty and still exists. He also needs to exaggerate the numbers of persons
who accept this improbable notion. Further, he strives to expound that this self-
same locale for the nativity event was divinely prophesied in Jewish antiquity.
Accordingly, to assist his recapitulation, Origen (Cels. 1.51) resorts to expressing
a blatant falsehood:

Moreover, I am of opinion that, before the advent of Christ, the chief priests and
scribes of the people, on account of the distinctness and clearness of this proph-
ecy, taught that in Bethlehem the Christ was to be born. And this opinion had
prevailed also extensively among the Jews.
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Again, as has already been witnessed, Origen is not averse to alleging numerous
Jewish prophecies that supposedly foretold the arrival Jesus of Nazareth as Christ
and undeniably, in Cels. 3.28, he typically makes the following ingenuous state-
ment:

The whole Jewish people who were hanging in expectation of the coming of Him
who was looked for, did, after the advent of Jesus, fall into a keen dispute with
each other; and that a great multitude of them acknowledged Christ, and believed
Him to be the object of prophecy.

These kinds of statements are quite false on many levels, yet Origen confidently
employs them as if they were compelling evidence.

7.5. CHRISTIANITY AS A RELIGION FOR THE UNLEARNED

In Cels. 1.9, Origen accuses Celsus of stereotyping Christians as being wholly
uncritical and relying on blind faith to justify their religious standpoint. Origen
speaks to Celsus’s contentions as follows:

He [Celsus] next proceeds to recommend, that in adopting opinions we [Chris-
tians] should follow reason and a rational guide, since he who assents to opinions
without following this course is very liable to be deceived. And he compares
inconsiderate believers to Metragyrtae, and soothsayers, and Mithra, and Sabba-
dians, and to anything else that one may fall in with, and to the phantoms of
Hecate, or any other demon or demons. For as among such persons are frequently
to be found wicked men, who, taking advantage of the ignorance of those who
are easily deceived, lead them away whither they will, so also, he says, is the
case among Christians. And he asserts that certain persons who do not wish either
to give or receive a reason for their belief, keep repeating, “Do not examine, but
believe!” and, “Your faith will save you!” And he alleges that such also say, “The
wisdom of this life is bad, but that foolishness is a good thing!” [Punctuation for
greater clarity NPLA]

It is evident that Origen feels the need to employ what he considers to be sound,
logical reasoning to successfully counter Celsus’s indictments of typical Christian
credulity. However, as has been determined already, he also accepts the power/re-
ality of sympathetic magic, evil spirits, and demons.

One of his principle concerns is that Celsus consistently presents Jesus of
Nazareth as an evil sorcerer, whom only the very naive would consider to be a
worker of divine miracles. In addition, Celsus compares Jesus of Nazareth nega-
tively to other alleged wonder-working god-men (e.g., the Baccha [Cels. 3.34];
Dioscuri, Hercules, Asculapius, and Dionysus [Cels. 3.22]). In this context, Ori-
gen desperately needs to find convincing evidence to successfully elevate Jesus
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far above any other comparable individuals. In short, he needs to be able to cor-
roborate that the miraculous accounts recorded on behalf of Jesus of Nazareth
were not due to trickery, deceit, or invention. Origen needs to convince a doubter
like Celsus that Jesus’s teaching, actions and deeds were primary, tangible, evi-
dence of his highest divine authority as the living God (as claimed by Christians).

Origen also needs to prove that many Christians (who unfortunately, might
really be as unlearned and unsophisticated as Celsus has affirmed), were still cor-
rect/justified in their chosen belief. Origen needs to be able to demonstrate to
someone like Celsus that Christian conversion was a divine event and not mere
wishful thinking or ingenuous self-delusion. His preferred approach to solving
this conundrum is revealed in (Cels. 1.9):

But since the course alluded to is impossible, partly on account of the necessities
of life, partly on account of the weakness of men, as only a very few individuals
devote themselves earnestly to study, what better method could be devised with
a view of assisting the multitude, than that which was delivered by Jesus to the
heathen? And let us inquire, with respect to the great multitude of believers,
who have washed away the mire of wickedness in which they formerly wal-
lowed, whether it were better for them to believe without a reason, and (so)
to have become reformed and improved in their habits, through the belief that
men are chastised for sins, and honoured for good works or not to have allowed
themselves to be converted on the strength of mere faith, but (to have waited)
until they could give themselves to a thorough examination of the (necessary)
reasons. [Emphases NPLA].

What is alluded to here is that God Himself foresaw the need to “simplify” matters
if he was going to succeed in his mission of Christianizing the entire world. He
needed to make things easy for both the converts as well as the converters. In this
regard, Origen stresses the overriding benefits of Christian baptism as a sympa-
thetic magical rite, which successfully outweighs any other consideration
determined by philosophical debate. Unquestionably, it seems as though Origen
is equating the contemplated evaluation of even a well-educated individual who
ultimately comes to accept Christ (i.e., based on wisdom alone), with the spiritual
conversion of any individual who is merely the beneficiary of the divine power of
the rite of a Christian baptism.

7.6. THE EFFICACY OF CHRISTIAN BAPTISM

Baptism is not seen here as some symbolic way to wash away sins or exemplify
the believer’s passage into a new spiritual life. For Origen, any individual (irre-
spective of their rationale or level of intellect), once baptized, will exhibit
behavior patterns that differ significantly from those that they displayed before
their conversion. This is the tangible evidence that Origen wants to hold up to
Celsus. For example, by the power of Christ, the converts will reveal that they are
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now virtuous, righteous and Godly. Baptized Christians literally “improve their
habits” regardless of their education. Origen does not even bother to give substan-
tiated examples of this claimed change in behavior patterns but merely presents
this astonishing phenomenon as undisputed fact.

In Cels. 1.64, Origen elucidates through means of generalities and sweeping
statements, the changes that occur during the conversion process replete with bap-
tism rite:

For we ourselves also were sometimes foolish, disobedient, deceived, serving
various lusts and pleasures, living in malice and envy, hateful, and hating one
another. But after that the kindness and love of God our Saviour towards man
appeared, by the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost,
which He shed upon us richly, we became such as we are. [Emphasis NPLA]

Another way of understanding Origen’s point of view is to regard the act of bap-
tism as having the same weight as a rational decision to convert. Origen tries to
subtly suggest that even an unlearned person receives new life in Christ; even if
he/she does not fully understand the finer philosophical points of the Christian
conviction. Thus, an individual’s chosen faith is given authority by the Christian
rite of baptism, because it results in him/her literally giving over his/her life to
Christ/God. In this regard, the rebirth is not symbolic, but actual. The baptism rite
marks the very moment when the converted person accepts/receives Christ into
his/her life. In this way, Origen develops an argument, based on sympathetic
magic, which can be employed against Celsus’s more logical and rational obser-
vations.

In Cels. 3.48, Origen confirms that anyone is welcome to become a Christian
whilst countering Celsus’s claim that only unintelligent people convert to Chris-
tianity:

Let him who wills [i.e., to be converted] come to us instructed, and wise, and
prudent; and none the less, if any one be ignorant and unintelligent, and unin-
structed and foolish, let him also come: for it is these whom the Gospel promises
to cure, when they come, by rendering them all worthy of God. [Insertion for
clarity NPLA]

Origen believes that once baptized, the individual concerned literally receives
and/or internalizes Christ/God. As a result, the baptized individual has no choice
but to subsequently act in accordance with Christian/Godly principles. Origen
confirms this benefit of Christian baptism (which is demonstrated by his claimed
tangible changed behavior patterns) in his Cels. 1.9:

For it is manifest that, (on such a plan), all men, with very few exceptions, would
not obtain this (amelioration of conduct) which they have obtained through a
simple faith, but would continue to remain in the practice of a wicked life. Now,
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whatever other evidence can be furnished of the fact, that it was not without di-
vine intervention that the philanthropic scheme of Christianity was introduced
among men, this also must be added. For a pious man will not believe that even
a physician of the body, who restores the sick to better health, could take up his
abode in any city or country without divine permission, since no good happens
to men without the help of God.

Related to this, in his Cels. 1.46, Origen explains that we should be assured of
Christ’s divinity due to his miracles and the fact that his disciples, filled with his
power, also performed miracles. Most important of all, he cites both the disciples
of Christ as well as contemporary Christian’s willingness to face the threat of
death for their beliefs as evidence of the truth of Christ’s teaching. Origen also
claims (again without real substantiation), a Christian’s ability to cast out demons,
foretell the future and cure illness.

7.7. ORIGEN’S EXPLOITATION OF JOSEPHUS

With the aforementioned contexts in mind, it is possible to see that one of the
more problematic issues for Origen was the effective neutralization, inter alia, of
Celsus’s derogatory opinions of Jews in general, unlearned Christian naivety, the
Christian claim of Jesus’s divinity and his supposed virgin birth. This latter claim
also appears to have been supported by the gospel account of John the Baptist’s
baptism of Jesus. This is because, at this event, God (the Father) is recorded as
confirming Jesus’s divine paternity. The various issues under review thus far,
seem to be interrelated in the gospel account of a righteous and pious Jew (John
the Baptist) performing the Christian baptism ritual on the Son of God, replete
with the bodily appearance of the Holy Spirit (in the form of a dove) and the
heavenly voice of God the Father.

Based on Origen’s various comments in his Contra Celsum (cf. 1, 37, 40), it
can be safely determined that Celsus considered this whole Baptist narrative to be
a fiction and also takes issue (justifiably so) with the claim that it was the Jews
who prophesized Christ and also the ones who wrote the gospels and thus invented
Christianity.

Therefore, ostensibly, Origen needs to prove, to Celsus, inter alia, the fol-
lowing six points:
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1. Jesus is really the son of Almighty God who brought him (conception) into
the physical world (incarnation) through the medium of a virgin woman;

2. The Holy Spirit appeared bodily (incarnate) as a dove;

3. The Divine Voice from Heaven (God the Father) actually occurred at the
baptism event;

4.  Christian baptism had real spiritual efficacy and resulted in its recipient
adopting Godly qualities;

5. Aperson who displays Christ like/Godly behavior subsequent to a Christian
baptism is evidence of Jesus’s divine status; and

6. The gospel accounts of, inter alia, the Baptism event are wholly true.

The first recorded reference made specifically to the BP was made by Origen. In
this regard, it is most important to take note that in his Cels. 1.47, Origen has the
real need to defend the then current form of the Christian practice of baptism.
Below is a transcript of the specific passages which refers to John the Baptist in
Cels. 1.47:

I would like to say to Celsus, who represents the Jew as accepting somehow John
as a Baptist, who baptised Jesus, that the existence of John the Baptist, baptizing
for the remission of sins, is related by one who lived no great length of time
after John and Jesus. For in the 18th book of his Antiquities of the Jews, Josephus
bears witness to John as having been a Baptist, and as promising purification
to those who underwent the rite. [Emphases NPLA]

What is even more telling (given that my findings also reveal that, in all likeli-
hood, Origen forged the JP as well) * is that the above quoted passage from Cels.
1.47 immediately precedes Origen’s reference to Josephus as the source for his
reference to James (i.e., the JP). Thus, we have evidence here that both suspected
interpolations are literally referenced in tandem in the same passage.

We have seen how throughout his Contra Celsum Origen iterates his partic-
ular take on the rite of Christian baptism and Christ-directed changes to an
individual’s prior unacceptable behavior patterns. However, when it comes to his
account of the Baptism of Christ, Origen seems (on the surface) to be neglecting
a golden opportunity to talk to his hobbyhorse. Indeed, in Cels. 1.47, Origen
merely states that John the Baptist baptized “for the remission of sins ... promis-
ing purification to those who underwent the rite.” However, concurrent to this
brief comment, Origen also makes a direct reference to Josephus.

In one sense, Josephus merely serves here as an independent and trusted wit-
ness to back up Origen’s assertions on a very superficial level. However, if the
reader actually bothers to turn to Josephus’s BP (i.e., 4.J. 18.5.2 [§§116-119]),

49. For a substantiation of the JP as interpolation by Origen, see Nicholas P. L. Allen,
“Josephus on James the Just? A Re-evaluation of Antiquitates Judaicae 20.9.1,” JECH 7.1
(2017): 1-27.
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he/she will most “conveniently” discover a lengthy, reiteration of those very is-
sues that disprove some of Celsus’s claims. In this regard (assuming that Origen
perpetrated this forgery), he manages to legitimize Josephus as author of the sub-
stantiation by the link to the castle of Macherus and Herod Antipas. Then, he has
Josephus confirm (on his behalf) the following two very important details:

1. John the Baptist may have been a Jew, but he was not only a proven “good
man,” he also actively worked towards making other Jews “exercise virtue”
and practice righteous behavior and “piety towards God”;

2. John the Baptist did not practice some form of traditional Jewish
purification ritual;®® he practiced a distinctly Christian baptism, which
ensured that the convert subsequently engaged in a divinely directed,
behavioral change, that embodied piety, righteousness and Godly virtues.
Specifically, he enacted a religious rite which did two interdependent,
overtly, Christocentric actions:

e  The remission of sins;51 and
e  The purification of the body (supposing that the soul was purified
beforehand by righteousness).

The latter two points are nothing more than embellishments of the very concepts
that Origen had been trying to convince his reader of in his Contra Celsum gen-
erally and in Cels. 1.47 in particular.

In order to substantiate his take on the rite of baptism, Origen needs the BP.
For convenience, the pertinent passage from the BP is reproduced again:

[John the Baptist] commanded the Jews to exercise virtue, both as to righteous-
ness towards one another, and piety towards God, and so to come to baptism; for
that the washing [with water] would be acceptable to him, if they made use of it,
not in order to the putting away [or the remission] of some sins [only], but for
the purification of the body; supposing still that the soul was thoroughly purified
beforehand by righteousness. [Insertion for clarity NPLA]

By making a direct reference to a passage only found in a work by Josephus at
this juncture, Origen literally kills two birds with one stone. He proves his point
by supposedly referring to a reliable, non-partisan and objective historian (i.e.,
one who did not accept Jesus as the Messiah). In addition, this impartial witness
was “one who lived no great length of time after John and Jesus.”

50. L.e., a Jewish mikveh.

51. From a mainstream Jewish perspective, God immediately forgives iniquity as a
result of genuine repentance. From a mainstream Christian perspective, only Christ’s death,
his blood, and resurrection can remove sin.
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Josephus, who would not have known, let alone been bothered by such spe-
cific Christian doctrinal minutiae, is clearly made to say what Origen requires.
Origen desperately needs an independent, historically valid, witness to back him
up. Here, Josephus (Cels. 1.47) conveniently steps in and clearly confirms Ori-
gen’s point of view.

The real possibility here, is that Origen was most likely the creator of the BP.
This claim is supported by the following evidence:

1. The very precise nature of Origen’s specific arguments (i.e., as contained in
his Contra Celsum);

2. Origen’s need to obtain substantiated evidence to counter Celsus’s very
valid points; and

3. Origen’s proven willingness to employ mistruths when it suited his agenda.

The fact that both the JP and the BP are mentioned in the same passage penned
by Origen strengthens this possibility. It is simply too much of a coincidence that
in one paragraph this apologist manages to point to two supporting pieces of evi-
dence, supposedly written by the same author. These both expediently
substantiate so many aspects of his argument with Celsus. The fact that both of
these “corroborations” have independently been recognized as suspicious in na-
ture and candidates for total interpolation, based on other evidence, is also
enthralling. The obvious conclusion that must be made here is that Origen is the
prime candidate for two of the three abovementioned suspected interpolations in
Josephus’s Antiquitates Judaicae.

8. CONCLUSIONS

The following points, especially when taken collectively, mitigate against the BP
being in any way an authentic Josephan text. If Josephus wrote the BP, it follows
that he also:

1. contradicts the gospels as regards the date of John the Baptist’s activities;

2. contradicts the gospels as regards the reason for John the Baptist’s arrest;

3. shows remarkable familiarity and theologically advanced insights into
Christian-based baptism rites;

4.  contradicts his statements about the range and scope of Jewish-based cults
in the holy land due to failure to mention any other Jewish sect even re-
motely connected with a Baptist cult or Christianity; 2

5. contradicts his avowed position on the dangers of Jewish religious upstarts;

describes an impossible/contradictory situation at the fortress at Macherus;

7.  contradicts his previously stated reasons for God’s divine vengeance against
Antipas;

S

52. This assumes that the 7F is also an interpolation.
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8. seriously disrupts the literary flow of his narration;

9. fails to mention John the Baptist in his earlier work and in the same context
(i.e., the BJ); and

10. fails to mention John the Baptist in his table of contents (Antiquitates Juda-
icae).

Based on the arguments cited thus far, only the following debatable point supports
the BP being in some way authentic: only a non-Christian like Josephus would
have placed the New Testament events in the wrong order.

However, the latter point can be easily countered by the need of the interpo-
lator to find a suitable context within the Antiquitates Judaicae for his forgery.
Although an interpolator would have preferred to have had the BP precede the TF,
he felt that his fraud would be less obvious if he could at least place the two inter-
polations in a more convincing context. As the only suitable places were not in
the correct chronological order this gives the appearance of Josephus having
placed the events of Christian import in the wrong order.






The Ending of the Canticum Mosis (Deuteronomy 32:43)
and Its Reception in Hebrews 1:6—A Fresh Look

Elena Belenkaja

Abstract: In Heb 1:6, the reading &yyeAot feol within the quotation of Deut 32:43
is essential to the author’s argument. However, from a text-critical point of view,
we have to ask ourselves what text and which version underlies the quotation in
Heb 1:6. This paper focuses on the complex textual tradition of Deut 32:43 in-
cluding not only the MT, 4Q44, and the Septuagint version of Deut 32:43 itself,
but Ode 2:43 as well. By comparing the different Greek and Hebrew versions of
Deut 32:43, an approximation to the solution can be achieved. Possible influences
of Ps 96(97):7 are also an issue of debate in modern research.

1. KEY PROBLEM

The ending of the Canticum Mosis (Deut 32:43) exists in three different versions:
the Masoretic Text (MT),' the main Greek translation (LXX), and a fragment from
Qumran (4QDeut? [4Q44] 32:43). All three versions differ from each other. Be-
fore the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls the only possible comparison was
between the MT and LXX. Thus, Henry Barcley Swete states in his Introduction
to the Old Testament in Greek:

Possibly the Song was circulated in a separate form in more than one translation.
The present Greek text seems to be the result of conflation, lines 1 and 3, 2 and
4, 6 and 7, being doublets; line 2 = 4 appears to be an adaptation of Ps. xcvi.
(xcvii.) 7.2

1. It is virtually identical to SP.
2. Henry Barcley Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1900), 243.
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Eduard Riggenbach follows this thesis later in his commentary on the Hebrews.
The situation is different with Julio Trebolle Barrera:

Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, it was possible to suspect that the
Greek text of Dt 32:43 contained older elements than those present in the Hebrew
Masoretic text. The manuscript 4QDeut? has proved that the Greek text is not an
alteration or an incorrect translation.... The Greek translation only transmits a
Hebrew text similar to the one now discovered in Qumran.*

The discussion about the possible Vorlage of Deut 32:43 is not new and still with-
out a satisfactory answer. G. Ernest Wright already pointed out that this verse
“simply cannot be reconstructed with certainty.”> However, this issue is still rel-
evant and requires constant updating, including its reception history in the New
Testament.

In the following, I will give three examples to illustrate what attempts at re-
construction there have been since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. These
will be followed by a look at Heb 1:6.

2. THE DIVERSE ATTEMPTS AT RECONSTRUCTING DEUT 32:43
2.1. THE RECONSTRUCTION BY PATRICK W. SKEHAN

The discovery of 4QDeut? has shed some light on the question of the possible
original Vorlage of Deut 32:43. Although the text does not match the LXX, “sev-
eral unique readings [which] bear[s] witness to the existence of the variant
Hebrew Vorlage used by the Septuagint translator”® become apparent.

The manuscript 4QDeut” consists of only a few fragments of the text from
Deut 32:37-43 and 32:9-10(?) and probably “originally contained only the Song
of Moses (Deut 32:1-43).”7

3. Eduard Riggenbach, Der Brief an die Hebrder, KNT 14 (Leipzig: Deichert,
1922), 20.

4. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Julio Trebolle Barrera, The People of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Their Writings, Beliefs and Practices (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 108.

5. G. Ernest Wright, “The Lawsuit of God: A Form-Critical Study of Deuteronomy
32, in Israel’s Prophetic Heritage: Essays in Honor of James Muilenburg, ed. Bernhard
W. Anderson et al. (New York: Harper, 1962), 33 n. 23.

6. Patrick W. Skehan and Eugene Ulrich, “4QDeut’,” in Qumran Cave 4 IX: Deuter-
onomy, Joshua, Judges, Kings, ed. Eugene Ulrich et al., DJD XIV (Oxford: Clarendon,
1995), 138.

7. Skehan and Ulrich, “4QDeut?,” 137.
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Patrick W. Skehan concludes that “the new Qumran materials serve to con-
firm the existence of a divergent ancient Hebrew text which the LXX translators
had before them.”® His reconstruction of the Qumran text reads as follows:

hrnynw Smym ‘mw
whshtww Iw kl "Thym
ky dm bnyw ygwm
wngm ysyb lsryw
wimsn’yw ysim
wykpr “dmt ‘mw

When comparing the text with the MT / SP and the LXX, he makes the following
observations:

(1) The reading smym should be preferred with the LXX as more original than
MT o (this forms an inclusio with v. 1: o'nwn).

(2) The second stich (v. 43b) proves that this passage clearly refers to Ps
97(96):7. Apart from the waw, the Hebrew text is identical.’

(3) In his opinion bnyw is more original than MT 172p.

(4) Wherever MT includes only a half-verse of Deut 32:41, the Qumran text
and the LXX contain both.

(5) The verb form wykpr, however, is in all likelihood secondary in compar-
ison with 9821 in MT and arises from a further evolution of the Hebrew syntax.
On the other hand, 'dmt ‘mt, which coincides with the LXX, is necessary for the
understanding of the half-line.'® The absence of the phrase in verse 43b in MT,
which is included in the LXX, leads Skehan to the conclusion that the “concept

8. Patrick W. Skehan, “A Fragment of the ‘Song of Moses’ (Deut. 32) from Qumran,”
BASOR 136 (1954): 14.

9. See Skehan, “Fragment,” 15 n. 4. This stich could also be a secondary addition in
the psalm. Taking into consideration that the translators of the LXX first worked on the
Pentateuch, which provided the source for further translations, it seems possible that the
author of the psalm used Deut 32:43 as the basis for his translation. There are also no safe
assumptions regarding the determination of the age of the Song of Moses. See, for example,
Jack R. Lundbom, Deuteronomy: A Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), 852—
57. Seybold dates Pss 90-118 to the period of the second temple (520-515 BCE). It is
entirely possible that they existed earlier. See Klaus Seybold, Die Psalmen: Eine Einfiih-
rung, UTB 382 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1986), 10.

10. See Skehan, “Fragment,” 14. SP differs from MT here and corresponds with
4QDeut’. Cf. Arie van der Kooij, “The Ending of the Song of Moses: On the Pre-Masoretic
Version of Deut 32:43,” in Studies in Deuteronomy in Honour of Casper J. Labuschagne
on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez et al., VTSup
53 (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 97. He considers the reading in 4QDeut’ “a linguistic adaption to

a s

later, post-biblical Hebrew usage of which examples are known from 1QIsa".
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of the existence together with God of such supernal beings as we now call angels
was not without difficulties, both theological and apologetic, for the pious Jew
living in a predominantly polytheistic world.”'' He explains the possible inclusion
of elements from verse 41 in verse 43 with the fact that they “are a reflex of the
difficulty created when the hemistich parallel to 43* was lost or excised; and that
the intrusion, whether of one or of two hemistich, destroys the proper parallelism
between ky ... ygwm and the final hemistich of the poem.”'* The alternative read-
ing of this line in the LXX (xal évioyvoatwoay adtd mavtes &yyehot Beol / viot
feo0?) presents, in his opinion, not only another Hebrew version but is also most
likely the original version. At the same time, he points to Deut 32:3; Ps 29:1; and
LXX 96:7."

His reconstruction of the (proto)Masoretic text of Deut 32:43 is the following:

harninii Samayim immao Exult with him, you heavens,

w'habi ‘6z 16 kol b°né “elim: glorify him, all you angels of God,

ki dam bana (y) w yigqgom For he avenges the blood of his servants
wlkippér "ad‘mat ‘ammé. And purges his people’s land.'*

2.2. THE RECONSTRUCTION BY ARIE VAN DER KOOIJ IN A DEBATE WITH CASPER
LABUSCHAGNE AND MAURICE BOGAERT

Some twenty years later, Arie van der Kooij analysed the ending of the Song of
Moses in his contribution to the commemorative publication for Casper J. La-
buschagne. Here, he notes that the Hebrew text of Deut 32:8, 43 “has undergone
presumably in the Hellenistic era, remarkable changes.”'” In verse 8, “sons of
God” becomes “sons of Israel” and, in verse 43, “Rejoice you heavens, with Him”
becomes “Rejoice you nations, about His people” in MT. Casper L. La-
buschagne'® assumed that this was an earlier version of verse 43, because the

11. Patrick W. Skehan, “The Structure of the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy,” in A
Song of Power and the Power of Song: Essays on the Book of Deuteronomy, ed. Christen-
sen L. Duane, SBTS 3 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 156—68. For the structure of the
Song, see also Solomon A. Nigosian, “The Song of Moses (Dt 32): A Structural Analysis,”
ETL 72 (1996): 5-22.

12. Skehan, “Fragment,” 15.

13. Bogaert refers in this context to 1 Chr 16:28. See Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “Les
trois redactions conservées et la forme originale de ’envoi du Cantique de Mose (Dt
32,43),” in Das Deuteronomium: Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. Norbert Lohfink,
BETL 68 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1985), 330 n. 10.

14. Cf. Skehan, “Structure,” 164.

15. Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 93.

16. Van der Kooij refers here to Casper J. Labuschagne, “The Song of Moses: Its
Framework and Structure,” in De fructu oris sui: Essays in Honour of Adrianus von Selms,
ed. Ian H. Eybers et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1971), 85-98.
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reading “heavens” in verse 43 is in literary correspondence with verse 1. Thus,
the MT version cannot be the original one. In his opinion, the original Vorlage
ought to be reconstructed from the LXX and Qumran text. He comes to the fol-
lowing result, which has been translated in the New English Bible accordingly:

Rejoice with him, you heavens,

bow down, all you gods, before him,

for he will avenge the blood of his sons
and take vengeance on his adversaries;
he will punish those who hate him

and make expiation for his people’s land.

Owing to the repetition in the third and fourth part of the verse of the Greek text,
Van der Kooij argues for “an expanded and contaminated text, partly based on the
(proto)masoretic version of verse 43.”'” While Labuschagne considers the Qum-
ran text with six cola the earlier version,'® Pierre-Maurice Bogaert acknowledges
the Qumran text as the primary version of verse 43 with only four of them." He
omits cola two and five, which have no parallel in MT. Furthermore, Bogaert
reads in the first cola the divine designation 0’19 instead of o'nw. His arguments,
however, are not convincing. Since “heaven” of 4QDeut? and LXX is attested
and appears also in Deut 32:1, this reading is probably the original one. Apart
from that, Bogaert interprets 1232 D7 in the first cola as “the blood shed by his
sons” and not as “the blood of his sons.”® Van der Kooij correctly states that
nowhere in the Song of Moses does it say that the sons of God had shed innocent
blood.”

Assuming that the editor has intentionally omitted cola two and five in MT,
the question arises, why he did so. Bogaert does not believe in this possibility.
However, there are several examples in the Torah of such omissions (cf. Gen
46:20, 27; and Exod 1:5). Therefore, it is quite possible that the editor has abbre-
viated the text.*?

Looking at the text as a whole, Van der Kooij notes, as Skehan had done
before him, that the second colon has a parallel in Ps 97(96):7 and the fifth colon

17. Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 96.

18. Meyer had already pleaded for this assumption 1961. Cf. Rudolf Meyer, “Die
Bedeutung von Deuteronomium 32, 8f.43 (4Q) fiir die Auslegung des Moseliedes,” in
Verbannung und Heimkehr: Beitrdge zur Geschichte und Theologie Israels im 6. und 5.
Jahrhundert v. Chr., W. Rudolph zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Arnulf Kuschke (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1961), 197-209.

19. Bogaert, “Trois rédactions,” 336.

20. Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 97.

21. See Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 97.

22. Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 98.
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recalls verse 41. Therefore, there is the possibility that these were added “at some
later stage of the transmission of the text.”** On the other hand, he rightly points
out that the last part of Ps 97(96):7 could be taken from Deut 32 or that both texts
simply have a common background. Furthermore, the fourth colon also shows a
parallelism with verse 41b.

Another argument he raises is the poetic structure. Without the second stich
in the first line of verse 43, the characteristic element of the Song of Moses, which
establishes a parallelism between the cola and thus forms bicola, would disappear.
The additional second colon in verse 1 creates the first line of verse 43 and estab-
lishes a parallelism between “heavens” and “gods” and between “with him” and
“him.” Also the fifth stich “is needed in order to get a nice structural balance in
this part of the verse.”** Furthermore Van der Kooij points out the chiastic struc-
ture of the verse, which is only possible with the fifth colon. “The blood of his
sons” then relates to “expiation for his people’s land” and “vengeance on his ad-
versaries” relates to “punish those who hate him.” Such a conglomeration of
thoughts is found in Num 35:33.

The second colon in the LXX differs from 4QDeut: 0198 52 ... - ... mdvTeg
uiol Be0l. This raises the question, whether the translator had a different Vorlage,
that is, 0198 "33 3. Nowhere is it documented that 'nbR 53 is translated as
mavteg viol Beol. Therefore, Bogaert assumes that the Hebrew text must have con-
tained 0’198 112.% According to Van der Kooij, this deviation could have occurred
for various reasons:

(1) In verses 17, 31, and 37, Beol has a negative connotation and therefore the
reading mdvteg Beol is inappropriate.

(2) With viot Beoi a correlation to verse 8 would be established.*

Generally speaking, it is clear that a shorter reading of MT changes the par-
allelism in the first two cola: “his people / his servants,” as in verse 36, whereas
no parallel structure exists in the last two cola. Also Van der Kooij makes clear
that through the reduction the Song of Moses has a total of 140 cola or 70 lines as
well as seventy sons of Israel. These changes in verse 43 are connected to verse
8, where the sons of Israel are mentioned. For this reason, the shorter version of
the MT could have been harmonized to fit “the number of the sons of Israel.” In
his opinion the Qumran version is the original.

23. Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 98.

24. Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 98.

25. Cf. Bogaert, “Trois rédactions,” 336.

26. See Van der Kooij, “Ending,” 99. He assumes that “sons of God” is the original
wording.



ENDING OF THE CANTICUM MOSIS 39
2.3. THE RECONSTRUCTION BY JUHA PAKKALA

In his book, published in 2013, Juha Pakkala deals with the questions of omissions
in the Hebrew Bible and primarily looks at literary translation. In one chapter, he
explores the “omissions as a result of ideological or theological censoring,”*’ to
which he counts Deut 32:8 and 43. In his opinion “the reading in the MT / SP is
the result of a theological correction that included the omission of disturbing pol-
ytheistic elements.”*® These elements he spots particularly in the second cola of
4QDeut? and LXX, which are missing in MT / SP and the modification of onw
to o3, “This change was probably done in order to avoid the idea that o'W refers
to animate gods residing in heaven. That gods are in fact meant is implied by its
poetical parallel o198 93 in 4QDeut” and in the assumed Vorlage of the Greek
viot Beodi.”*

Furthermore, 172Y 07 could be a correction of 1312 07, because the text im-
plies that Yahweh had sons. That means that 4QDeut? and LXX include a
polytheistic conception, which is not represented (anymore) in MT / SP. Subse-
quent additions of such a conception are unusual, according to Pakkala, while
their omission is understandable.”® The double reading of the first lines in LXX
he explains as follows:

The first double line has a parallel in 4QDeut”, while the second is contained
in parts of the MT. The sentence évioyvoatwoay adté Tavtes &yyetot beol is only
documented in the LXX and has no parallel, “but this may have been an earlier
and separate attempt in the MT to avoid the theological problem: o5& 92 would
have been changed to ©'19& *a8YA Y3 (= mdvres dyyehot Beot).”! This parallel
was omitted from the MT later. It is possible, however, that the reference was
made to the angels only in the translation process.*>

It is striking that in line six of the LXX there are parallels to be found to MT
and in line 7 to 4QDeut’. Pakkala believes that the LXX at this point is harmo-
nized. But it is also possible that a logical poetic parallelism to verse 41 was
intended. This means that the Greek text is the original and 4QDeut? and MT
contain only a part of this original. “On the other hand, 01p* 112 07 "2 and 75
MY NNTR also seem to form a parallelism, now interrupted by 01p* 112 07 "2 or
MY TR 99,7 Pakkala concludes that %5 2% 0pa1 in MT or oHw* PRIWAD

27. Juha Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted: Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew
Bible, FRLANT 251 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 183, 185.

28. Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 188.

29. Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 188.

30. Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 188—89.

31. Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 188—89.

32. See Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 180 n. 16.

33. Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 189.
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in 4QDeut are later intrusions that may be influenced by poetic concerns.** Hence
he arrives at the following reconstruction:

Give a ringing cry, (you) heavens, with him,
worship him, (you) all gods,

for he will avenge the blood of his sons,

he will purge the land of his people.

This shows two half-verses that are parallel to each other. The given order was
finally disturbed in MT or 4QDeut? by expansions that have been influenced by
verse 41. The reason for this remains unclear. It is clear, however, that “the MT /
SP version represents a substantially revised tradition where the mythological and
theologically offensive elements have been intentionally removed.” The second
line has been completely removed and o'nw changed to o".

2.4. CONCLUSION

These three examples are not the only ones. There are many further examples of
deviations on which this investigation cannot elaborate. But a reconstruction at-
tempt proposed by Aleander Rofé*® should be mentioned, whose result was
included in the commentary of Jeffrey H. Tigay.*’

Patrick W. Skehan Arie van der Kooij/ Juha Pakkala Alexander Rofé
NEB/Labuschagne

Exult with him, you | Rejoice with him, you | Give a ringing cry, Rejoice heavenly be-
heavens, heavens, (you) heavens, with ings with Him
glorify him, all you bow down, all you him, worship him, And let the divine ones
angels of God; gods, before him, (you) all gods, exult,
For he avenges the for he will avenge the for He will avenge the
blood of his servants | blood of his sons blood of His servants

34. See Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 189.

35. Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 190.

36. Alexander Rofé, “The End of the Song of Moses (Deuteronomy 32:43),” in Liebe
und Gebot: Studien zum Deuteronomium, ed. Reinhard Georg Kratz and Hermann
Spieckermann, FRLANT 190 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 164—72. Allen
says that his “4-stich conclusion resembles that of Skehan.” David M. Allen, Deuteronomy
and Exhortation in Hebrews: A Study in Narrative Re-presentation, WUNT 2/238 (Ti-
bingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 49 n. 19.

37. Jeftrey H. Tigay, Deuteronomy: Devarim, JPSTC (Philadelphia: Jewish Publica-
tion Society, 1996).
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and take vengeance on | for he will avenge
his adversaries; the blood of his
he will punish those sons,

who hate him

And purges his peo- | and make expiation for and He will cleanse
ple’s land. his people’s land. the land of His people
he will purge the

land of his people.

The comparison of the four reconstructions shows that there is no consensus, nei-
ther regarding the question whether the Qumran version with six lines is the older
Vorlage, nor as to how to translate D98 93 or if o7& *ar5n 93% or w2 92
o8’ originally were in the text. Furthermore, there is no agreement with re-
spect to the interpretation of 1*7ap 07 or 132 0T. Only in the original of D'AW unity
seems to prevail, although this term is not always expressed in the same way.
These differences show the complexity of the issue of the original Vorlage. The
eight-line version of the LXX is explained in different ways: through conflations,
the inclusion of Ps 96(97):7; harmonization, a deliberately constructed parallelism
based on verse 41; or it is the original. It is also argued that Ps 96(97):7 was in-
fluenced by Deut 32:43.

It cannot be decided which the correct reconstruction is. It is quite possible
that none of the three versions is the original. This variety makes it clear that not
only were there different coexisting versions of Deut 32:43, but that all of these
versions were equally accepted. The same should probably also apply to all pro-
posed reconstructions that are founded on good arguments and ultimately serve
only to demonstrate that our knowledge about the possible Vorlage is limited.

Crucial to the wider context in view of Hebrews is the second line of LXX
Deut 32:43: xal mpooxuynodtwoay adTéd mavtes viot feod. But the “LXX witnesses
testify to two traditions: those that read vioi feol and those that read &yyelot
feol.”*" The first tradition is testified in P. Fouad. Inv 266 (Rahlfs 848), the oldest
extant witness (middle of the first century BCE). This leaves out mavteg after adté
(comp. Codex B) and reads a0té viol 8]eo[8.*' The second tradition is the version
of the Song of Moses in Ode 2. It belongs to a group of selected odes, hymns, and
prayers, which follow in Codex A immediately after the psalms. Gert J. Steyn

38. As disputed by Pakkala.

39. This position is represented, e.g., by Bogaert and Skehan.

40. Gert J. Steyn, A Quest for the Assumed LXX Vorlage of the Explicit Quotations in
Hebrews, FRLANT 235 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 65. See also Steyn,
“A Quest for the Vorlage of the ‘Song of Moses’ (Deut 32): Quotations in Hebrews,” Neot
34 (2000): 263-72.

41. See Steyn, Quest, 64—65.
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assumes that the “inclusion of the Canticum Mosis in this Greek Psalter, is prob-
ably an indication of the liturgical significance it had, a significance which ran
through the history of the temple and continued in the early church.”**

3. HEB 1:6 AND THE QUEST FOR A POSSIBLE SOURCE

In Heb 1:5-13, the author explicitly points out the outstanding position of the Son
in a series of seven quotations. Here the Son is juxtaposed to a type corresponding
to and surpassing the angels in order to postulate his otherness, uniqueness, and
supremacy. In this series, Heb 1:6 is the third quotation. As a possible Vorlage for
the quotation, several proposals have been made in Hebrews research: Ps
96(97):7; g conflation from Ps 96(97):7 and LXX Deut 32:43; Deut 32:43 and
Ode 2:43.

s N1 3R ~
QUTW TAVTES VLol Beod

edppaviyre €bvy peta
7ol Aol adTol

xal EVioxVaIATWIaY
adTE TdvTeg dyyeAot

adTE mdvTeg of dyyelot
beol

edppaviyre €bvy peta
700 Aol adTou

xal EVioxVaaTWIaY
adTE mdvteg viot feol

adTE TdvTeg ol
’

dyyerot adtol

LXX Deut 32:43 Ode 2:43 (LXXY) Ps 96(97):7 Heb 1:6b
edppaviyte odpavol evppaviyte odpavol
dua adTé dua adTé
xal TPOTXUVNTATWIAY | Xal TPOTXUVNTATWIRY | TPOTXUVATATE xal TPOTXUVNTATWIAY

adTE TdvTeg dyyeAot

feod

feod

42. Steyn, Quest, 65.

43. For recent detailed treatments of Deut 32:43 // Ode 2:43 and Heb 1:6, see the
discussion of Wolfgang Kraus, “Die Septuaginta als Briickenschlag zwischen Altem und
Neuem Testament? Dtn 32 (Odae 2) als Fallbeispiel,” in Im Brennpunkt—die Septuaginta:
Band 3: Studien zur Theologie, Anthropologie, Ekklesiologie, Eschatologie und Liturgie
der Griechischen Bibel, ed. Heinz-Josef Fabry and Dieter Bohler, BWANT 174 (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 2007), 266—-90. Joshua Jipp suggests a conflation from Deut 32:43 and Deut
32:8. He says this “is the most likely source of the quotation,” but does not discuss any
reasons. This is not convincing to me. Cf. Joshua W. Jipp, “The Son’s Entrance into the
Heavenly World: The Soteriological Necessity of the Scriptural Catena in Hebrews 1.5—
14,” NTS 56 (2010): 562.
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3.2. THE POSSIBLE VORLAGE OF HEB 1:6
3.2.1. HEB 1:6 AND Ps 96(97):7

When comparing Heb 1:6 with Ps 96(97):7 several differences appear: In Ps
96(97):7 xal is missing; the verb form is imperative aorist active 2.P and not 3.P;
in front of &yyelot is an article and instead of Beo¥ is adtol. These are too many
variations to postulate a dependency. The changes must in fact be attributed to the
author, and there is no evidence for such a process. Suspicion of a conflation of
Ps 96(97):7 and LXX Deut 32:43 complicates the situation unnecessarily and is
easily explained on the basis of LXX Deut 32:43, specifically the second and
fourth line.** It seems to me that Ps 96(97):7 is basically seen as the basis of the
quotation because this verse is often viewed as part of LXX Deut 32:43. This view
is particularly influenced by the thesis of Skehan.*’ Yet, he does not take into
consideration that the text of Ps 96(97):7, as Steyn has properly exposed, “is prob-
ably already evidence of either such a conflation, or of homoioteleuton, by the
composer of the Psalm.”® All items that meet in Heb 1:6, are available in LXX
Deut 32:43. “At the same time, we note that the text of Heb 1:6 also does not
clearly support the longer OG text in Deuteronomy 32:43 either.”’ Therefore Tim
Mclay rightly asks: “Why should we presume the combination of two separate
texts when we require the use of only one?”**

3.2. HEB 1:6 AND LXX DEUT 32:43 // ODE 2:43
When comparing Heb 1:6 with Deut 32:43 // Ode 2:43 it is obvious that the quo-

tation in Hebrews is closer to the text of Ode 2:43 since this reads &yyeot feol
(although without article), while Deut 32:43 reads viol fg0%.*’ In lines two and

44. Hans-Friedrich WeiB, Der Brief an die Hebrder, KEK 13 (Goéttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 161; Riggenbach, Hebrdier, 20; Gerd Schunack, Der
Hebrderbrief, ZBK 14 (Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag, 2002), 27, e.g., argue for a conflation.

45. Skehan, “Fragment,” 14. For him, v. 43b is “an exact verbal counterpart of Ps 97:7.”

46. Steyn, Quest, 67.

47.R. Timothy McLay, The Use of the Septuagint in New Testament Research (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 109.

48. McLay, Use, 110. Angela Rascher, Schriftauslegung und Christologie im
Hebrderbrief, BZNW 153 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 51; George H. Guthrie, Hebrews,
The NIV Application Commentary 15 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009), 69, e.g., argue
for Ps 96(97):7 as possible source.

49. Herbert Braun, An die Hebrder, HNT 14 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1984), 353;
Otto Michel, Der Brief an die Hebrder, KEK 13 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1984), 111-12; Erich GriBer, An die Hebrder, EKK 17.1 (Zirich: Benzinger Verlag,
1990), 77, e.g., suggest Deut 32:43 as the only source.
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four, Ode 2 provides an inverted version of the terms &yyehot / viot fgol of Deut
32:43.%" That means that there is a possibility that “either Heb 1:6 is dependent
upon the same tradition of OG Deut 32:43 as the Odes—that is, they are inde-
pendent witnesses to a slightly different text—or one of the writers of Heb 1:6 or
Odes 2:43 borrowed from the other.”®' The second possibility, however, creates
more difficulty due to the fact that the Odes are only attested from the fifth century
by Codex Alexandrinus. This does not mean that the Song of Moses in the slightly
different version that is witnessed in Ode 2 had not been in circulation earlier as
a liturgical text and that there had probably been two originals.’> Therefore, it is
entirely possible that the author of Hebrews has used another source than LXX
Deut 32:43, a source that read &yyeAot Beod in the second line, just like in the
Odes.”

Gareth Lee Cockerill has already tried to prove this plausibly in an essay in
1999.> His key question here was: “Which of these terms [&yyehot / viol fgod] is
the more likely translation of this word in light of the way D79 is translated
elsewhere in the LXX?"% It is clear that nowhere in the LXX is the term "R
translated as viol feo8, but as &yyelot (Pss 8:6; 96[97]:7; 137[138]:1). The reading
&yyelot has been a conscious choice of the Greek translator, which is based on
the theological necessity to distinguish exactly between “dem einzigartigen Gott

50. The Gottingen edition reads with A and miniscule 55 &yyeAot, while MS R has
viol (so B A and others at Deut 32:43b). In v. 43d, the same is to be found. MSS A and 55
read viol and R reads &yyeiot. Rahlfs uses the manuscripts A, R, T and 55 for his recon-
struction of the book of Odes and omits others. Cf. Marcus Sigismund, “Anmerkungen zur
antiochenischen Textform der LXX-Zitatvorlage im Neuen Testament: XXVI.: Oden,
4/2011,” http://isbtf.de/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/26 Ant-in-Oden.pdf.

51. R. Timothy McLay, “Biblical Texts and the Scriptures for the New Testament
Church,” in Hearing the Old Testament in the New Testament, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans 2006), 54. McLay confuses the Odes with the Odes of Salomon, which
leads to incorrect dating. The Odes are thought to date back to 500 CE. Cf. McLay, Use, 110.

52. LXX itself points to Odes as a type of text. In 3 Kgdms 8:53, it says: yéypantat év
BiBriw THs @d7s. The second Ode of Moses was very well known and was read, divided
into 6 parts, as a psalm in the temple. Philo quotes it very often and 4 Maccabees (18:18—
19, for example) references it. Cf. Heinrich, Schneider, “Die biblischen Oden im christli-
chen Altertum,” Bib 30 (1949): 30-31.

53. See McLay, Use, 110.

54. Gareth Lee Cockerill, “Hebrews 1:6: Source and Significance,” BBR 9 (1999):
51-64. Allen, Deuteronomy, 49-51.

55. Cockerill, “Source,” 57.



ENDING OF THE CANTICUM MOSIS 45

Israels und untergeordneten géttlichen Wesen.” This is not the standard transla-
tion for o1&, which is 8eéc.”’ The translation of the LXX psalm leads Cockerill
to postulate &yyelot Beod as the original reading. Yiol as a translation for the vari-
ous Hebrew expressions 0'mo& and 073 from 4QDeut? is highly unlikely in his
opinion because the contrast between the two expressions would be lost.”® He at-
tributes the origin of viot 60 to various factors:

(1) The original reading must have been o8 12.%

(2) This compound is usually translated as &yyedot feol especially when re-
ferring to supernal / supernatural beings and as viol 6eol, when the beings are
human. There are instances when viol 6207 is also used for supernal / supernatural
beings.*

(3) Owing to the translation of vioi 8eo¥ in Deut 32:43d, the contrast to the
following verse is lost.'

(4) Yioi 6eod in Deut 32:43b and &yyeAot Oeol in Deut 32:43d could also be a
simple scribal error.*?

There is a parallelism between the first and second as well as between the
third and fourth lines which becomes apparent by the changed order in Ode 2:43:
dyyerot Beol are parallel to odpavol and vioi Beol to 0vy / To¥ Aol adtov or rather
to Tév vidv in line five. “The heavens and the angels precede the nations and His
sons (people). The logic behind this sequence is even more convincing if the in-
terpolator thought of the angels as the representatives of the nations.”*

Although David M. Allen does point out that Cockerill’s line of argument
can be inversed,* it seems more convincing that the angels of God are the sons of
God, as Robert Hanhart shows® using Deut 32:8 und 43 in his discussion of these

56. Adrian Schenker, “Goétter und Engel im Septuaginta-Psalter: Text- und
religionsgeschichtliche Ergebnisse aus drei textkritischen Untersuchungen,” in Der
Septuaginta-Psalter: Sprachliche und theologische Aspekte, ed. Erich Zenger, HBS 32
(Freiburg: Herder, 2001), 193. See also the discussion of Markus-Liborius Hermann, Die
“hermeneutische Stunde” des Hebrderbriefs: Schriftauslegung in Spannungsfeldern, HBS
72 (Freiburg: Herder, 2013), 254-55.

57. This supports Arie van der Kooij’s thesis.

58. Cf. Cockerill, “Source,” 58.

59. Cf. Cockerill, “Source,” 59.

60. Cf. Cockerill, “Source,” 59.

61. Cf. Cockerill, “Source,” 59. He seems to speculate if 72y in MT is preferable to
that of 4QDeut? even though he is taking the supremacy of the Qumran text into account.

62. Cf. Cockerill, “Source,” 60.

63. Cockerill, “Source,” 60. He follows Skehan, “Structure,” 158-59.

64. Cf. Allen, Deuteronomy, 49.

65. Robert Hanhart, “Die S6hne Israels, die S6hne Gottes und die Engel in der Masora,
in Qumran und der Septuaginta: Ein letztes Kapitel aus ,Israel in hellenistischer Zeit‘,” in
Vergegenwdrtigung des Alten Testaments: Beitrdge zur biblischen Hermeneutik,
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expressions. He supports the originality of &yyelwv feol and agrees with Bogaert
that the long version of LXX is based on a Hebrew source.®® The verses Deut 32:8
and 43 clearly correspond and, according to Pakkala, are corrected in such a man-
ner that all hints to foreign Gods or divine creatures are erased.®’ The translation
of onHx as &yyelot (Pss 8:6; 96[97]:7; 137[138]:8) in the LXX Psalter further
corroborates Pakkala’s opinion. Therefore, it is not necessary to note that lines
two and four in 4QDeut? originally read o'n%& 712 2. It is not impossible, but
there is no proof for this assumption. It could well be a conscious allusion to
4QDeut. It is established that there is no Hebrew source for lines three and four
of the LXX and this leaves room for speculation. The present material leads to the
following considerations: The superiority of the one God is expressed by the proc-
lamation “bow down, all you gods, before him” in 4QDeut’. In LXX Deut 32:43
// Ode 2:43 the “sons of God” of Deut 32:8 are interpreted as “angels” and 0'5R
afterwards are understood not as “strange gods™ but as “sons of God = angels.”*®
These organize the people and therefore belong to the noble area of the one God.”
While in Deut 32:43b the “sons of God” fall down in front of him (God),
proskynesis in Ode 2:43b is completely limited to the “angels.” “Das Zeugnis der
LXX sagt, daB3 die Engel als Geschopfe von Israels Gott nichts, restlos nichts, zu
tun haben mit Gottheiten neben dem einen Gott Israels. Das ist das Wesen der
LXX als Interpretation.”” This approach provides a clarity that can also be found
in Heb 1:6, following a superior Vorlage. I find it highly unlikely that the author
changed the text on his own accord. One can speculate, however, whether the
author thought &yyehot / viot 8eod in Deut 32:43bd expressed the same thing, and

Festschrift Rudolf Smend zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Christoph Bultmann et al. (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002), 171-72.

66. See Hanhart, “Die S6hne Israels,” 175 n. 7.

67. See Pakkala, Word, 185-91; Martin Karrer, Der Brief an die Hebrder: Kapitel
1,1-5,10, OTK 20.1 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2002), 135.

68. See Karrer, Hebrder, 1:135. This discussion can also be found in several manu-
scripts. In Deut 32:8, Rahlfs reads dyyéhwv / dyyélov Beol instead of vidv Beol, which is
probably based on a Hebrew source 58 "2 or onHR 12 (4QDeutj) and preferable to the
Masoretic reading 58" 112 (viol TopanA) as this is a later version. Cf. Eduard Nielsen,
Deuteronomium, HAT 1/6 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995), 288-89. See also Pakkala,
Word, 185—87. Hanhart thinks John William Wever’s reconstruction is based on a conjec-
ture. Cf. Hanhart, “Soéhne,” 171.

69. Cf. Hanhart, “Sohne,” 172-73, followed by Cornelius den Hertog,
“Deuteronomium 32,” in Genesis bis Makkabder, vol. 1 of Septuaginta Deutsch:
Erlduterungen und Kommentare, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 593-98.

70. Hanhart, “Sohne,” 178.
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used the term &yyedot from Deut 32:43d in order to provide a contrast between
the sons of God and the one and only Son.”’

Hanhart agrees and demonstrates with Deut 32:8, 43 that the angels of God
are the sons of God.”” He traces the long version of the LXX back to a Hebrew
original in accordance with Bogaert.”” The Old Testament witness did not differ-
entiate between the “sons of Israel,” the “angels” and the “sons of God” in his
opinion, but between the sons of Israel, the angels and the Son, which will be
reflected in Heb 1:6.”* That the author deliberately altered the text without regard
to any other source is not likely. In its original context Deut 32:43 // Ode 2:43
“has reference to the worship or homage due to God. But the writer to the Hebrews
understands the text as a prophetic oracle concerning the Son at his exaltation.””
Quoting from the Song of Moses, the author emphasizes not only the vast superi-
ority of the Son, who, like his father, experiences the proskynesis of the peoples’
angels, but also “den universalen Horizont [ab], in dem sich die Leserinnen und
Leser des Hebr aus den Vélkern vorfinden.”’

3.3. THE FUNCTION OF DEUT 32:43 // ODE 2:43 IN HEB 1:6
It is difficult to determine the moment of eicaydyy Tév TpwtéToxoV €ig THY

oixoupévyy in Heb 1:6a. Wilfried Eisele differentiates between the following pos-
sibilities: the beginning of creation, the incarnation, the exaltation of Christ on the

71. There is room for speculation that the author quotes from memory and mixes up
the expressions. I think that is highly unlikely considering the accuracy of his quotes.

72. Cf. Hanhart, “S6hne,” 171-72.

73. Cf. Hanhart, “S6hne,” 175 n. 7.

74. Cf. Hanhart, “Sohne,” 177: “Der Zeuge des Hebrderbriefs begriindet diese Aus-
sage mit dem Schriftbeweis des nur in LXX und Qumran erhaltenen Verses Dtn 32,43—
es ist seine dlteste Aufnahme als Berufung auf vorgegebenes Zeugnis—in der urspriingli-
chen Form der LXX: mpooxuvyoatwoay adté mdvres dyyerot beol (Hebr 1,6).”

75. William L. Lane, Hebrews 1-8: Commentary on Hebrews, WBC 47A (Dallas:
World, 1991), 26. Kraus, “Septuaginta,” 279; Karrer, Hebrder, 1:134-35; Cockerill, He-
brews, 105-8; Lane, Hebrews, 1:28; Steyn, Quest, 59-72, e.g., argue for Deut 32:43 // Ode
2:43 as possible source. Cf. also Craig R. Koester, Hebrews: A New Translation with In-
troduction and Commentary, AB 36 (New York: Doubleday, 2001), 193.

76. Karrer, Hebrder, 1:135. In addition, see Karrer, “Gottes Reden, der Weltkreis und
Christus, der Hohepriester: Blicke auf die Schriftrezeption des Hebréerbriefs,” in Friihju-
dentum und Neues Testament im Horizont Biblischer Theologie, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and
Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr, WUNT 162 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 151-79; and Karrer,
“The Epistle to the Hebrews and the Septuagint,” in Septuagint Research: Issues and Chal-
lenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish Scriptures, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn
Wooden, SCS 53 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature; 2006), 335-53.
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cross, the resurrection and ascension, or the return in the Parousia.”’ In order to
determine which possibility is the most likely, all the details of Heb 1:6 have to
be semantically, syntactically and contextually analyzed. Especially the interpre-
tation of malw and 7 oixoupévy harbors clues as to a possible date. ITdAw could
either refer to the beginning of the quote 8tav §¢ or the following verb eiodyw.
There is evidence for the first possibility in the same usage in Heb 1:5; 2:13; 4:5;
and 10:30. However, mdAw always occurs together with xal. It is different with
Heb 4:7; 5:12; 6:1, 6; in these passages, maAw is connected to the nearest follow-
ing verb.”® In the New Testament, mdAwv can often be found with verbs describing
movement or referring back to a former condition or recurring action.” If it is
interpreted as an adverbial of time, Parousia is a likely meaning.*® The setting of
the event in this case would be oixoupévy. If mdAw is understood to be an intro-
ductory phrase, however, the meaning indicates exaltation or enthronement.
Hans-Friedrich WeiB justifies his decision for the Son’s exaltation with his
interpretation of mdAwv as an introductory phrasing analogous to Heb 1:5, not re-
ferring to the second coming (= Parousia) in Heb 9:28. Furthermore, the entire
phrase eioayayn Tov mpwtéToxov eig THv oixoupévyy cannot be understood as anal-
ogous to Heb 10:5 (eicepyopevos eig Tov x6éopov), in his opinion. Rather, it is a
characteristic typology for the epistle, based on three terms mpwtéToxos-eiodyetv-
oixoupévn and forming a structural motif with Heb 1:5.' As a matter of fact, en-
tirely different terminology is used in Heb 1:6 and 9:28, achieving a fractional
difference between two different topoi.** TTdAw eicaydyn does not say anything
about the second coming, but about the movement that can be understood “als

77. Cf. Wilfried Eisele, Ein unerschiitterliches Reich.: Die mittelplatonische Umfor-
mung des Parusiegedankens im Hebrderbrief, BZNW 116 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003), 50.
See also the discussion of Lukas Stolz, “Das Einfiihren des Erstgeborenen in die oixouuévy
(Hebr 1,6a),” Bib 95 (2014): 405-23.

78. See Braun, Hebrder, 36.

79. Cf. Horst Balz, “mdAw,” in Exegetisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament, ed.
Horst Balz and Gerhard Schneider, vol. 3, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1992), 20.

80. Riggenbach, Hebrder, 19-20; Braun, Hebrder, 36; Michel, Hebrder, 113, i.e, ar-
gue for Parousia. Karrer presents various options: “Momente des Geschehenen ... und des
Kommenden (2,5 u.6.) bis hin zur Parusie diirfen Raum behalten (vgl. 9,28). Doch weil sie
in der Hohe Gottes grundgelegt sind und das Wort sie vergegenwirtigt, bestimmten nicht
die irdischen Tempora die Blickwinkel, sondern der Aktionsmodus.” Karrer, Hebrder,
1:141. He does state in a previous passage that it is about presenting Christ to the world
(cf. 1:140).

81. Cf. WeiB3, Hebrder, 162—63. Lane focuses only on mpwtétoxos and oixovpévy. Ct.
Lane, Hebrews, 1:26. Contrarily Schunack, Hebrderbrief, 27. Exaltation means to him:
“eine unzutreffend eingeschrinkte Deutung.” On the topic mpwtdToxos cf. Walter Michae-
lis, “mpwroéToxog, mpwtoToxela,” TWNT 6:872-82.

82. See also Graler, Hebrder, 1:78.



ENDING OF THE CANTICUM MOSIS 49

nochmalige Bewegung in dieselbe Richtung ... oder als Bewegung in die ge-
genteilige Richtung beziiglich einer zuvor ausgefiihrten Bewegung.”*

The verb eigdyew occurs in Hebrews in this passage only. The subjunctive
aorist éte and the particle &v, indicating a temporal clause which either describes
a future action or an iterative, a recurring event.** In the LXX, there is a combi-
nation of the phrase eigdyew eis v y#jv and the conjunctions dtav / éav / dg &v
8mws (cf. Exod 13:5, 11;23:20; Deut 6:10; 7:1; 11 :29),85 when the passage is about
leading Israel into the promised land. In any case, the verb does only occur in this
context, especially as the expression eicdyew eig ™ yﬁv.86 As the author subse-
quently quotes from Deut 32:43 // Ode 2:43 and the theme of the promised land
(see the passage about the wilderness wandering in 3:7-4:13 and 11:9) is important
to him, it can be safely assumed that this is the starting point for his deliberations.*’

The term oixovpévy occurs just in Heb 1:6 and 2:5, whereas only in the second
passage is there a specification: % oixoupévn 7 uéddovoa. The future world is not
the same as the created world, a disparity the author stresses through his usage of
the different terms. This is not to say, however, that oixoupévy in both passages
has the same meaning.®® It is a fact that in Hebrews the inhabited, populated earth

83. Eisele, Reich, 51. Graller writes about his return to “ihm angestammten (2,10) oder
zugewiesenen Ort.” Gridller, Hebrder, 1:78.

84. See Eisele, Reich, 52; Heinrich von Siebenthal, Griechische Grammatik zum
Neuen Testament (GieBBen: Brunnen, 2011), § 276a. It is not correct that all interpretations
exclude an iterative process as Eisele claims. Cf. Karrer, Hebrder, 1:140-41.

85. See also Deut 6:23 with va.

86. Cf. Eisele, Reich, 53; Karrer, Hebrder, 1:140.

87. In Hebrews, one can find eioépyopat often (17x to be precise), especially in con-
nection with entering God’s rest and the heavenly sanctuary. In Heb 13:20, dvayw is used
for the resurrection of Christ. Cf. Koester, Hebrews, 192.

88. There is something to be said for that, especially because of mept %jc Aahodpey (2:5).
However, Flender and Coenen interpret the expression in different ways. In Heb 1:6, they
read it as “bewohnte Welt” where Christ is or will be sent as the Firstborn. In Heb 2:5, they
understand it as the coming or future world, no longer under the rule of the angels or Jesus.
See Otto Flender and Lothar Coenen, “oixovpévy,” in Theologisches Begriffslexikon zum
Neuen Testament, ed. Lothar Coenen and Klaus Haacker (Wuppertal: Brockhaus; Neukir-
chen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2000), 2:1899. Concerning the oixovpévy, Balz believes
Heb 1:6 speaks about Parousia and the motif of judgement. In his opinion, Heb 2:5 refers
back to Heb 1:6 and relates to the coming rule of Christ and his final victory over all ene-
mies. Cf. Horst Balz, “oixoupévy,” in Exegetisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament, ed.
Horst Balz and Gerhard Schneider, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1992), 2:1232-33. See
also Stolz, “Einfiihren,” 418-20.
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of the present is described as xéauoggg (= created world).”” It is utterly striking
that, in the New Testament, the term oixouypévy is very rare (15x) whereas by con-
trast xéopos is used very often.”’ Remarkably, the first of these two terms is almost
entirely missing in passages where xdcpos occurs. Horst Balz thinks the reason
for this is that oixouuévy was often used in Roman times in the context of the
adulation of the emperor, thus losing its original theological connotation. By con-
trast, xéopog evolved into a theological term used by Hellenistic Judaism and thus
Early Christianity in late antiquity.’” In the LXX, oixoupévy is the preferred term
in the Psalter (17x) and Isaiah (15x).” Kéopog is much rarer’* and is only used
more often in the later writings of the LXX: Wisdom, 2 Maccabees, and Sirach.
In its basic meaning, oixoupévy describes the entire earth including its inhabitants
and empires, which was created by God and will be judged by Him (cf., amongst
others, Pss 9:9; 92[93]:1; 95[96]:13).” Whenever the author hints at exaltation,
oixoupévy must mean the heavenly world: “The context requires that oixoupuévyn be
understood as the heavenly world of eschatological salvation into which the Son
entered at his ascension.”® For Harold W. Attridge, however, evidence support-
ing this interpretation is lacking and he interprets the term as incarnation.”’ In the
context of Heb 1, where the main focus lies on the supremacy of the Son, his
identity with God and especially his eternal dwelling at the right hand of God, the
act of eloaydyy Tov mpwTéToxoy eig THY oixoupévny clearly hints at exaltation. “Die
Himmelswelt, die Hebr auch sonst gern mit soziomorpher (der Gesellschaftswelt
entlehnter) Begrifflichkeit umschreibt (vgl. bes. 2,5), stellt also jene Oikumene,
den einzig wirklich und dauerhaft bewohnbaren Weltkreis, dar, in die Christus
nach seiner Heilstat als Weltenherrscher zuriickkehrt.””® In order to emphasize the

89. See Heb 4:3; 9:26; 10:5; 11:7, 38.

90. Cf. Heb 9:1: xoouixév. For a definition of the term, see Michael Wolter, “xdayog,”
in Theologisches Begriffslexikon zum Neuen Testament, ed. Lothar Coenen and Klaus
Haacker (Wuppertal: Brockhaus; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2000),
2:1891-98. In Exod 16:35, oixoupuévy means the promised land, which the author thinks is
used in reference to the coming world in Heb 4:1-11. See Koester, Hebrews, 193.

91. For general information cf. Johnston George, “Oixouvuévy and xdopog in the New
Testament,” NTS 10 (1964): 352—-60.

92. Cf. Balz, “oixoupévy,” 1230. See also Karrer, Hebrder, 1:140.

93. According to BibleWorks, the term occurs 44x without Apocrypha, 48x with
Apocrypha (50x including Bar 1:61 und Dan™ 3:45). In the Psalms, xdapog does not occur.

94. According to BibleWorks: 28x, with Apokrypha: 71x.

95. Cf. Balz, “oixovpévn,” 1230; Flender and Coenen, “oixouuévy,” 1898.

96. Lane, Hebrews, 1:27. So also Koester, Hebrews, 193; Grialler, Hebrder, 1:78

97. Harold W. Attridge, The Epistle to the Hebrews: A Commentary on the Epistle to
the Hebrews, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1989), 56.

98. Knut Backhaus, Der Hebrderbrief, RNT (Regensburg: Pustet, 2009), 97. Koester,
Hebrews, 192; Lane, Hebrews, 26-27; Gareth Lee Cockerill, The Epistle to the Hebrews,
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dignity of the Son, the angels fall to their knees to worship him. The proskynesis,
formerly God’s sole prerogative, is now transferred to the Son (cf. Deut 32:43 //
Ode 2:43).”° Accordingly, oixoupévy describes the promised land, which the Son
has already entered and where his brothers and sisters will follow him (Heb 2:11).
Thus, the future world in Heb 2:5 must be interpreted in the same way: “Weltkreis
(oixoupévn) meint in diesem Fall wohl nicht die irdische Welt, den Kosmos,
sondern die himmlische Welt, die oixovuévyy wéovoa, wie in Hebr 2,5.”'%

4. SUMMARY

Until recently, the LXX and Hebrews were neglected and were dealt with only at
the margins of theological discourse. Fortunately, this has changed. The quotation
from the Song of Moses is taken out of context and interpreted by the author as
christological, stressing the superior dignity of the Son as compared to the angels.
According to Deut 32:43 // Ode 2:43, the proskynesis is reserved for God alone,
and in Heb 1:6 it is transferred to the Son. At the same time, a universal horizon
is opened. The angels who are superior to the people in the Song of Moses and
now fall down before the Son, “bekunden indirekt die Unterwerfung der Volker
unter den Sohn.”'"!

What has not changed so far is that such important works as Novum Testa-
mentum Graece (now in its 28th edition), in their margin of Heb 1:6, still refer to
Deut 32:43 and Ps 96(97):7 without mentioning Ode 2:43, which is also a part of
the LXX. There also is no correction of the view of what is now largely obsolete
in Hebrews research, that Heb 1:6 was affected by Ps 96(97):7. It is about time to
encourage scholars to further their studies in this direction.

NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 104 also argue for exaltation. Karrer indicates,
that the language used here is politically influenced. Cf. Karrer, Hebrder, 1:140. See
Schunack, Hebrderbrief, 27.

99. Cf. Karrer, Hebrder, 1:134-35.

100. Kraus, “Septuaginta,” 279-80.

101. Karrer, Hebrder, 1:135.






Three Elders: Onias III, Eleazar and Razis as the
Embodiment of Judaism in 2 Maccabees

Eugene Coetzer

Abstract: The study of 2 Maccabees has seen exhaustive research on the roles of
specific characters. No doubt these characters are utilized as vehicles for advanc-
ing a specific ideology and narrative plan. Yet, an aspect which has been
overlooked is the unified significance of three principal male characters. Each of
these three, the high priest Onias III, the greatly aged scribe Eleazar, and the war
veteran Razis, features at a critical point in the text of 2 Maccabees. Each reacts
to a specific threat. The respective reactions are, however, dissimilar. The mood
seems to develop from a calm, passive, and inclusive attitude into an active re-
sistant stance and exclusive opposition. Such a differentiation is problematic when
aiming to determine a desired epistemic practice: which of the three responses
should the reader adopt? This paper argues that, behind this apparent develop-
ment, there lies a consistent communicative strategy, namely, a unified portrayal
of the nature of Judaism. In this manner, each of the three elders becomes an em-
bodiment of Judaism.

1. INTRODUCTION

Ancient literature has certainly allowed a place for the wise father figure amongst
the heroes of the narrative world. A variety of texts demonstrate the power of
employing such a character as ambassador, role model, teacher, philosopher, and
in some cases, even as sage. In this context, one sees the Pentateuch proclaim
Abraham as the father of nations, whereas the writings of Plato and Xenophon
herald Socrates as the father of ethics and epistemology.

The actions of these figures are not only noted because of their remarkable
nature, but also because of their rhetorical value. The image of the wise and mag-
nanimous elder can easily be viewed as a character who demands respect,
sympathy, and loyalty, thus embodying a desired epistemic practice.
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In 2 Maccabees, we find three such characters: the calm and patient high
priest, Onias; the unquestionably loyal scribe, Eleazar; and the vigorous elder,
Razis. Amongst the scholarly contributions to the study of 2 Maccabees, some
aspect of each of these figures has already been well highlighted. Take, for exam-
ple, Jan Willem Van Henten, who focuses on the second and third elders, Eleazar
and Razis in his seminal book The Maccabean Martyrs as Saviours of the Jewish
People. Here, Van Henten explores the centrality of each martyr’s role to the plan
of the narrative." Also consider Erich S. Gruen, who, in his well-known article
“The Origins and Objectives of Onias’ Temple,” specifically highlights Onias’s
role as high priest and his influence on temple practice.” Again, Christine Schams
shows the likelihood of Eleazar being a Near Eastern Jewish type of scribe/sage
as described in Ben Sira.?

All of these excellent studies, however, solely focus on the textually implied
role of each character: the implications of Onias’s office as high priest, the scribal
attributes of Eleazar, or the martyrdom of Razis. An aspect which has been over-
looked is the combined rhetorical significance of the accounts of all three male
characters apropos their key placement within the text of 2 Maccabees. Similar to
the three temple scenes in 2 Maccabees, already successfully shown by Pierre J.
Jordaan to serve a unified strategic purpose,” the author has allotted the beginning,
middle, and end of the narrative for each of these three specific characters, respec-
tively.

Each character is placed in a scenario where the author describes a specific
threat and a respective, albeit, appropriate Jewish response. At first glance, the
significance of these three characters might seem to lie in their similarities. For
example, each of these figures is:

- apublic figure

- central to the narrative

- atrue patriot

- described as noble from birth

- arespected citizen

- completely selfless

- described as flawless/righteous

1. Jan Willem van Henten, The Maccabean Martyrs as Saviours of the Jewish People
(Leiden: Brill, 1997).

2. Erich S. Gruen, “The Origins and Objectives of Onias’ Temple,” SCI 16 (1997):
48-57.

3. Christine Schams, Jewish Scribes in the Second-Temple Period (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1998), 314.

4. Pierre J. Jordaan “The Temple in 2 Maccabees: Dynamics and Episodes,” JSem 24
(2015): 352-65.



THREE ELDERS 55

However, the premise will be explored that an investigation into the differences
between these characters will yield more important results for the study of 2 Mac-
cabees. Each character is described within a uniquely designed context. The threat
and response applicable to each of these men is different. There exists a develop-
ment on various levels between each scenario. With each of the three cases, there
seems to exist a progression in:

- active participation

- personal communication

- reference to life after death
- exclusionist attitude

- relationship to God

Consequently, this study will investigate each scenario on a syntactical, semantic
and pragmatic level in order to:

- stabilize the text

- investigate both inter- and intratextual relationships

- highlight stylistic traits

- determine development in the specific scenes concerning Onias, Eleazar,
and Razis

Lastly, this development will be conceptualized in terms of congruency in order
to maintain a consistent proposition and narrative plan.

2. KEY SECTIONS
2.1. ONIAS

The first of the three elders to be mentioned in 2 Maccabees is the high priest
Onias. As an aside, four high priests share this name. Two of these lived in the
fourth and third centuries BCE and are therefore eliminated. Josephus reports that
an Onias, son of Onias, immigrated down to Egypt and established a temple there
about a generation after the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (i.e., when the Onias
mentioned in 2 Maccabees was murdered in Antioch). This implies that the Onias
of 2 Maccabees is most likely Onias II1.°

The priestly figure features at the start of the narrative in 2 Macc 3. In 3:1-3,
the reader gets a glimpse of a scenario where all is well with Jerusalem. The holy
city dwells amid complete peace (3:1), the nations honor both the city and the temple
(3:2), and the financial system of the temple is healthy (3:3). This ideal situation is

5. Cf. Daniel R. Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, CEJL (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2008), 187; and
James C. VanderKam, From Joshua to Caiaphas: High Priests after the Exile
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004), 188-97, 204-8.
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ascribed to the fact that the Mosaic law is being maintained and because of the
piety of the high priest Onias and his hatred of evil. In 2 Macc 3:2 we read:

cuvePatvey xal adTos Tobg Bactheis Tidy TOV TémOV xal TO iepdv dmoaTodals Tals
xpatiotalg dofdlew

The term ouvéPaww is used here impersonally and, as confirmed by Takamitsu
Muraoka, could have the meaning “to come to pass/to result or follow.”® The verb
is employed to make a transition from the broader context to the specific scenario.
Here, however, the description in 3:2 is still part of the general context. It seems
that the author suggests a link between the proper following of the law and the
honoring of the temple, the latter being a consequence of the obedience to/en-
forcement of the law. The use of Témos (“place”) in 3:3 in order to refer to the
temple is scarce in the LXX. This specific use of the term is also found in 3 Macc
1:9, but is not present prior to 2 Maccabees. In biblical and cognate literature, the
term is, however, frequently employed when referring to temples.” The reason
that is provided by the text for the current situation of peace in Jerusalem is a key
in understanding the aim of the rest of the book. Although expressed as an ideal,
in the greater part of the narrative, there is, in fact, no peace and no functioning
temple. Since the piety of the city is the basis for the current peaceful circum-
stances, the intended reader would surely know what elements are missing when
the peace subsides. Through this description of the status quo ante, the promi-
nence of the first elderly male character is established.

This peace is briefly interrupted by the threat posed by the Seleucid govern-
ment’s sanctioned audit of the temple funds. The scene unfolds in 2 Macc 3:14—
23 and is most carefully phrased in order to incite the desired emotional response
from the intended reader. The clear intention here is to encourage the reader to
feel compassion towards the high priest and the whole of the city. In 2 Macc 3:14
we read:

Tagduevos 0t Huépav eloret T mepl ToUTwY Emioxediv olxovoprowy fv O¢ 0d wixpe
xal® SAy TV TOAY dywvia

Here, the ingressive function of the imperfect verb eioeut (“I go into”) heightens
the feeling of anticipation. In addition, a valid translation for the term émioxeyig
is “audit.”® This corresponds with the meaning of “numbering” when émioxedig is

6. GELS, s.v. “ouvéBavw.”

7. David Vanderhooft, “Dwelling beneath the Sacred Place: A Proposal for Reading
2 Samuel 7:10,” JBL 118 (1999): 628-30.

8. C. Bradford Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period: A Study in
Greek Epigraphy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1934), 321; Arno Mauersberger,
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employed elsewhere in the LXX (i.e., Num 1:21; 1 Chr 21:5; 23:34) as this is a
specific investigation of the funds in the temple. In 3:14, the author uses litotes
(the double negative) to underscore the emotional intensity of the scene. This de-
vice is also linked with the crisis scenario mentioned in 2 Macc 15:19:

v Ot xal Tols &v T§j méhel xaTedyuuévols 0 mhpepyos dywvia Tapacoopévols T
év vmaibpw mpoaBoriic

As Robert Doran has pointed out, litotes is employed nine times in 2 Maccabees
as compared to its total absence in 1 Maccabees.”

In 2 Macc 3:14b-20 the scene is initiated by the anguish of the whole city
and then subdivided into categories of various types of people in anguish: the high
priest and other priests (3:15-17), men (3:18), married women (3:19a), and un-
married women (3:19b-20). In this section (3:14-23), a balance is maintained
through a linkage between 3:15 and 3:22:

2 Macc 3:15 of 8¢ iepeis mpd Tob Buataatnpiov év Tais iepatinais aTolals pipavreg
éautols émexalolivto elg olpavdy ToV mept mapaxatabixng vopobetnoavta Tois
napaxatadepévors Talta cda Stadvrdéar mposdoxiay

2 Macc 3:22 of uév otv émexadolivro Tov mayxpati xUplov T& memoTELREVE TOTS
TEMOTEUXGTW Tl Sladuddooely peTd Tdoys dodalelag

Notice that verse 22 employs a similar phraseology (memioTevpéva Tois
memioTeuxdaty) as is found in verse 15 (mapaxataliuys ... Tois mapaxatabepvors).
In addition, both verses have the same form of the verb émixaAéw (“I call on/appeal
to”) and both have some form of the verb diadvrdoow (“I preserve/maintain™).

The role of the women gathering at the doorways and peeking through the
windows (3:19) leads Doran to assume that the view of the author is that the un-
married women should not be present in public.'’ However, such a strategy on the
part of the author will be difficult to pinpoint. In this case, it is not evident whether
the author is in agreement with the circumstances of the scene as depicted. The
text could merely be keeping to the contemporary setting.

Second Maccabees 3:23-24 read:

6 0¢ ‘HMédwpog To dieyvwopévov émetédet. adTébl 8¢ adtod obv Tois dopuddpols
xatd T0 yalobvddxiov 70y mapbvtog 6 TAY mveupdtwy xal maons 2fouaiag

Polibios-Lexikon (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1956), 2.952; and Elias J. Bickerman, Studies
in Jewish and Christian History, vol. 2 (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 171.

9. Robert Doran, Temple Propaganda: The Purpose and Character of 2 Maccabees
(Washington: Catholic Biblical Association, 1981), 42.

10. Robert Doran, 2 Maccabees: A Critical Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2012), 85.
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duvdatns émddvelay peyddny émoinoev doTe TdvTag TOUG XaTATOAATAVTAS
ouvelBely xatamiayévtag TV Tol Beol dbvaww eig Exduoy xal detdiav Tpamival

In verse 23, the function of the imperfect form of the verb émiteAéw (“I accom-
plish”) is classified by Doran as conative (“attempting to accomplish”),
emphasizing the attempted action.'' This may be a correct interpretation, but an
ingressive function (“beginning to accomplish™) seems to be more fitting. The
verse that follows (3:24) confirms that the action of Heliodorus may be classified
as the attempt to accomplish what had been determined. At this juncture, Helio-
dorus was already near the treasury. The fact that he was on his way to enter the
treasury signifies the first step in achieving what has been planned.

The use of a threat and its appropriated response is of particular significance
to this investigation. Any situation of conflict presents an opportunity where the
text could describe the correct manner of reacting in such a scenario. This suggests
a desired outcome to the reader, who is encouraged to embrace a supportive atti-
tude towards the noble character. Here, in 2 Macc 3, the temple’s sanctity is
vulnerable and Onias reacts in specific ways. In this regard, the reader is informed
that Onias:

- hates evil (3:1)

- is not overcome (3:5)

- welcomes graciously (3:9)

- gives a plain account of the temple funds (3:10)
- displays signs of grief and horror (3:17)

- makes a sacrifice (3:31734)12

These reactions clearly indicate the nonconfrontational nature of Onias’s actions.
He does not engage with the elements of the threat in any direct way; his actions
are reactive rather than proactive. The text demonstrates the importance of depict-
ing Onias as a calm, stable and peaceful character. Furthermore, not much space
is allocated to Onias’s personal communication. In fact, only indirect references
are made to the high priest’s speeches; he quarrels with Simon (3:4); welcomes
the Seleucid delegates (3:9); and explains the situation of the temple funds (3:10—
12). This is odd in a narrative where the rhetorical value of speeches is normally
acknowledged and employed. Significantly, even the task of warning Heliodorus
in 3:33-34 is given solely to the heavenly figures (as representatives of the divine)
and not to the high priest Onias. Lastly, the attitude of Onias towards the imminent
enemy is ironically accommodating and inclusive. Even though the text presents

11. Doran, 2 Maccabees, 86.

12. This evidences a Jewish Hellenistic point of view, namely, that prayer is the main
category, and one of the ways to pray is to bring a sacrifice. Cf. Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 203.
This view is also reflected in 2 Macc 12:44; Wis 18:21-22; and Philo, Life of Moses, 2.5.
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this account as a type of diplomatic dialectic, at no time does the high priest show
contempt towards Heliodorus and his men. His dealing with the Seleucids speaks
of cooperation and peace. This, taken together with both the author’s Hellenistic
writing style and the temple’s setting described within an international arena in
3:2, seems to support the interpretation that, at this stage, the text proposes the
possibility of a peaceful coexistence between Jew and gentile.

2.2. ELEAZAR

The next elder mentioned in 2 Maccabees is the scribe Eleazar. As was the case
with Onias in 2 Maccabees 3, the text of 2 Macc 6 prioritizes a thorough descrip-
tion of the scribe’s character.

Firstly, in 6:18, Eleazar is referred to as man of “beautiful and honorable ap-
pearance” (v mpéooPwtol mpoowmov xailotog). Here, the term xaAAiotos
(“most beautiful”) has the connotation of both beautiful and honorable. This type
of description of a godly man is also employed by Josephus (4.J. 2.224, 231—
232). Ludwig Bieler has shown such a reference to beauty to be an important facet
in demonstrating the closeness of certain individuals to God."* A sense of honor
is also depicted by the author in the way that he describes the choice that is set
before Eleazar. The old man has to choose between a long life marred by “pollu-
tion” or death with “honor” (6:19). Such a choice is paralleled in the story of
Achilles (Homer, 7I. 9.410-416) and depictions of heroes by Aeschylus (Cho.
349) and Sophocles (4j. 465). This quest for honor idealizes the typical hero who
is, in this case, Eleazar.

Secondly, in 6:18 and 23, Eleazar is described as a man already advanced in
years (&vip 70y mpoBePnris v nAixiav). He is also described as being both a
Jewish scribe/official (ypappatéug), as well as a man of honorable conduct from
the time of his childhood. Schams has successfully demonstrated that there are a
range of meanings (referring to Jewish officials) that may be ascribed to the term
ypapuatéug.' She further concludes that, despite these possibilities, it is highly
likely that Eleazar was a scribe.'> However, since there is no reference to Eleazar’s
ability to write, it seems safer to adopt the broader meaning of “official.”

Thirdly, in 6:21-22, Eleazar is given a chance by his friends to escape death.
This account heightens the emotive appeal of the elderly character and has a dual
emotional effect. The reader may well see a chance for the beautiful and honorable
old man to free himself. In addition, the fact that the author has Eleazar’s friends,
and not his enemy, encourage him to seek life and safety, makes the tempting

13. Ludwig Bieler, Theos aner: Das Bild des “gottlichen Menshen” in Spdtantike und
Friihchristentum (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1976), 51-54.

14. Schams, Jewish Scribes, 314.

15. Schams, Jewish Scribes, 314.
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offer so much harder to turn down. Tessa Rajak rightly notes that this account is
reminiscent of that associated with the death of Socrates.'®

In sharp contradistinction to the account given of Onias, the text now provides
munificent space for the direct communication of Eleazar. The scribe’s speeches
are prominent. In 6:24-28a, the wise old man provides a detailed, righteous mo-
tivation for his brave actions. In the statement, some elements of a worldview
become apparent. Firstly, the term mavtoxpdtwp (“all-powerful”) is employed to-
gether with the notion of punishment and reward after death.'” In this manner, the
speech portrays a reality where the all-powerful God of the Jews will deal with
individuals after their deaths in a manner that is befitting their actions on earth.
These ideas and terminology are not isolated. The term mavtoxpdtwp also occurs
in 2 Macc 5:20 and in the succeeding martyrology in 2 Macc 7:35-38, which deals
with the mother and her seven sons. Furthermore, the same ideas regarding pun-
ishment and reward are also evident in the succeeding martyrology.

Another development is the difference in attitude between Onias and Eleazar.
The latter takes up a slightly more hostile position towards the antagonists. He
declares that they should conduct him into Hades (6:23), refutes the enemy’s no-
tions (6:24-28) and still manages to deliver didactic teachings whilst under
extreme torture (6:30). Regarding the circumstances under which Eleazar had to
eat pig’s meat (6:18), there exist different manuscript traditions and emendations
(La"*¥" Armenian, V La® Syriac Achminic, L’ 46-52 58 311, Peter Katz’s
emendation'®). These variants can be divided into two versions of the story, one
where Eleazar is forced to open his mouth and one where he is forced to eat, but
nothing is said about the actual opening of his mouth. Thus, what is important
here, is that the eating of pig’s meat was to be met with considerable resistance.

Significantly, even the description of Eleazar’s death is orchestrated around
his active participation. In 6:27, the reader is informed that the scribe “will there-
fore courageously exchange this life” (diémep avpelws ptv viv Sedddéag Tov
Biov)." In 6:31, Eleazar “exchanged this life for another” (uethAAafev) and also

16. Tessa Rajak, “Dying for the Law: The Martyr’s Portrait in Jewish-Greek Literature,”
in Portraits: Biographical Representation in the Greek and Latin Literature of the Roman
Empire, ed. Mark J. Edwards and Simon Swain (Oxford: Clarendon, 1997), 41-42.

17. This notion of punishment or reward after death is clear through Eleazar’s
insistence that he cannot escape from the Almighty either dead or alive. Cf. Doran, 2 Mac-
cabees, 153.

18. Peter Katz, “Eleazar’s Martyrdom in 2 Maccabees: The Latin Evidence for a Point
of the Story,” Studia Patristica 4 (1961): 118-24.

19. The description in 6:27 and 28 are isolated references to death. The phrase
Stadrdas Tov PBlov (“leave this life”) and the term dmevbavatilw (“I die well”) are not
otherwise attested. Cf. Carl Ludwig Wilibald Grimm, Das erste Buch der Maccabder
(Leipzig: Hirzel, 1853).
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“left behind his own death” (tov éavutol Hdvatov ... xatalimwy). In the latter pe-
ricope, Eleazar is the subject of each verb.

2.3.RAzZIS

In 2 Macc 14:37-46, the reader is introduced to a third elder and a new example
of what constitutes a righteous ambassador for Judaism. As was implied in the
accounts of Eleazar and the mother with her seven sons (2 Macc 6:9b—7:42), the
reader is again reminded that there is no price too high for the sake of Judaism
and the maintenance of the Jewish way of life. In 14:37-46, Razis is said to have
risked “both body and soul for the sake of Judaism” (xai o@ua xai Yuyny dmep
to0 Ioudaiopol). The author ensures that the character of Razis is presented as an
ideal. Razis is described as one who has goodwill (edvotav) towards his people, is
a “father of the Jews” (matyp T&v Ioudaiwv) and who is a “lover of his fellow
citizens” (¢prromolityg). The latter quality was well-known as a noble characteris-
tic of leaders (Plutarch, Flam. 13.8; Lyc. 20.4). Through this term (¢thomoAiTng),
the hero, Razis, is unified with the other heroes of 2 Maccabees. In 4:5, Onias was
also concerned with the best interests of the entire nation, as was Judas towards
his men in 2 Macc 12:25. Second Maccabees 14:37-46 contrasts Razis with the
two self-serving villains, Menelaus (4:50) and Alcimus (14:8), who, despite their
words, did not consider their people at all. Van Henten has shown the Roman
influence of the phrase “father of the Jews” (mat)p Tév Ioudaiwv) through titles
such as parens, pater patriae, parens plebis Romanae, parens omnium civium,
and parens reipublicae.’® David Noy also notes that later inscriptions employ the
phrase mat)p xat matpwy Ts méAews (“father and patron of the city”) or matpwv
Tiig méAews (“patron of the city”).”!
In 2 Macc 14:38, we read:

v yap &v Tols Eumpoobev xpbvors Tis dpeibias xplow eloevveypévos Toudaiouol
xal cépa xal Yuyy OmEp Tob lovdaiopol mapaBeBinuévos uets maoys éxteviag

Here, certain scholars, such as Félix-Marie Abel, Jonathan A Goldstein, and
Christian Habicht interpret the participle eioevyveyuévos as passive.”? Carl Ludwig
Wilibald Grimm, however, convincingly argues for the middle use of the verb
through referencing the employment of the verb elodépecfar by Polybius.** Here,

20. Van Henten, Maccabean Martyrs, 206—7.

21. David Noy, Jewish Inscriptions of Western Europe, 2 vols. (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1993), 114.

22. Félix-Marie Abel, Les Livres des Maccabées (Paris: Gabalda, 1949); Jonathan A.
Goldstein, /I Maccabees (Garden City: Doubleday, 1983); Christian Habicht, 2.
Makkabderbuch (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1976).

23. Grimm, Maccabder; Cf. Polybius, Hist. 5.74.9; 11.10.2, 5; and 21.29.12.
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the middle tense has the meaning of “to bring forward publicly.” Accordingly,
Doran rightly translates the verb as “pronounce.”*

In 14:39, Nikanor sends “over five hundred soldiers” (etpatiwtag Omép Tobg
mevTaxoaious) to seize Razis and thus aims to bring “misfortune” (cuudopa) to the
Jews (14:40). The number of soldiers sent, although seemingly exaggerated,
makes sense, since this may well have been necessary either to make a public
display and/or as precautionary method for a public rebellion.

The mention of Nikanor’s forces setting fire to the doors in 14:41 serves a
dual purpose. Firstly, since fire was not necessary (as the forces were already able
to break through the outer door), it serves as support for the depiction of Nikanor’s
men as a (nameless) mob (tév ... mAnB&v). Secondly, the vivid picture of fire
heightens the intensity of the situation and the suspense of the reader.

In 14:42, the term Omoyeiptog (“under the control”) reminds the reader of Ju-
das’s encouragement in 13:11 to pray to the Lord that he would not put the people
“under the control” of the abusive gentiles.” Through that instance, the reader
knows the value of Jewish independence. The author exploits the emotional value
of Razis’s death through prolongation of the death scene. Doran notes that the
author employs various techniques to place the events of 14:45-46 in one sen-
tence: two participles Omapywv xal memupwuévos (“breathing and enflamed”) are
followed by an asyndetic participle ééavaatds (“he stood up”), two genitive abso-
lute participles depomévewy ... 8vtwv (“going forth ... being”) and another
asyndetic participle dieAfev (“went through™).*® Before resolving into the main
verb évoeiw (“I drive into™), there is yet another participle, two asyndetic partici-
ples and another participle phrase. In this manner, the actions are tightly bound
together in order to maintain an intensity and to portray the most vivid picture of
Razis’s death. This effort to highlight the death and fully utilize emotion demon-
strates the importance of Razis’s perseverance.

Once again, as in the case of Onias and Eleazar, one finds a threat and re-
sponse. Here, the reader is informed that Razis:

- enjoins on himself the sword (14:41)

- runs onto the wall (14:43)

- throws himself headlong into the crowd (14:43)

- becomes emotionally fever pitched (14:45)

- runs through the crowd (14:45)

- exposes his entrails (14:46)

- takes his entrails and hurls them at the crowd (14:46)
- calls on the Master of life (14:46)

24. Doran, 2 Maccabees, 282.
25. Doran, 2 Maccabees, 283.
26. Doran, 2 Maccabees, 282.
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This list of actions can clearly be distinguished from those attributed to Onias and
even the slightly more demonstrative Eleazar. The text portrays Razis as being
overtly proactively responsive, exclusive and antithetical. This happens both on a
syntactical and semantic level. Like the other two elders, Razis is a firm and steady
character. However, unlike the other two elders, Razis’s actions actually impede
that of the enemy. His actions aggressively clash with those of the enemy and no
opportunity is created for a settlement.

3. DEVELOPMENT AND CONTEXT

Through the abovementioned investigation, it has become apparent that there ex-
ists a significant development in the attitude and actions of each of the three wise
figures as depicted in 2 Maccabees. This progression can be seen in terms of each
character’s active participation, personal communication and inclusivity/opposi-
tion. Furthermore, the threat becomes increasingly personal. Onias faces only the
possibility of a desecrated temple, Eleazar is forced to eat swine flesh and Razis
is personally hunted down to be captured.

Each character is employed to present a tailored response to a specific threat.
This is important since the responses of these protagonists guide the reader to
adopt the same attitude towards similar threats. These responses are, however,
very different. So what is the text trying to teach the implicit reader? Are there
conflicting messages? What is the desired epistemic practice? Should the reader
adopt an attitude of

A — diplomacy, calm exchange of information and inward anguish like Onias?

B — brave acceptance of death through torture and vocal expression of principles
like Eleazar?

C — direct, active and aggressive confrontation, hostile opposition and refusal of
submission like Razis?

Through this deviated line of response, the text seems to communicate a confusing
desired epistemic practice. This is, however, only true when overlooking the de-
velopment in the threat imposed in each case as well. The threat and response
presented in each scenario make a series of finely balanced pairs. Each pair de-
velops from a nonhostile diplomatic setting into an eventual antagonist and hostile
context. With Onias, the Seleucid delegates arrive with a somewhat diplomatic
approach. The goal is to inspect and report. With Eleazar, although more hostile,
the possibility of freedom is offered if “mere” principles are discarded. Mention
is made of a friendship between the Seleucids and the old man and a plan is de-
vised (albeit not acceptable to Eleazar) for a peaceful resolution. With Razis, no
option for a peaceful resolution is countenanced. More than five hundred men are
sent to violently seize the old man. They burn the gates and the ill intent of Ni-
kanor is made immediately clear.
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This demonstrates an equal progression in both response and threat. With
such an equal development it becomes apparent that the three elder characters do
not represent a deviation of the text’s proposition, but a consistent one. Onias,
Eleazar, and Razis signify one and the same desired epistemic practice. The prac-
tice moves and changes to accompany that which imposes a threat to its existence.
Thus, the proposition is not one of decreasing tolerance and inclusion of outsiders
and increasing violence and opposition. It is, rather, a scenario where the three
accounts each present Judaism as being consistently noble, righteous, firm, and
resolute, where its levels of resistance are always commensurate with the degree
of any opposing force. Through the accounts of these three elders, the text estab-
lishes Judaism as fully resilient. The stronger the threat, the more severe the
response.

No wonder then, that at the height of the proposition’s demonstration, in the
description of Razis’s reaction, a densely referenced presence for Judaism is evi-
dent. The collective factor is brought forward in this active and averse scene in
2 Macc 14:

- amd Iepocordpwy (“from Jerusalem,” 14:37)

- avip dthomolitys (“a man who loved his fellow citizens,” 14:37)

- mamp tév loudalwy (“father of the Jews,” 14:37)

- Toudaiopod (“Judaism,” 14:38)

- xal oBpa xal Yuxn Omep Tob Iovdaiouod mapaBePfAnuévos (“had risked both
body and soul for the sake of Judaism,” 14:38)

- 7oUg Toudaioug (“the Jews,” 14:39)

- T idlag edyevelag (“of his own nobility,” 14:42)

The high priest, the scribe, and the father of the Jews become the embodiment of
Judaism. The three elder figures become one static principled figure, with each of
the three scenes demarcating the limits of the tolerance of this way of life. The
scene subsequent to that of Razis settles the resilience of Judaism in the minds of
the implicit reader. When the threat becomes too severe, the ambassadors of Ju-
daism will always be divinely empowered to completely destroy the threat and
restore the balance. Through these three embodiments of the cause, the text enforces
confidence in the implicit reader and establishes the immovable nature of Judaism.

4. CONCLUSION

This analysis reasserts the need for investigations into larger patterns within the
text of 2 Maccabees. This would not only improve our understanding of the nar-
rative’s aim and larger communicative strategies, but also reestablish the vital role
of apocryphal literature in conceptualizing suffering and change in Jewish expe-
rience. Through combining a structural and pragmatic analysis, 2 Maccabees is
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reestablished as a text which demonstrates the creative process of providing solu-
tions to the questions arising from the oppression and abuse of the Jews. Through
the accounts of Onias, Eleazar, and Razis the text celebrates the unwavering
strength of Judaism and the victory of the Jews.






Demetrius and the Early Reception of the Septuagint
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Abstract: The Jews in Ptolemaic Egypt lived in a rich cultural and religious en-
vironment. Epigraphic material shows signs of influence from Greek and
Egyptian culture and of mixed marriages. It was into this reality that the Torah
was translated. In this paper, I look at how Demetrius, a member of this society,
points to the Torah as a reference for Jewish identity. My contention is that De-
metrius’s texts indicate that it was not enough to translate the Torah into Greek in
order to secure its place in the Jewish societies in Egypt. The Torah had to be
commended.

The Jews of Ptolemaic Egypt lived in a rich cultural and religious landscape. The
ancient Egyptian myths were viable and the presence of the Greek-Macedonian
pantheon was strong due to the new rulers.' The Ptolemies used the rich religious
traditions as a governmental instrument, creating the hybrid cult of Sarapis.” Jew-
ish orientations in this landscape were probably varied and manifold.?

In Egypt, Jews had different occupations. The state control of land ownership
and commercial activity limited the possibilities substantially.* Many Jews were
soldiers or farmers. The mercenary Jews folded into military settlements named
by the ethnicity of the group forming the larger part at the establishment of the
settlement. The mercenary Jews of Alexandria, for instance, settled into the “Mac-
edonian” military settlement and could therefore refer to themselves as
“Macedonians” (Josephus, B.J. 2.487; A.J. 12.8; C. Ap. 2.35). The mercenaries
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were landholders, receiving their piece of land as lease from the king in order to
have a sustainable income. Therefore, there were close connections between farm-
ers and mercenaries. Many of the soldiers did not work their land themselves, but
hired men to do the job.°

Jews on a lower level in the Ptolemaic society could be “king’s peasants,”
field hands, vinedressers, shepherds, et cetera.’ Interestingly, it appears from the
papyri fragments that several Jewish shepherds were called by Egyptian names."
Jews were probably artisans, although the evidence from the papyri is scant.

Epigraphic material shows that Jews were spread throughout the whole coun-
try.'® From the second century, we have evidence of the organization of Jewish
communities. Especially the papyri from Heracleopolis (143—131 BCE), which
attest to a Jewish politeuma,'" are important. These make the existence of a Jewish
politeuma in Alexandria mentioned in the Letter of Aristeas more likely.'* Some-
time in the late 160’s, a member of the high priestly family, the Oniads, formed a
military colony with a temple in Leontopolis in the nome of Heliopolis. This com-
munity was probably also a politeuma."® These are only the politeumata we have
evidence of; there might have been more.'*

The papyri from Heracleopolis show evidence of a Jewish law court. The
phrase they use, “paternal law” (matplog véuos), is ambiguous, but seems to be
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used in the sense “customs” rather than to the Mosaic law."® The papyri from Her-
acleopolis and other locations indicate that in legal matters Jews concurred with
the common laws of the Greeks in Egypt, even in disputes among themselves.'
Furthermore, the epigraphic material shows signs of interaction with both Greek
and Egyptian culture.'” Mixed marriages are likely evident in the papyri fragments
of the remaining documents.'® Moreover, Jews lent money to other Jews, charging
an interest.'’

The literary works that remain from Jews of this era presumably stem from
the higher classes of the Jewish societies.”’ The learning required for these literary
achievements is impressive. The writers not only knew their ancestral traditions,
but were also well acquainted with Greek literature. In his seminal work on Jewish
papyri fragments from antiquity, Victor A. Tcherikover suggested that privileged
Jews in Alexandria and the other larger Greek cities probably sought education at
the gymnasium. This education was required of those who aspired to be granted
citizenship. Education was also necessary for those aspiring to be employed in the
Ptolemaic administrative hierarchy.”’

Many scholars have described this mode of attraction to, and delineation
from, the dominant culture.”” Tessa Rajak has surveyed the manner in which these
literary works interacts with the Torah.”> However, also among the privileged, one
may question what part the Torah played as an identity marker.** The Ptolemies
preferred to use non-natives in, at least part of, the administrative positions. This
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opened the possibility for Jews to make a career. A possibility that might have
tempted some to leave their ancestral traditions.”

In this article, I will look at what remains of one writer from the third century
BCE, Demetrius. He probably lived in the second part of the century and is the
earliest author known to us using the LXX in his writings. I will look at how
Demetrius argues for the Torah’s position as central for Jewish identity. My con-
tention is: the texts of Demetrius indicate that it was not enough to translate the
Torah into Greek in order to secure it a prominent place among Jews. The place
of the Torah had to be argued for.

There are several characterizations of Demetrius’s texts. Some call them
apologetic,” others call them exegetic,”’ yet others call them historic.”® All
designations are in their ways suiting. The first characteristic is debated, be-
cause apologetic is often understood as directed against outsiders. This is not
the case with Demetrius’s texts.” I will investigate which parts of the text can
be said to be apologetic. I will argue why it is likely that Demetrius wrote for
Jews, and I will discuss what Demetrius might have attempted to achieve with
his writings.

DEMETRIUS

Demetrius most probably resided in Alexandria.’® Scholars have given him the
name “the Chronographer” because of his special approach to writing history. I
will return to this issue later in the article. No contemporary sources mention De-
metrius and his work is preserved only in quotations found in other sources.’' The
Greek-Roman®” historian Alexander Polyhistor cites Demetrius in his work ITept
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Toudaiwy from the first century BCE.* This work is also lost, except for quotations
in yet later sources. Eusebius (260/265-339/340 CE) had access to Alexander Pol-
yhistor and thereby to Demetrius. Clement of Alexandria also cites Demetrius’s
work, but it is difficult to say where he got the citation from.>*

We have the following texts preserved from Demetrius:*

Eusebius

Pr. Ev.9.19.4 Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac

Pr. Ev. 9.21.1-19 Events from Jacob’s escape to Charan, to Am-
ram, Moses’s father dies.

Pr. Ev. 9.29.1-3 Moses in Midian

Pr. Ev. 9.29.15a The Israelites arrive at Elim

Pr. Ev. 9.29.16b The manner in which the Israelites got their
weapons in the wilderness

Clement of Alexandria The number of years between Sennacherib,

Strom. 1.21.141 Nebuchadnezzar and Ptolemy IV

Josephus probably refers to Demetrius in C. Ap 1.217-218.

The texts from Eusebius deal with events related in the Pentateuch. The text from
Clement has a different content. It refers to Sennacherib, Nebuchadnezzar, and
Ptolemy IV. Maren Niehoff argues that these differences are so significant that
the fragments must stem from two different authors.*®

This is not a necessary conclusion. The divergences can also be explained as
different works from the same author.?” It is worth noticing that Clement of Alex-
andria calls Demetrius’s work, “On the Kings of Judaea.” It is not certain that the
excerpts preserved by Eusebius belong to the same work.”® Furthermore, we
should notice that Demetrius’s most important method, chronography, character-
izes the fragments in both Eusebius and Clement.

33. Probably the middle of the century; William Adler, “Alexander Polyhistor’s Peri
loudaion and Literary Culture in Republican Rome,” in Reconsidering Eusebius.: Collected
Papers on Literary, Historical, and Theological Issues, ed. Sabrina Inowlocki and Claudio
Zamagni (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 237; and Sterling, Historiography, 149.

34. Emil Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ: 175
B.C.—A.D. 135, rev. and ed. Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar and Martin Goodman, vol. 3.2
(Edinburg: T&T Clark, 2000), 515; Walter, “Literature,” 280.

35. Two of the fragments Eusebius quotes (9.19.4 and 9.29.16b) do not mention De-
metrius explicitly as the author. They have, nevertheless, been commonly ascribed to him.
Niehoff (Exegesis, 39) and Sterling (Historiography, 155) express doubts concerning these
two fragments, but firm footing is hard to find.

36. Niehoff, Exegesis, 55.

37. Walter, “Demetrius,” 280.

38. Sterling, Historiography, 156-57; Collins, Athens, 33; Holladay, Fragments, 51,
Schiirer, History, 513. Philo uses faotlets for Moses (Mos 2.3-6).



72 EIDSVAG

The excerpts that are preserved span over a time frame from Adam to Ptol-
emy IV Philopater. The latter reference has been the basis for dating Demetrius’s
text to Philopater’s reign, that is, 221-205 BCE.* To be fair, this reference can
only serve as a terminus post quem. A later dating is not impossible. At the time
of Philopater, the LXX probably had existed some decades.*’

The question of the LXX’s reliability as a source for Jewish history and cus-
toms can explain much of Demetrius’s work. Demetrius used several means to
show this reliability. The most prominent is the use of genres. Even though De-
metrius wrote to Jews concerning the excellence of the Torah, he used genres that
originated from Greek authors, that is, “genealogies” and “questions and solu-
tions.”"'

GENEALOGIES

Demetrius is named “the Chronographer” because he was concerned with dating
the life of persons and events. The backbone of his account was genealogies,
which he found in the Torah. Demetrius did not only use the genealogies to ex-
plain kinship, but also as clues for the story’s chronology. Greek historians
commonly used this technique.** Demetrius was not satisfied with placing persons
and events in chronological order; he noted the durations of every event and
summed up the number of years while relating the story. Let me illustrate by the
following example (Pr. Ev. 9.21.2-3a):*

Jacob therefore set out for Charran in Mesopotamia, having left his father Isaac
a hundred and thirty-seven years of age, and being himself seventy-seven years
old. So after spending seven years there he married two daughters of his uncle
Laban, Leah and Rachel, when he was eighty-four years old: and in seven years
more there were born to him twelve sons; in the eighth year and tenth month
Reuben, and in the ninth year and eighth month Symeon ...

39. See Sterling, Historiography, 153. Niehoff challenges this date on the basis of a
distinction between Eusebius’s Demetrius and Clement’s. She dates the latter to the third
century BCE, while the first to the second century BCE (Niehoff, Exegesis, 55). On the
other hand, if the dating to Philopater’s reign is correct, it may throw an interesting light
over Demetrius’s work. During Philopater’s reign, Egyptians rebelled against the new rul-
ers (Sterling, Historiography, 162—66). However, we do not find any references to the
rebellion in the fragments we have from Demetrius.
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Demetrius continues, year by year with new children, and after that, new events
which he accurately fits into the chronology. And the numbers add up. Jacob was
20 years in Laban’s household, then he went to Sikima, where he lived 10 years
before the rape of Dinah and the subsequent revenge led them to Luz in Bethel.
Jacob was now 107 years old, Demetrius summarizes. From Luz they left for
Ephratha, where Rachel died after 23 years of marriage with Jacob. After that,
they arrived at Mamre, where Isaac lived. Joseph, who at this point had reached
the age of 17, was now sold to Egypt. In Egypt, he spent 13 years in prison, which
meant that he was 30 when Pharaoh released him (Pr. Ev. 9.21.3b—11).

In this manner, Demetrius’s story turns into a massive calculation that he reg-
ularly sums up. We should notice that for Demetrius, the order of the numbers is
not insignificant. The order is rather more important than the grand total. The
purpose of the account is to place events and persons in the correct chronology,
and the numbers are just a means to show that the account is accurate. When the
numbers add up, the story must be considered trustworthy.

SUMMARIES

Demetrius summarized the story at a remarkable point, which is when Jacob ar-
rives in Egypt (Pr. Ev. 9.21.16). Apparently, Demetrius regarded this as such a
significant turning point that he found it natural to make a pause in the story. We
do not have enough material preserved to know whether Demetrius had several of
these summaries, but it is not unreasonable to suggest that he did. At least, we
know that the summary departs from three other important events. Demetrius
started with Adam and wrote that from Adam to Jacob’s entry into Egypt, there
were 3624 years. The next point of departure is the deluge. From the deluge to
Jacob’s entry there were 1360 years. The last departure is the choosing of Abra-
ham. From this event, 215 years passed before Jacob entered Egypt.

By this summary, it seems that Demetrius attempts to determine that Jews
had ancient roots. We know of several authors who made similar claims on their
nation’s behalf.** Being able to account for a long and distinguished past was im-
portant for asserting a people’s national and cultural preeminence.*” With his
calculations, Demetrius joined the competition.

We should notice that a similar tendency to increase the Israelites’ age al-
ready existed in the Septuagint. Gregory Sterling has computed that the
genealogies of Gen 5 and 11 in the MT will amount to 1948 years from Adam to
Abraham, while the same lists in the Septuagint amounts to 3314 years.*® It is the
lists in the Septuagint Demetrius used in his summary.
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46. Sterling, Historiography, 165.
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Furthermore, it is likely that the summary point when Jacob enters Egypt has
to do with Demetrius’s location in Egypt. Precisely in what way is more difficult
to say. It is possible that Demetrius may have related to ideas concerning the Jews’
origins. Demetrius did not refer to divergent explanations, but this does not mean
that they did not exist. It is worth mentioning Hecataeus of Abdera, who wrote
early in the third century that the Jews originated from a group of foreigners who
were driven out of Egypt. Some of them settled in Greece, but most settled in
Canaan. In this account, Hecataeus associated the Jews with Egypt, but he was
not specific concerning the Jews’ origins. We find another diffuse account in
Manetho’s Aigyptiaka. Manetho wrote about a group called “Hyksos” who came
from the east and conquered Egypt. Later, the group was driven out of the country
and settled in Jerusalem. Josephus was not in doubt that Manetho here referred to
Jews, and if he was right, this accounts for another example of a narrative of the
uncertain origins of the Jews.*’

STYLE

Demetrius did not recount all the events that are related in the Pentateuch, and the
episodes he included are briefly told. For instance, Demetrius restricted the story
of Jacob and Esau to a few lines as part of the explanation why Jacob left for
Harran (Pr. Ev. 9.21.1), and the story of how Joseph ended up as a slave in Egypt
is mentioned in a subordinate clause (Pr. Ev. 9.21.11). The story of Abraham’s
sacrifice of Isaac is somewhat longer (Pr. Ev. 9.19.4), but again, Demetrius fo-
cused on the events. The drama therein has to be read between the lines.

Even more eye-catching is how dry and brief Demetrius recounted Sychem’s
rape of Dinah (Pr. Ev. 9.21.9a):

Now Israel dwelt beside Emmor ten years; and Israel’s daughter Dinah was de-
filed by Sychem the son of Emmor, she being sixteen years and four months old.
And Israel’s sons Symeon being twenty-one years and four months old, and Levi
twenty years and six months, rushed forth and slew both Emmor and his son
Sychem, and all their males, because of the defilement of Dinah: and at that time
Jacob was a hundred and seven years old.

Demetrius in this manner chose a very compressed style in order to emphasize the
chronology.

47. It is not certain that this interpretation may be ascribed to Manetho, because the
interpretation is dependent on Josephus’s reading of the text in a secondary context. Jose-
phus had probably not direct access to Manetho’s work. See Gruen, Heritage, 55-56;
Collins, Athens, 9-10; Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism
(Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1976), 62.
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Demetrius mentioned Jacob’s fight with the angel while he is on his way back
to Canaan (Pr. Ev. 9.21.7). Demetrius probably told this episode because it was
the reason why Jews did not eat the sinew of the thigh of cattle. What importance
he ascribed to this and other dietary regulations, we do not know. We may observe
that the dietary laws have been differently handled by other Jewish authors. The
author of the Letter of Aristeas wrote extensively about the dietary laws. Appar-
ently, he had no qualms letting the translators dine with the Ptolemaic king. To
the contrary, the author described the many days’ long banquet elaborately. Fur-
thermore, he proposed an allegorical interpretation of the dietary laws by the
mouth of Eleazar, the high priest (§128—170). It is not clear, however, that this
allegorization is meant as a moderation of the laws. The answer Eleazar gives is
rather an explanation of the laws in accordance with contemporary presupposi-
tions, and here we should notice points of contact with Hellenistic philosophy.
Eleazar’s explanation departs from questions concerning what constitutes a good
life. To him, a good life is a life in fulfilment of the Mosaic laws (§127). Eleazar
elaborates this when he justifies the dietary laws. He says that man will be ruined
and miserable if he turns to evil, while he corrects his life by turning to the law.
The Mosaic law describes a path to a pious life, and God will in his omnipresence
punish all those who trespass against it.

Demetrius did not resort to such explanations of the dietary laws when he
paraphrased the story of Jacob’s wrestle with the angel. He wrote that because an
angel touched Jacob on the patriarch’s thigh and marked him for life, Jews do not
eat this part of cattle. Demetrius’s justification does not rest on a philosophical
argument, like we find in the Letter of Aristeas. Demetrius let the story in Genesis
speak for itself.

CONCLUSION

Demetrius emphasized the genealogies. Demetrius’s work on the Torah is not a
retelling, which is meant to replace the Torah, such as the book of Jubilees. It is
rather a commentary that explains how the events are connected. In other words,
Demetrius attempted to underline and substantiate the Torah.

QUESTIONS AND SOLUTIONS

Commentary characteristics are apparent in a couple of passages where Demetrius
made some digressions. At these occasions, Demetrius made use of a different
genre, which was also common among scholars in Alexandria and that Aristotle
described in Aporemata Homerica.*® 1t is characterized by questions and solu-
tions.*” The author referred to a critical question, which he thereafter answered.

48. Niehoff, Exegesis, 38, 41.
49. Collins, Athens, 34; Sterling, Historiography, 156, 160.
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In this manner, Demetrius explained issues that his audience was presumably con-
cerned with.

SOLUTION WHICH SHOWED THAT THE TORAH DID NOT CONTRADICT ITSELF

A matter which Demetrius made an effort to explain (Pr. Ev. 9.29.16b) was how
the Israelites could have weapons to wage war against the Amalekites (Exod 17:8—
9), even though they left Egypt without any weapons (Exod 5:3).>° Demetrius ex-
plained that the answer lies in a detail that the text does not mention explicitly,
namely that the people took weapons from the Egyptians who drowned in the Red
Sea. Although Exod 14:28 tells that all the Egyptians drowned with chariots and
horses, it does not mention what happened to the weapons. Herein lies the oppor-
tunity to explain the two seemingly conflicting verses.

SOLUTIONS WHICH EXPLAINED THE ACTIONS OF THE CHARACTERS

Demetrius spent several lines explaining why Joseph, while he was a high-ranking
public official in Egypt, did not send for his family immediately but waited until
they came by their own choice, driven by famine (Pr. Ev. 9.21.13). The reason,
according to Demetrius, was to be found in the text. Jacob and his sons were shep-
herds, a way of living the Egyptians disliked (Gen 46:34). Joseph refrained from
gathering his family to Egypt because the Egyptians would not have received them
well.

Demetrius furthermore explained why Joseph discriminated between his
brothers when he allotted Benjamin five times as much food and five times as
many clothes as his brothers (Pr. Ev. 9.21.14). This sounds unjust, but Demetrius
had an explanation. The reason is, Demetrius wrote, that Leah’s seven sons re-
ceived one portion each, while Rachel only had Joseph and Benjamin. Joseph took
two portions and gave Benjamin five. The distribution was then equal between
the two sisters: Leah’s sons got seven portions, the same as Rachel’s.

SOLUTION WHICH DEFINED JEWISH IDENTITY

Marriage is another subject Demetrius engaged in (Pr. Ev. 9.29.1-3). Here he was
again concerned with genealogies. Demetrius mentioned the genealogy of Moses
when he recounted Jacob’s arrival in Egypt and when Moses leaves Egypt. Mo-
ses’s marriage to Zipporah caused Demetrius to investigate her lineage. The
question that lies behind the investigation seems to be how Moses could marry a
woman from Midian. Keeping marriages within the nation was, in other words,

50. Niehoff, Exegesis, 40.
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one of Demetrius’s concerns.”’ He therefore had to explain why Moses, the law-
giver, apparently could allow himself a foreign wife. By closer investigation of the
genealogies, however, Demetrius argued that Zipporah was not foreign after all.

The starting point for Demetrius’s investigation was Exod 2:15-22. Here,
we read that Moses fled to Midian and that he married Zipporah, the daughter of
Re’uel.” In the Hebrew text, these verses make no explicit mention of Zipporah’s
lineage and nationality, but the designation of Re’uel as the “Priest of Midian”
(Exod 2:16) and the etymology Moses used for his son, Gershom (Exod 2:22), “I
have been an alien residing in a foreign land,” might be taken as hints. The text,
however, does not problematize Zipporah’s lineage. In Num 12, Miriam and Aa-
ron complain over Moses’s marriage to an Ethiopian woman. Whether they refer
to Zipporah is not certain, but it is clear that they consider Moses’s marriage as
problematic.

Demetrius found it necessary to deal with these uncertainties. He attempted
to show that Zipporah was of acceptable lineage for Moses. Demetrius listed up
her genealogy in the following manner: Zipporah was the daughter of Re’uel,
Re’uel was the son of Dedan, Dedan was the son of Jokshan, who was a son of
Abraham and Keturah. In other words, Zipporah was a descendant of Abraham
and, therefore, a suiting wife for Moses.

We do not find the genealogy Demetrius used in the MT. The MT does not
mention Re’uel among the descendants of Abraham and Keturah (Gen 25). In the
MT, we find Re’uel in the list of Esau’s descendants in Gen 36. This list mentions
Re’uel as Esau’s son with Basemat. The LXX version of this list also mentions
Re’uel.

The LXX, however, introduces Re’uel already in the genealogy in Gen 25
and this is the genealogy Demetrius used. In LXX Gen 25, we find the following
genealogy of Abraham’s children with Keturah:

Now Abraam again took a wife, whose name was Chettoura. And she bore him
Zembran and Iexan and Madan and Madiam and Iesbok and Soye. And Iexan
was the father of Saba and Thaiman and Daidan. And the sons of Daidan were
Ragouel [Re’uel] and Nabdeel and Assourieim and Latouiseim and Loomieim.’ 3

51. See Gruen, Heritage, 114, n. 18; Sterling, Historiography, 160; Collins, Athens,
34; and Magnar Kartveit, The Origin of the Samaritans (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 121. Niehoff
does not think that this is about marriage with a gentile woman, because she claims that
mixed marriages were not considered problematic at the time of Demetrius (Exegesis, 54
n. 47). Against Niehoff, it should be noted that Ezra 9:2 seems to warn against mixed mar-
riages.

52. We find the spelling “Raguel” in the LXX. For the sake of simplicity, I will use
Re’uel, also when the reference to him stems from the LXX.

53. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, ed., 4 New English Translation of the
Septuagint (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 21.
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In his commentary on this genealogy, John W. Wevers writes that the reason for
this confusion of genealogies is unclear.’ In light of what we can read in Deme-
trius’s work, it appears that the introduction of Re’uel in Gen 25 is connected to
Moses’s marriage to Zipporah. It is beyond the scope of this article to discuss the
origin of this list in the LXX. The question I will discuss is why it was important
for Demetrius to connect Zipporah to this genealogy and not to the one where
Re’uel is among Esau’s sons (Gen 36). In the latter list, Re’uel is just as closely
related to Abraham, that is, great grandchild, as in the list we find in LXX Gen
25. Several reasons are possible. These reasons do not mutually exclude each
other.

(1) Being concerned with chronology, it was important for Demetrius to
demonstrate how likely it was that Moses and Zipporah lived at the same time and
were in an appropriate age for marriage. Moses, Demetrius wrote, was in the sev-
enth generation from Abraham, while Zipporah was in the sixth. Demetrius
explained this by pointing out that Moses descended from Isaac, Abraham’s son
with Sarah. Isaac was born when Abraham was 100 years old. Abraham married
Keturah when he was 140, according to Demetrius, and she gave birth to Jokshan,
Zipporah’s patriarch, when Abraham was 142. Demetrius explained the difference
of the generations between Moses and Zipporah by the difference in Isaac’s and
Jokshan’s age. The list in Gen 25 allows for such an explanation, while the list in
Gen 36, where Re’uel, and thereby Zipporah, are the descendants of Isaac, does not.

(2) Demetrius explained why Abraham’s children with Keturah now lived
in Midian by reference to Scripture (Pr. Ev. 9.29.3). That precisely Midian was
the home of Re’uel and Zipporah can be connected to the genealogy in Gen 25.
According to Demetrius, the city was named after Midian, Abraham’s son. The
connection between Abraham, Midian and Re’uel is present in the LXX version
of Gen 25. Demetrius used the notion that Abraham’s children with Keturah were
supposed to travel east (Gen 25:6) to explain Miriam and Aaron’s accusations
concerning Moses’s marriage to an Ethiopian woman. It appears as a misunder-
standing that travelling east to Midian, which is situated on the Arabian Peninsula,
could explain why Zipporah was accused of being Ethiopian. But Demetrius pos-
sibly thought that Ethiopians lived in Midian. We find such an assumption in
Ezekiel’s Exagoge. This is a work that renders the Exodus story by the genre of a
Greek tragedy. It was probably written in Alexandria in the second or first century
BCE. The Exagoge also mentions Moses’s marriage with Zipporah. In the episode
where Moses meets Zipporah at the well, Zipporah explains that Ethiopians in-
habit the area.”® Whether Ezekiel’s Exagoge also presented a genealogy, like the

54. John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek text of Genesis, SCS 35 (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1993), 378-79.

55. See Howard Jacobsen, The Exagoge of Ezekiel (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1983), 55.
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one Demetrius refers to, we do not know.*® It is noteworthy, however, that Deme-
trius appeared to have the same idea of who inhabited Midian.

(3) Even though Esau was the grandchild of Abraham, he was considered to
be the patriarch of a new nation, the Edomites. Despite the common origins, Isra-
elites were not allowed to marry Edomites (Deut 23:7-8). When Zipporah was
placed among Keturah’s descendants, she could not be counted as an Edomite,
and was therefore a better-suited wife for Moses.

Demetrius also mentioned three other marriages: Jacob’s with Leah and Rachel
(Pr. Ev. 9.21.3), and Joseph’s with Asenath (Pr. Ev. 9.21.12). That Jacob married
Leah and Rachel is not a problem; they were his cousins, daughters of Jacob’s
uncle, Laban. But it is striking that Demetrius did not address Joseph’s marriage
with Asenath. Demetrius mentioned that Joseph governed in Egypt for seven
years, and that he, during these seven years, married Asenath, the daughter of
Pentephres, a priest in Heliopolis. Why Demetrius did not comment on this is hard
to explain. In a later work of a different author, which is named Joseph and
Asenath by modern scholars, Asenath converts before she marries Joseph.
Whether Demetrius had similar thoughts, we do not know, but it is striking that
he leaves Joseph’s marriage with Asenath without a comment.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

By using the genre “question and answer,” Demetrius explained and underlined
the credibility of the Torah. The answer to the question concerning how the Isra-
elites could find weapons to wage war against the Amalekites underlined the text’s
inner coherence. The answers concerning Joseph’s behavior towards his brothers
explained Joseph’s actions. These answers also demonstrated the inner coherence
of the text, because Demetrius found the answers in other parts of the text. Deme-
trius did not refer to external sources but let the text speak for itself.

The issues Demetrius chose to explain indicate that he wrote for Jews. The
questions concerning the inner logic of the Torah, the dietary laws, Joseph’s motives
for his behavior, and Moses’s marriage are more likely to come from a Jewish con-
text than a gentile. It is not likely that these issues should worry a non-Jew.

WHAT DID DEMETRIUS SEEK TO ACHIEVE WITH HIS TEXTS?

This question is not easy to answer. It is nevertheless part of the text analysis. |
mentioned in the introduction that Demetrius attempted to promote the Torah as

56. Jacobsen, Exagoge, 34.
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an important text for Jewish identity. In the present paragraph, I will point at fur-
ther arguments for this suggestion. In order to do so, I will bring in some aspects
related to the concept of identity.

The concept of identity is often used to refer to individuals and their self-
definition. However, it can also be used with reference to groups and their com-
mon values. The latter, often called “social identity,” emphasizes the social
context’s role in individual behavior. In an exposition of the approach, Dominic
Abrams writes that common assumptions and opinions are more important than
direct interpersonal influence and material interests for an individual’s behavior.”’
What group a person associates with determines how that person behaves, because
he or she would like to follow the norms and rules that are constituent of the group.
What norms and rules are constituent for the group will be an issue of deliberation
and in such a deliberation, it is beneficial to be able to back up one’s arguments
with reference to an authority.

In order to study a group’s self-definition, it is important to analyze how this
group relates to a wider social structure where other groups are involved.”® As part
of the wish to preserve a positive understanding of oneself, the evaluation of the
self-understanding is affected by how the group judges other groups in the larger
society.”

In other words, identity can be connected to groups and be defined by the
group’s values. At the same time, the group’s identity is delimited by its relation
to other groups. These values and delimitations are affected by the basic structures
of the larger society, but they can also be changed and reformulated so that new
ideas can flourish. In this manner, we may say that identity can be constructed.

I have attempted to show that Demetrius underlined the credibility of the To-
rah with the help of the genres “genealogies” and “questions and solutions.” In
the questions Demetrius dealt with, he never looked for answers outside of the
text, but found explanations within the textual corpus. He was faithful towards the
content of the text but had no qualms about using Greek language and Greek man-
ners of interpretation to shed light on it. By this approach, Demetrius sought to
secure the Torah’s position as an important text for the Jews of Alexandria. In
the text, he also found arguments to demarcate the Jews from other groups in
the society.

57. Dominic Abrams, “Social Identity and Groups,” in Group Processes, ed. John M.
Levine (New York: Psychology Press, 2012), 269. See Collins, Athens, 2 for a similar ap-
proach.

58. Henri Tajfel, “Social Identity and Intergroup Behaviour,” SS7 13 (1974): 65-93;
Henri Tajfel and John Turner, “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict,” in The
Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, ed. William G. Austin and Stephen Worchel;
(Monterey: Brooks-Cole, 1979), 33—47; Abrams, “Social Identity,” 270.

59. Abrams, “Social Identity,” 270.
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Demetrius’s summary of Jacob’s entry into Egypt can be interpreted as such
a delimitation. Demetrius underlined that Jews originated outside of Egypt by fo-
cusing especially on this event. Even though the Israelites’ exodus from Egypt
under Moses’s leadership was important for the Jews, it did not mean that the
Israelites, and thereby also the Jews, originated in Egypt. Before the Exodus, the
Israelites had been foreigners in Egypt, just like the Jews were foreigners in Egypt
at the time of Demetrius.

Demetrius’s explanation of Zipporah’s lineage can be interpreted as a similar
delimitation. Demetrius made efforts to explain that Zipporah descended from
Abraham. In light of the epigraphic material, which likely indicate that mixed
marriages were not uncommon, this can be read as an argument against marriages
with non-Jews.

Another issue in Demetrius’s work, which can be characterized as an im-
portant value and a demarcation, is his explanation of the dietary laws. Demetrius
made no attempt to explain it allegorically or philosophically, like we find later
Alexandrian authors did. Demetrius was satisfied with telling the incident that
explained the law. Scripture was the justification for the dietary laws.

The final point that we may read out of Demetrius’s work, is his emphasis on
the Jews’ ancient origins. It was probably important for the people to be able to
trace their roots far back in time in order to promote their status in competition
with other nations. That Demetrius demonstrated the ancient origins of the Jews
may be interpreted as a part of their identity construction. Demetrius again used
the Torah for this purpose.

In light of these conclusions, it is worthwhile to look briefly at the Septua-
gint’s reception in Alexandria after Demetrius.

DEMETRIUS AND THE SEPTUAGINT’S EARLY RECEPTION IN ALEXANDRIA
Josephus refers to Demetrius in the following paragraph (C. 4p. 1.217-218):

The majority of these authors [Greek writers] have misrepresented the facts of
our sacred books; but all concur in testifying to our antiquity, and that is the point
with which I am at present concerned. Demetrius Phalerus, the elder Philo, and
Eupolemus are exceptional in their approximation to the truth, and (their errors)
may be excused on the ground of their inability to follow quite accurately the
meaning of our records.®’

Josephus lauded Demetrius, here mistakenly confused with Demetrius of Phale-
rum,”’ for his record of the “ecarliest times.” However, Josephus demurred

60. The translation is quoted from Henry St. J. Thackeray, Josephus: The Life, Against
Apion, LCL 186 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1926).
61. Demetrius of Phalerum was a Greek philosopher at the court of Ptolemy I Soter
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somewhat, because Demetrius did not know Hebrew. Josephus therefore hesitated
in his praise.®”

Josephus is probably correct in his assumption that Demetrius did not use
Hebrew texts of the Torah. Sterling mentions three points which substantiate the
presumption: (1) Demetrius transcribed Hebrew personal names and toponyms in
the same manner as the LXX; (2) Demetrius used the same vocabulary as the
LXX; (3) Demetrius’s work agrees with the LXX wherever the LXX deviates
from the Hebrew text.®®

It does not seem to worry Demetrius that he did not use Hebrew texts. We do
not know whether challenges concerning the process of translation were an issue
for him at all. We only know that he unhesitatingly used the LXX as the basis for
promoting the Torah’s credibility.

This use of the LXX may have paved the way for later Jewish writers in Al-
exandria. Aristobulus and the author of the Letter of Aristeas, who both wrote in
the second century BCE, show a deep trust in the translations. Indeed, Aristobu-
lus, who claimed that the translation of the Torah predated Plato, wrote that the
translation was a prerequisite for Plato’s philosophy. The author of the Letter of
Aristeas apparently promoted a similar confidence in a situation where the author-
ity of the translation was questioned. It is therefore interesting to see how this
author substantiated the credibility of the translation by recounting a story of how
the source text of the translation was brought from Jerusalem and that the finished
work was approved by the Jewish community in Alexandria. What this reference
to Jerusalem indicates, that is, whether it is an expression of greater confidence in
the quality of the texts that originated in the temple, is hard to tell,** but it is not
unwarranted to assume that there was a consciousness regarding textual matters
and that the quality of different texts was discussed. In such a light, the Letter of
Aristeas’ authorization of the translations is noteworthy.®

(306/4-283/2 BCE). Ptolemy I ruled as satrap in Egypt from 323-306 BCE. See Giinther
Holb, 4 History of the Ptolemaic Empire (London: Routledge, 2000), 14-34. The Letter of
Aristeas erroneously places Demetrius of Phalerum in the reign of Ptolemy II Philadelphus
(282-246 BCE) and gives him an important role in the story of the origin of the Septuagint.
That Josephus, in the quotation above, mistakenly ascribes the writings of Demetrius the
Chronographer to Demetrius of Phalerum is likely because the latter probably never wrote
anything about Jews or used the Jewish scriptures as a source in his writings.

62. Daniel R. Schwarz, “Josephus on his Jewish Forerunners (Contra Apionem
1,218),” in Studies in Josephus and the Varieties of Ancient Judaism: Louis H. Feldman
Jubilee Volume, ed. Shaye J. D. Cohen and Joshua J. Schwartz (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 202.

63. Sterling, Historiography, 158-59.

64. See Emanuel Tov, “The Text of the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible Used in the
Ancient Synagogues,” in Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible and Qumran, ed. Emanuel Tov, TSAJ
121 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 171-88.

65. See §310 in the Letter of Aristeas. The scholars at the Museion in Alexandria were
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this article, I have attempted to show which traits of Demetrius’s work may be
characterized as apologetic. I have pointed out Demetrius’s promotion of the To-
rah’s credibility as such a trait. Demetrius achieved this by mixing two genres that
were common among contemporary Greek authors.

Demetrius interrupted his own condensed style several times. He did this in
order to answer questions that he experienced as important for his audience. These
questions fit a Jewish context, which indicates that Demetrius’s readers were
Jewish.

The question concerning what Demetrius sought to achieve by his work, |
have approached by two categories from the “social-identity” theory. Demetrius
emphasized the ancient origins of the nation as an asset for the Jews and delimited
them from other groups by regulating their dietary customs and their choice of
partner for marriage. It is therefore reasonable to state that the texts of Demetrius
are a voice in the deliberation of Jewish identity in his time.

prominent students of textual criticism of the text of Homer. Niehoff suggests that the au-
thor of the Letter of Aristeas warns against a similar form of textual criticism on the
Septuagint (Exegesis, 19-37).






Was the Earth Invisible (LXX Gen 1:2)? A Response to
Pieter W. van der Horst

Robert J. V. Hiebert

Abstract: In an article in the Journal of Septuagint and Cognate Studies 48
(2015): 5-7, Pieter van der Horst argues that dépatos does not mean “invisible”
as it has been rendered in recent translations of LXX Gen 1:2 but “hideous” or
“unsightly.” In response to that article, this paper will assess the validity of the
author’s contentions in the light of various philological considerations.

Gen 1:2
WN2AVIAN AN PIRM
the earth was a formless void (NRSV)

1) Ot Y Ny dépatos xal dxataokelagTog

Yet the earth was invisible and unformed (NETS)

Die Erde aber war unsichtbar und ungestaltet (LXX.D)
Or la terre était invisible et inorganisée (BdA)

In his 2015 article in the Journal of Septuagint and Cognate Studies,' Pieter van
der Horst observes that the phrase 1121 70 nn'n AR in Gen 1:2 is rendered 7)
Ot i %v ddpatog xal dxataoxedactos in the Septuagint, and that all modern trans-
lations of this Greek text agree in understanding the meaning of dépatos to be
“invisible.” Thus, for example, in LXX.D the word is “unsichtbar” and in BdA it
is “invisible.” He points out as well that the rendering “invisible” is supported by
Takamitsu Muraoka in his Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (GELS) and

1. Pieter W. van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’? A Note on dépatos in Genesis
1:2 LXX,” JSCS 48 (2015): 5-7.
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by John Wevers in his Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis.” Then he asks: “But
does this translation make sense?””

In the ensuing discussion, van der Horst states that semantic range of the He-
brew term 110 “includes the elements of desolation, trackless waste, lifelessness,
worthlessness, and futility,” but not the concept of invisibility. He maintains that
if “the Three” non-Septuagintal Greek translators could come up with “more or
less satisfactory translations,” then it is unlikely that the Septuagint translators
would have been “hampered by unfamiliarity with the meaning” of 11n.* As for
“the widely held theory that the translators chose this rendition under the influence
of Platonic cosmology,” he acknowledges that it is not impossible but then asserts
that this “does not solve the problem”—presumably meaning the problem he sees
with regard to a translation that makes sense—and he goes on to say that the pos-
sibility of Platonic influence seems to him “to be less likely in this case.”

The passage in Plato that is typically compared to Gen 1:2 is found in Ti-
maeus:

Plato, Tim. 50c—d, 51a-b

For the present, then, we must conceive of three kinds [yévy]—the Becoming [1d
uév yryvépevov), that “Wherein” it becomes [16 & év & yiyverai], and the source
“Wherefrom” the Becoming is copied and produced [td & 86ev ddopotobuevoy
dvetal o yryvouevov]. Moreover, it is proper to liken the Recipient to the Mother,
the Source to the Father, and what is engendered between these two to the Off-
spring; and also to perceive that, if the stamped copy is to assume diverse
appearances of all sorts [éxTum@patos éoecbal wéAhovtog i0elv moixidov Tdoag
movalag], that substance wherein it is set and stamped [TofT adTd év §
éxtumoduevoy éviotatal] could not possibly be suited to its purpose
[mapeaxevacuévov eU] unless it were itself devoid of all those forms [&popdov bv
éxelvwy amacdyv Tév (9edv] which it is about to receive from any quarter.... So
likewise it is right that the substance which is to be fitted to receive frequently
over its whole extent the copies of all things intelligible and eternal should itself,
of its own nature, be void of all the forms [t&v id&v]. Wherefore, let us not speak
of her that is the Mother and Receptacle of this generated world, which is per-
ceptible by sight and all the senses [Tol yeyovétos bpatol xal mavtws aiohyrol],
by the name of earth [y#jv] or air or fire or water, or any aggregates or constituents

2. John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, SCS 35 (Atlanta: Schol-
ars Press, 1993), 1-2.

3. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 5.

4. Mistakenly, he includes xevév “empty, fruitless, void” (LSJ), which I can find no-
where in Wevers’s critical edition, along with xévwua (Aquila) “empty space, non-
existence” (LSJ) and dpyév (Symmachus) “lying idle, lying fallow, unwrought, left un-
done” (LSJ) among his list of satisfactory translations. He does not, however, mention
Theodotion’s 8év xal 000év, the neologistic counterpart to the rhythmic pair 173} 370 (Van
der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 5).

5. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 5.
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thereof: rather, if we describe her as a Kind invisible and unshaped [&vépaTov
€106 Tt xal dpopdov], all-receptive, and in some most perplexing and most baf-
fling way partaking of the intelligible.6

Van der Horst points out that Plato is employing d6patog in his discussion of “the
incorporeal world of the Ideas™ idéar—more precisely, “ideal forms” or “arche-
types” (LSJ)—rather than of the earth. As noted above, he does admit that “it can
never be ruled out completely that perhaps the translator drew upon Plato’s ter-
minology without drawing upon his ideas,” but he does “not agree with this
explanation.”® Instead, he agrees with Martin Hengel in Judentum und Hellen-
ismus that “in keinem Falle handelt es sich jedoch um bewuBte Anspielungen,”’
and with David Runia in his commentary on Philo’s work entitled On the Creation
of the Cosmos according to Moses “that the hypothesis that the LXX translators
themselves were influenced by Plato ‘lacks all plausibility.””"°

Two matters need to be distinguished in regard to the present discussion con-
cerning the presence of ¢épatog in LXX Gen 1:2: (1) What does it mean? (2) Did
the translator choose this term as a counterpart to 171 as a result of Platonic influ-
ence? It strikes me that the second of these questions is somewhat analogous to
the one that has often been discussed in relation to the matter of how, if at all, the
Hebrew authors/editors of Gen 1-11 were influenced by antecedent Mesopota-
mian stories about the primeval world. In that discussion, the general consensus
amongst scholars would likely be that, while there are undeniable comparabilities
between Mesopotamian and Hebrew traditions, it is doubtful that Hebrew tradents
or scribes consulted copies of Enuma Elish or the Atrahasis or Gilgamesh epics
directly as they crafted their versions of a primeval narrative. Instead, they lived
in a world in which the imagery and vocabulary of these traditions were part of
the warp and woof of their culture, and they felt constrained to shape the raw
materials provided by those traditions into a new form that was informed by the
revolutionary encounter they and their forebears had had with Yahweh, the God
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.'! In like manner, and as Van der Horst somewhat
grudgingly allows to be a possibility, Platonic terminology that was part of the
cultural and literary matrix in which the LXX translators lived could well have

6. Roger Gregg Bury, ed., Timaeus, Critias; Cleitophon, Menexenus, Epistles, Plato
IX, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1929).

7. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 6.

8. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 6.

9. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 6. Martin Hengel, Judentum und Hel-
lenismus (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck 1969), 294-95 n. 361.

10. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 6; David T. Runia, trans., On the
Creation of the Cosmos according to Moses (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 165.

11. See, for example, Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, WBC 1 (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1987), xxxix—xli, xlvi-1, 8-9.
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been drawn upon by them without them having to resort to the famed Alexandrian
library to consult a copy of Timaeus.

This seems to me to be the direction in which Martin Hengel is, in fact, point-
ing in the larger context of the line that van der Horst quotes. Hengel is talking
there about

the first known Jewish “philosopher of religion”, Aristobulus [of Alexandria],
about 170 BC, who refers to Prov. 8.22ff. and perhaps already presupposes that
it has been translated. As Aristobulus expressly stresses that Plato knew Moses’
account of creation, even the Timaeus, which has the closest contacts with Gen.
1, will not have been unknown to him [Aristobulus]. Whether and how far the
translator of Proverbs knew the Timaeus is hard to say. The analogies cited, of
course, are in no way sufficient to demonstrate literary dependence; nevertheless
we can see how Jewish wisdom speculation and the doctrine of creation grew
increasingly close to analogous Greek conceptions. This can be seen for the first
time in Aristobulus.'?

In comparing Timaeus to LXX Gen 1, Hengel goes on to say:

There are already certain echoes in the LXX translation of Gen. 1, cf. the render-
ing of tohii wabohii by éépatog xal axataoxevactos, and the formlessness of
Platonic matter, Tim. 5la, 7: évépatov ... xal duopdov or 30a.5: elg Td&w Hyayev
éx Tijg dtaklag.... However, in no case do we have deliberate allusions; in part
they were also suggested by the original text.... More important than this sup-
posed philosophical borrowing by the translator of the Pentateuch before the
middle of the third century BC ... were the later effects of these points of contact,
for it could be argued from them that Plato had known the work of Moses."

Thus, on the one hand, Hengel acknowledges the presence of “certain echoes” of
Timaeus in LXX Gen 1, but on the other hand he asserts that there were no “de-
liberate allusions,” and further that these echoes are suggested by the original text.
I assume by “original text” he must mean 17131 170, though he does not elaborate.
In any case, those echoes would only seem to have been possible if the kind of
thinking and vocabulary generated by Plato were already part of the world of ideas
familiar to the LXX translators. He points out as well that subsequent interpreters
and commentators made such connections between LXX Gen 1:2 and Platonic
cosmogony.

Some commentators have pointed to a connection between the Greek text of
verse 2 % 0¢ i v ddpatos “yet the earth was invisible” and that of verse 9 xal

12. Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in Their Encounter in Palestine
during the Early Hellenistic Period, trans. John Bowden, vol. 1 (London: SCM, 1974), 163.
13. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, 2:105 n. 372.
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BBy 7 Enpd “and the dry land appeared.”'* Could this be an indication that what
the Greek translator had in mind in describing the earth as invisible was simply
the fact that, prior to the separation of land from water on the third day of creation,
it was covered by water?'® That is, of course, a possibility to consider, though it
should be noted that two distinct entities are specified in these verses, namely 7
y# “the earth” (v. 2) and # &npd “the dry land” (v. 9). Thus, it cannot be assumed
that the implied lack of visibility in the latter case fully accounts for the choice of
ddpatos in verse 2. Furthermore, the fact that this term is paired with
axataoxedaotos “unformed” here to describe the state of the earth prior to the
completion of the Creator’s activity is striking in view of the fact that, in the 7i-
maeus excerpts cited above, Plato uses both mapeoxevacuévoy “prepared” and
avopatov “invisible” (as well as duopdov “formless”) to describe the substance
that receives the stamp or impress of the idéat “ideal forms™ and thereby takes on
the shape of the present material world.

If, as I maintain, the employment of &dpatos in speculation about cosmic or-
igins is part of the legacy of ideas articulated by Plato that literate Greek speakers
inherited, it should not be all that surprising that it might show up in the work of
the Septuagint translators when they rendered Hebrew accounts of creation into
Greek. That they were not averse to dipping into the well of Greek mythology in
recounting the days of yore is indicated elsewhere in Genesis, for example, in the
decision to use ylyavtes “giants” as the counterpart to both the o581 “Nephilim”
and the 0123 “heroes” in identifying the offspring of the unions between “the sons
of God” and “the daughters of humans” in Gen 6:4, not to mention the o'8a81 “Re-
phaim” in Gen 14:5. Ol yiyavteg were, of course, featured in the tales that had
been told by the likes of Homer and Hesiod about the warrior descendants of the
gods who were associated with the deterioration of the primeval world.

Homer, Od. 7.56-59

Nausithous at the first was born from the earth-shaker Poseidon and Periboea,
the comeliest of women, youngest daughter of great-hearted Eurymedon, who
once was king over the insolent Giants [0mepBipotat Trydvreaa]. e

Homer, Od. 7.199-200, 204-206
But if he is one of the immortals come down from heaven, then is this some new
thing which the gods are planning.... If one of us as a lone wayfarer meets them,

14. William P. Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideology in the Hebrew and Greek Texts
of Genesis 1:1-2:3, SBLDS 132 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 48 n. 33; Marguerite Harl,
La Genése, 2nd ed., BdA (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1994), 90.

15. See, for example, Theophilus, Ad Autolycum 2.13.40-45; Hippolytus, Fragmenta
in Genesim 2.1-8; Basil the Great, Hexaemeron 2.3.13—-14, 20-34.

16. A. T. Murray, ed., Odyssey I, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1919).
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they use no concealment, for we are of near kin to them, as are the Cyclopes and
the wild tribes of the Giants [&ypie dAa Trydvrev]."”

Homer, Od. 10.118-120
the mighty Laestrygonians came thronging from all sides, a host past counting,
not like men but like the Giants [Tiyaow]."®

Hesiod, Th. 36-38, 44-47, 50-51

Come thou, let us begin with the Muses who gladden the great spirit of their
father Zeus in Olympus with their songs, telling of things that are and that shall
be and that were aforetime.... They ... celebrate in song first of all the reverend
race of the gods from the beginning [¢§ dpxJic], those whom Earth and wide
Heaven begot [o0¢ 'ata xal Odpavds edpls étixtev], and the gods sprung of these,
givers of good things. Then next, the goddesses sing of Zeus, the father of gods
and men.... And again, they chant the race of men and strong giants [xpatep&v
e Tiydvrwv].”

Hesiod, Th. 176-178, 184-186

[A]lnd Heaven [Ovpavés] came, bringing on night and longing for love, and he
lay about Earth [T'aiy] spreading himself full upon her.... And as the seasons
moved round she bore the strong Erinyes and the great Giants [ueydAovg Te
Tlyavtag] with gleaming armour.®’

The question that now remains to be addressed in this response to van der Horst
is what &6patog means in Gen 1:2. The LSJ and GELS lexica leave no doubt as to
what their compilers adduced it to mean, given the glosses “invisible, unseen” that
are provided in conjunction with various passages in Plato (Phaedo 85e, Soph.
246a, Theaet. 155¢). Van der Horst argues, however, that in Gen 1:2, it has a
meaning that does not appear in the lexica but that, like “many Greek words be-
ginning with an alpha privativum,” it should be understood to mean essentially
what its counterpart that begins with the prefix duo- does, that is, ducépatos “not
to be looked at, unsightly ... hideous,”" “ill to look on, horrible” (LSJ). He looks
for further support for his thesis to 2 Macc 9:5, where the author says that God
struck Antiochus IV aviatw xal dopate mAnyf “with an incurable and invisible
blow” (NETS). Van der Horst comments that, in the verses that follow, it is made
clear that the disease with which Antiochus was afflicted “was anything but in-
visible” since, among other things, worms issued from his body (v. 9). He then

17. Murray, Odyssey 1.

18. Murray, Odyssey 1.

19. Hugh G. Evelyn-White, ed., Hesiod: The Homeric Hymns and Homerica, LCL
(London: Heinemann; New York: Macmillan, 1914).

20. Evelyn-White, Hesiod.

21. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 6-7.
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concludes that it seems “the solution lies in the fact that ddpatog can mean ‘hide-
ous, unsightly.””*

Is he right? I think not, for several reasons.

First, it should be noted that Herbert Weir Smyth, in his Greek Grammar,
describes the alpha privative as having “a negative force like Lat. in-, Eng. un-
(or -less)™* whereas the Suo- prefix, which is to be juxtaposed to 0 well, signifies
“ill, un-, mis-, denoting something difficult, bad, or unfortunate.”** Smyth goes
on to state that “many possessive compounds begin with &(v)- negative or duo-
ill.”* So, there is typically a semantic distinction to be made between words with
these prefixes.

Second, a survey of the ¢- and duo- prefixed terms that Van der Horst cites in
support of his contention that they are virtually synonymous reveals that, in some
cases at least, this is something of an oversimplification, if the definitions given
in LSJ are any indication. For example, compare &veAmig “without hope” and
dVgeAmig “hardly hoping, despondent” (Do they really both mean “without hope,
desperate” as Van der Horst states?); axaptépyros “insupportable ... lacking in
endurance” and duoxaptépntog “hard to endure” (Do these both mean “unbeara-
ble, hard to endure” as Van der Horst states, and, for that matter, do “unbearable”
and “hard to endure” mean the same thing?).

Third, with regard to his appeal to 2 Macc 9:5, while it is true that the effects
of the mAny”® (“blow, stroke” [LSJ]; “blow, stroke, wound, plague, misfortune”
[BDAG]) received by Antiochus were clearly visible, what the text in fact says is
that the ZAyyy itself was dviatos xai dopatog “incurable and invisible.” Hence, this
text provides no convincing argument against translating aépatog as “invisible” in
Gen 1:2.

Fourth, it is relevant for a discussion of this issue to determine how early
interpreters understood this passage.

Josephus, 4.J. 1.27

In the beginning God created [€xTioev] the heaven and the earth. The earth had
not come into sight [0 8y odx épxouévys], but was hidden in thick darkness
[N Babel wtv xpumTopévyg axéret].”

Although &épatos does not appear in this passage, the description of the state of
the earth by means of the phrase Om’ v odx épxouévns “had not come into sight”

22. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 7.

23. Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar, rev. Gordon M. Messing (Cambridge: Har-
vard University Press, 1956) §885.1.

24. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §885.3.

25. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §898.c.

26 . Henry St. J. Thackeray, ed., Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, vol. 1, LCL
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1930).
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makes it clear that Josephus understands it to be invisibility, presumably because
it was hidden in darkness before the creation of light.

Philo, Opif. 29
First, then, the Maker made an incorporeal heaven [odpavov dowpatov], and an
invisible earth [yfjv déépatov], and the essential form of air and void.”’

Philo does employ the lexeme ddpatog that appears in Gen 1:2 in describing the
earth, y#jv ddpatov, and this word pair in turn parallels odpavov dowuatov “incor-
poreal heaven.” The parallel alpha privative forms make it clear that they
correspond semantically in the sense of conveying negative force (incorporeal and
invisible) rather than that which is “difficult, bad, unfortunate” (or “hideously cor-
poreal” and “hideous looking,” if one were to follow Van der Horst’s trajectory).

Irenaeus, Adv. haer.1.11.1.6-12

Moses, then, they declare, by his mode of beginning the account of the creation,
has at the commencement pointed out the mother of all things when he says, “In
the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.”... Indicating also its invis-
ible and hidden nature [&épaTov 8¢ xal Tév dmdxpudov adtiic], he said, “Now the
earth was invisible and unformed [&dpaTos xal o’cxa’racxséao’rog].”zg

Irenaeus’s paralleling of améxpudov “hidden” with ddpatov makes it clear that he
understands the latter term to have to do with visibility rather than appearance.

Theophilus, Ad Aut. 2.13.40-45

God, through His Word, next caused the waters to be collected into one collec-
tion, and the dry land to become visible, which formerly had been invisible [xal
spatiy yevnbiivar Ty Enpdv, mpétepov yeyovuiav adthy ddpatov]. The earth thus
becoming visible [opaty], was yet without form [dxatasxebaotog]. God there-
fore formed [xateoxedacev] and adorned [xatexdounoev] it with all kinds of
herbs, and seeds and plan‘[s.29

Theophilus’s contrasting of the adjectives 6patds and ddpatos in his description of
the earth makes it clear that visibility versus invisibility are what he has in mind,
rather than beauty versus ugliness.

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 5.14.93.5.2-5.14.94.2.1
For “in the beginning,” it is said, “God made the heaven and the earth; and the
earth was invisible [&¢6patog].” And it is added, “And God said, Let there be light;

27. Francis Henry Colson and George Herbert Whitaker, Philo, On the Creation; Alle-
gorical Interpretation of Genesis 2 and 3, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1929).

28. Trans. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, ANF 18:903.

29. Trans. Marcus Dods, ANF 2:210.
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and there was light.” And in the material cosmogony He creates a solid heaven
(and what is solid is capable of being perceived by sense [aiofynTév]), and a visi-
ble earth [yfjv Te dpatrv, and a light that is seen [&s BAemépevov].”

Again the original invisibility (&épatos) of the earth is contrasted by its subsequent
visibility (6patés).

Hippolytus, Frag. 2.1-8

As the excessive volume of water bore along over the face of the earth, the earth was
by reason thereof “invisible” [¢épatos] and “formless [axataoxebaotog].” When the
Lord of all designed to make the invisible visible [6patov 6 ddpatov motfjoat], He
fixed then a third part of the waters in the midst; and another third part He set by itself
on high, raising it together with the firmament by His own power; and the remaining
third He left beneath, for the use and benefit of men.’!

Once again, the invisibility (aépatog) and visibility (6patés) of the earth are jux-
taposed.

Basil the Great, Hex. 2.3.13-14, 20-34

“The earth was invisible and unfinished.” ... Thus, we are not told of the creation
of water; but, as we are told that the earth was invisible [¢6patog], ask yourself
what could have covered it [tivt mapametdopatt xalvmrouévy], and prevented it
from being seen [o0x &€edaiveto]? Fire could not conceal it. Fire brightens all
about it, and spreads light rather than darkness around. No more was it air that
enveloped the earth. Air by nature is of little density and transparent [Siadavis].
It receives all kinds of visible object [mdvta T& €0y Tév dpatdv], and transmits
them to the spectators [tals T@v opvtwy Peot mapaméumovoa]. Only one sup-
position remains; that which floated on the surface of the earth was water—the
fluid essence which had not yet been confined to its own place. Thus the earth
was not only invisible [dépatog]; it was still incomplete [dxataoxebaotog]. Even
today excessive damp is a hindrance to the productiveness of the earth. The same
cause at the same time prevents it from being seen [to¥ wy 6pécdat], and from
being complete [Tol dxataoxevasTov si’vcu].32

Basil, like Theophilus and Hippolytus, attributes the invisible state of the earth to
its being covered by water. Furthermore, he, like all the others in the preceding
survey of early Jewish and Christian interpreters of Gen 1:2, understands the issue
to be lack of visibility rather than unsightly appearance.

One final matter in Van der Horst’s article should be addressed. In one of his
footnotes, Van der Horst comments: “Note that the xai connecting the two adjec-
tives here is possibly a case of xal explicativum: the earth was hideous because it

30. Trans. William Wilson, ANF 2:986.
31. Trans. S. D. F. Salmond, ANF 5:414.
32. Trans. Blomfield Jackson, NPNF 2/8:60.
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was in a state of disorder. This is an often overlooked function of xai.”** In my
judgment, this analysis is implausible. Kai is the default rendering of the Hebrew
conjunction 1 and there is no contextual indicator that it should be understood in
any other way but its normal conjunctive sense, that is, “the earth was invisible
and unformed.”

To conclude, then, in the light of various lexical, morphological, and literary
considerations, the contention by Van der Horst that d¢épatos in Gen 1:2 does not
mean “invisible” but “unsightly” or “hideous” does not seem likely.

33. Van der Horst, “Was the Earth ‘Invisible’?,” 7 n. 11.



A Semiotic Approach to Analyzing the Widows and
Orphans as an /ndex in 2 Maccabees 3:10

Pierre J. Jordaan

Abstract: This article posits that the mentioning of ynp&v te xal dpdaviy in 2
Macc 3:10 serves as an important marker and is possibly much more than just a
combination of two words. From a semiotic perspective, these words may well
serve as an index. The author attempts to show that in 2 Macc 3, God intervenes
on behalf of such people as the widows and orphans in his holy temple. In this
regard, he becomes a father to the orphans and a judge for the widows and will
bring justice to people like them.

1. INTRODUCTION

The narrative in 2 Macc 3 tells the story of Heliodorus, an emissary of Seleucus,
the king of Asia,' who visits the temple in Jerusalem with the ultimate intention
of confiscating the money from the treasury and presenting it to his master. This
occurred after Seleucus had been tipped off by Apollonius (i.e., the governor of
Coele-Syria and Phoenicia) apropos certain claims made by a Jewish priest and
Seleucid sympathizer named Simon, namely, incalculable amounts of money lied
stored up in the Jerusalem temple. When asked about this money, the high priest
Onias explained that the amount of money is not as vast as Simon had claimed
and also, inter alia, “this money is designated to the widows and orphans.” How-
ever, these facts do not deter Heliodorus from attempting to steal the money.
Consequently, Onias, in unison with the whole Jewish nation, passively resists
Heliodorus’s attempts to gain access to the treasury. Onias and the faithful appeal

For the purposes of this article, the author made use of the Greek text as found in
Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006).

1. Normally assumed to be Seleucus IV Philopator (ca. 187-175 BCE).
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to God to protect the money and ensure that it is employed for its rightful pur-
poses. Subsequently, as Heliodorus and his men approach the treasury, they are
miraculously neutralized by means of a divine epiphany. This takes the form of a
rider on a horse, as well as two youths who appear to the left and right of Helio-
dorus. According to 2 Macc 3:26, they “scourged him continuously, inflicting
many blows on him.” Heliodorus almost dies in this attack. Indeed, he is only
saved after Onias makes a sacrifice on his behalf. Heliodorus is then instructed to
thank Onias for what he has done. The outcome of all of this is that Heliodorus
has to return to his king empty-handed.

2. THE PROBLEM

This narrative displays various difficulties when scrutinized solely from a histor-
ical-critical point of view.

Firstly, commentators like Victor A. Tcherikover, Elias J. Bickerman, and
Daniel R. Schwartz concur that this story only displays traces of historical accu-
racy and, as Schwartz expresses it, this tale is nothing more than a “floating
legend.” Various accounts from Hellenistic stories might have been used to cre-
ate this narrative. For example, Erich S. Gruen points out that this is a narrative
of a patron deity defending his/her sanctuary, similar to those typically found in
Greco-Roman literature.” In the same vein, Bickerman again reminds us that a
horse mostly remained a foreign concept for the Jews at this time.* In biblical
literature, neither God nor his angels ever mounted a horse. He goes further and
claims that the account of the epiphany was most likely concocted from two dif-
ferent extrabiblical sources and further, that the “epiphany” story was probably
not accepted by the Jews.

Secondly, what poses another problem is the question of whether or not the
Seleucid king had the legal right to audit the surplus money called diadépov by
Simon in 2 Macc 3:6. If it was indeed Siaddpov, then it follows that it was money
previously donated by the Seleucid king for sacrificial purposes. In this context,
according to Werner Dommershausen and Bickerman, money not spent by the
priesthood in Jerusalem could be reclaimed by the king.” However, Robert Dor-
anand Schwartz have a contrary view; the money involved here was not dtedépov.

2. Victor A. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews (New York:
Antheneum, 1982), 158; Elias J. Bickerman, Studies in Jewish and Christian History, vol.
1 (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 447-48; Daniel R. Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, CEJL (Berlin: de Gru-
yter, 2008), 185.

3. Erich S. Gruen, Diaspora: Jews amidst Greeks and Romans (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2002), 177.

4. Bickerman, Studies, 449.

5. Werner Dommershausen, I Makkabder, 2 Makkabder (Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag,
1985), 118; Bickerman, Studies, 444.
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Rather, it was income accumulated from private deposits. Accordingly, the king
had no right to it.° My question here is: Why did the author bring in this allocation
of the money to the widows and orphans (xnp&v te xal dpdavév) at this point in 2
Macc 3:10? Is there any special significance in mentioning xnpé&v te xai dpbavév?

Most commentators do not discuss this problem in much depth. Dommer-
shausen explains: “Fiir Witwen und Waisen zu sorgen war fiir den Juden ein
wichtiges Gebot,” whilst Schwartz refers merely to other sources that focus on the
inheritance by widowers.” He says nothing about widows or orphans. Doran, how-
ever, discusses possibilities of the phrase ynp&v te xai dpdavév as either being an
objective genitive (i.e., deposits “on behalf” of widows and orphans), or a subjec-
tive genitive denoting deposits made “by” widows and orphans.® He then goes on
to say that if it was a subjective genitive (like the last-mentioned instance), it
might be a “rhetorical ploy” made by the author. This would have been done in
order to show how heinous the act of confiscating the funds from the temple would
have been. Furthermore, it emphasizes that this would surely be an action that
would be avenged by God. Doran uses texts like Exod 22:22-24, Deut 10:18, and
Ps 68:5 to substantiate his argument. However, the mention of the subjective gen-
itive deposits made “by” widows and orphans as being a rhetorical ploy to
inculcate God’s involvement may well require Doran to force the text somewhat.
In my view, it is really not about xnp&v Te xai dpdavédv being either a subjective
or objective genitive. Indeed, it can be either “on behalf of” or “by” the widows
and orphans. What is more important here is the fact that widows and orphans are
specifically mentioned. In this regard, Doran seems to miss the significance of
their very reference in the text, even though there are various clues in other texts
like Ps 68:5 (LXX 67:6) as a possible context for 2 Macc 3, both as intertext and
as possible socioeconomic background. For example, “Uphold the rights of the
orphan; defend the cause of the widow” (Isa 1:17).

This paper sets out to explore these tantalizing possibilities. I wish to explore
the use of ynp&v e xal dpdavidv. As Doran indicates, the possible “rhetorical
ploy” the author might have employed shows that God punishes people who mis-
treat widows and orphans. Until now, this issue has not been the main focus of
studies on 2 Macc 3. Various other approaches have been used to scrutinize this
chapter. In this context, the following examples of previous research are pertinent:

6. Robert Doran, 2 Maccabees: A Critical Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2012), 81; Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 192.

7. Dommershausen, Makkabder, 119; Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 194.

8. Doran, 2 Maccabees, 82.



98 JORDAAN

e James Moffat concentrates mainly on grammar and different textual ver-
sions.’

e Bickerman focuses on the internal strife amongst the Jews.'

e Doran sees 2 Macc 3 as part of temple propaganda. '

e Jan Willem Van Henten and Gruen see 2 Macc 3 as an example of a patron-
deity defending his/her temple.12

e  Schwartz and Dommershausen read 2 Macc 3 as an idyllic status quo ante
where the Jews, Jerusalem and its temple lived in peace with pagan rulers
in a mutually respectful coexistence between Judaism and benevolent for-
eign rule.”?

e PierreJ. Jordaan even attempted to read 2 Macc 3 as a therapeutic narrative,
demonstrating how the author wishes to create an equilibrium between the
Jews themselves and their relationship with foreign rulers."

0

In short, there have been various attempts to interpret 2 Macc 3 and to arrive at
some credible understanding. However, reading 2 Macc 3 with special focus on
the significance of the very mention of xnp&v Te xai dpdavév has not been under-
taken. Furthermore, the possibility exists that ynp&v te xal dpdpavédv signifies a
larger dynamic within the narrative that has not been explored yet. As already
stated, Doran'” believes that the mention of ynpév Te xal dpdavév is a “rhetorical
ploy” and even alludes to some significant intertexts, but does not venture much
further with this line of enquiry. This paper will attempt to remedy this situation
by exploring and displaying some new possibilities in understanding 2 Macc 3. In
this context, the following questions will need to be addressed:

1. What would be a plausible method that might best give greater clarity to the
term(s) xnp&v Te xat éppavév in 2 Macc 3:10 and, for that matter, the whole
of chapter 3?

2. If one accepts that xnp&v Te xal dppav@v is a social construct, what does the
commentator say about the prevailing circumstances, not only in Jerusalem,
but also in the rest of Judea?

3. What conclusion(s) might be drawn from (1) and (2) above?

9. James Moffat, “2 Maccabees,” in The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old
Testament, ed. Robert H. Charles, vol. 1 (Berkeley: Apocryphile Press, 1913), 135-36.

10. Elias J. Bickerman, The God of the Maccabees: Studies in the Meaning and Origin
of the Maccabean Revolt (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 38-39.

11. Robert Doran, Temple Propaganda: The Purpose and Character of 2 Maccabees
(Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1981).

12. Jan Willem Van Henten, The Maccabean Martyrs as Saviours of the Jewish Peo-
ple, JSISup 57 (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 34; Gruen, Diaspora, 177.

13. Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 184; Dommershausen, Makkabder, 117.

14. Pierre J. Jordaan, “Suffering Bodies in 2 Maccabees 3,” In Luce Verbi 50.4
(2016): 6-7.

15. Doran, 2 Maccabees, 82.
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3. EXPOSITION ON METHOD

The method I wish to propose for looking at ynp&v te xal dpdavév is a specific
semiotic method once employed by Umberto Eco.'® As a result of the limitations
of space, I will only discuss certain aspects of his approach more broadly. Eco
sees all texts as signs. He identifies three categories of signs: icons, indices, and
symbols. Each of these needs to be decoded by the reader, listener, or onlooker
(interpreter). All of these signs convey a valued message to a lesser or greater
extent.

An icon as sign is well known to an interpreter and therefore does not need
much interpretation. The dragon or snake in Bel and the Dragon is an example of
this. The dragon is deliberately depicted as if it were the Babylonians’ actual and
living deity. In short, they do not only worship the dragon, but they also need to
feed it. Thus, this deity is not presented as an abstract and/or heavenly concept.
Rather, it is depicted as though it were a real living entity.'” By employing this
icon, the interpreter is encouraged to come to the conclusion that the Babylonians
are foolish, as they must first sustain their deity before they can worship it.

An index is a little more complicated and occupies the middle ground when
interpreting texts. An index is like one’s index finger. It “points” in a particular
direction and requires a bit more interpretation in order to arrive at its implied
meaning. Indices in texts are usually characteristic of larger problems. The index
“heart” (xapdia) in 2 Macc 1:3—4 does not refer literally to a human organ that
pumps blood, but with the adjective “big” (neyaiy) it denotes “commitment.”'®
In this example, the index points to a deeper problem involving a corrupt priest
who is also a Seleucid sympathizer. The index helps the interpreter to realize that
the priest lacks genuine commitment towards God and the Jerusalem temple.

Finally, a symbol as sign requires a great deal of interpretation. For example,
the sign “Assyrian” in the book of Judith may be seen as a symbol. How do As-
syrians suddenly surface after four hundred years of absence? The Assyrians in
the book of Judith refer to a cruel, violent and immoral threat to the Jews. To make
this connection, the interpreter of the sign may well also need a substantial
knowledge of history."’

16. Cf. Umberto Eco, Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1986).

17. Joseph J. de Bruyn and Pierre J. Jordaan, “Constructing Realities: Bel and the
Dragon: Identifying Some Research Lacunae,” OTE 27.3 (2014): 855.

18. Pierre J. Jordaan, “Body, Space and Narrative in 2 Macc 1:1-10a,” BN 168 (2016):
97-98.

19. Pierre J. Jordaan and Risimati S. Hobyane, “Writing and Reading War: Rhetoric,
Gender and Ethics in Judith,” Ekklesiastikos Pharos 91.20 (2009): 239.
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Textual evidence, that is, intratextual (within a book), intertextual evidence
(within a corpus of books), and extratextual evidence (factors like politics, eco-
nomics and sociology) usually support the interpretation of a sign. For instance,
the Babylonians are furious after Daniel kills their deity. Their actual god (icon)
was murdered. Thus, they remain without insight and want to retaliate against
Daniel.

The same can be said about indices. In subsequent chapters, 2 Maccabees
presents Jason and other Seleucid sympathizers as being aberrant, whilst the anti-
Seleucid priests are portrayed as being righteous. Thus, as indices, Jason and the
priests are depicted as “pointing” towards nonrighteousness. Jason and the priests,
without context do not signify anything, however within context the deduction
can be made that they are straying from orthodoxy.

Lastly, in Judith, the Assyrians emerge as a symbol of violence, immorality,
and cruelty. Their general, Holofernes, it transpires, as drunkard and philanderer,
is also part and parcel of this unscrupulous culture.

The key for decoding the signs in each instance is held by the interpreter.
However, this should never be done randomly, but as transparently and with as
much textual support as possible. This is quite a difficult task as the modern reader
has to interpret the text after a gap of over two millennia and still try to establish
whether signs within the texts should be considered as icons, indices, or symbols.
Having said this, let us now return to the interpretation of xnp&v te xai dpbaviv
in the context of 2 Macc 3. In this regard, I also wish to align the known historical
contexts apropos Judea, Jerusalem, and the temple with the time this text might
have been written and/or redacted.

4. THE CIRCUMSTANCES IN AND AROUND JERUSALEM AND JUDEA (EXTRATEX-
TUAL EVIDENCE)

Tcherikover vividly describes the prevailing circumstances in Jerusalem during
the Maccabean period as not being very favorable for the lower classes.”’ He
clearly states why:

The key to an understanding of the events of the entire period has to be sought
not in inter-family quarrels among the aristocracy, but in the conflict of interests
between the aristocracy and people, interpreted as the broad section of the lower
urban populace, composed of craftsmen, day-laborers, shopkeepers, petty ven-
dors and the rest.... The plebs urbana of Jerusalem, if we may use this Roman
terminology, was interested neither in diplomatic relations with the Hellenistic
world, nor in the conduct of high policy at the royal court of Antioch, nor even
the development of commercial relations with other states. It knew one thing

20. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization, 197-203.
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clearly, that as a result of the Hellenistic reform all the affairs of the city were
gathered in the hands of the rich and well-connected.?!

If we take this description of what happened in Jerusalem seriously, it is only
natural that in circumstances like these, the poor would suffer the most. This ob-
viously includes the widows and the orphans. They were the people who had to
rely on other people for their survival. However, if the people they relied on were
disenfranchised and forced outside of Jerusalem, they had real problems. They
were literally the lowest of the low and amongst the poorest of the poor. In this
regard, Samuel L. Adams specifically refers to widows and orphans as being ex-
tremely vulnerable.? This would not only make them a nuisance, but also easy
victims for exploitation by the wealthy and/or powerful. From an extra-textual
point of view (politics, economics and sociology), widows and orphans seem to
be significant. If this story is a floating legend, as claimed by Schwartz, the ques-
tion remains: What is the significance of the xnp&dv e xal dpdavév in this
narrative?

5. INTERTEXTUAL EVIDENCE

In order to establish the significance of xnp&v Te xai dpdavév in this narrative as
a “rhetorical ploy” (i.e., as originally suggested by Doran), I wish to use LXX Ps
67:6> as intertext:

7ol maTpos TéY dpdaviv xal xpttol T@V xnpdv 6 Beds &v ToTw dyliw adtol

... father for orphans and judge for widows in his holy place24

LXX Ps 67:6 seems to be important as intertextual background for understanding
2 Macc 3, seeing as different elements in both texts concur. Firstly, the mentioning
of orphans and widows. Secondly, the locality which is stated as “in his holy
place.” “Holy place” is also what the temple is called in 2 Maccabees.

The author of 2 Macc 3 might have had knowledge of LXX Ps 67:6. The
difference, however, between these two texts is that LXX Ps 67:6 states certain
facts, whereas 2 Macc 3 seems to apply them. In this sense, 2 Macc 3 is LXX Ps
67:6 in action. Furthermore, 2 Macc 3 (in its entirety) may be seen as a reinter-
pretation of LXX Ps 67:6. In 2 Macc 3, God becomes a father for orphans and a

21. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization, 192.

22. Samuel L. Adams, Social and Economic Life in Second Temple Judea (Louisville:
Westminister John Knox, 2014), 58.

23. It should be noted that Doran does not refer specifically to Ps 67:6 but rather the
English version which reads the same. I.e., Doran refers to Robert Hanhart’s version of the
Septuagint (i.e., Ps 67:6). Cf. Doran, 2 Maccabees, xxi, 82.

24. This is my English translation of the Greek as found in Rahlfs, Septuaginta, 68.
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judge for widows as he defends their money in the temple. So what happens if one
sees the combination ynpév te xal dpdavév in 2 Macc 3:10? The answer is that
God will act as judge for widows and become a father to the orphans. This is the
possible dynamic that lies behind this sign as an index.

In this way, the combination ynpé&v e xai dpdavév might be better classified
as an index in 2 Macc 3. However, the sign needs some interpretation, but not too
much. This sign shows that if there is trouble in his holy place, especially con-
cerning widows and orphans, one need not despair; God will rectify the situation
for his widows and orphans who technically reside in his house (holy place).” In
this sense, there is a dynamic linked to ynpév e xal épdavév. God will surely
come into action if his widows and orphans and their special needs are threatened
in the temple.

6. CONCLUSION

There can be no doubt that the mentioning of ynpév e xai dpdaviv in 2 Macc
3:10 serves as an important marker. It is much more than just a combination of
two words. From a semiotic perspective, these words serve as an index. This index
at the beginning of 2 Maccabees signifies that something terrible had gone wrong
with the population of Jerusalem. The poorest of poor and lower classes were
discounted by the ruling clergy. The clergy were not at all concerned with people
like widows and orphans, but only interested in their own affairs. However, if we
take LXX Ps 67:6 as a valid intertext, then the phrase xnp&v e xai dpdavév also
signifies action. God is the one who intervenes on behalf of such people in his
holy temple. He becomes a father to the orphans and a judge for the widows. He
will bring justice to people like them. Doran is thus correct when he says that the
mentioning of ynp&v e xai dpdavév is a “rhetorical ploy” that shows that God
avenges widows and orphans. As early as in 2 Macc 3, the author already shows
a division of people into two groups. On the one hand, there are those who treat
people like widows and orphans with contempt, like Simon. On the other hand,
one also finds Onias and the faithful, who sincerely care about widows and or-
phans. God will intervene on their behalf. Until now, nobody has looked at 2 Macc
3 in this way.

25. LXX Ps 67:6: Tol matpdg T@v dpdavdv xal xpitol T@v xnpdv 6 Oeds év Téme dyiw
adTod.



Just Like Puericide: The Greek Translation and
Interpretation of a Debated Hebrew Phrase in
Lamentations 1:20

Gideon R. Kotze

Abstract: Modern interpreters continue to debate the meaning of Mn2 n°11 in
MT Lam 1:20c. They have either proposed grammatical or philological solutions
to the perceived problem, or they have resorted to conjectural emendations. The
Septuagint, Vulgate, and Targum of Lamentations, however, follow the MT and
interpret MNJ as a prepositional phrase that expresses a comparison to death. The
studies that treat M2 in the MT as a secondary reading do not explore the mean-
ingfulness of these ancient translations or explain how mna would have
developed out of the supposed “correct” readings. With the limitations of the
emendations and reinterpretations in mind, this study, first, analyses the similari-
ties and differences between the Greek and Hebrew versions of Lam 1:20 and
examines how LXX Lamentations presents the subject matter of the verse’s final
colon. Secondly, this study explores how data regarding the ancient Near Eastern
cultural environment of Lamentations may contribute to a meaningful interpreta-
tion of Lam 1:20c. It is argued that the readings in the MT and LXX versions of
Lam 1:20c are intelligible, that the emendation of the Hebrew wording is unnec-
essary, and that the Greek translation, complemented by information on portrayals
of Death as a figure responsible for the loss of children and youths in ancient Near
Eastern texts, can help the text-critic to make sense of the extant Hebrew wording
of the colon.

MT LAM 1:20 AND INTERPRETATIONS OF THE DEBATED FINAL COLON

The final colon of the resh-stanza in the Hebrew text of Lam 1 has been a head-
ache for many modern readers of the poem. Different attempts have been made to
understand MmN n'a3, but no consensus regarding its interpretation has been
reached. The meaning of the colon, therefore, remains debated. The Septuagint
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translation (LXX Lam), the Vulgate, and both the Western and Yemenite versions
of the Targum of Lamentations present their own unique renderings of the colon,
but, like the vocalized Masoretic text (MT), these ancient translations interpreted
mina as a prepositional phrase that indicates a comparison involving death." The
rendering of the colon in the Peshitta differs from these Greek, Latin, and Aramaic
translations and does not contain such a comparison. In cases of problematic pas-
sages in his Hebrew Vorlage, the Syriac translator of Lamentations seems to have
generally opted for an intelligible rendering, rather than a literal translation that
would remain unclear.” The reading ~has rehuanio (“and in the house is death™)
in the Peshitta wording of Lam 1:20c appears to be an example of this translation
approach and should not necessarily be taken as a witness to a Hebrew source text
that did not contain 3 before min.” Nevertheless, on the basis of the reading in the

1. For the wording of LXX Lam, see below. The Vulgate has the clause et domi mors
similis est (“and in the house it is like death”). Robert Weber, Biblia Sacra iuxta Vulgatam
Versionem (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2007), 1249. The wordings of the two
versions of the targum are similar: Xmn 5 3ANT X5ann RR5A3 K193 N3N MaOAY, “and
inside is the agony of starvation like the destroying angel who is appointed over death”
(Western recension; the wording is that of Codex Urbanates Ebr. 1, slightly emended to
read n37n instead of nin [cf. Christian M. M. Brady, Targum Lamentations’ Reading of
the Book of Lamentations (PhD diss., Oxford University, 1999), 88-89]); X152 nsn mHm
RN 5y RNANT TRONI, “and inside is the agony of starvation like the angel who is ap-
pointed over death” (Yemenite recension; Albert van der Heide, The Yemenite Tradition of
the Targum of Lamentations [Leiden: Brill, 1981], 12*). Jacob Levy, Wérterbuch iiber die
Talmudim und Midraschim, vol. 2 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1963),
106, gives the meaning of 831 as “Angst; Bedngstigung,” while Marcus Jastrow, Diction-
ary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature
(Peabody: Hendrickson, 2005), 498, suggests “dying agony.” According to Philip S. Alex-
ander, The Targum of Lamentations, ArBib 17B (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2008), 125
n. 81, Jastrow’s suggestion is “highly speculative” and he cautiously suggests an emenda-
tion of the text to read X152 377, “famine slays.”

2. Bertil Albrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of the Book of Lamentations
with a Critical Edition of the Peshitta Text (Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1963), 211.

3. For the wording of P Lam 1:20, see Albrektson, Studies, 43. Albrektson argues that
the Syriac translator “prefers a clear and readable rendering to a literal but obscure trans-
lation of the Hebrew text, and P’s text is exactly the sort of translation we should expect of
a difficult passage” (81). See also Rolf Schifer, “Lamentations,” in General Introduction
and Megilloth, ed. Adrian Schenker ef al., BHQ 18 (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2004), 119*.
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Syriac text, some scholars suggest that the kaph of mina should be deleted.* Schol-
ars also delete the kaph without reference to the reading in the Peshitta.” Other
conjectural emendations of mMind that have been proposed by scholars are more
radical. According to J. Dyserinck, the wording of the colon should read n n°aa
mn (“binnenshuis is het geweld des doods”), but Arnold B. Ehrlich maintains that
the correct reading of the final phrase is mn & (“lauter Pest™).’ Delbert R. Hillers
emends MN2 into j83/M192 (“hunger; famine™) on the basis of Ezek 7:15, where
the words “sword,” “pestilence,” and “famine” are collocated, and Jer 14:18,
where “sword” and “famine” appear in parallel bicola. He also mentions a few
lines from the Lamentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur (LSUr) and
Deut 32:25 in connection with the emendation.” In view of the pair 271 (“sword”)
and n2°R (“terror”) in this passage from Deuteronomy, Frank Moore Cross sug-
gests that mn3 should be replaced with mx.®

A number of scholars do not emend nmn3, but put forward a grammatical
explanation of the supposed textual difficulty. Bertil Albrektson, for example,
notes that a preposition is omitted when it follows 2 and proposes that this is the
case with mn3.’ Accordingly, the latter can be read as though it is a combination

4. See, e.g., the comment in the textual apparatus of BHK, 1231, as well as the note in
Max Haller, Die fiinf Megilloth, HAT (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1940), 98.

5. See Karl Budde, Alfred Bertholet, and D. Gerrit Wildeboer, Die Fiinf Megillot: Das
Hohelied, das Buch Ruth, Die Klagelieder, Der Prediger, Das Buch Esther, KHAT (Ti-
bingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1898), 84. According to Hans-Joachim Kraus, Klagelieder (Threni),
BKAT 20, 4th ed. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchen Verlag, 1983), 23, the only possibility
of making sense of the colon is to delete the kaph.

6. J. Dyserinck, “De Klaagliederen uit het Hebreeuwsch Opnieuw Vertaald,” ThT 26
(1892): 365; Arnold B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur hebriischen Bibel: Textkritisches, Spra-
chliches und Sachliches, vol. 7 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1914), 34.

7. Delbert R. Hillers, Lamentations: A New Translation with Introduction and Com-
mentary, AB 7 (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 77. The lines that Hillers quotes from ANET
are lines 399-401 in the composite text of LSUr in the edition of Piotr Michalowski, The
Lamentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1989), 60,
61: uris-ma $a-bi nam-us-am bar-bi nam-us-am / §a-bi-a nig-$a-gar-ra-ka i-im-til-le-de-
en-dé-en / bar-bi-a £tukul elam“-ma-ka ga-nam-ba-[e-til-l1]e-en-deé-en, “Ur—inside it
there is death, outside it there is death, / Inside it we are being finished off by famine, /
Outside it we are being finished off by Elamite weapons.”

8. Frank Moore Cross, “Studies in the Structure of Hebrew Verse: The Prosody of
Lamentations 1:1-22,” in The Word of the Lord Shall Go Forth: Essays in Honor of David
Noel Freedman, ed. Carol L. Meyers and Michael O’Connor (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
1983), 150.

9. Albrektson, Studies, 82. Concerning the omission of other prepositions after the
preposition 2, see IBHS §11.2.9¢c; JM §133h; and Ernst Jenni, Die Prdposition Kaph, vol.
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of the preposition 2 and the prepositional phrase nna. On this interpretation,
“death” can be understood as referring to the realm of Sheol.'” This interpretation
has not garnered much support from other scholars.'' Robert Gordis provides a
different solution. He is of the opinion that the kaph of N2 is best understood as
an emphatic particle (asseverative kaph), rather than a preposition that introduces
a comparison.'? Although this interpretation has proved to be quite popular,'? it
has not convinced everyone.'*

Finally, Felix Perles turns to comparative philology to solve the perceived
difficulty of the MT reading. In order to find an appropriate counterpart for 27
in the first colon of verse 20c, he suggests that the problematic word in the parallel
colon should be vocalized as nin3 in view of the Akkadian word kamiitu (“state
of being a captive™)."> The Hebrew word would be a loan from Akkadian, but
Perles does not give any evidence to support this possibility.

Judging from these emendations and interpretations of mn3, scholars see the
comparison to death in the MT wording as problematic. The emendations and
interpretations eliminate the supposed problem, but the scholars who advocate
these solutions do not always explain how the reading in the MT would have de-
veloped from the suggested “correct” reading. They also do not account for the
intelligibility of the wordings of the ancient translations, such as LXX Lamenta-
tions, which also contain clauses where a comparison involving death is made.
Therefore, from the perspective of textual criticism, which is concerned with how

2 of Die hebrdischen Prépositionen (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1994), 33—34. In his semantic
classification of the preposition of mn3, Jenni notes that the text is uncertain (41).

10. Albrektson, Studies, 82.

11. Klaus Koenen, Klagelieder (Threni), BKAT 20 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener Verlag, 2015), 15*, 88 also favors this interpretation.

12. Robert Gordis, “Asseverative Kaph in Hebrew and Ugaritic,” JAOS 63 (1943): 178;
Gordis, The Song of Songs and Lamentations, rev. ed. New York: KTAV, 1974), 159.

13. See Adele Berlin, Lamentations: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2002), 47; Johan Renkema, Lamentations, HCOT (Leuven: Peeters, 1998),
192; Mitchell Dahood, “New Readings in Lamentations,” Bib 59 (1978): 179; Hans
Gottlieb, 4 Study on the Text of Lamentations (Arhus: Det Laerde Selskab, 1978), 20;
Thomas F. McDaniel, “Philological Studies in Lamentations II,” Bib 49 (1968): 211-12.

14. See Ulrich Berges, Klagelieder, HThNKAT (Freiberg: Herder, 2002), 90, who notes
that the preposition retains an element of comparison. In this regard, he refers to the dis-
cussion of the so-called kaph veritatis in GKC §118x.

15. Felix Perles, “Was bedeutet mna Threni 1,20?,” OLZ 23 (1920): 157-58; Perles,
Analekten zur Textkritik des Alten Testaments: Neue Folge (Leipzig: Gustav Engel, 1922),
57. Regarding the meanings attributed to kamiitu in passages where it is used, see CAD 8,
134. This suggestion is noted in the critical apparatus of BHS, 1357, and supported by
Wilhelm Rudolph, Das Buch Ruth; Das Hohe Lied,; Die Klagelieder (Gerd Mohn: Giiters-
loher Verlagshaus, 1962), 208.
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readings in the available textual representatives were probably created, were pos-
sibly related, and were potentially meaningful, the abovementioned emendations
and interpretations of N1 in Lam 1:20 are not completely convincing. With this
in mind, this study singles out the rendering of mn2 in LXX Lam 1:20 for closer
examination. It briefly considers how the Greek translation represents the subject
matter of the three bicola of the verse and subsequently indicates that the Greek
text’s interpretation of the final colon’s wording is in keeping with ideas that was
transmitted in the larger cultural environment in which the Hebrew text of Lam 1
circulated. The understanding of N2 exemplified by the Greek translation, which
is intelligible within the Hebrew text’s cultural setting, allows it to be interpreted
as a comparative phrase and makes an emendation thereof unnecessary.

LXX LAM 1:20 AND ITS INTERPRETATION OF THE FINAL COLON

MT Lam 1:20'

IR PR *H TR D I AR
DN N2 aapa 15 ToM
mna n'aa 19n 1w inn

See O YHWH that I am in distress, my innards have been twisted;

My heart has been turned upside down inside me, because I have wantonly rebelled.
Outdoors the sword made childless, indoors (it made childless) in the same way
as Death.

LXX Lam 1:20"

i0¢, xUpte, 8Tt OAIBopat- M xotia pwov étapdyhy,

7 xapdia pov oTpddy év Euol, 6Tt mapamixpaivovoa mapemixpava:
Ewhev Yrénvwady pe udyapa domep bdvatos v olxw

See O Lord, that I was hard-pressed. My belly was troubled;

My heart was turned in me, because | have wantonly rebelled.
Outdoors, a sword made me childless, just like Death did indoors.

The Greek translation of Lam 1:20 exhibits a number of noteworthy interpreta-
tions when it is compared with the MT. In both the Hebrew and Greek versions
of the verse, the deity is directed to perceive the negative emotional effects that

16. Schéfer, “Lamentations,” 58.

17. This wording of the Greek text is based on the editions of Joseph Ziegler, ed.,
Jeremias, Baruch, Threni, Epistula Jeremiae, SVTG 15, 3rd ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 2006), 472; and Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum graece
iuxta LXX interpretes (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006), 758.
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past events have had on the first-person speaker. Evidently, according to the
verse’s opening colon, the speaker is distressed. In the Hebrew text, the speaker
is personified Jerusalem and she expresses this negative emotion with a spatial
image, *5 ¥ (lit., “it was narrow for me”). Whereas this type of Hebrew phrase
relates distress to experiences of confinement, being surrounded, being trapped in
narrow spaces, or restricted freedom of movement,'® the Greek translation equiv-
alent of 5 7%, BMBopat (“I was hard-pressed”), communicates the distress with an
image of the speaker under pressure.'’

In the next two cola of the verse, personified Jerusalem elaborates on her
negative emotion with the use of body part imagery.*’ LXX Lamentations follows
its Hebrew counterpart in associating the distress of the speaker with the internal
organs.”! In the first image that describes the physical effects of the speaker’s dis-
tress on the internal organs, the precise sense of the Hebrew poalal verb, 1nann,

18. Philip D. King, Surrounded by Bitterness: Image Schemas and Metaphors for
Conceptualizing Distress in Classical Hebrew (Eugene: Pickwick, 2012), 147, notes that
the combination of the verb 77¢ with an impersonal, third-person subject and a preposi-
tional phrase with  “conceptualizes distress as an Agonist desiring freedom but being
restricted by something external.”

19. ®AiPouat is the first example in this verse where the translator did not represent
each constituent of a Hebrew phrase’s consonantal wording by an individual, literal Greek
equivalent. Other examples include the renderings of ¥31pa by év &uol and pnn by #wlev.
Furthermore, the object of the verb in the sentence #wbev )Ténvwoéy pe udyaipa is a plus
when compared to the MT. Although Ziegler, Jeremias, Baruch, Threni, Epistula Jere-
miae, 472, omitted the personal pronoun from his eclectic version of the Greek text, Rahlfs,
Septuaginta, 758, included it in his edition. Codex Vaticanus is the main witness for the
reading without e, but the weight of the other textual representatives weigh in favor of
regarding the plus as part of the original translation. This plus in the translation makes
implicit information in the source text explicit. These features, together with the word order
adjustments (see below), create the impression that the Greek translator endeavored to cre-
ate an intelligible Greek version of the verse’s subject matter and did not simply reproduce
the formal elements of the Hebrew Vorlage’s wording.

20. Concerning the striking body part images in Lamentations (especially Lam 1) and
their connection to emotions, see the comments of Christian Frevel, Die Klagelieder,
NSKAT 20.1 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2017), 20-21.

21. Mark S. Smith, “The Heart and Innards in Israclite Emotional Expressions: Notes
from Anthropology and Psychobiology,” JBL 117 (1998): 434 suggests that the emotion
might have been associated with internal organs, because this is the place in the body where
distress was physically experienced: “In distressful situations stomach contractions and the
movement of blood are felt as a physical experience of anxiety (cf. English ‘stomach tied
up in knots’ and ‘butterflies in the stomach’). The biblical use of ‘innards’ for distress
apparently fits these symptoms of the sympathetic nervous system. In short, as with the
nose and mouth for anger, the heart for a range of emotions, and the innards for distress,
biblical prayer reflects an ancient association of emotions with body parts where these
emotions are felt.”
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as it relates to ©'Yn, is not clear and scholars have put forward different interpre-
tations of the metaphor.** Irrespective of whether personified Jerusalem says that
her innards “fermented,” “burned,” or “have been twisted,” according to the He-
brew text, the Greek translation’s use of Tapaoow to render Imn results in a
slightly different image. According to this version, the speaker experienced stom-
ach disturbance and draws the Lord’s attention to this symptom of distress.
“Heart” in the Hebrew and Greek texts of Lam 1:20ba could be understood as a
metonym for internal organs, in which case, it would be an appropriate parallel
for “innards / belly” in verse 20af3.

In the Hebrew version of the passage, personified Jerusalem presents her own
perspective on the cause of her distress to YHWH and attributes it to her rebellion
(*n™n 17n). She declares that she has rebelled and the infinitive absolute specifies
the intensity of this action (“I have wantonly rebelled”).* This sense is conveyed
in the Greek translation by a participle followed by a finite verb of the same stem
(mapamixpaivovoa Tapemixpava).t

22. See, e.g., Sara Kipfer, “Angst, Furcht und Schrecken: Eine Kognitiv-Linguistische
Untersuchung einer Emotion im biblischen Hebridisch,” JNSL 42 (2016): 41-42; Angela
Thomas, Anatomical Idiom and Emotional Expression: A Comparison of the Hebrew Bible
and the Septuagint, HBM 53 (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2014), 39; Godfrey Rolles
Driver, “Hebrew Notes on ‘Song of Songs’ and ‘Lamentations,’” in Festschrift Alfred
Bertholet zum 80. Geburtstag, ed. Walter Baumgartner et al. (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
1950), 137.

23. See, e.g., Frevel, Klagelieder, 138; Koenen, Klagelieder (Threni), 87; Scott N.
Callaham, Modality and the Biblical Hebrew Infinitive Absolute, AKM 17 (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 2010), 120 identifies Lam 1:20 as an example where the infinitive absolute
expresses habitual modality. In such cases in the Hebrew Bible writings, speakers appar-
ently “assert that a proposition is true in a general, non-specific way” (20). Lam 1:20’s
infinitive absolute construction, however, appears in a non-modal context and, in such con-
texts, the infinitive absolute often specifies the intense or extreme nature of the action
conveyed by the accompanying verb. Cf. Christo H. J. van der Merwe, “The Infinitive
Absolute Reconsidered: Review Article,” JNSL 39 (2013): 78-79.

24. See Takamitsu Muraoka, A4 Syntax of Septuagint Greek (Leuven: Peeters, 2016),
383-85. The gatal form *n™n, which appears in the Hebrew wordings of Lam 1:18 and 20,
was probably related to 2n (“bitter,” “bitterness”) during the translation process. This
would account for the use of a compound form of the Greek verb mixpaivw (“to make bitter,
“embitter”) to render the Hebrew verb in both verses. [Tapamixpaivw acquired the sense “to
rebel” by functioning as a translation equivalent of 119n. In this regard, see the discussion
of Peter Walters, The Text of the Septuagint: Its Corruptions and Their Emendation (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 150-54. From this perspective, LXX Lam does
not support the proposal that a different reading from the one represented by the MT cir-
culated in the Hebrew manuscripts on which some of the ancient translations were based.
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Although the word order of sentences in the Greek translation of Lam 1:20
generally agree with that of the Hebrew text used for comparison, it deviates in
two instances. In the rendering of *27p2 *a% 7513 (“my heart has been turned up-
side down in my inward part”), the verb éotpadn was positioned after its subject,
7 xapdia wov, while in the final colon, év oixw, which translates the first preposi-
tional phrase in the Hebrew text, follows after domep Bavatos, the translation
equivalent of the second Hebrew prepositional phrase. In the case of 9 xapdia pou
éotpady év guol (“my heart was turned upside down in me”), the result of the
changed organization of words was that the sentence resembled the word order of
its parallel sentence, 1 xotAia pov étapdyfy (“my belly was troubled”). In the case
of the final colon, the arrangement of constituents in the Greek translation was
affected by the choice to render the preposition of mna with domep, a conjunction
that introduces a subordinate sentence. The difference in word order between the
LXX and MT versions of Lam 1:20c, therefore, need not be attributed to a variant
in the Greek translation’s Hebrew Vorlage. Robin B. Salters mentions the possi-
bility that the Greek translation adjusted the word order to facilitate an
understanding of the Hebrew wording according to which the verb nbaw does
“double duty” (i.e., there is ellipsis of the verb in the second colon of the stro-
phe).25 On this interpretation, the speaker laments that the sword causes
bereavement of children outdoors in the same way as death does indoors. Indeed,
the conjunction @omep implies that the event involving favatos is similar to the
one expressed by the preceding main clause, wbev Hréxvacéy pe payaipa (“out-
side, a sword made me childless”). Although the verb #téxvwaey is not repeated,
it should be understood as implicit in the subordinate sentence. The nominative
Bavatog can be taken as the subject of the omitted verb and is, therefore, presented
as a personified figure who is guilty of puericide. This interpretation of Nn3 in
LXX Lam 1:20, wherein death is portrayed as an acting character who causes
childlessness, presents an understanding of the wording of the colon that is com-
patible with ideas about death that were transmitted within the Hebrew text’s
larger cultural environment. In a number of ancient Near Eastern literary compo-
sitions, the figure of Death, as an active, sometimes divine, entity, is explicitly
associated with the bereavement of children and youths. A few selected passages
from diverse geographical locations (Egypt, the southern Levant, Ugarit, and
Mesopotamia), dating to the second and first millennia BCE and written in differ-
ent languages, will suffice to illustrate this point.

The first passage that bears mentioning is an instruction on the importance of
preparing a tomb in the New Kingdom Egyptian didactic text, The Instruction of

For this proposal, see Choon-Leong Seow, “A Textual Note on Lamentations 1:20,” CBQ
47 (1985): 416-19.
25. Robin B. Salters, Lamentations, ICC (London: T&T Clark, 2010), 99.
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Ani (17.1 1718.4).26 In this section of his teaching, the sage, Ani, directs his son,
Khonshotep, to have his final resting place prepared so that when the “envoy”
(ipwty), Death, comes to fetch him, he will be ready. Ani insinuates that it is never
too early to be concerned with this important matter, because, so he argues, the
figure of Death comes indiscriminately and unexpectedly to young children and
to the aged (18.2-4):*’

mirddtw.imrnnritsyk

iw b(w) rh.k p3 y.k mwt

iwp3s mwt h<n>p.fp3 nhn

p3 nty m kny mwt.f

mi p3 nty iry.fi3 wt

Do not say, “I am too young for you to take”,
you do not know your death.

When Death comes, he steals the infant,

the one who is in his mother’s arms,

just like the one who reached old age.

The second passage appears in Combination II of the plaster inscription from Deir
‘Alla, written in a Northwest Semitic dialect that resists an easy classification as
either Canaanite or Aramaic.”® The text was probably penned during the late ninth

26. Regarding the date of The Instruction of Ani, Emile Suys, La Sagesse D’ Ani:
Texte, Traduction et Commentaire, AO 11 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1935), viii
suggests that the work can be dated at least to the Twentieth Dynasty, while Miriam
Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, vol. 2: The New Kingdom (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 2006), 135 and Aksel Volten, Studien zum Weisheitsbuch des Anii (Co-
penhagen: Levin & Munksgaard, 1937), 61-62 maintain that it probably came into being
during the Eighteenth Dynasty. Joachim Friedrich Quack, Die Lehren des Ani: Ein
neudgyptischer Weisheitstext in seinem kulturellen Umfeld, OBO 141 (Freiburg: Universi-
titsverlag; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994), 61-62, however, argues in favor
of a date in the early Nineteenth Dynasty. Like other didactic texts, it was composed in the
literary form of a father instructing his son. The section 17.11-18.4 forms a thematic unit
that is flanked by a warning not to overindulge in the drinking of beer (17.6-11) and a
subheading that mentions the benefits of obedience to Ani’s counsels (18.4-5).

27. The transliteration is based on the hieroglyphic transcription prepared by Quack
and follows his emendation of the reading s<n>p.f. See. Quack, Lehren, 98, 292.

28. Regarding the dialect of the Deir ‘Alla text, see, ¢.g., Na‘ama Pat-El, and Aren
Wilson-Wright, “Deir ‘Alla as a Canaanite Dialect: A Vindication of Hackett,” in Epigra-
phy, Philology, and the Hebrew Bible: Methodological Perspectives on Philological and
Comparative Study of the Hebrew Bible in Honor of Jo Ann Hackett, ed. Jeremy M. Hutton,
and Aaron D. Rubin, ANEM 12 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015), 13-23; Gary A. Rendsburg,
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or eighth century BCE.” The fragmentary surface of Combination II is damaged
and it is not easy to make sense of the broken wording. It is, therefore, not sur-
prising that scholars have suggested different reconstructions and interpretations
of the text. The following words from line 13 are based on Jo Ann Hackett’s tran-
scription of Combination I1:*°

bm yqh . mwt. I.rhm.w'l [ ]

Why will Death take the infant of the womb and the infant [ ]

Jacob Hoftijzer argues that the difficult phrase 7 rhm denotes an unborn fetus,
whereas w 7 indicates a child who has already been born.”' Hackett, however, sug-
gests that the construct phrase “could refer to the suckling child just out of the
womb, i.e., a newborn child.”** This suggestion is related to her interpretation of
the context of Combination II as that of child sacrifice.>> Some scholars see in this
passage a reference to the god Mot, “the personification of death.”** Although it

“The Dialect of the Deir ‘Alla Inscription,” BO 3.4 (1993): 309-29; P. Kyle McCarter,
“The Dialect of the Deir ‘Alla Texts,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla Re-evaluated,
ed. Jacob Hoftijzer, and Gerrit van der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 87-99; John
Huehnergard, “Remarks on the Classification of the Northwest Semitic Languages,” in The
Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla Re-evaluated, ed. Jacob Hoftijzer, and Gerrit van der Kooij
(Leiden: Brill, 1991), 282-93; Jo Ann Hackett, The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla, HSM 31
(Chico: Scholars Press, 1984), 109-24; Jacob Hoftijzer and Gerrit van der Kooij, Aramaic
Texts from Deir ‘Alla (Leiden: Brill, 1976), 300-2.

29. Cf. the comments of Shmuel Ahituv, Echoes from the Past: Hebrew and Cognate
Inscriptions from the Biblical Period (Jerusalem: Carta, 2008), 434; Hackett, Balaam Text,
18-19.

30. Hackett, Balaam Text, 26.

31. Hoftijzer and Van der Kooij, Aramaic Texts, 239. If the interpretation of 7 rhm as
a designation for a fetus is followed, the sentence seems to be a lament over miscarriages.
So Hans-Peter Miiller, “Die aramdiische Inschrift von Deir ‘Alla und die é&lteren
Bileamspriiche,” ZAW 94 (1982): 236.

32. Hackett, Balaam Text, 70.

33. Hackett, Balaam Text, 80—85. For other interpretations of Combination II, see Er-
hard Blum, ““Verstehst du dich nicht auf die Schreibkunst ...?” Ein weisheitlicher Dialog
iber Verginglichkeit und Verantwortung: Kombination II der Wandinschrift vom Tell
Deir ‘Alla,” in Was ist der Mensch, dass du seiner gedenkst? (Psalm 8,5).: Festschrift fiir
Bernd Janowski zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Michaela Bauks, Kathrin Liess and Peter Riede
(Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2008), 40. He argues that it is a sapiential text
that presents a dialogue between a teacher/master and an advanced student (33-51). See
also Erhard Blum, “Die altaraméischen Wandinschriften vom Tell Deir ‘Alla und ihr insti-
tutioneller Kontext,” in Metatexte: Erzihlungen von schrifitragenden Artefakten in der
alttestamentlichen und mittelalterlichen Literatur, ed. Friedrich-Emanuel Focken and Mi-
chael R. Ott, Materiale Textkulturen 15 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2016), 21-52.

34. Meindert Dijkstra, “Is Balaam also among the Prophets?” JBL 114 (1995): 61.
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is not certain that mwt is a deity here, it seems clear that the figure of Death is “an
active personality™ who is said to be responsible for the loss of children.

A third noteworthy example is found in a text from Ugarit that combines rit-
ual and myth:

KTU 1.23.8-11

mt.wSr.ytb .

bdh . ht . thl .

bdh ht . ulmn .
yzbrnn . zbrm . gpn
ysmdnn . smdm . gpn .
ysql . sdmth km gpn

Death-and-Ruler sits enthroned.

In his hand (is) a sceptre of childlessness.
In his hand (is) a sceptre of widowhood.
Those who prune the vine prune him.
Those who bind the vine bind him.

He fell to the terrace like a vine.

These lines, in which the figure of Death, in this case, the god Mot,36 appears, is
“a ritual recitation (one sort of ritual action) performed within the context of the
ritual that opens in lines 1-7.*" The setting of the ritual is the period of the grape
harvest, that time of the year in late summer/early autumn when the dry season,
the dominion of Mot, gives way to the rainy season.*® The pruning, binding, and
felling of Mot described in lines 9-11 of the ritual serve to facilitate this transition
of seasons. The ritual act that marks the end of Mot’s time of rule is preceded by

35. Hoftijzer and Van der Kooij, Aramaic Texts, 239.

36. For the identification of m¢ w sr with the god Mot, see, e.g., Stefanie Ulrike Gulde,
Der Tod als Herrscher in Ugarit und Israel, FAT 2/22 (Tlibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007),
97-98 n. 96; Mark S. Smith, The Rituals and Myths of the Feast of the Goodly Gods
KTU/CAT 1.23: Royal Constructions of Opposition, Intersection, Integration, and Domi-
nation, RBS 51 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006), 40—42; John C. L. Gibson,
“The Ugaritic Literary Texts,” in Handbook of Ugaritic Studies, ed. Wilfred G. E. Watson,
and Nicolas Wyatt, HAdO 39 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 200; Herbert Niehr, Religionen in Israels
Umwelt (Wiirzburg: Echter Verlag, 1998), 36; John F. Healy, “Mot mn,” in DDD, 600;
David T. Tsumura, “An Ugaritic God MT-W-SR and His Two Weapons (UT 52:8-11),”
UF 6 (1974): 409-10. Wyatt advocates a different view according to which m¢ w $r refers
to EL See, e.g., Nicolas Wyatt, Religious Texts from Ugarit, 2nd ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic, 2002), 326 n. 10; Wyatt, “The Identity of Mt-w-Sr,” UF 9 (1977): 379-81.

37. Smith, Rituals and Myths, 48.

38. See Gulde, Tod als Herrscher, 96-97; Smith, Rituals and Myths, 47-48.
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a depiction of the deity of death in the image of a king (lines 8-9). He is given a
compound name, “Death-and Ruler,” he sits enthroned and he holds scepters
that symbolize his power and rule.** These symbols of power and rule are identi-
fied as zkl (“sterility, loss of children”)*' and ulmn (“widowhood™). This royal
picture implies that Mot exercises his might and dominion especially through the
destruction of life that adversely affects families and households. With regard to
bt tkl, Stefanie Ulrike Gulde is of the opinion that this “sceptre of childlessness”
shows Mot as a god who not only destroys life, but also as a god of unfruitfulness
who prevents the conception of life.** 7k, however, does not only have the sense
of sterility but can also express bereavement of children, who have already been
born, by death.*”

In the Standard Babylonian Version of the Gilgamesh epic, Gilgamesh un-
dertakes a long and arduous journey in search of the immortal Utanapishtim, after
his beloved friend, Enkidu, died an unheroic death and he came to realize that a
similar fate might befall him. Utanapishtim received immortality from the gods
when he survived the great Flood, but Gilgamesh goes to him with the intention
of wresting the secret of eternal life from him through battle. Upon meeting the
old man, Gilgamesh explains his wretched appearance as caused by sorrow over
the loss of Enkidu and the fear of his own death. This is also the reason why he
crossed lands, mountains, and seas in relentless pursuit of his goal, to find Uta-
napishtim and an end to his grief. In his reply, Utanapishtim points out to
Gilgamesh that his strength sapping journey only hastens the end of his life. It
belongs to the divinely decreed human condition that it is impermanent and the
gods do not disclose the time of one’s demise.** Invisibly, silently, and without
forewarning, Death “takes men and women off in the prime of life, like an enemy

raiding party seizing people from their homes”:*

39 On the binomial name, especially the interpretation of §» as “ruler, prince,” see
Smith, Rituals and Myths, 40, as well as Gulde, Tod als Herrscher, 97 n. 96.

40. See the line in an Old Babylonian letter (TCL 17:29, 17) in which miitu, personi-
fied death, who snatches children, is called the lord of people: mu-tum be-li nist mariasu
ithal, “Death, the lord of people, took his son.” The text is quoted in CAD 10.2:317.

41. See DULAT, 903.

42. Gulde, Tod als Herrscher, 113.

43. See Tsumura, “Ugaritic God MT-W-SR,” 409.

44. According to Utanapishtim (Tablet X, line 322), the great gods established death
and life, but “the day of death they did not reveal (Sd mu-ti ul ud-du-ii imilus]"-s11).”
Andrew R. George, The Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic: Introduction, Critical Edition and
Cuneiform Texts, vol. 1 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 698-99.

45. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 506. The transliteration and the translation
of Tablet X, lines 30-307 are quoted from the same volume (George, Babylonian Gilga-
mesh Epic, 696-97).
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Tablet X, lines 301-307

a-me-lu-tum $a kima(gim) qané(gi) a-pi ha-si-pi Sum-su
et-la dam-qa ardata(ki.sikil) da-me-eq-tum:
ur-[ru-his? ...1-Su-nu-ma i-sal-lal mu-ti

“ul ma -am-ma mu-u-tu im-mar:

ul ma-am-mla Sa mu-ti ilm-"mar’ pa-ni-su

“ul ma-am-ma” Sa mu-ti rig-"ma-su” [i-Sem-me]

ag-gu "mu-tum’ ha-si-pi amélu(10)-ut-tim

Man is one whose progeny is snapped off like a reed in the canebrake:
the comely young man, the pretty young woman,

all [too soon in] their very [prime] death abducts (them).

No one sees death,

no one sees the face [of death,]

no one [hears] the voice of death:

(yet) savage death is the one who hacks man down.

In view of the unpredictability of Death, who cuts off even young people, Gilga-
mesh’s search for immortality is unmasked as a fool’s errand, because it is not
only doomed to fail (it is the unchangeable decision of the gods that humans must
die), but it also achieves the opposite of its desired goal by shortening the uncer-
tain time of Gilgamesh’s life.

These passages from the Instruction of Ani, the Deir ‘Alla plaster inscription,
the Ugaritic ritual text, and the Gilgamesh epic, where Death is said to be respon-
sible for the loss of children and youths in various rhetorical contexts, imply that
this figure was widely known over a long period of time and in different geo-
graphical areas of the ancient Near East. It also appears in the book of Jeremiah
in a divine oracle of doom that foresees the dead lying everywhere, both inside
and outside of Jerusalem:*®

MT Jer 9:20%

WMINING K2 105N ma 15y
mann ona pinn 59 nmanb

46. On the figure of Death in the Hebrew Bible, see Stefanie U. Gulde, “Der Tod als
Figur im Alten Testament: Ein alttestamentlicher Motivkomplex und seine Wurzeln,” in
Tod und Jenseits im alten Israel und in seiner Umwelt: Theologische, religionsgeschicht-
liche, archdologische und ikonographische Aspekte, ed. Angelika Berlejung and Bernd
Janowski, FAT 64 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 67-85, and regarding the Jeremiah
passage, see Gulde, Tod als Herrscher, 158-81; and Mark S. Smith, “Death in Jeremiah
ix, 20,” UF 19 (1987): 287-93.

47. The Hebrew text of the passage is quoted from the BHS edition.
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For Death climbed into our windows; he entered our palaces
to cut off the child from the street, the young men from the squares.

Death is portrayed here as an intruder who infiltrated buildings (including fortified
ones) with the purpose of destroying children and young men from the public
spaces (irrespective of the youths’ age or innocence). This image of the figure of
mn implies that people inside the city are powerless to keep Death at bay and that
there is no deterrent or defense against him. It is complemented by the reference
in the next verse to human corpses outside the city that will be as manure in the
field and cut grain behind a reaper.

The wide circulation of the representation of Death as a figure who takes the
lives of small children and youths in its larger cultural environment, including
another Hebrew literary composition, raises the possibility that it also makes an
appearance in Lam 1. To be sure, LXX Lamentations exemplifies how the Hebrew
wording of the second colon of 1:20c can make sense when the noun in the prep-
ositional phrase mn2 is interpreted as a personification of death. This does not
mean, however, that the Greek translation and the extant Hebrew version of Lam
1:20c convey exactly the same information. In the Greek text, the speaker claims
that a sword made childless outdoors just like Death did indoors. According to the
MT wording, personified Jerusalem seems to say that a sword bereaved her of
children outside and that it has done so inside the house in a way similar to Death.
The idea might be that the sword (a metonym for the wielders of the weapon)
killed as indiscriminately, indefensibly, and inescapably inside the house as Death
does when he takes the lives of children.

FINAL REMARKS

Attempts to deal with the debated Hebrew wording of MT Lam 1:20’s final colon
illustrate that conjectural emendations, grammar, and comparative philology are
some of the tools text-critics can employ to illuminate or eliminate a textual dif-
ficulty. Inventing new readings, unattested in the available textual representatives,
searching for grammatical solutions, and supporting a suggested meaning for He-
brew words with evidence from cognate languages are indeed viable options for
text-critics to investigate when they endeavor to fashion appropriate meanings for
problematic passages. Nevertheless, they should neither fail to explain how the
seemingly difficult Hebrew readings developed from the proposed pristine ones
through processes of scribal transmission, nor simply ignore or disregard the ren-
derings of the debated readings in the ancient translations. They can also attempt
to make sense of debated readings by exploring their communicative potential
through the lens of the concepts and themes that circulated in the text’s larger
ancient Near Eastern environment. For this purpose, text-critics can consult a va-
riety of literary and visual sources from the ancient Near East that served as media
for communicating the peoples’ ideas and worldviews. It is not only sources that



JUST LIKE PUERICIDE 117

are strictly contemporaneous with a Hebrew composition like Lam 1’s purported
period of origin that can be enlightening in this regard, but also sources in various
languages from different times and locations that provide evidence for the long-
term and widespread dissemination of ideas and themes.

In the case of Lam 1:20, the process of translating the Hebrew text into Greek
produced a felicitous interpretation of the subject matter of the Vorlage, whose
wording seems to have been close to that of the MT. The rendering of the reading
mn3a in the Greek translation is not only intelligible, but the idea it expresses is
also comparable to literary portrayals of Death as a figure responsible for the loss
of children and youths in various ancient Near Eastern texts. Therefore, the inter-
pretation of the debated Hebrew phrase in LXX Lam 1:20c, coupled with the
relevant passages from other ancient Near Eastern texts, provides the text-critic
with an avenue along which to make sense of the verse’s final bicolon within its
broader cultural context. This line of interpretation, according to which there is
ellipsis of the verb 192w in the second colon and mn is understood as a personi-
fied figure, has the benefit of obviating the need to change the consonants or
vocalization of the MT reading or to avoid the comparison to Death it expresses.






Ps 40(39):7-9 in the Hebrew Bible and in the Septuagint,
with Its Reception in the New Testament (Heb 10:5-10)

Wolfgang Kraus

Abstract: The Hebrew and Greek text forms of Ps 40 (LXX Ps 39) exhibit signif-
icant differences, especially in verse 7. The Gottingen and Rahlfs/Hanhart
editions correct the LXX readings in the manuscripts (inter alia, B, A, and S) to-
wards the Hebrew text. This contribution tackles the question to what extent this
is justified, and asks whether another solution to the problem is possible. It exam-
ines the citation of the psalm in Heb 10:5-10, and indicates that the Greek
readings that differ from the MT were not created by the author of Hebrews. They
were part of the LXX text tradition. The passage in Hebrews continues the idea in
LXX Ps 39 that obedience is better than sacrifice and interprets it christologically.

The interpreters of Ps 40 traditionally had difficulties to make sense of the dispo-
sition of the psalm. After the heading in the first verse, the psalm contains three
parts: verses 2—5, a report about an experience of salvation; verses 6—12, a hymn
of thanksgiving; and verses 1318, a lament.' It is striking that the third part,
verses 13—18, reappears in the book of Psalms without verse 13, forming a psalm
of its own, namely, Ps 70. Why is there this salvation report first (vv. 2-5), then
the new hymn of thanksgiving (vv. 6—12), then the lament at the end (vv. 13—18),
which—on top of that—seems to be completely independent in Ps 70?

The following paper was delivered at the IOSCS Conference 2016 in Stellenbosch.
An expanded German version was given at the Septuagint Conference 2016 in Wuppertal.
For help with the translation into English, I thank Ulrike Peisker. For discussions of several
issues of the paper, I thank Christian Lustig, Saarbriicken, and Martin Rosel, Rostock.

1. Klaus Seybold, Die Psalmen, HAT 1.15 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 166.
Hans-Joachim Kraus is in favor of another division: vv. 2—-12, “Dankpsalm bzw. Dank-
liturgie”; vv. 13—18, “individuelles Klagelied.” Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalmen I, BKAT
15.1, 4th ed. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1972), 306-7.
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A solution to this problem might look like this: The statement in verse 8b, “in
the 780 n%an is written of me,” refers to a practice of placing a piece of writing at
the temple as a votive gift in the form of a scroll. On it, it says what the praying
person needs. After the help of YHWH, the community is told what God did; that
would be verses 10—-11. Then, verses 12—18 could be understood as the former
petitionary prayer with which the praying person begged God for help in their
hardship.”

The custom to place a 780 n%an at a sanctuary in ancient times is well attested
and may be compared to a custom that nowadays still exists: at the so-called West-
ern or Wailing Wall in Jerusalem, sheets with prayers are placed by visitors,
petitionary prayers and prayers of thanksgiving. People put down in words what
they hope for from God or what they thank Him for. Even the Pope did it, when
he visited the Holy Land.* A similar practice seems to underlie verse 8 in MT Ps
40, which for long has been difficult to interpret.

My paper consists of three paragraphs. In the first paragraph, we will have a
look at MT Ps 40:7-9 in the Hebrew text. The second paragraph is dedicated to
Ps 39:7-9 in the LXX version. In the third paragraph, we will look at the quote
from Ps 39 LXX in Heb 10:5-10.

1. Ps 40:7-9 IN THE HEBREW TEXT
1.1. FORM

Psalm 40 is—as mentioned before—a tripartite psalm: report of an experience of
salvation (vv. 2-5), thanksgiving prayer (vv. 6-12), and lament (vv. 13—18). This
division into three parts, as done by Klaus Seybold, presupposes that the psalm in
its present form is a coherent whole instead of consisting of two, originally inde-
pendent units that had nothing to do with each other. Other divisions, such as the
division into two parts, verses 2—12 and verses 13—18, make it difficult to under-
stand the psalm as a whole. The verses 13—18 are then seen as independent and
perhaps as added later.” According to Seybold, with whom I agree, here the former
psalm of lament, in which the praying person had begged for the liberation from
his suffering in verse 13ff., is added to the thanksgiving hymn.® The song of praise
in front of the community (announced in v. 4, conducted in vv. 6—12) is continued

2. Seybold, Psalmen, 167.

3. See Hans Hermann Henrix and Wolfgang Kraus, ed., Die Kirchen und das Juden-
tum II: Dokumente von 1986-2000 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2001), 161:
Dokument K.I 48: Vergebungsbitte am 26. Mirz 2000.

4. Kraus, Psalmen I, 307.

5. Seybold, Psalmen, 167.
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with the dedication of the answered prayer of lament, written on a scroll as a vo-
tive gift.’

1.2. THE UNDERSTANDING OF VERSE 8

The understanding of verse 8 in the aforementioned sense dates back to a work of
Giinter Bornkamm.” He tried to show that 9890 n9sn, as used in verse 8, cannot
refer to the Torah® or prophetic writings.

This was and still is not uncontroversial. According to Erich Zenger, 780 nsn
is to be understood as a real metaphor for words inspired by God (“Realmetapher
fiir von Gott eingegebene Worte”). To argue this, he names Jer 36:4, 32; 51:63
and Ezek 2:9 as parallel passages. The term 780 nbin allegedly alludes to
phrasings such as 1"127 980 or 77IN7 780, The expression *9p 2113 (“written on
me”), according to Zenger, relates to the wording in Jer 31:33: n3anax 0155y (“1
will write it [the Torah] onto their hearts™).” The scroll may be inscribed within
the praying person. This sense of verse 8 is supposed to be supported by verse 9.

The parallels given by Zenger and also the understanding of verse 8 have
been rejected as unconvincing by Bornkamm, already in 1964. The term 180 nbsn
occurs in Jer 36:2, 4, 6 and more often as a term for the scroll on which Baruch
was supposed to write the words of Jeremiah. According to Ezek 2:9; 3:1-3, Eze-
kiel has to eat the message of God in the form of a scroll (cf. Rev 10:9-10). In
Zech 5:1-2, we hear about a flying scroll. None of these passages have a direct
reference to the Torah. 790 n%an is rather an expression for a piece of writing in
the form of a scroll.

The subsequent realization of Bornkamm was that such pieces of writing
were placed at temples by praying people as a votive gift in ancient times. Such a
votive practice was widely spread in ancient times. Not only pieces of writing
have been placed at temples, but also votive steles with which, according to a
common ancient cultural custom, the person healed or saved by the deity glorified
the marvels they experienced by their god.'’

6. Seybold, Psalmen, 167, 169: “Dedikation des erhdrten Klagegebets, geschrieben
auf einer Schriftrolle (8) als Votivgabe.”

7. Gilinter Bornkamm, “Bekenntnis, Lobpreis und Opfer: Eine alttestamentliche
Studie,” in Geschichte und Glaube I, ed. Giinter Bornkamm, BEvTh 48 (Miinchen: Kaiser,
1968), 122-39.

8. See, e.g., Kraus, Psalmen I, 309; also Zenger; see the following note.

9. Frank-Lothar Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, Die Psalmen I (Ps 1-50), NEB 29 (Wiirz-
burg: Echter-Verlag, 1993), 256.

10. Bornkamm, “Lobpreis,” 133: “entspricht verbreitetem antiken Kultbrauch ... der
von der Gottheit Geheilte oder Gerettete ... die ihm widerfahrenen Wundertaten seines
Gottes verherrlichen”; see 132-34. See also the commentaries on Hebrews of Martin Kar-
rer, Der Brief an die Hebrder. 2. Kapitel 5,11-13,25, OTK 20.2 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher
Verlagshaus, 2008), 184; Erich GréBler, An die Hebrder I1I, EKK 17.2 (Ziirich Benziger;
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Furthermore, Bornkamm assumed that the scroll means the thanksgiving
hymn of the psalmist himself.'' This seems to be only one possibility to under-
stand the verse, though. It seems more likely to understand the 980 nan, like
Seybold did, as the former prayer of lament that now is placed at the temple as a
votive gift. This prayer of lament appears as an independent psalm in Ps 70. Con-
sequently, this is an example of a reuse of a votive text.'?

1.3. CONCERNING THE CRITICISM OF SACRIFICES IN Ps 40

In the interpretation of Ps 40, it is highly debated whether verses 6-9 are a case
of cult criticism. Bornkamm compared the verses to other passages from the
psalms that harbored cult criticism (Ps 50:7ff.; 69:31ff.) and argued that those are
not examples of a general rejection of sacrifices as in the sense of, for example, 1
Sam 15:22 (“obedience is better than sacrifice”). This kind of criticism is possible
because this passage is not about statutory, common temple sacrifices, but rather
about the sacrifices and offerings of thanks that are not generally regulated by the
law and which were offered according to one’s respective situation and fortune.
The offering of the thanksgiving hymn and the praise of God takes the place of
these sacrifices by serving as a sacrifice itself."

Hans-Joachim Kraus accentuates a different aspect. In his opinion, prophetic
criticism of the sacrifices continues to have an effect on the mentioned texts (Pss
40:7; 50:13; 51 :18).14 He considers Amos 5:22;Isa 1:11; Jer 6:20; and also 1 Sam

Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1993), 215; see also Georg Gébel, Die Kultthe-
ologie des Hebrderbriefes: Eine exegetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Studie, WUNT 212
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 187. Those who visit places of pilgrimage such as Altot-
ting or Lourdes will recognize some parallels. There, votive gifts from people who
experienced help or healing can be found in the church and the cloister; handwritten or
printed pieces of writing include thanksgiving to God or Mary or Jesus. But there can also
be found artificial limbs, sticks, fabrics and many other things as a testimonial of the expe-
rience of help.

11. Bornkamm, “Lobpreis,” 133: “das Danklied des Psalmisten selbst”; see also
Gébel, Kulttheologie, 187.

12. Seybold, Psalmen, 271: “ein Beispiel fiir die Weiterverwendung eines Vo-
tivtextes.” This was also true if Ps 70 was the older version and Ps 40:14—18 the younger
text; cf. Seybold, Psalmen, 169-70.

13. Bornkamm, “Lobpreis,” 130: “nicht um gesetzlich vorgeschriebene, allgemeine
gottesdienstliche Opfer handelt, sondern um die vom Gesetz nicht generell regulierten
Opfer und Dankopfer, die je nach Lage und Vermdgen dargebracht wurden. An deren
Stelle tritt die Darbringung des Dankliedes und des Lobpreises Gottes als Opfer.”

14. Kraus, Psalmen I, 309, against Mowinckel, who found only another accentuation,
namely from sacrifice to song (“vom Opfer auf das Lied”). This is also the case in Bernd
Janowski, “Auf dem Weg zur Buchreligion: Transformationen des Kultischen im Psalter,”
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15:22 to be forming the background. But—and this is another important aspect—
according to verse 9, the obedience opposed to the sacrifice is explicitly applied
to the Torah. This is why Kraus assigns the postexilic Torah devoutness to the state-
ments. In the context of this Torah devoutness, particularly Deuteronomy and the
prophecy of Jeremiah should then have taken a special role (Deut 6:6; 30:11ff.; Jer
31:31-41; cf. Ps 19:8): the declaration of obedience takes the place of the sacrifices.

How may it come to such an opposition of “obedience instead of sacrifice”?
Seybold stresses that, regarding his views that the cultic facilities were ineffective,
the praying person refers to a “special inspiration”: in verse 7, it says that God had
opened his ears for this insight."” Allegedly, the inspiration in Job 4:12ff., which
is also about a special insight that is expressed by means of the metaphor of the
ear and experienced by Job, is comparable. So, the praying person, by a special
divine inspiration, comes to the conclusion that sacrifices, meat, incense, and sin
offerings are inadequate in his situation—that obedience to the Torah is rather
what God wants from him (v. 9). He is prepared to do so since he has the Torah
in his heart. This attitude can indeed refer to postexilic Torah devoutness, but it is
initiated by a special inspiration that the praying person received.

2. LXXPs 39:7-9
2.1. GENERAL STRUCTURE

The overall structure of LXX Ps 39 mainly coincides with the Hebrew text. After
verse | as an introduction, three parts can be distinguished. The division must be
done differently, though: verses 2—5; verses 6—11; verses 12—18. The finishing of
the second part, which in MT Ps 40 is done in verse 12, in the LXX is done in
verse 11, already, by stating that the praying person has not kept silent the mercy
of God and his truth in the grand assembly.

Verse 12 then continues with an adversative ob 0¢, xUpte. God is begged not
to withdraw his sympathy from the praying person.

By the means of 871, verse 13 relates back to verse 12 and stresses the vast
number of miseries that the praying person was captured by, which is why he
needs the help of God. So, verses 12 and 13 are much closer connected in the
LXX than they are in the MT. Thus, the division must be done after verse 11.

2.2. DIFFERENCES TO THE MT IN VERSES 7-9

The translation of Ps 40:7-9 in the LXX mainly matches the Hebrew text. There
are only three differences that are relevant in terms of contents in verse 7.

in Trigerkreise in den Psalmen, ed. Frank-Lother Hossfeld, Johannes Bremer and Till
Magnus Steiner, BBB 178 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2017), 244.
15. Seybold, Psalmen, 169.
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2.2.1. The first difference concerns the verb in verse 7a. In the MT, it says that
God “does not derive pleasure” (n¥an &) from the sacrificial meal (nar) and gift
offering (nnin). The LXX translates that God did not want (BéAw) sacrifices
(Buoia) and offerings (mpoadopa).

2.2.2. Inverse 7c, the text of both critical editions (Gottingen and Rahlfs/Hanhart)
and the MT read the singular oAoxaitwua. A couple of LXX manuscripts such as
the P. Bod. 24 give the plural 6Aoxavtdpata'® though, coinciding with the quote
from the psalm in Heb 10.

2.2.3. The most important difference is to be found in verse 7b. There, the MT
says: “ears you dug me.” According to the Gottingen edition or rather Rahlfs or
Rahlfs/Hanhart, the LXX translates: “ears you have prepared/fashioned for me,”
thus changing only the verb. But this way of reading of the critical editions is most
questionable.

The citation in Heb 10:7 offers “a body you have prepared for me” in the
quote from LXX Ps 39. This means that it not only has a different verb but also
céua instead of @tia. The noun cépa is attested by all main manuscript of the
LXX, and also by P. Bod. 24. The editor of the critical text, Alfred Rahlfs, and his
successors assumed that the reading of “body” from the epistle to the Hebrews
penetrated into the text of the psalm and thus, they decided not to follow the main
manuscripts of the LXX, which all read “body.” Therefore, they wrote, in accord-
ance with the MT and some late LXX witnesses, “cars.”!” We have to admit,
however, that at the time of Alfred Rahlfs, P. Bod. 24 was not known yet.

Several attempts have been made to solve the problem by the assumption of
a writing mistake, homophony, or a theological intention in the Hebrews quote,
but none has led to a scholarly consensus.'® Most commentators of Hebrews are

16. See on this Gert J. Steyn, 4 Quest for the Assumed LXX Vorlage of the Explicit
Quotations in Hebrews, FRLANT 235 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 287.
Instead of the verb #tnoas in v. 7 (fin), P. Bod. 24 reads the verb niméxnoag, several man-
uscripts read edd6xnoag.

17. For details cf. Steyn, Quest, 284-87; Martin Karrer, “LXX Psalm 39:7-10 in He-
brews 10:5-7,” in Psalms and Hebrews: Studies in Reception, ed. Dirk J. Human and Gert
J. Steyn (New York: T&T Clark, 2010), 137-43. The criteria of the Rahlfs edition are
analyzed by Siegfried Kreuzer in the proceedings of the Septuaginta Conference, Wupper-
tal 2016 (to appear in WUNT).

18. See Karen H. Jobes, “Rhetorical Achievement in the Hebrews 10 ‘Misquote’ of
Psalm 40,” Bib 72 (1991): 387-96; Jobes, “The Function of the Paronomasia in Hebrews
10:5-7,” TJ 13 (1992): 181-91; Christian-B. Amphoux and Gilles Dorival, “‘Des oreilles,
tu m’as creusées’ ou, ‘un corps, tu m’as ajusté’? A propos du Psaume 39 (40 TM), 7,”
Philologia 35 (2006): 315-27. See also Karrer, “LXX Ps 39,” 144, 142; Gébel, Kulttheol-
ogie, 189 n. 66.
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of the opinion that the Vorlage of Hebrews already read cr&)pta.lg If we look at
other citations in Hebrews, we can observe that the author is rather reluctant con-
cerning textual changes compared to his Vorlage.

But does this also mean that the text of LXX Ps 39 has to be changed? Martin
Karrer clearly states: “we must correct the critical text of LXX Ps 39:7 against
Rahlfs. Zépa is the better text.”*” The compromise offered by Karrer, according
to which c@ua should at least be mentioned as a very well-testified way of reading
in the upper text of the critical editions, does not seem necessary after renewed
examination of Gert Steyn: “There are, however, no thorough text critical reasons
to accept the reading of Rahlfs.”*' Thus, in LXX Ps 39:7, according to Steyn, it
should be read: “A body you have prepared for me.” Therefore, both substantive
and verb would differ from the MT.

But, as Christian B. Amphoux and Gilles Dorival have worked out, we have
evidence for both, géua and wtia, even in patristic writings from the second to
the fifth century.** So it seems to me that the difference between MT and several
LXX witnesses is part of the LXX text tradition and is not due to the author of
Hebrews. The reason why this difference came into being could be twofold: “The
most likely explanation of the discrepancy is that, within the LXX tradition,
HOEAHZAYQTIA was misread as HOEAHZAX(Z)QMA.... Alternatively,
o®ua may be a free translation or ‘interpretive paraphrase of the MT’ ..., based
on the idea of the listening ear as pars pro toto, the whole being the obedient
person (cf. on this Is. 40:4f).”*

The differences between singular and plural forms, as they later also appear
in Heb 10, can be found in several LXX manuscripts such as Codex Alexandrinus
and the Lucianic text, too.

The translation of 950 nan with xeddig fiAiov in the LXX is also of im-
portance. The term only occurs again in Ezek 2:9, where it refers to a papyrus
scroll.** In Ezek 3:1-3, it only says xeddAig (without BifAiov; cf. 2 Esdr 6:2). From

19. So, e.g., Harold Attridge, The Epistle to the Hebrews, Hermeneia (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1989), 274; Paul Ellingworth, The Epistle to the Hebrews: A Commentary on the
Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle: Paternoster, 1993), 500; William
L. Lane, Hebrews 9—13, WBC 47b (Dallas: Word, 1991), 255.

20. Karrer, “LXX Ps 39,” 143.

21. Steyn, Quest, 286.

22. “Le mot ‘oreilles’ est présent, au II° s., chéz Irénée, au IV® s, chéz Eusébe de
Césarée, Diodore de Tarse, Didyme d’Aleandrie, au V° s., chéz Théodore de Mopsueste.
Les témoins du mot ‘corp’ sont un peu plus nombreux, mais pas beaucoup: Origéne au I1I°
s., Eusébe de Césarée et Didyme d’Alexandrie au IV s., les deux Hésychius, le Pseudo-
Athanase et Théodoret de Cyr au V®s.” Amphoux and Dorival, “Des oreilles,” 324.

23. Ellingworth, Hebrews, 500 (with citation of William Lane; italics by Ellingworth).

24. Natalie Siffer-Wiederholt, “Ps 39 (40),” in Psalmen bis Daniel, vol. 2 of Septua-
ginta Deutsch: Erliuterungen und Kommentare, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 1611, or more specifically “Anfang einer
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the context, it becomes clear that each time, a piece of writing is meant. Neither
here nor there it refers to the Torah.

2.3. CRITICISM OF SACRIFICES IN LXX Ps 39

The criticism of sacrifices in LXX Ps 39 does not fundamentally differ from the
one in the Hebrew text. If the text-critical decision to read c@ua instead of @tia
was right, the statement of the LXX in verse 7 would gain a different accentuation,
though. The phraseology according to which God “dug ears” pointed to a God-
given insight in MT Ps 40:7 based on which the praying person came to a rejection
of sacrifices. Now, this understanding in LXX Ps 39 was not possible anymore.
God “prepared a body.” If the translator took “ears” as pars pro toto and wrote
“body,” this would mean that a human being, in their whole existence, is called to
fulfil God’s will. “The body which was ‘prepared’ for the speaker by God is given
back to God as a ‘living sacrifice’, to be employed in obedient service to him.”*

The Greek translation did—as Georg Gébel indicates—adequately grasp the
intention of the MT, but it also sharpened and intensified it. For only now the
physically practiced and practical obedience forms an explicit opposite to cultic
sacrifice.”® This accentuation is stressed by the introduction of 8¢ in verse 7b. This
accentuation perfectly matches verse 9, according to which the praying person
intends to carry out the will of God and for that carries the nomos in the midst of
his heart or belly.

The use of odx #BEMoas in verse 7 for n¥an &% in the MT also stresses this
accentuation. If it was the case that the plural 6doxavtwuata, as stated in P. Bod.
24, was also the original version, a generalizing aspect would already become
perceptilge in the LXX text (and not only in Heb 10): all types of sacrifices are
rejected.

Buchrolle bzw. eines Textes”; so Hermut Lohr, “Ezechiel 1-19,” in Psalmen bis Daniel,
vol. 2 of Septuaginta Deutsch: Erlduterungen und Kommentare, ed. Martin Karrer and
Wolfgang Kraus (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 2863.

25. Frederik F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans
1964), 232; see also Gébel, Kulttheologie, 190.

26. Gibel, Kulttheologie, 190: The Septuaginta had “die Intention des MT zutreffend
erfasst, aber auch zugespitzt und verstiarkt. Denn erst hier kommt der leiblich vollzogene,
lebenspraktische Gehorsam nun in ausdriicklichen Gegensatz zum Opferkult zu stehen.”

27. Gébel, Kulttheologie, 190. According to Grdler, Hebrder, 2:216: “Alle Arten von
Opfer werden abgelehnt.”
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3. THE QUOTE FROM LXX PS 39 IN HEB 10
3.1. THE CONTEXT

Before we come to the quotation itself, we need to have a short look at the context.
In 6:20, the author of Hebrews says that Jesus went ahead of “us” into the Holy
of Holies, that is, behind the curtain, as a high priest according to the order of
Melchizedek.”® This, in 7:1-10:18, is followed by a closed line of argumentation
in different steps without a parenetic interruption.”’

Hebrews 7 picks up the thesis of 6:20 and elaborates on Jesus as the high
priest in opposition to the earthly priesthood against the background of Gen 14
and LXX Ps 109.%° In chapter 8, the author introduces his main argument:
xedbddatov 02 émi Tolg Aeyopuévolg. According to this, Jesus is such a high priest who
(according to LXX Ps 109:1) has seated himself at the right hand of the throne of
the majesty, as a servant of the truly heavenly tabernacle erected by God, not a
human being. The installation of Jesus is understood as realization of the an-
nounced new dta%xy. This new and better order is based on better promises.”'

In Heb 9, this main argument is expounded in comparison to determinations
of the first dtabyxn, especially by taking into account Lev 16 and Exod 24. Jesus
is peaitng of the new diabey (Heb 9:15).** He offered himself as a sacrifice to

28. According to Gerd Schunack, Der Hebrderbrief, ZBK (Ziirich: Theologischer
Verlag, 2002), 74, Heb 5:11-6:20 has to be seen as a “metakommunikatives
Zwischenstiick.” Karrer, Hebrder I1, 19, calls it: “Appell zur Aufmerksamkeit.” Hans-Frie-
drich Weil3, Der Brief an die Hebrder, KEK 13 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1991), 327, speaks of: “Vorbereitung der Rede fiir die ‘Vollkommenen.””

29. The outline of Heb 7:1-10:18 has been analysed in Wolfgang Kraus, “Zur Auf-
nahme von Ex 24f. im Hebréerbrief,” in Heiliger Raum: Exegese und Rezeption der
Heiligtumstexte in Ex 24—40, ed. Matthias Hopf, Wolfgang Oswald, and Stefan Seiler, The-
ologische Akzente 8 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2016), 94-99.

30. The impact of Gen 14:18-20 and LXX Ps 109:1 on the argument of Hebrews has
been analyzed in Wolfgang Kraus, “Zur Aufnahme und Funktion von Gen 14,18-20 und
Ps 109 LXX im Hebréerbrief,” in Text—Textgeschichte—Textwirkung: Festschrift zum 65.
Geburtstag von Siegfiried Kreuzer, ed. Thomas Wagner, Jonathan M. Robker and Frank
Ueberschaer, AOAT 419 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2014), 459-74.

31. The understanding of diaf%x» in Hebrews has been analysed in Wolfgang Kraus,
“Die Bedeutung von Awabyxn im Hebréerbrief,” in The Reception of Septuagint Words, ed.
Eberhard Bons, Ralph Brucker and Jan Joosten, WUNT 367 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2014), 67-83. The counting of evidence on p. 72 has to be corrected. It must read: “Zu den
17 expliziten Belegen ist dtaf%xn noch viermal implizit zu ergéinzen (8,7.13; 9,1.18). Damit
ist eine Gesamtzahl von 21 erreicht.”

32. The understanding of peaitys in Hebrews has been analysed in Wolfgang Kraus,
“Jesus als ‘Mittler’ im Hebréerbrief,” in Vermittelte Gegenwart: Konzeptionen der
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God through the eternal spirit (9:14). Through his blood, the way into the Holy of
Holies was consecrated (9:23). Hebrews 10 then offers the sum of the main argu-
ments,” divided into two parts. Part 1: 10:1-10: The opposite of the sanctification
through Christ to the earthly sacrificial cult. ** Part 2: 10:11-18: The highness of
Christ and the finality of the new dta6%x. In Heb 10, central themes opened up in
Heb 1:3c—d are brought to completion.”> The third main part of the A6yos
mapaxAnoews (again marked by parenesis) then begins with Heb 10:19.

3.2. THE CLOSER CONTEXT

Our paragraph, Heb 10:1-10, can be subdivided into two subsections: 10:1-4;
10:5-10.%° In 10:1-4, the context of the o™ O is still present. This suggests
the mentioning of the blood of bulls and goats. The verses objectively repeat the
thoughts of 9:6—-10. Thereby, the thoughts on the earthly cult in 9:1-10 are taken
up again.

The cultic law is merely like a shadow of the goods to come, not their actual
nature.”” Thus, it is soteriologically insufficient.”® The awareness of sins is still
present (v. 2). Instead of bringing forgiveness, the yearly sacrifices represent a
constant “reminder” of the sins (v. 3). Verse 4 summarizes harshly and unambig-
uously: The blood of bulls and goats cannot take away sins.

In verse 5, the quote from LXX Ps 39 follows, introduced by 0ié. It is seen as
a statement of Jesus at his entering into the cosmos and includes the verses 6-7.

The verses 8 and 9 again contain two fragments of the quote from the psalm.
The first fragment is introduced by “above, he says”: God did not want sacrifices
and they did not please him either. Afterwards, the author interjects as an expla-
nation: “Where they (the sacrifices) are still offered according to the law.” In verse
9, the second fragment appears: “afterwards, he says, behold, I come to carry out
your will.” Regarding this, it is explained that the first (order) is annulled and the
second (order) is put in place. Verse 10 finishes this train of thought in that it states
that “we” are sanctified in this will through the sacrificing of the body of Christ.

Gottesprdsenz von der Zeit des Zweiten Tempels bis Anfang des 2. Jh. n.Chr., ed. Andrea
Taschl-Erber and Irmtraud Fischer, WUNT 367 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 293-315.

33. Karrer, Hebrder 11, 183: “die Summa des Hauptarguments.”

34. With two parts: 10:1-4, 5-10; Heb 10:10 picks up 9:28.

35. Karrer, Hebrder I1, 183: In Heb 10 “gelangen zentrale Motive des groflen in 1,3¢c—
d eroffneten Zusammenhanges zum Abschluss.” But Karrer is in favor of another division
for Hebrews: The second main part, in his view, contains Heb 4:14—-10:31, and does not
close already in 10:18. But cf. Kraus, “Aufnahme von Ex 24f,” 94-99.

36. See for the following, Gébel, Kulttheologie, 185-202.

37. For the meaning and function of oxié, and eix&v in Hebrews cf. Kraus, “Aufnahme
von Ex 24f” 100-102.

38. Gébel, Kulttheologie, 186.
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3.3. THE QUOTE IN HEB 10:5-7

The quote in Hebrews differs from the MT and the critical editions of the LXX
but coincides with MS 2013—that is, the Upper Egyptian text version.” If we
leave aside the use of c@ypa instead of dtia in the critical LXX editions for a mo-
ment, then there are three differences of importance between the LXX text and
the Hebrews quote.*’

3.3.1. In verse 6, the author of Hebrews writes the plural éAoxautwpata instead
of the singular éAoxadtwua in the LXX text. This alteration can have different
explanations: Either the author of Hebrews takes the plural because his text is
based on a different source text than the reconstructed critical text. Or he willingly
changed the number to stress the multitude of the sacrifices. P. Bod. 24 (=MS 2110)
gives the plural also for the text of the psalm. Thus, it is possible that a text like
this has been the Vorlage for Hebrews.

3.3.2. Instead of the verb jtnoag in verse 6, Hebrews reads ebddxnoag. The verb
fitmoas in LXX Ps 39 is substantiated by Codex Vaticanus, whereas Sinaiticus and
Alexandrinus read ¢&moags.*' P. Bod. 24 also reads eddéxnoag in LXX Ps 39.*
This matches LXX Ps 50:18. Thus, it should not be assumed that this is a case of
an intentional correction by the author.* The Vorlage could have looked like this
as well. The similarity of LXX Ps 39 and 50 could represent an inner harmoniza-
tion within the LXX. What this adds up to is that the verb ebdoxéw is not a favorite
word of the author of Hebrews but only occurs in quotes.**

3.3.3. The most important difference to the psalm is to be found in the closing line
of the quote. There, the syntax has been changed and the end of the psalm verse
is left out. While in verse 9 it says: “To carry out your will, my God, is what I
wanted, and your law is within me,” Hebrews omitted both the verb ¢BovAnbnv
and the end “your law is within me.” Thereby, the part of the verse “to carry out
your will, God,” which in the psalm is dependent on £fouA#8yv, is now related to

39. Gibel, Kulttheologie, 188 n. 63; see Ulrich Riisen-Weinhold, Der Septuagintap-
salter im Neuen Testament: Eine textgeschichtliche Untersuchung (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 2004), 203.

40. For details, cf. Steyn, Quest, 287-91.

41. Rahlfs notes in the apparatus that eddéxnoag in some of the LXX manuscripts
comes from Heb 10:6.

42. See Karrer, Hebrder, 2:195.

43. See Steyn, Quest, 291; diff. Gibel, Kulttheologie, 191.

44. Karrer, Hebrder, 2:196: “eine innere Abstimmung innerhalb der LXX.”
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the finite verb “I come” at the beginning of the verse as an infinitive. This altera-
tion seems to be an intentional variation by the author of Hebrews that enabled
him to use the quote from the psalm christologically.

3.4. THEOLOGICAL ACCENTUATION IN THE PSALM-QUOTE

We begin with the observation that the quote from LXX Ps 39 varyingly reappears
in fragments in verses 8-9. These sentences from LXX Ps 39 should be the ones
that particularly mattered to the author. In this second quotation, the passage with
atia or c@pa is left out. What is opposed to each other as first and second state-
ment is rather: “Sacrifices and offerings and burnt offerings and sin offerings you
did not want and you do not derive pleasure from them.” In opposition to this
stands: “Behold, I come to carry out your will.” At first glance, the question
whether it is supposed to be “body” or “ears” does not matter here.*’ But, in the
following verse, we read: “By this will we have been sanctified through the offer-
ing of the body of Jesus Christ once and for all.” The reference to the “body”
seems to be the reason why LXX Ps 39, which before Hebrews has no reception
history in Jewish or Christian writings, has been cited here.*

While the MT deals with obedience as opposed to the sacrifices based on a
special inspiration of the praying person of the psalm, the LXX continues this
thought by opposing physical obedience to the sacrificial cult. The author of He-
brews, for his part, continued this line and amplified it christologically. The body
offered the possibility to actively carry out the will of God in the psalm text as
well. So, the c@pa and thus, the carrying out of the will of God, takes the place of
sacrifices and burnt offerings.*” This is continued in Hebrews and related to the
heavenly reality. Here, not the sacrificial cult and the carrying out of God’s will
is still in opposition, but rather the earthly cult and Christ’s heavenly offering.

The quote from the psalm is spoken by Christ himself, who enters the world,
not by the dying Jesus. He quotes the psalm because of the aforementioned insuf-
ficiency of the earthly cult (10:1-4). This is why the link with 016 in verse 5 raises
the expectation of something that, as a new earthly event, brings the solution: This
happened through Jesus. The adoption of the body when entering the world is the
first step to accomplish the will of God. Its culmination lies in the “offering” of
the “body” of Jesus. The earthly death of Jesus is at the same time understood as
a heavenly event. The key point could be described like this: The devoutness of

45. This could be a further argument that the author of Hebrews is not responsible for
the alteration of “ears” into “body” in the psalm text. Instead, he already found “body” in
his Vorlage.

46. Steyn, Quest, 284, 292.

47. Gibel, Kulttheologie, 192: “So tritt géua das und damit das Tun des Willens
Gottes an die Stelle von Schlacht- und Brandopfern.” But this is only true for LXX Ps 39
and not for Hebrews.
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Jesus is called mpoodopa in Heb 10:10—14—analogous to the sacrifices in verses
5 and 8. The term mpoodopa originally is a cultic one. It does not appear often in
the LXX—only in late LXX books, and in the Psalms only here. X&ua occurs in
Hebrews only in 10:5 and 10:10. It is not a cultic term for sacrifices or matters of
sacrifice. It is rather about the physical existence. When in Heb 10:10, the
mpoagdopa is newly determined by the term o@pa, then this is about the physical
self-giving, which is expressed in sacrificial terminology without itself being an
carthly sacrifice.*® The self-giving is a surpassing and a substitution of the sacri-
ficial cult, but at the same time it is what the sacrificial cult hinted at — without
being able to achieve it itself.*’ The author of Hebrews interprets the earthly self-
giving of Jesus as a heavenly mpoadopa. Therefore he also surpasses the argumen-
tation of the psalm christologically.

To sum up:

(1) Hebrews brings to completion a position that began in MT Ps 40, which
was continued in LXX Ps 39 (obedience is better than sacrifice) and again contin-
ued and interpreted christologically in Heb 10: The obedient earthly death of Jesus
is understood as a heavenly event.

(2) Hebrews combines its priestly theology with the idea of a new o164y
from Heb 8:6 onwards, quoting LXX Jer 38:31-34. In Heb 10:16-17, the quote
from LXX Jer 38 reoccurs. This is about the laws that are written onto the heart
and about the forgiveness of sins as the epitome of the new dt0%x».”’ The sacri-
ficial cult formed the first Siafyxn. It is surpassed and annulled by the second
one.”! LXX Ps 39 and LXX Jer 38, just as Ezek 36:26ff. are in close correlation
to each other and form prerequisites for the argumentation in Hebrews.>

(3) What primarily matters for Hebrews is not criticism of the cult, but the
remission of sins, predicted in LXX Jer 38. Through the self-giving of Jesus, the
new diafxn becomes reality. Now, the entrance to the Holy of Holies is open,
which could not have been achieved by the earthly sacrificial cult, but only by the
obedient death of the Son of God as a mpoodopd Tol crpatos ébdmal.

48. Gibel, Kulttheologie, 194; Karrer, Hebrder, 2:197.

49. Gébel, Kulttheologie, 195. 1 do not think, in the New Testament, Rom 12:1-2 is
comparable to Heb 10:10 (pace Gébel, Kulttheologie, 195 with reference to Berger,
Stegemann, Siegert und Seidensticker).

50. It is not “the Torah,” but of véuot which are written onto the heart. On this, see
Wolfgang Kraus, “Die Rezeption von Jer 38,31-34 (LXX) in Hebrder 8—-10 und dessen
Funktion in der Argumentation des Hebréerbriefes,” in Text-Critical and Hermeneutical
Studies in the Septuagint, ed. Johann Cook and Hermann-Josef Stipp, VTSup 157 (Leiden:
Brill, 2012), 447-62.

51. Gébel, Kulttheologie, 195.

52. Kraus, Psalmen, 1:462; Gibel, Kulttheologie, 196 n. 96.






Samaria’s Downfall in the Versions: The Masoretic Text,
Vaticanus, and the So-Called Lucianic Recension

Jonathan M. Robker

Abstract: Second Kings (= 4 Reigns) 17 presents one of the most theologically
poignant chapters within Reigns and even within Deuteronomistic literature. Yet,
this chapter does not exist as an unchanging monolith; the relevant versions of
this text in Hebrew and Greek attest significant variants. This paper will consider
distinctions in the Greek tradition, with particular attention to the so-called
Antiochene text (traditionally identified with some Lucianic Recension), and their
relationships to the development of the (proto-)Masoretic text. This examination
of the witnesses will aid in sketching the profile of the various textual traditions,
their recensional characteristics, and their relationship to each other.

The problems within the text history of Kings are both manifold and well-known.
Yet, it remains imperative to address text-critical and text-historical issues in
Kings to shore up the foundation of subsequent literary-historical and redaction-
critical models for the composition of Kings, the Deuteronomistic History, or the
Enneateuch. At the same time, such critical reflection about the attested variants
in manuscripts may provide some hints about how earlier scribes dealt with the
texts they transmitted. To this end, one must consider the characteristics of the
textual witnesses for Kings, especially within the Greek textual tradition and its
relationship to the Masoretic tradition. It is particularly useful to concentrate on a
single pericope to discuss the various text-critical issues, even more so on one that
attests a number of differences and theological poignancy. To fulfill these criteria,
this paper focuses on 2 Kgs 17 (= 4 Kgdms / Reigns 17) in Hebrew and in its two
primary Greek text types. The first is the kaige text of Vaticanus (B; generally this
is identical with the Rahlfs text [Ra.]) and the second is the so-called Luicianic
recension (also known as the Antiochene text = Ant.).' The Greek versions

1. B’s folios 468471 were consulted via the DigiVatLab Greek manuscript 1209
online facsimile edition; cf. http://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS Vat.gr.1209. Other than the
133
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remain distinct from each other and from the Masoretic text (MT) in many cases.
This paper presents some examples of this, defining, expounding, and evaluating
them to identify some idiosyncrasies of each textual tradition. Other relevant
witnesses—like the Vetus Latina, Alexandrinus, and Origen—serve as important
aids for reflecting on Kings’ textual history. This discussion of the relationship of
the Greek witnesses to each other and to MT occurs of course in the wake of the
observations of Henry St. J. Thackeray, Dominique Barthélemy, and Siegfried
Kreuzer (among others) about the precise boundaries of the translational units in
Samuel and Kings, the characteristics of the kaige recension, and the potential for
identifying Old Greek (OG) readings within Ant.” Ultimately, this paper suggests
that neither of the Greek text types purely attests the OG and that scribes probably
edited MT in a few stages after the initial translation of Kings into Greek. In other
words, while each of the textual traditions for Kings may evince elements of an
older version of the book, none of the witnesses exclusively attests the oldest
readings. I will attempt to demonstrate this thesis’ probability by considering a
few theologically and ideologically characteristic verses from the chapter.

abbreviations for divine names and xat and v at the end of a line, the few relevant
differences between Ra. and B will be noted here. Most of them probably resulted from
simple errors. Abbreviations for divine names appear in vv. 2, 7-9, 11-13, 16-21, 23, 25—
26, 27-28, 32-36, 39, and 41. The phrase Oeot etepot etc. is not abbreviated. The final v or
xat of a line is abbreviated in vv. 4, 6, 10, 11, 13-19, 21, 23-24, 26, 28-30, 32-35, 39, and
41. The Ra. text is of course the Handausgabe, Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart,
Septuaginta. Editio Altera (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006). The consulted
edition of Ant. is Natalio Fernandez Marcos and Jos¢ Ramon Busto Saiz, /-2 Reyes, El
texto antioqueno del Biblia Griega, vol. 2 (Madrid: Instituto de Filologia del CSIC,
Departmento de Filologia Biblica y de Oriente Antiguo, 1992).

2. For Thackeray’s observations about the distinct translational units in Reigns, cf.
Henry St. J Thackeray, “The Greek Translators of the Four Books of Kings,” JTS 8
(1907): 262-78. For Barthélemy, cf. Dominique Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila,
VTSup 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1963). For an overview of the relevance of Ant. for the text
history of Samuel-Kings, cf. Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “The Antiochene Edition in the
Text History of the Greek Bible,” in Der Antiochenische Text der Septuaginta in seiner
Bezeugung und seiner Bedeutung, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer and Marcus Sigismund
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 57-73. For a summary of Kreuzer’s work
and a bibliography, cf. Siegfried Kreuzer, “Der Antiochenische Text der Septuaginta.
Forschungsgeschichte und eine neue Perspektive,” in Der Antiochenische Text der
Septuaginta in seiner Bezeugung und seiner Bedeutung, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer and Marcus
Sigismund (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 23-56. Cf., also for a position
more consistent with that proffered here, Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “The Lucianic Text
in the Books of Kingdoms: From Lagarde to the Textual Pluralism,” in De Septuaginta:
Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. Albert
Pietersma and Claude Cox (Mississauga: Benben Publications, 1984), 161-74.
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2KGS//4 KGDMS 17:1

V. | MT Ra. Ant.

1 | mip opw mwa | & ére dwdexdtw Axal | & Eret dwlexdtew Ayl
7on nmm 7op Ny | Baoe] Tovda éBacidevoey | Baoiigud "Totda
RT3 pwin | Qove vids HAa év Zapapela | éfacilevoey ‘Qofje vivs HAa
Spaprhy  1npwa | éml lopan) évvéa Fmy &v Sapapela ém Topani

oY ywn éwéa Er.

The best place to begin this survey is the opening verse of the chapter. The first
verse of 4 Kgdms 17 presents two exiguous differences in the Greek traditions.
One notes the additional dative article & in Ra. (= B) when contrasted with Ant.
This additional article matches the dative Bactlel attested in Ra. This in turn
demonstrates that Ra. is closer to MT than Ant. is; Ant. attests the more
syntactically adequate genitive factréws, whereas the dative in Ra. matches the
use of the b in MT. However, in this case Ra. # B. Instead, B has the curious
combination of the dative article @ with the genitive noun facidéwg. Rather than
transmit the text of B in this case, Rahlfs relied on Alexandrinus (A) and Venetus
(N, = Basilo-Vaticanus), as well as a number of minuscules, in reconstructing his
OG version. More likely, these later majuscules and minuscules present secondary
correctives to an OG corrupted in transmission. In this instance, the direction of
corruption can be explained readily, in my opinion: the OG (or an earlier stage of
the Greek, at least) either looked like Ant. or included the genitive object Tol, but
this reading was corrupted through dittography. Vaticanus itself attests precisely
this dittography: the dative article here came about through the duplication of the
last two letters of the number dwdexdTw, perhaps replacing the genitive article or
supplying an otherwise absent article. Later, this apparent grammatical error was
corrected in the fashion attested by A, N, and the various minuscules, which—at
the same time—had the happy benefit of correcting the text toward proto-MT.
The OG favored the genitive in these framing elements in Kingdoms, as attested
throughout Ant. and in the nonkaige portions of B, but usually—though not
always—with the article.” Should the OG have included an article here, it must
have been the matching genitive, as generally preserved in the nonkaige frames
of Kingdoms. Were that the case, that could imply that B recorded it incorrectly

3. Ant. has the article in 3 Kgdms 15:9, 25, 28, 33; 16:23; 22:52; 4 Kgdms 1:19; 8:25;
13:1, 11; 14:1; 15:1, 13, 17, 23, 27, 32; 16:1; 17:1; and 18:1; Ant. does not have the article
in 3 Kgdms 16:6, 15, 38; 4 Kgdms 9:29; 14:23; 15:8. B matches this usage in 15:9, 25, 33;
16:6; 4 Kgdms 9:29; 14:23; and 15:23 [references in 16:15 and 38 absent in B]. 3 Kgdms
22:41 in B uses the dative article, but the genitive noun, probably in a case of dittography,
justlikein4 Kgdms 17:1. In 3 Kgdms 16:29 Ant. = 16:28a B, both have the genitive article,
but have no noun.
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under the influence of the preceding -tw and Ant. must have deleted it. Thus, it
seems probable that neither of these Greek versions perfectly delivers the OG, but

using both of them permits us to reconstruct a likely OG version.

2KGS//4 KGDMS 17:2

V. | MT Ra. Ant.

2 Prval yan wun | xal émol TO Tovnpdy [y | xal éwoin TO0  movnpdv

"5n3 89 e | BbBaduoic heplou [mhiy oty ad | Evamov  [Kupiou ’wjap?&

" WNR bmxﬁwI ol Bacireic Iopank ol Aoay| | mdvrag  Todg  yevouévoug
b | Eumpochey adTol gumpoabey adTod.

The second verse of 4 Kgdms in B demonstrates elements typical to kaige. First,
it demonstrates an essentially perfect superficial translation of each
morphosyntactical element of MT. Secondly—and more importantly—B (= Ra.)
uses the phrase év édbauois as a translation for the Hebrew '1'pa. Kaige editors
favored this standard equivalence in Kings, particularly in the evaluative notices
about a king’s reign.* On the other hand, Ant. reads évémiov, the equivalent
attested throughout the nonkaige portions of Kingdoms and almost ubiquitously
in these evaluative framing elements in Ant.’ And the distinctions between these
versions go beyond the superficial use of equivalents. The Antiochene text views
Hoshea more negatively than either B or MT. Regarded in the greater context,
Ant. implies that Hoshea thus impacts Israel’s downfall more substantially. So,
which version of Hoshea is older?

Probably the Antiochene version of Hoshea.® Two factors commend this
interpretation. First, the negative Ant. Hoshea presents a narratological apex of
wickedness before the destruction and resettling of the north. More importantly,
the extant Vetus Latina manuscripts all attest this reading, either as et fecit
malignum in conspectu Domini prae omnes qui fuerant (pluperfect) ante eum
(MSS 91-95) or as et fecit male in conspectu Domini super omnes qui fuerunt
(perfect) ante eum (MS 115 = Vindobonensis). The Greek attested in Ant., Tapa

4.’Ev 6¢0aAuols xupiov = mi pa: 1 Kgs 22:43; 2 Kgs 1:13-14; 3:2, 18; 10:5, 30;
13:2, 11; 14:3; 15:3, 9, 18, 24, 28; 16:2; 17:2, 17; 18:3; 20:3; 21:2, 6, 9, 15-16, 20; 22:2;
23:32,37; and 24:9. Evemtov xvpiov = i wya: 1 Kgs 11:8; 14:22; 15:5, 11, 26, 34; 16:7,
19, 25, 28° (// 22:43 MT), 30; 20:20°, 255; 2 Kgs 1:18° (// 3:2 MT); 8:18, 27; 12:3; 14:24;
and 24:19. No nonkaige text in B attests évamiov xvpiov for mm "pa.

5. Exceptions in 4 Kgdms 15:18; 16:2.

6. While Jiirgen Werlitz and Siegfried Kreuzer note the differences in the traditions,
they make no comment on the priority of the variants. Jirgen Werlitz and Siegfried
Kreuzer, “Basileion IV. Das vierte Buch der Konigtiimer / das zweite Buch der Konige.
Nach dem antiochenischen Text,” in Genesis bis Makkabder, vol. 1 of Septuaginta
Deutsch: Erlduterungen und Kommentare, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 964
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mavtag Tovg yevouevous Emogbev adtol, strikingly reminds the reader of the
evaluations of both Omri (3 Kgdms 16:25) and Ahab (16:30 B=16:39 Ant.); only
the adverb Omép instead of mapd distinguishes the two.” With these factors in
mind, it seems more likely that Ant. presents something closer to OG, if not OG,
than B. This in turn implies that OG favored a Vorlage distinct from MT. This
supposed Vorlage must have been edited to be something closer to what we
currently find in MT. Vaticanus matches MT, suggesting that someone edited an
older Greek version to be more consistent with its contemporary Hebrew
reference text. The translation technique attested in this verse and the vocabulary
of év d¢pBaApoic commend identifying this person or these persons with some
editor or editors in the kaige tradition.

2KGs//4KGDMS 17:4

V. | MT Ra. Ant.

MYRTHN REAN
pwina
now
[xiolox oanon

xal ebpev Pacideds Aogupiwy

al ebpev Bagieds doouplwy

v |Qons R ‘Qofie gmiBouAny, éTl
AMETTEINEY  dyYyéhoug TpdS | AMECTEIAEY  dyyélous  Tpds

Byywp Bacihéa Alylimroy]

[Adpauéey Tov Albloma ToY

N9 [pren-Ton

xal o0x #veyxev pavaa ¢

xatoxolvta év AlyimTw. xal

amn Aopn | Bachel Agouplwv &y @ | Py _‘Qofie  dépwv  I@pa  TE
TR ToRd | dvavtd éxelve xal | [Bagihel  doouplwv  éviautdy
WA mwa | émoldpxngey  adTov kat’ viautdy), &v 3 T viautd
-17!33_17;’] [Baoireds  Acouplen] xal | lodn Hveyxev adté wavad. xal
mjpmlﬁﬂﬂl gdnoey  adTov &y oixw | [BPpioe oV ‘Qofile 6 Bagirevq
8D A | dviaxij Goouplwy xal EmoAbpxnoey

adTov xai E3moey alTdY & oixw
duraxijs.

For 4 Kgdms 17:4, Ra. = B. yet Ant. is substantially longer than B.® At first
glance, MT = Ra., but with closer inspection, a number of problems become
apparent. The article before the proper name Qone in Ra. does not match any
element of MT. This contradicts the typical usage of articles in kaige, which
generally have some graphical equivalent in MT, whether the article 11 or the
marker of the direct object NX or some preposition (see above to v. 1), as Kreuzer
has satisfactorily demonstrated. Note that Ant. does not have this article, and thus
has an appearance ironically more in line with what one would expect from kaige.
Thus, since the translation technique regarding articles is inconsistent with kaige,

7. In each of these cases Ant. = B.
8. Again, while recognizing the distinctions in this verse, Werlitz and Kreuzer proffer
no comment on the priority of any reading (“Basileion IV Ant,” 964).
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one can regard B as closer to the OG than Ant. is, or B could even be identical
with OG for this reading.

Again in the fourth verse, B’s translation of “wp with &dixle remains
otherwise unparalleled in the kaige texts of Kingdoms. For this Hebrew root, kaige
tended to favor some verbal or nominal form of the Greek root ouaTpédw.” On
the other hand, kaige favors &dixia as a translation for 1w, as does Dan-6’, which
regularly uses ¢dixia as a standard equivalent for 11 in the Hebrew sections.'
Nonetheless, émfoud—as in Ant.—never appears in Kingdoms at all otherwise,
as an equivalent for 9w or any other root, regardless of whether one relies on B
or Ant."" Statistically speaking, then, it seems unlikely that either of the Greek
versions we have of Kings translated the term wp currently found in MT. At the
very least, they must have been inconsistent with their other usages in this one
instance. Of the two Greek terms here, B’s d0ucla (“unrighteousness”) is clearly
more theological than Ant.’s émiBovArn (“plot against”), and even more theological
than MT’s qwp “revolt.”

Superficially at least, it thus seems that Ant. stands closer than B to MT in
this case, even if MT and Ant. may not have been identical. This unusual
translation in Ant. commends it having read something else, though what it was
must remain speculation. Likely the reading was at least similar to MT. Perhaps
this presents evidence of genuine Lucianic editing toward a proto-MT that was
inconsistent with OG. The Hebrew textual tradition must have been edited
sometime after the translation of Kings into Greek, but before the time of Lucian.
Since the Vetus Latina implies readings similar to the Antiochene text and MT
(MS 115: insidia; MSS 91-95: cogitationem adversus eum), but distinct from B,
one can perhaps tentatively date this editing to the decades surrounding the
transition between eras. Considered together, this evidence could again suggest
preferring B as OG for this reading.

The name recorded for the king of Egypt in 4 Kgdms 17:4 creates substantial
problems. For example, B/Ra.’s transcription of the proper name recorded in MT,
K10, with 29 ywp is surprising; one would expect Zyywp to reflect some Hebrew
sibilant (¥, o, ¥, W) followed by an p or 3 and then a .12 Yet, no such tradition
for spelling the name like this exists anywhere, and at best the © appears to have
been shared between MT and B. Perhaps someone confused the 1 and 3, as well
as & and 9. But as far as I see it, such confusion—particularly for & and °—is
only really conceivable in the paleo-Hebrew script, a and » respectively.

9. Cf. 2 Kgs 14:19; 15:15, and 30, but also 1 Kgs 16:16.

10. Cf. Dan-6' 9:13, 16, and 24.

11. The Greek émPovlos does occur in some cases as an equivalent for jow; cf. 1 Sam
29:4; 2 Sam 19:23; and 1 Kgs 5:18, but 1 Kgs 11:14, 23, and 25.

12. The Hexapla corrected the reading to match proto-MT, proffering cwa, which A
and N followed.
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At the same time, the name Adrammelech mentioned in Ant. hardly makes
sense here. It cannot have anything to do with the Hebrew &10. Otherwise, the
name Adpauéhey is reserved for one of Sennacherib’s sons (cf. 2 Kgs 19:37 // Isa
37:38) or a deity (cf. 2 Kgs 17:31). No other text identifies him as an Ethiopian
king in Egypt. Thus, it is more likely that someone removed this name as
inconsistent with other biblical and extrabiblical data than that someone added it
at a later time. Even Rahlfs considered it a pre-Lucianic, Antiochene reading
found already in the writings of Theophilus of Antioch.'? That means that Ant.
might attest the OG in this longer reading. Again the Vetus Latina adds weight to
this thesis. Should this have been the case, someone must have emended the text
before the kaige recension read whatever it did (I would suggest something like
230 or IYo). Should kaige have read differently from what we now find in MT,
we would have to reckon with at least two recensions or transmutations of the
Hebrew text of Kings after the OG translation: one to whatever kaige read and
one that edited that (or made a mistake) to what we now have in MT. This,
combined with some other evidence, aids in identifying Ant.’s longer reading as
closer to OG than B is.

Rabhlfs regards Ant.’s translation of 1w niw2 as a corrective toward MT (B
translated incorrectly in his opinion). In order to increase the impact of the phrase
mwa mw, Lucian created a new sentence repeating the main points from MT and
B. Evidence for this appears in Lucian’s copying of the transliteration pavaa from
B, when Lucian otherwise used 5wpa.l4 However, Rahlfs overlooked 1 Sam 1:7,
anonkaige text that translates the Hebrew nawa nw with éviautév xat’ éviautéy.'’
This equivalency remains identical with that found in 2 Kgs 17:4 Ant. That could
imply that Ant. presents an OG reading. Perhaps parablepsis or some other error
stands behind this difference. Rahlfs’ suggestion that Lucian created a longer
reading, copying material from elsewhere in the verse might still be possible;
however, one must note that Ant.’s suggested copying does not match Ra. in Ra.’s
mentioning the title of the king of Assyria. Lucian would also have to have added
the phrase xat UBptoe Tov ‘Qoije 6 Pactreds dooupiwy, unlike anything in either Ra.
or MT. Rahlfs offers no explanation for this addition. Considered together, it

13. Cf. Alfred Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension der Konigsbiicher (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1911), 114-15. He included it in his catalogue of pre-Lucianic readings that
could not have resulted from Lucianic editing of OG. Cf. Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 290.

14. Cf. Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 208.

15. Franz Winter and Siegfried Kreuzer, “Basileion IV: Das vierte Buch der Konigtii-
mer / Das zweite Buch der Konige; Nach dem Text der Handausgabe von Rahlfs,” in Ge-
nesis bis Makkabder, vol. 1 of Septuaginta Deutsch: Erlduterungen und Kommentare, ed.
Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 100 regard
Ra. (which they here identify as “LXX"”) as a paraphrase of MT, which is perhaps correct. It
does surprise the exegete that the kaige version of this phrase remains so distinct from MT.
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remains more likely that the kaige text in B was emended to be more like MT than
that Ant. was emended in several ways to be less like MT. One other case in 17:4
demonstrates, however, that MT must have been edited again after the recensional
work found in kaige.

The term, apparently as a translation for the Hebrew \1y in 4 Kgdms 17:4,
present in both Ant. and Ra. (= B), comes from the Greek moAtopxéw. The
equivalency attested here stands uniquely in Kingdoms and thus raises suspicion.
Perusing the versions demonstrates that kaige favors moAiopxéw for another
Hebrew term: V1¢ used as a verb;'® cf. 2 Sam 20:15; 2 Kgs 16:5; 17:5 (1); 18:9;
and 24:11. Otherwise the nonkaige translators of Kingdoms favored »xd6i{w with
either the affixed prepositions mept- or dia- for Hebrew \m1e; of. 2 Sam 11:1; 1 Kgs
15:27: 16:17; 20:1 MT; and 2 Kgs 6:24-25."7 On the other hand, the translators
and even editors of Kingdoms apparently favored the Greek verb éxw with either
of the attached prefixes ¢mé- or cuv- as an equivalent for \/ﬁyu; cf. 1 Sam 21:6, 8;
2 Sam 24:21, 25; 1 Kgs 8:35; 21:21 MT; 2 Kgs 4:24; 9:8; and 14:26."" It seems
likely, then, that 2 Kgs 17:4 originally read 377%1 (without the vowels in its
Vorlage of course) for MT’s 17781 and that the ¥ currently found in MT resulted
from a scribal error or an emendation after the translation of the text into Greek,
even after the kaige editing of OG toward MT attested in B. It looks like it may
have been what Jerome read when translating the Vulgate (vinctum from vinio).
Considered together, these data suggest that proto-MT changed sometime after
the text found in B was edited toward proto-MT and whatever recensional activity
Lucian may have undertaken, but before Jerome’s translation into Latin.

2KGs//4KGDMS 17:7

V. | MT Ra. Ant.
7 | maRonTa M | xal éyéveto 6L Auaptov of | xal éyéveto [opyn Kuplou émi ™)
n;mE S | vlol Topanh gl xvple 6eds | [lopan), 3Tt Fuaprov of vlol
novpn opToN | adtéy 16 dvayayévrt | lopan) Kuplw [t@| 0e6 adtdyv T8
p onR | adtovg éx Aiybmrou | dvayaydvtt adTobg €x AlydmTou
T nnRn ongn | dmoxatwley xepos Papaw | Omoxdatwley  yepds  Papaw
“Ton npan | Bacihéws Alydmrov xal | Bacidéws Alydmrov |4’ s Hudpag
IR DN | Eédofninoay Beols ETépous | Gvnyayev  altodg xal Ewg Tig
DN DN Muépas Tadtyg, xal édoPndnoav
Beols ETépoug,

16. This distinguishes the translation from the noun =¥.

17. Note that 2 Kgs 5:23 presents no obvious Greek translation for this Hebrew term;
MT 1 Kgs 7:15 and 2 Kgs 12:11 each present unique translations (from ywvebw [probably
from px’] and odplyyw [otherwise only attested in Prov 5:22], respectively). 1 Sam 23:8
presents the exact reverse situation to that postulated here for 2 Kgs 17:4.

18. The only real exceptions to this trend are 1 Sam 9:7; 1 Kgs 18:44; and the text at
hand, 2 Kgs 17:4. Again, this favors the argumentation for the changing text proposed here.
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Verse 17:7 presents some interesting theological variants between the Greek
traditions. In this case, B once again remains substantially closer to MT than Ant.
does, including every graphical element present in the consonantal text. This fact
can be seen in its use of the definite articles and in its plus of y#¢ when contrasted
with Ant. The so-called Lucianic text contains two substantial pluses and two
minor variants in this verse."”” The two minor variants are the reading dtétt instead
of 871 and the transposition of the dative definite article 7¢. Kaige editors only
ever rarely kept or used o167t in Kingdoms, suggesting that its removal would be
consistent with their editorial technique.”” The Antiochene text does not use this
term overwhelmingly often either (some ten times in Kingdoms mostly in yd),
suggesting that it presents OG in this case. The transposition of the article remains
consistent with kaige’s technique as well. Taken together, these observations
suggest that 2 Kgs 17:7 underwent recensional activity from someone in the kaige
school.

As to the more substantial pluses in Ant., each of them makes a significant
theological point: the first reflects on YHWH’s anger being against Israel,
explaining in the context precisely what led to Israel’s destruction;?' the second
plus provides a more negative evaluation in Ant. than in the other witnesses in
that it reports that the sinning against God continued from the time of the Exodus
to the present.”> While theoretically possible that someone added these phrases at
such a late phase of transmission, it seems more likely that their harsh tone caused
their removal from the developing MT tradition and its reflection in the kaige text
of B. Palimpsestus Vindobonensis also commends the Antiochene reading as old.

2KGS//4KGDMS 17:19

V. | MT Ra. Ant.

19 R nmmDs | xal  ye  Ioudag  odx | xai ys Toddag [wal adTdg olx
nixp~nR NY éq;v.'))\a Tag  évtoras | édvAalle Tag évrodas Kuplov Tol

1"75 i | xvplov tob Beod adrdy] xal | feol avrot], xal émopettly &v Toic

nipna fhbn | émopethoa] & toic | Swarduac  mavrds [Topadh ol

WK SR | dixatdpany| Topayd ofs | émoipoav, xal  dmdloavto

> D) \ ‘
€ AUTWY aTay TO) O"TFEP

1Y | émoinoay Koptov
‘TopanA.

19. Cf. the observations in Werlitz and Kreuzer, “Basileion IV Ant,” 964-65.

20. The only occasions are 2 Sam 13:12; 19:43; and 1 Kgs 22:18.

21. Rahlfs curiously considered it only an expansion so that the Hebrew phrase *nm
»2 would have a more satisfactory ending; cf. Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 278.

22. Again, Rahlfs considered this a Lucianic addition, in this case based on the similar
references to the Exodus in 1 Sam 8:8 and 2 Sam 7:6; cf. Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 254.
He did not consider the alternative, that the other witnesses removed it to avoid such a
glaringly negative evaluation of Israel.
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Verse 19 contains significant distinctions regarding the evaluation of Judah and
God’s interaction with them. In this verse, it again becomes clear that B essentially
matches MT, commending its identification with kaige recensional undertakings.
The Antiochene text more explicitly condemns Judah in a few ways. First it
identifies it more as a single entity rather than as a group, making Judah “himself”
reject the Lord “his God,” and not “their God” as in B and MT.* The Verus Latina
again supports this so-called Lucianic reading as older. At the same time, Ant.
includes Judah more explicitly in the sins of the Israelites by noting that they
“wandered in the ways of all Israel.” Kings rarely used the phrase “all Israel” to
refer to the Northern Kingdom, particularly after its recounting of the division of
the monarchy. By the end of 1 Kgs 14, the term essentially vanishes; cf. 3 Kgdms
15:33; 16:16; and 4 Kgdms 3:6, but 3 Kgdms 18:19 and 22:17. Terminologically,
the Greek translation (and probably its older Vorlage) goes to some lengths to
distinguish the north from the united monarchy or those faithful to the Lord:
“Israel” refers to the north, whereas “all Israel” refers to all of the tribes or all of
the faithful. By referencing “all Israel” in this negative evaluation, Ant. essentially
Iumps Judah and Israel together. It seems more likely that someone at a later date
would have emended this text to remove this conglomeration. Adding the
adjective “all” seems hardly likely, but its removal makes perfect sense in an
ideology that continued to draw or even expand distinctions between southerners
and northerners. This all commends understanding Ant. as the OG in these cases,
again with support from the Vetus Latina.**

2 KGS//4KGDMS 17:26

MT

Ra.

Ant.

26

MWR Tond 1PRN
WK D30 KR

"z [awin] mban

DA MO
o3 nin]
oD
DT DPR WD
Mo LAYDTIR
PARA

v 3 ~ ~
xal  elmov TG  Baothel
Agaupiwy Aéyovtes Ta €vn &

amowioas xal [gvrexdfioag év

Tic yiis xal améotetdev elg
adTovg Movtag xal 100l
elopy] Bavatolvres  adrovd
xafétt obx oldao TO xpipa
7ol Beol THs yiic

v 3 ~ ~
xal  eimov 1@  Pacidel
aoouplwy Aéyovtes Ta €bvn &

amwxioas xal katwxioag v

TR WD &Y [N | méleow  Sapapelag  odx 7ré7\z-: Sapapeiag, olx
PIRD TR awn| | Fyvecay Tof feol | Eyvwoav 7ol Beol

Tic yiig, xal améoTeidey eig
abdTods Movtag, xal idov eld]
Bavatolivres adToid,
xafétt odx oidact T6 xpipa
7ol Beod THig yiic.

23. The Septuaginta Deutsch translates incorrectly in these cases; cf. Wolfgang Kraus
and Martin Karrer, ed., Septuaginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte Testament in deutscher
Ubersetzung (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 466.

24. Werlitz and Kreuzer, “Basileion IV Ant,” 965 reckon with a distinct Vorlage for
Ant. in the longer conclusion of v. 19 (=v. 20 in Ra. and MT). This supposition is probably
accurate.
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Turning our attention to verse 26, one notes that B matches MT in terms of the
usage of articles. This commends it as a verse revised by kaige. Simultaneously,
this ascription remains somewhat difficult for the entirety of the verse, since its
translation of 2¥im with dvtexdbioas is hapax legomenon and thus remains both
distinct from MT and inconsistent with kaige’s translation technique, unless kaige
had a distinct Vorlage. On the other hand, Ant. does match MT in this case. This
makes B’s reading, at least in this term, possibly an OG reading. More importantly
in this verse, one notices the distinct terminology for the teaching (vépog) or the
judgment (xpipa) within the Greek traditions. Again in this case, B=MT, whereas
Ant. differs from both. The Masoretic tradition and Vaticanus mention that the
people addressing the king of Assyria note that those dwelling in the land remain
ignorant of the judgment of the God of the land. The so-called Lucianic recension
ascribes their difficulties to ignorance of the law of the God of the land. How
might one explain this? I would suggest that later scribes editing the text away
from something like Ant. holds more plausibility than the other way around. My
reasoning is that later scribes may have felt reticence about two matters described
in this verse: (1) that the northerners learned the law of the God of the land (i.e.,
YHWH), and (2) that the law of the God of the land was reintroduced by the king
of Assyria. When one recognizes that véuog presents a standard equivalent for the
Hebrew 7710, this becomes all the more likely. Perhaps later editors wanted to
refute Torah’s existence in the north after Isracl’s downfall. This could evince
tension between these scribes and the people living in Samaria, perhaps during
the late Hellenistic or early Roman periods. To this end, they emended the text so
that the people living in Samaria were unfamiliar with the judgment (A =
“judgments”) of the God of the land.

CONCLUSIONS

Many more distinctions could be discussed here, like the shorter reading in
verses 14—15 in B than in MT or Ant. or the shorter reading in MT than B and
Ant. in verse 32, but generally they only serve to support the few observations
made here about the textual transmission of Kings / Kingdoms in the various
traditions. So, finally, what preliminary conclusions does this brief survey permit?
The most important issue remains the inconsistency in the versions. This
inconsistency precludes the identification of a single Greek manuscript or even
manuscript tradition with the OG. Rather, it seems that these texts must have
undergone changes in several stages. For example, the opening of the chapter
suggests that an error must have crept into the tradition of Vaticanus at some point.
Rabhlfs, like some antique scribes, changed the text to make it more grammatically
consistent internally, while simultaneously making it more closely match proto-
MT. The Deuteronomistic evaluation of Hoshea in verse 2 varies in the witnesses
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as well. While MT and B reduce Hoshea’s wickedness, Ant. has a more
unfavorable view of him, describing him in terminology quite similar to Ahab and
Omri. The contrast between these versions demonstrates distinct attitudes about
the monarch’s personal culpability for Israel’s destruction. This implies in turn
that the text was emended from a version that suggested more personal
accountability to one that was more general. Likewise, the distinct names of the
Egyptian king in verse 4 suggest that the Hebrew parent tradition could have
changed on multiple occasions after the initial translation into Greek. Vaticanus
reflects one possible stage in which Adrammelech had been removed, while MT
demonstrates another. Most importantly, this survey has advanced three matters:
(1) the appreciation of the so-called Lucianic recension. Ant. apparently has much
to offer in reconstructing OG readings, as seen in some cases in this selection and
contrary to Rahlfs’ evaluation of that tradition. The Old Latin translation often
supports Ant., demonstrating that these readings must be older than Lucian. At
the same time, it would be inappropriate to identify Ant. in foto with OG, since it
also appears to have undergone minor editing: missing articles, occasionally
increasing proximity to MT, et cetera (2) The kaige recension was inconsistently
applied to this chapter and presumably to many or any others in Kings. While it
becomes clear that the Greek text in Vaticanus has often been emended towards a
Hebrew text like MT, this has by no means been carried to its logical and
consistent conclusion. (3) Some of the distinctions in the versions demonstrate
theological or ideological distinctions, meaning that they must be especially
appreciated in their nuances before any general models for the diachronic
development of the book can be postulated. One notes, for example, that the
Deuteronomistic tenor toward Hoshea varies in the witnesses. That implies that
some Deuteronomistic editor or recensor may have added or composed that
evaluation, but that other editors—regardless of which version you accept as
older—Ilater changed that evaluation. Since redaction-historical models of Kings
generally base on such theological language, it becomes paramount to identify
which Deuteronomistic version was oldest. (4) The evidence suggests that MT
must have been edited on a few occasions after the translation of OG. This
becomes apparent from the distinctions between OG, kaige, Lucian, and MT,
demonstrating that the Hebrew text continued to morph in some minor ways into
the Common Era. Nonetheless, by comparing and contrasting the witnesses we
can arrive at older stages of the book of Kings. Only once this has been achieved
can one really concentrate on developing literary-critical and redaction-historical
models for the development of that narrative.



"518—Perhaps in the Septuagint

Seppo Sipild

Abstract: This paper discusses the renderings of the Hebrew adverb ", in the
Septuagint. The adverb appears forty-five times in the Hebrew Bible. We shall
discuss the various ways translators have handled the adverb. After consulting
tools like Muraoka’s Hebrew/Aramaic Index to the Septuagint, one might expect
to find the Greek adverb {ows as a counterpart for the Hebrew adverb, but this is
only rarely the case. In half of the cases, the Greek counterpart for the Hebrew
adverb is a future conditional construction. The other half includes various other
ways to handle the adverb. Purely literal translations like {owg are rare, making
our topic worthy of closer investigation.

‘D18 IN HEBREW

Biblical Hebrew does not contain many adverbs and clausal adverbs are even
rarer.' "X belongs to this rare group of Hebrew clausal adverbs.” In the standard
Hebrew dictionaries, the common translations for *21& are “perhaps,” “vielleicht,”
or “peut-étre.” Normally, the discussions offered by various dictionaries are lim-
ited mainly to a set of recommended translations appearing in certain situations
such as in expressions of hope, request or fear. Classical grammars of Hebrew do
not normally discuss *91&,’ but some modern grammars do. Waltke and O’Connor

1. Ronald J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Outline, 2nd ed. (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1976), §377. On Hebrew adverbs in general, see, e.g., IBHS, §39.1b.

2. Joshua Blau, An Adverbial Construction in Hebrew and Arabic: Sentence Adverbi-
als in Frontal Position Separated from the Rest of the Sentence, Proceedings of Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humanities 6.1 (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences and
Humanities, 1977), however, does not discuss "9IX.

3. A look at a classical grammar like GKC shows that the discussion is mainly on the
morphology of a set of adverbs (§100), but their syntactical treatment is lacking. Waltke
and O’Connor (/BHS, §39.3.1a) lament that “many grammars of Hebrew in fact pass over
the adverbs.” They mean that any treatment of the adverbs might be lacking.

145
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define "8 as a disjunct. As such, it modifies the content of a clause, especially
its truth conditions.* As they say nothing more about the functions of ™X, we
need to look closely at the actual usages of "X.

Our adverb appears forty-five times in the Hebrew Bible, but late authors use
it rarely. It appears only in direct discourse, and in various contexts. Two exam-
ples may suffice to give us an idea about the differences in the usage of ™.

In Gen 16:2, Sarah says to Abraham 71nn 732K 21X "NNoW YR K1 K3, “enter
in my maid servant, perhaps I will be build up from her” (i.e., perhaps I will have
a child from her).

In Hos 8:7, on the other hand, God says through the prophet nng 15 P& nnp
Y92 0 Ay IR nnp Ny *Ha, “grain has no growth for it, nor will it produce
any flour. Perhaps it will produce, strangers will consume it.”

We can see that the adverb makes the content of a clause uncertain, but there
can be different kinds of uncertainty. In Genesis, the uncertainty links with Sa-
rah’s command. Human experience tells us that not every sexual intercourse
results into pregnancy. In Hosea, on the other hand, the obvious conflict with the
previous statement creates the uncertainty. If there is no harvest, any thoughts
about its destiny are by necessity mere speculation.

In principle, uncertainty can have a connection with two different grammati-
cal means. A speaker can indicate uncertainty of an expression by referring to the
truth-value of the content of the clause. She or he can also indicate this by referring
to the nature of the source of the information behind the clause.” These two types
have a connection to two different mental processes, because the mechanism on
how to evaluate the truth-value of the content and how to deal with the nature of
the source are different, even though the results of these two can overlap. We
might think further and claim that different mental processes affect the ways a
translator handles an issue at stake.

While "X is a modal adverb, it is useful to ask on what basis the speaker
grounds the uncertainty expressed by the Hebrew adverb, because this has a con-
nection to the mental processes of the reader of the text, including the ancient
translators. In our reading of the texts, two main reasons cause the uncertainty
expressed by the adverb *718. Sometimes the context signals to us that the case is
about a lack of necessary information. In other cases, doubt regarding the results
of the previous action causes the uncertainty. This paper claims that these two

4. IBHS, §39.3.4. The term disjunct is taken from the grammarians of English.

5. Lloyd B. Anderson, “Evidentials, Paths of Change, and Mental Maps: Typologi-
cally Regular Asymmetries,” in Evidentiality: The Linguistic Coding of Epistemology, ed.
Wallace Chafe and Johanna Nichols (Ablex: Norwood, 1986), 310-11; Jan Nuyts, Epis-
temic Modality, Language, and Conceptualization: A Cognitive-Pragmatic Perspective
(John Benjamins: Amsterdam, 2000), 27; and Raf van Rooy, “The Relevance of Evidenti-
ality for Ancient Greek: Some Explorative Steps through Plato,” Journal of Greek
Linguistics 16 (2016): 5-6.
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different types of uncertainty have a link to two different mental processes. In the
case of the lack of information, the process concerns screening the encyclopaedic
knowledge (what might be missing from the text?), but in case of previous actions
the screening concerns the short-term memory and the communicative situation
(what did the text just say?).® We shall divide the cases with the Hebrew adverb
accordingly into two groups. There are twenty-five cases where the previous ac-
tion causes the uncertainty and twenty cases where the lack of information
prompts it.

THE LXX RENDERINGS

The Septuagint translators have reacted to our adverb in several different ways,
but this becomes evident only when we study the cases in detail. The Hatch-Red-
path Concordance and Muraoka’s Hebrew/Aramaic Index create an expectation
that the Greek adverb {owg would be the rendering for the Hebrew *918.” One finds
iows, however, only four times as the rendering for xS In twenty-three cases,
the rendering is a conditional construction. In ten cases, we can find an adverbial
rendering. A final clause appears in eight cases. Two cases are exceptional and
twice the Greek translator might not have had the Hebrew adverb in his Vorlage
at all. Such a variety of cases calls for a deeper analysis.

We will base our analysis of the Greek translations on the usage of the He-
brew adverb and divide the cases according to the two types of uncertainty
connected with the Hebrew adverb. First, we shall look at the cases where the
uncertainty and the previous action in the text belong together. Thereafter we shall
look at tghe cases where the lack of information seems to cause the uncertainty in
the text.

6. Nuyts, Epistemic Modality, 261-94 identifies two different processes in speakers’
minds; the encyclopaedia and the situational model. These two overlap with the two pro-
cesses we have in mind. He then claims that the epistemic evaluations take place in either
of these two. See, esp., Nuyts, Epistemic Modality, 293.

7. HRCS, 695; Takamitsu Muraoka, Hebrew/Aramaic Index to the Septuagint: Keyed
to the Hatch-Redpath Concordance (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 14.

8. All in all, Towg appears ten times on the LXX. Three cases appear in 4 Maccabees
and three times the Hebrew counterpart is not the adverb *»18: 1 Sam 25:21 (T8); Jer 5:4
(78); and Dan 4:24 67 (1n).

9. On the method used in this paper, see Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen “Methodologische
Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-Syntax,” in Studies zur Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. I1-
mari Soisalon-Soininen, AASF 237 (Helsinki: Suomalainen tiedeakatemia, 1987), 41-42.
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Table: Greek Renderings of the Hebrew Adverb "8

Greek rendering previous action lack of information
fowe

unmoTE

el + ind.fut.

¢av + subjunctive
el + opt.

el uA + ind.aor.
Opt.

wi

va

Smwg

Aliter

Total 25 20

N[N [W [

— ==t | & |w

NN

518 IN CONNECTION WITH THE PREVIOUS ACTION

The Septuagint translators employed six different ways to render the Hebrew ad-
verb in contexts where uncertainty is caused by the previous action. I shall exclude
two cases from my analysis, because in those cases, the text of the LXX does not
have any counterpart for whole clauses in the MT."?

A natural Greek counterpart for the Hebrew adverb is—as mentioned ear-
lier—the Greek adverb {owg, because the Greek adverb expresses uncertainty in a
similar way to the Hebrew adverb.'' The use of an adverb can be seen as a literal
translation and the use of literal translations in the LXX is not uncommon. How-
ever, the adverb lows appears only four times in contexts where uncertainty is
caused by a previous action. At the same time, these four form all of the occur-
rences where the Greek adverb is used as a rendering for the Hebrew adverb,
irrespective of the cause of uncertainty. The use of an adverb to render a similar
kind of an adverb is easy, because the processing effort is minimal.'?

10. The excluded cases are in Isa 47:12b and in Lam 3:29.

11. "Tows is not the only possible adverb the translators could have used. Jerker
Blomqvist and Poul Ole Jastrup, Grekisk Grammatik (Copenhagen: Akademisk forlag,
1991), §264.2b mentions the adverb taya as expressing uncertainty, but it is not used by
the LXX translators in rendering the Hebrew adverb. See also GELS, 346.

12. On the processing effort, see, e.g., Ernst-August Gutt, Translation and Relevance:
Cognition and Context (Manchester: St. Jerome, 2000), 28. The general claim is that people
tend to minimise the processing efforts when interpreting any communication.
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Gen 32:21 218 Rp* IR 11D ARIR 12 AR 385 N2YAN ANINA 11 779IR
"E&iddoopar 16 mpdowmov adTol év Tols ddpots Tols mpomopevopévols adtol, xal
petd Tobto Sopar o mpéowmov adtol: lowg yap mposditeTal 6 mpdowméy pwou

Here, Jacob prepares to meet his brother Esau.'® The previous action that Jacob is
about to do is sending gifts to his brother. Maybe the gifts will produce a friendly
reaction. In connection with the adverb {owg, the translator employed the conjunc-
tion ydp, but this is not a formal rendering for the Hebrew "x.

The Greek adverb pxmote also appears as a counterpart for the Hebrew ad-
verb. The Greek adverb originally meant “never” (= u mote), but in later Greek
it came to mean “perhaps” and it is therefore a natural counterpart for the Hebrew
adverb.'* Only the translator of Genesis used wjmote in contexts where uncertainty
is related to the previous action in the text.

Gen 24:5 NRT PAIRA 9K 0K N255 AWK 1aRD RS IR
Mymote o0 Povdetat % yuvy) mopevbijvar puet’ éuod émiow eig Ty yiv TadTyy

This is a reply by the servant of Abraham to the command to go and get a wife for
Isaac from Abraham’s relatives abroad (vv. 2-4)."° The previous action is Abra-
ham’s command. The servant wants to protect himself and therefore asks for
further instruction on what to do in case his master’s intention cannot be met when
the girl is not willing to accept the invitation.

Gen 27:12 ynynnd vpa nvm AR awne HIR
whmote YnAadnoy ne 6 mathp pov, xal Eoopat evavtiov adtol g xatadpoviv

Jacob expresses doubt that the instructions from Rebekah may not work out. Jacob
has a different skin texture than his brother. The father might be blind, but he can
feel the difference of skin.

We can classify the translations where the Hebrew adverb is rendered with a
corresponding Greek adverb, either {cwg or wimote, as literal translations. Literal
translations like these are naturally something that we may expect to find in the
LXX. What is perhaps surprising is the low number of translations with a Greek
adverb. Even the less literal translators of the LXX have rendered common con-
junctions like 1 or *3 employing literal translations more often than our adverb.'®

13. The other passages with {ows are in Jeremiah: 26(33):3, 36(43):3, and 36(43):7.

14. Takamitsu Muraoka, 4 Syntax of Septuagint Greek (Leuven: Peeters, 2016), §29ba
iv discusses the construction gnmote + the subjunctive as expressing apprehension. On Gen
24:5, see also §83cd.

15. Later on, in 24:39, the servant reports on this discussion and there the translator
used uAmote, too.

16. See, e.g., Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, AASF 31 (Helsinki:
Suomalainen tiedeakatemia, 1982), 122-25; and Seppo Sipild, Between Literalness and
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Besides the adverbial renderings for the Hebrew adverb, the Greek translators
used conditional constructions when dealing with it. The conditional construc-
tions are all future cases, when the uncertainty in Hebrew has a link to the previous
action. Future conditional constructions are a natural way to express uncertainty,
because the future by itself is uncertain. Future conditional cases are not, however,
of equal status when it comes to the degree of uncertainty. The interplay between
the predicates of the protasis and the apodosis effect the degree of uncertainty.

When the translator decided to use a conditional construction, the logic of the
text changed. The uncertainty is not very clearly a result of any previous action,
but is rather an opinion of the speaker in question. At the same time, the translator
shifted the focus to the apodosis of the construction. This may be because of a
general tendency in many languages to avoid focusing on the evaluation of the
state of affairs.'” Accordingly, a conditional construction might have looked like
a tempting possibility to our translators.

In the cases where uncertainty is connected with the previous action in the
text, the most common conditional construction has the conjunction i and the
future indicative in both clauses, both in the protasis and the apodosis.'® Gram-
marians classify this type of conditional construction as neutral or real.'’ Here, the
uncertainty is present because of the future, but it is not underlined, unlike some
other future conditional constructions. The protasis in this neutral case expresses
strong feeling and commonly suggests something undesired, feared, or taking
place independent of the speaker’s will.** Often, but not always, the future indic-
ative in Greek matches with yigto/ in Hebrew. As this is not always the case, the
Hebrew verb form does not alone explain the use of the future in Greek.

Num 23:3 75 "n73m IR 70 9271 nRIPY M 1 R 125K Ty Sy avnn
Iapaotndt éml tig Ouoiag oov, xal mopedoopat, e ot daveitar 6 Bedg &v

a 27

ouvavTioel, xal piiua, 8 édv pot Jelby, dvayyeAd dot

The previous action is the command for King Balak to wait. The prophet Balaam
is indicating that he does not wish to encounter God. We can interpret this as a
very clever translation where the reader is lead to anticipate God’s reply to Balak
(vv. 7b—10) and Balak’s reaction (v. 11) to it. God will not allow the prophet to
curse Israel and this is a message that does not please the king.

Freedom, Publication of the Finnish Exegetical Society 75 (Helsinki: Finnish Exegetical
Society, 1999), 74-76.

17. Nuyts, Epistemic Modality, 259.

18. According to Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §89aaa i, the apodosis in the
translated texts of the LXX very often has the future indicative.

19. See, e.g., Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §89aa.

20. Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1956), §2328.
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Sometimes the translators strengthen the uncertainty by adding a particle to
the protasis. The reason is simple. The neutral conditional construction indicates
only a mild form of uncertainty. Thus, the additional particle signals to the reader
that the expression enhances the intended uncertainty.

Num 22:11 Pnwan 12 onvnb 528 R 108 *5 nap 12 nny
xal viv 0ebpo dpacal wot adtév, el dpa Suvioopar matdial adTov xal éxfald adTov
amd s yiis

The particle dpa underlines the improbability of the protasis.”' The passage is a
part of Balaam’s answer to God. The prophet reports that King Balak had asked
him to curse Israel. The translator made Balaam express this as if King Balak
himself would not believe the victory. In this manner, the translator anticipates
the future events; Balak was not able to overcome Israel.

2 Sam 14:15 1R 1927 NR TORA Ay IR THR0 HR R 3T
AalodTw 8% mpds ToV Pactién, el mwg Tovjoet 6 Baciieds TO piiua Tiic dovAng adTol
el mwg] 6mws L

The adverb mwg also underlines the improbability of the protasis.”> The previous
action is an advice to talk to the king. The use of the adverb only enforces the
natural expectation that the king might not listen to an ordinary woman, especially
when she, with her polite words, criticizes King David concerning his exiled son,
Absalom.

Thus, the translators occasionally wanted to emphasize the improbability by
using an additional particle. In all cases, the particle fits very well with the text
and helps the reader to realize the intended uncertainty.

The use of a construction with é4v in the protasis also indicates uncertainty,
but in case of the future constructions, the nuance is that the author sees the prot-
asis as plausible or prominent.” The uncertainty then seems to be milder than in
the previous cases.

Num 22:6 PIRA 1A BWIARI 12 7123 DR R L. 70 0P DR Y AR KI5 Ao
xal viv debpo dpacal ot Tov Aadv TolTov, ... Edv Suvwpela matdiar 2 adTéy, xal
éxPardd adTovg éx T yfi

21. John Dewar Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1954),
38; Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2796. See also Van Rooy, “Relevance of Evidentiality,” 14:
“it [@pa] suggests a lower degree of epistemic certainty on the speaker’s part about the
contents of the proposition.”

22. See LSJ, 1562. The other case with mwg is in Jer 51(28):8.

23. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2322-23; and Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek,
§89ab.
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This case relates to Num 22:11 discussed earlier. Verse 6 is part of the original
request of King Balak. The previous action is the request to curse Israel. As these
are the words of King Balak, it is only natural that the uncertainty is played down.
Unlike the prophet, the king hardly doubts his success in overcoming Israel with
the help of the curse. In verse 11, the prophet expresses the same by indicating the
uncertainty.

Hos 8:7 1952’ 0t Ay "R nnp Ay *9a nng 1o PR nnp
dpdypa odx Exov ioybv Tol molficar dhevpov: éav 8 xal moujey, GAASTpLOL
xataddyovratl adTé

The uncertainty in Hebrew is created by the obvious contradiction of the previous
statement that the grain does not produce harvest. The translator seems to put the
contradiction out of focus. The conjunction §¢ creates a contrast to the previous
clause and therefore directs the reader to keep the two separate. The Greek text
seems to say that in case there would be a harvest, it is very probable that the
enemy would consume it, not the farmers themselves.

The conditional constructions offered translators several possibilities to add
nuances to the uncertainty connected with the previous action in the text. They
could, therefore, indicate their own interpretation of the text more accurately than
by using an adverb to express the uncertainty. Since the use of conditional con-
struction requires considerations of the context of the Hebrew adverb, they cannot
be seen as literal translations, but free and suitable ones.

As the Hebrew adverb is rare and only occasionally appears in later texts,
there is a possibility that the translators sought help from Aramaic 18 in under-
standing it.** This fact may have directed them to use the conditional constructions
as often as they do. Even when this would be possible, the adequate handling of the
construction was rather demanding when compared with the use of a Greek adverb.

Finally, one finds several cases where the Hebrew adverb is rendered by us-
ing a final conjunction 8mws or iva. This is surprising because the use of a final
clause downplays the overall uncertainty indicated by the Hebrew adverb. Only
the translators of the Pentateuch used va. Others used §mwc.

Gen 16:2 731 N1AR IX "NNOW Y8 NI R
eloeAbe odv mpds THY maudlouny pov, a texvororjoys €& adTiic

Sarai’s confidence in Greek that she will get a child is premature according to the
normal human experience, but in the text of Genesis it is not.*> Indeed, the boy is
born. The translator indicates this to the reader by using a final construction.

24. Jan Joosten kindly pointed out the possibility of the Aramaic influence to me.
25. The other case in Exod 32:30 is similar. There Moses is confident that he will
succeed in atoning the sins of the people.
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1 Sam 6:5 D2°5Yn 17 NR 5P IR 7122 HRA nHRY onnn
xal dwoete T6 xuplw 065av, Smwg xoudion T xelpa adtol dd’ Hubv

While, in Hebrew, it is not certain that honoring the God of Israel would help, in
the Greek there is no doubt about it.”® This might be a theological interpretation
by the translator.”” Perhaps it was difficult for the translator to indicate that hon-
oring God might not bring a positive outcome. The continuation of the story does
not reveal if God did react on the action after all or not.

Ezek 12:3 ann ™0 nva v 18 IR 00y anR oipn SR pmpnn mhn
xal alypadwteubnoy éx ol TdTou gou eis ETepov Eviimiov adTEY, Smwg Bwaty, S16TL
olxos mapamixpaivawy ol

In the Hebrew, God is in doubt whether the people will notice the symbolic act of
the prophet and react accordingly. After all, they are rebellious, blind, and deaf
(v. 2). The Greek text does not hint at the uncertainty, but sets out the issue as
neutral and straightforward. Maybe this has to do with the theological interpreta-
tion of the text. Perhaps it was difficult for the translators to let God express any
doubts at all.

The translators used final clauses in cases where their interpretation de-
manded setting the uncertainty in the background. In the Pentateuch, this
happened only twice. Outside of the Pentateuch, expectations concerning God and
his will might have triggered the use of the final clauses, because, in all cases, the
uncertainty is connected to the act of God.

518 IN CONNECTION WITH THE LACK OF INFORMATION

In the cases discussed so far, the uncertainty links with the previous action in the
text. However, in some instances this is not the case. Sometimes the uncertainty
is based on a missing piece of information. The Septuagint translators employed
six different ways to render the Hebrew adverb in contexts where the uncertainty
is caused by the lack of necessary information.

When the uncertainty is caused by a lack of information, the Hebrew adverb
is rendered with a Greek adverb only three times and in all of the cases with
pnmote. It is the only literal rendering used in contexts where the uncertainty is
created by the lack of information. The use of an adverb is easy for the translator,
because it requires a minimal amount of processing effort.

26. The cases in 1 Sam 9:6, Amos 5:15, Jonah 1:6, and Zeph 2:3 are similar.

27. On the theological interpretations in the LXX in general, see Anneli Aejmelaeus,
“What We Talk about When We Talk about Translation Technique,” in X Congress of the
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998, ed. Bernard
A. Taylor, SCS 51 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 547-52.
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Gen 43:12 K171 730N IR DIT'21WN DINNNAR 51 AW 4037 NN
TO dpylptov TO dmooTpadey év Tols papaimmorg Oudv dmootpédate ued Hudv:
UATIOTE Ayvonud 0Ty

The text does not state the actual error. It was, of course, that the servants of Jo-
seph returned the payment to the brothers. Thus, the unmote clause merely
expresses apprehension.”®

1 Kgs 18:27 ppm R {0 IR 19 717219 » oy v

871 ddodeayia adTd éotw, xal dua wimote ypyuatilel avtds, 3 wimote xabeldel
adtds, xal eavactioeTal

7 wymote] 7 mote L(-19)

This is part of the ironic comment made by Elijah at Carmel. The previous clause
also includes pymote and it was natural for the translator to use it here too.”

Job 1:5 02253 0'NYR 127921 12 1ROM IR PR IR I
E\eyev yap Tof Mymote of viol pou &v T Siavoin adTdv xaxd évevénoay Tpds Hebv

Job seems to play a safe game and offers sacrifices just in case the children had
sinned. He does not know it, but supposes that they did. We ought to take the verb
713 as an ironic statement.*® “Blessing God” means actually the contrary. Sup-
posing that we can use the MT as a rough estimate of the Hebrew Vorlage of the
Old Greek, the translator dealt with his parent text freely. Most notable, the irony
in the Hebrew is lost in the Greek translation.

In cases where a previous action causes the uncertainty and also in cases
where the lack of information creates the uncertainty, the Greek translators have
employed conditional constructions to render the Hebrew adverb. A future con-
ditional construction is a suitable way to render the Hebrew adverb, but the logic
and the focus in the text changes when the translator used a conditional construc-
tion. When the conjunction is &i and both clauses include the future indicative, the
construction expresses uncertainty only because the future is unknown.

28. Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §29ba (iv).

29. On the problems connected with the previous part of the verse, see, e.g., Jobst
Bosenecker, “Basileion I1I: Das dritte Buch der Konigtiimer / das erste Buch der Konige,”
in Septuaginta Deutsch: Erlduterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testa-
ment, vol. 1, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2011), 937.

30. On the irony, see, e.g., Dominique Barthélemy et al., ed., Preliminary and Interim
Report on the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project, vol. 3 (New York: United Bible Soci-
eties, 1979), 2.



MR—PERHAPS IN THE SEPTUAGINT 155

Jer 20:10 wnn NP1 ANPN D "YW ANDY IR
el dmatnBioetal xal Suwnoépeda adTd xal Mquidueda Ty éxdixnaw nuév E€ adtod

This is a malicious wish by the friends of the prophet. They do not know whether
the prophet will do this or not. The future indicative in the protasis expresses
strong feeling.”' The Greek construction probably indicates that the malicious
friends are not in control of the destiny of the prophet.

Jer 21:2 15pm »nxHa3 922 MR M Ny IR 1Y onba Haa THn TeRITIEI D
whyn

61t Baotiels BaPurévos épéotnxey €’ Nuds, el morjoer xVplog xata mAVTA T
Bavpaaia adtol, xal dreledoeTal G’ R

In this case, the construction indicates that the king and his companion recognize
that the will of God is beyond their power. As such, we may see it as a theological
interpretation by the translator.

In two cases, the translators strengthened the uncertainty by using the Greek
adverb mws. The Greek adverb is needed to clearly express the uncertainty.

1 Kgs 20(21):31 qwa1 nR 71m 918 ORI 750 HR Ren
xal ¢&€Mbwpey mpds Paciréa Topand, el mwg {woyovicer Tég Yuyas Hudv
¢&éM0wpuev] mopeubdipey L

The enemy cannot anticipate a kind reaction by the king of Israel. Perhaps he will
let Ben-hadad live, perhaps not. In this case, the apodosis precedes the protasis.
The adverb mwgs probably makes the uncertainty concerning the future acts of the
king more explicit.

2 Kgs 19:4 pnw qwR 0™aTa mai ... Apw a7 ™27 92 IR TIOR M pow oiv
TR M

el mwe eioaxoloetal xUplog 6 Beds oov mdavtag Tovg Adyous Paaxov, ... xai
Bracdnueiv év Adyols, ol Aixouaey xbptog 6 Beds gou, xal Mjudn mpooeuyny mept
Tol Aéippatog

The Greek translator understood the verse differently than the Masoretes. Heze-
kiah wishes in the Hebrew text that God would rebuke the blasphemy. In the
Greek text, however, he asks the prophet to pray for the people in Jerusalem. The
Greek adverb probably makes the uncertainty concerning the acts of God more
explicit.

In several cases, the protasis includes édv with the subjunctive. These con-
structions can be seen as expressing the condition as plausible. Six cases belong

31. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2328.
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to one individual narrative, where Abraham bargains with God over the destruc-
tion of Sodom.

Gen 18:24 190N AR Y7 TINA DPYTR DWAN W IR
24 dow mevtixovta dixatol év T§j méAel, dmoleis adTolg;

Abraham does not know the number of righteous in Sodom but suggests a hypo-
thetical number.*? The Greek construction indicates, however, that Abraham is—
at least in words—quite certain about the number of righteous. The choice of the
construction £av with the subjunctive must be because of the nature of the discus-
sion. The translator, thus, shows good understanding about the text and the
information it implies.

Josh 14:12 371" 927 WK DOWNM MR M R
2aw olv xplog uet’ épod 7, Eodebpetow adTols, By Tpémov eimév pot xpiog

The Greek conjunction odv is not a part of the formal rendering of the Hebrew
adverb, but a free addition for the sake of coherence. The translator also supplied
the copula to the protasis. The construction suggests that Caleb holds it quite likely
that he is able to drive out the Anakim. After all, that was God’s promise. Again,
the translation shows a good understanding of the text and its implications.

1 Kgs 18:5 nnnann nma3 K191 7181 D10 703 R0 KRN IR

édv mws elpwuey Botavny xal mepimomowueda Immovg xal Nwidvous, xal odx
ggorobpeubioovTal amd TAY % TNVEY

éav mwg] el Twg L + alig. mss. | égohoBpeubioovrar] égohobpeubioetar L

Finding grass for the cattle is not certain, because of the drought. The Greek trans-
lator made the destruction of the cattle the main event. The Greek adverb mw¢
increases the improbability, but the vividness of the construction remains; finding
grass is indeed extremely important, but not necessarily plausible.

Twice we find the optative in the protasis. This construction is rare in the
LXX.>* When the construction is directed towards the future, the nuance is that
the co&dition is only just possible and, thus, expresses relatively great uncer-
tainty.

32. The same is then true for the rest of the cases in Gen 18:28, 29, 30, 31, and 32,
even though they include ellipses.

33. See Anwar Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch: A Study of Translation
Syntax, LHBOTS 515 (New York: T&T Clark, 2010), 51, where the cases are listed.

34. Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §89aa; Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2329.
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2 Sam 16:12 1n55p nnn 1w 5 M WM Swpa moe axe Hix
el g 1001 xUplog &v Tff Tamev@oel wou xal émoTpédel pot dyaba Gyl THs xatdpag
adTol

David cannot know whether God will notice the humiliation or not. The Greek
adverb mwgs underlines the uncertainty.

1 Sam 14:6 mmH PR 2 uH M Ay IR YR 09w avn SR Anayn nab
YWy epn

Acelipo SiaPdpev eig peooaf Tév dmeptwjtey TolTwy, €l Tt Totoal Rulv xUplog:
871 o0x EoTv TG xuplw cuvexduevov o lew.

el Tt mooat Nulv xVptog] €l mwg motoel Tt xUptog NV L + alig. mss.

The Greek text is exceptional and several scholars have discussed it. The excep-
tionality has more to do with the content of the expression and its interpretation
than with the grammar of the sentence. How does the protasis link with the apod-
osis? In other words, can the supposed act by God be a condition of the exhortation
to climb up in order to meet the enemy, as the present punctuation in our printed
texts lead us to believe?*® Anwar Tjen, in his recent study, rejected this possibility
and interpreted the Greek conjunction i as an interrogative, or more likely, a con-
junction introducing a final clause.’’

In this study, however, the Greek text is understood as including a conditional
construction. The Greek translators have turned the Hebrew adverb "% into var-
ious kinds of conditional causes, but interrogatives do not appear and the final
clauses are introduced either with fva or with mws. Consequently, the translator
seems to have started a conditional construction “if the Lord will do something
for us, we will succeed” or something similar, without realizing that the continu-
ation cannot act as an apodosis of the construction. Therefore, an exceptional case
is created. The subjunctive (SiaPépev) in the apodosis is rare, but brings in the
uncertainty.”®

The material includes few free renderings, too. The optative alone can express
uncertainty in Greek, especially if it appears with the particle &v. Such potential
optatives express uncertainty by the speaker, and one can therefore use it as a part

35. The gere is "»pa.

36. See Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, ed., 4 New English Translation of
the Septuagint (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 257: “Let us go over to Messab
of these uncircumcised, if perhaps the Lord may do something for us.”

37. Tjen, Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch, 52. See also Muraoka, Syntax of Sep-
tuagint Greek, §29dc (iii) and §89aaa. See Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer, ed.,
Septuaginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 314: “ob der Herr fiir uns etwas tun wird.”

38. Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2363.
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of a polite expression.*” Without the particle, the optative is more normally inter-
preted as a wish.*’ In one case, the optative (without &v) appears as the rendering
for the Hebrew adverb. As a visible counterpart for the Hebrew adverb is lacking,
the translation is free, but in principle suitable. For the translator, the optative is
not, however, a demanding option, because the processing effort is not very high.
After all, one needs to understand the core of the clause where the Hebrew adverb
appears in order to use the optative.

Isa 37:4 ApW 27 ™MaT DR TTOKR T YRw OIN
eloaxovaat xUptog 6 Bedg aou Tobg Adyoug Padxou

This is part of a reported speech. The king does not know if God will listen to the
prophet or not. The Hebrew text differs somewhat from the Greek in this verse,
but not at the beginning of it.*' This case is parallel to 2 Sam 19:4, where a con-
ditional construction is used to handle the Hebrew adverb. When the translator
used the optative, he reduced the uncertainty, because a wish expressed by the
optative can be fulfilled.** It is possible that the reducing of the uncertainty is
connected with God. A faithful believer might not easily express any doubt in his
or her faith in God’s kindness.

Once, the Greek translation uses a rare construction in Greek. My with the
indicative can express fear, but also concern or doubt.”’ The use of w4 with the
indicative can be understood as a final clause and, thus, this free rendering relates
to the cases with fva and dmwe discussed earlier. The difference is, however, that
the un-clause does refer to uncertainty, whereas the aforementioned other final
clauses do not.

Josh 9:7 nma 75 “nmar TR1 2w ANR 2P3 DIR
“Opa un év €uol xatotxels, xal més oot Stabdpat Siabhunv;

39. Blomqvist, Grekisk Grammatik, §264.2b and Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint
Greek, §29db ii. According to Muraoka, uncertainty means a theoretical possibility or like-
lihood that something happens, not any ability or capability by the subject in question.

40. Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §29db 1i.

41. See however, Kraus and Karrer, Septuaginta Deutsch, 1260: “Mdége doch der Herr,
dein Gott, hinhoren auf deie Worte von Rabsakes.”

42. Blomqvist, Grekisk Grammatik, §264.2a; and Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint
Greek, §29dDb (i).

43. Raphael Kiihner, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, vol. 2:
Satzlehre, 3rd ed. (Hannover: Hanh, 1904), §553b, esp. sections 5b and 6b. See also Smyth,
Greek Grammar, §1774. This type of a final clause is missing from Muraoka, Syntax of
Septuagint Greek, §83ba, where he discusses the uses of w with the indicative.

44. The gere is N2R.
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The Israelites do not know if they can trust the ambassadors form Gibeon or not.
The Greek rendering is surprising and free. It is actually clever, because we can
find similar expressions in Greek literature.* This case shows the translator’s abil-
ity to use the full potential of Greek.

Finally, there is a case where the Greek text with a conditional construction
does not have a hint of uncertainty. In this case, the conditional construction deals
with actions that have taken place earlier.

Num 22:33 *n377 720K D3 ANy °2 190 NNvl HIR
nal gl pn ééxhvey, viv ot pév dménteva, éxelvyy 8¢ meplemonoduny

Commentators working with this verse commonly suggest an error in the MT.*
Instead of the adverb "R, we should perhaps read the unreal condition with *915
(if the donkey had not turned away). This—so it seems—is a natural way of read-
ing the Hebrew text, because there is no doubt that the donkey turned away.*’ As
the translator of Numbers did use conditional constructions to render the Hebrew
adverb in some other passages, one cannot exclude the possibility that his parent
text here also had the adverb and not the conjunction *»5. If this was the case,
then the use of an unreal conditional construction (w1 in the protasis)*® is an indi-
cation that the translator was well aware of the storyline and could react to it while
translating.

CONCLUSIONS

As we have seen during the discussion of the various renderings, the Greek trans-
lators used different kinds of ways to handle the Hebrew adverb *918. Most of the
cases are possible and understandable renderings, because the Greek text ex-
presses uncertainty too. The most striking cases are those where the Greek text
does not express uncertainty. I have partly explained this as a solution to a theo-
logical problem connected with the will of God. Maybe for some translators
uncertainty in connection with the will of God was a problem.

For the LXX translators, literal translations using adverbs {ows and pymote
were easy and safe options, because of the minimal amount of processing infor-
mation required in using them. It is therefore surprising how seldom they used
them. Less literal translations employing conditional constructions are more de-
manding, because in order to produce a well-formed conditional construction, one

45. See also examples in Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §67.

46. See, e.g., HALOT, 21.

47. 1t is not self-evident that the MT, as it stands, is corrupt.

48. For the unreal conditional construction with uy with the indicative, see Smyth,
Greek Grammar, §2286. This passage is an example of an unreal construction without &v
in the apodosis in Muraoka, Syntax of Septuagint Greek, §89ba.
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must work with both the protasis and with the apodosis in Greek. This demands a
better awareness of the content of the context of > than when using a Greek
adverb. The same seems to be the case with the rare free renderings with the op-
tative and with s and the indicative in the final clause.

Because the number of cases is limited, it is difficult or almost impossible to
determine meaningful differences between individual translators. It is, however,
worth noticing that even the otherwise literal translators, like those of Jeremiah
and Ezekiel, are actually using less literal or even free renderings when it comes
to the translation of our Hebrew adverb.*’

49. On the translators of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, see the helpful discussion in Raija
Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, AASF 19 (Helsinki:
Suomalainen tiedeakatemia, 1979), 286-328.



Rethinking the Original Language of the Book of Judith

Satoshi Toda

Abstract: It is generally thought that the book of Judith, transmitted first and fore-
most in Greek, was originally composed in a Semitic language. The authoritative
view of Hanhart is that “Der griechische Text des Buches Iudith ist ein
Ubersetzungstext. Seine Vorlage war entweder hebriisch oder aramiisch.” This
view is followed by another specialist, Bogaert, although with some nuances.
However, setting the book of Judith against the Hellenistic period in which the
importance of Greek-speaking Judaism has been increasingly stressed calls into
question whether the problem of the original language has definitively been solved.
Is it not possible to think of a different possibility? The purpose of this paper is to
rethink the problem with some fresh perspectives. The discussion will be focused
on three points. First, the main argument for the Semitic original of the book of
Judith seems to be that numerous calques of Hebrew expressions are found in the
Greek text of Judith. However, one can argue that such calques are quite possible
even in original Greek compositions. Secondly, concerning the generally assumed
Hebrew original of the book, the position of the Vulgate needs to be discussed,
especially paying attention to what Jerome has to say concerning our problem. In
my view, what Jerome says concerning the original language of a document should
be regarded with great caution (as in the case of some Egyptian monastic works,
like the Letters of Antony, as well as the Rules of Pachomius). Finally, a detailed
analysis of Judith’s discourse in chapter 11 will be presented, which, in my opin-
ion, is the key for the interpretation of the problem. Thus, this paper intends to
show the plausibility of Greek as the language of composition of the book of
Judith.
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1. STATE OF RESEARCH

Specialists of studies of the Greek Old Testament are doubtless well aware of the
fact that, concerning the problem of the original language of the book of Judith,
which has been discussed quite intensively during last two decades, the view that
the book of Judith was written originally not in a Semitic language but in Greek
has been gaining more and more ground. To mention only one recent work, in 2014
a detailed commentary of the book of Judith was published in German by two
scholars, Helmut Engel and Barbara Schmitz, and both of them are in favor of the
theory of Greek original of Judith.'

The turning point of the research is perhaps to be situated in early 1990s, when
Engel published an article advocating the theory of Greek as the original language
of Judith.” Since then, naturally the shift of the opinion of scholars has only been
gradual, and needless to say, there are still those who favor the theory of Hebrew
(or Semitic) original of Judith today.® Thus the status quaestionis is still contro-
versial.

1. Barbara Schmitz and Helmut Engel, Judit, HThKAT (Freiburg: Herder, 2014), es-
pecially 40-43. Scholars who clearly favor the theory of Greek as the original language of
Judith include, in addition to Engel and Schmitz, Claudia Rakel, Judit - iiber Schonheit,
Macht und Widerstand im Krieg: Eine feministisch-intertextuelle Lektiire, BZAW 334 (Ber-
lin: de Gruyter, 2003), 33—40; Jan Joosten, “The Original Language and Historical Milieu
of the Book of Judith,” Meghillot 5-6 (2008): 159*~76%*; and Jeremy Corley, “Septuagin-
talisms, Semitic Interference, and the Original Language of the Book of Judith,” in Studies
in the Greek Bible: Essays in Honor of Francis T. Gignac, S.J., ed. Jeremy Corley and Vin-
cent T. M. Skemp, CBQMS 44 (Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America,
2008), 65-96, among others.

2. Helmut Engel, ““Der HERR ist ein Gott, der Kriege zerschldgt’: Zur Frage der
griechischen Originalsprache und der Struktur des Buches Judit,” in Goldene Apfel in sil-
bernen Schalen: Collected Communications to the Thirteenth Congress of the International
Organization for the Study of the Old Testament, Leuven 1989, ed. Klaus-Dietrich Schunck
and Matthias Augustin, BEATAJ 20 (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1992), 155-68. Still
carlier, Toni Craven, in her book, Artistry and Faith in the Book of Judith (Chico: Scholars
Press, 1983), 5, writes “I am no longer convinced that we should assume a Hebrew original
on the basis of Hebraisms in the Greek text and Jerome’s dubious claims” and thus is
strongly leaned toward the theory of Greek original. However, she does not provide concrete
arguments in favor of that theory.

3. For instance, Benedikt Otzen, Tobit and Judith (London: Sheffield Academic,
2002), 140, after reviewing in great detail earlier studies in various aspects of the book of
Judith, still adheres to the theory of Hebrew (or Semitic) original of Judith: “the character
of the Greek versions of the book of Judith makes it more than likely that the Greek is a
translation from either Hebrew or Aramaic.” See, especially, Otzen, Tobit and Judith, 81—
93 (ch. 13: “History and Topography”) and 132-42 (ch. 18: “Date and Authorship,” and ch.
19: “Texts, Versions and Canon”).
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2. JEROME’S TESTIMONY ON THE TRANSLATION OF THE BOOK OF JUDITH

When discussing our problem, mention has often been made of Jerome’s testimony
on the translation of the book of Judith. Jerome says that he made his translation
of Judith “in one night (unam lucubratiunculam)” from a Semitic Vorlage (Pro-
logus Iudith).* Evidently, the problem is whether such a boastful testimony is
reliable. This question concerning Jerome’s trustworthiness is important, because,
if one adopts the theory of Greek original of Judith, it necessarily implies that Je-
rome’s testimony is not trustworthy at all. Is Jerome to be trusted?

At the very least, Jerome is a figure to be treated with great caution. Literarily,
he is extremely ambitious, which is evident from the fact that one of his most fa-
mous works De viris illustribus (Catalogue of eminent persons) mentions, in its
last chapter (ch. 135), Jerome himself; Jerome styles himself vir illustris. The
boastful and implausible expression unam lucubratiunculam has already been
mentioned above.

Furthermore, it would be better to discuss a concrete example in order to il-
lustrate Jerome as a literarily ambitious author or translator. The example concerns
Jerome’s Latin translation of monastic texts related to Pachomius. Pachomius was
an Egyptian monk of the fourth century and he is well known for having success-
fully established and led one of the oldest monasteries in the world (“monastery”
in the modern sense of the term). This Pachomius is said to have set down various
rules for his monks, and these rules are preserved most notably by Jerome’s Latin
translation. The textual situation of the Rules of Pachomius is such that, in some
parts, the Rules of Pachomius are preserved not only in Jerome’s translation, but
also in a Greek version and in Coptic fragments. It is normally assumed that Coptic
is the original language of the Rules of Pachomius, since Pachomius himself was
an indigenous Egyptian with no higher education. Also, in this case, Jerome writes,
as usual in his translation activity, a prologue to his translation, and mentions the
existence of the Coptic version, so as to create the impression that he also had this
version before him.” This, however, is improbable and, in any case, since Jerome

4. Robert Weber, Biblia sacra iuxta Vulgatam versionem, ed. Roger Gryson, 5th ed.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2007), 691.

5. The wording is as follows: Qui [i.e., Pachomius, Theodorus, et Orsiesius, ST] primi
per Thebaidem et Aegyptum coenobiorum fundamenta iecerunt iuxta praeceptum Dei et an-
geli, qui a Deo sub hanc ipsam institutionem missus fuerat. ltaque quia diu tacueram et
dolorem meum silentio devoraram, urgebant autem missi ad me ob hanc ipsam causam
Leontius presbyter et ceteri cum eo fratres, accito notario, ut erant de aegyptiaca in
graecam linguam versa, nostro sermone dictavi, ut et tantis viris imperantibus, ne dicam
rogantibus, oboedirem, et bono, ut aiunt, auspicio longum silentium rumperem. Quoted
from Amand Boon, ed., Pachomiana Latina: Régle et épitres de S. Pachome, épitre de S.
Théodore et “Liber” de S. Orsiesius. Texte latin de S. Jérome, Appendice: La Régle de S.
Pachéme. Fragments coptes et excerpta grecs, ed. L. Th. Lefort, Bibliothéque de la Revue
d’Histoire ecclésiastique 7 (Louvain: Bureaux de la Revue, 1932), 4-5.
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did not know Coptic, it would have been of no use, even if Jerome had seen the
Coptic version himself.

What I want to argue here is the following: one observes some cases in which
the Coptic and the Greek versions of the Rules of Pachomius are almost identical,
while the Latin version is quite different from both of them. Here are the examples
(the underlined words can be considered almost identical):

Praecepta 88:°

Coptic: 0YTe NNEPMME TMOYN €OYMM 0 CO €2TOOYE QITNHCTIA
MNNCATPEYUNKOTK NQWBM)

Greek: Mydels dvaotj éobiew xal mivew el T &5 vnorelay, petd 76 xabeddew
év 16 vvioal

Latin: Postquam obdormierit, si post somnum nocte evigilaverit et sitire coeperit,
ieiunii autem instat dies, bibere non audebit

The Latin expression nocte evigilaverit et sitire coeperit, which is explanatory,
corresponds to nothing in the Coptic or the Greek.

Praecepta 92:

Coptic: NNEPOME TERCMIEYCMMa THPJ XMDPIC YMNE  OYTE EXMKH H €6122Y EBOX
KaKMC MaPA6€ ETTHA) NaY

Greek: Mydelg 8hov 10 a@ua dAeily ywpig véoou: olte Adoloetar ofite dmoviveTat
xafig mpooTétaxtal adTols

Latin: Totum autem corpus nemo perunget nisi causa infirmitatis, nec_lavabitur,
nec aqua omnino nudo corpore perfundetur, nisi languor perspicuus sit

The Latin expression aqua omnino nudo corpore, which is again explanatory, cor-
responds to nothing in the Coptic or the Greek, nor does the clause nisi languor
perspicuus est.

This phenomenon can be interpreted as follows: On the one hand, the fact that
the Coptic and the Greek versions are almost identical means that the text thus
attested is most probably the original text.® On the other hand, the fact that the
Latin version differs greatly from both of them means that the Latin version is not

6. Coptic: Boon, Pachomiana Latina, 155 (reconstructions of Lefort are incorporated);
Greek: Boon, Pachomiana Latina, 179 (Recension A); Latin: Boon, Pachomiana Latina, 39.

7. Coptic: Boon, Pachomiana Latina, 156; Greek: Boon, Pachomiana Latina, 179 (Re-
cension A); Latin: Boon, Pachomiana Latina, 39.

8. This needs to be said in order that one can be sure of the original text of the Rules
of Pachomius, because, despite what is said above concerning the normal assumption of the
original language of the Rules of Pachomius, in my view, it is not impossible to think that,
in cases where the Coptic version differs from the Greek, on the one hand, and the Greek
and the Latin are almost identical, on the other, the Greek rather than the Coptic shows the
(more) original text. Of course, such a matter should be discussed in its own right elsewhere.
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a faithful translation, but rather a free rendering of the Vorlage. We see that even
in the case where Jerome does not explicitly say that his translation is “translating
meaning from meaning rather than word from word,” it can contain some free
renderings. Thus, one has to expect that Jerome’s translation cannot be held in high
esteem for the purposes of textual criticism, especially when he himself says, as in
the case of the book of Judith, that the translation is not verbal or literal. 10

To return to the main discussion of this paper, Robert Hanhart, the authorita-
tive editor of the Greek text of Judith, says that whereas Origen, a Christian author
of the third century, had no access to any Semitic version of the book of Judith,
Jerome, for his part, knew the Semitic version, according to what he says in the
prologue of the Latin translation he made. Hanhart, being a serious and diligent
biblical scholar who does not consider Jerome a liar at all, examines details of the
Latin translation and argues that the Latin version has high value with regard to the
problem of the original language.'' However, such high evaluation of Jerome’s
translation cannot be justified.

3. AN ADDITIONAL ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF THE GREEK ORIGINAL OF JUDITH:
CHAPTER 11

Before continuing the discussion, I have to confess here that I agree with the dis-
cussions of those scholars who advocate the theory of Greek original of Judith and
I think their discussions are valid in themselves.

Thus, if there still remains something to be added to the discussion that favors
the original Greek composition of Judith, then I argue that special attention should
be paid to the discourse Judith delivered in chapter 11. Obviously, this discourse
is of great importance to the entire story of the book of Judith, since the salvation
of not only Betulia but the entire Isracl depended on the success, or the failure, of

9. This is the expression used in the prologue to Judith. The Latin original reads as fol-
lows: magis sensum e sensu quam ex verbo verbum transferens (Weber, Biblia sacra, 691).

10. It should be clear that here I am not trying to discredit totally the value of Jerome’s
various testimonies on his various translation activities. Where he is (much) more specific
about how he made the translation in question, his testimony can be trusted at face value.
Saying this, I am thinking of the case of his translation of a parabiblical text, which is called
by modern scholars the Gospel of the Nazarenes. In the case of the Gospel of the Nazarenes,
Jerome not only says that he translated the document from “Hebrew” (or “Syro-Chaldaic
tongue”) into “Greek and Latin,” but also mentions some Semitic words used in the Vorlage
from which Jerome made his translation (Jerome mentions, e.g., the following Semitic
words: Osanna Barrama, Mahar), and thus it is certain that, in this case at least, Jerome had
the Semitic text in question in hand.

1 1. This is how I understand the following phrase of Hanhart: “Die Textform des Orig-
inals kann nur indirekt {iber das Mittelglied der Vulgata erschlossen warden.” Robert
Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte des Buches Judith, MSU 14 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1979), 10.
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this discourse of Judith. And, of course, the story shows that the discourse was a
tremendous success, because “her words were pleasing in the sight of Holofernes
and of all his servants; and they marveled at her wisdom, and said, ‘There is not
such a woman from one end of the earth to the other, for beauty of face, and wis-
dom of words [cuvéoet Aéywv]™” (Jdt 11:20-21)."

However, it does not suffice that the discourse should be praised solely in the
text itself; the reader of the text should also appreciate it as a discourse full of
“wisdom of words.” What, then, was the “wisdom of words,” or, to be more precise,
what was considered to be the “wisdom of words” in antiquity? I argue that, in
antiquity, wisdom of words lay in a sophisticated use of words. To put it differently,
in antiquity, a discourse composed of variegated words flowing, as it were, from a
rich fountain of vocabulary was regarded as showing “wisdom of words” It is well
known, for instance, that Callimachus of Cyrene, one of the most erudite authors
in the Hellenistic period or perhaps in the entire antiquity, was fond of rare and
unusual things,'” and this tendency of his was surely reflected in his use of words
as well. From this perspective, it appears that Judith’s discourse shows a concen-
trated use of what I call “variegated words.”

What I call “variegated words” also includes words that might seem rather
normal, but which are in reality relatively rarely used in the Greek Old Testament.
Thus, (1) the word xataxolovféw, which figures in verse 6, is not a special word,
but occurs in the Greek Old Testament five times'* (HRCS, 734a: 1 Esdr 7:1; Jdt
11:6 [this verse]; Jer 17:16 [p1]; Dan LXX 9:10 [157]; and 1 Macc 6:23). Similar
words, such as dxolovbéw and émaxoloubéw, are used more frequently, fourteen
and sixteen times respectively (excluding the instances in the translations of Aquila,
Symmachus, etc.). Hatch and Redpath quote 751 for Dan LXX 9:10, and 1y~ for
Jer 17:16, but xataxodovbéw and nyA are quite different in meaning and this might
suggest that, behind xataxoAovbéw, there is no corresponding Hebrew word. A tex-
tual search in the TLG database shows 703 instances of xataxoloubéw in total. One
can, therefore, say that xataxoAovféw is not used infrequently in Greek literature
in general.

12. The translation quoted here (because of its greater literalness) is that of Arthur E.
Cowley, “Judith,” in Apocrypha, vol. 1 of The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old
Testament in English, ed. Robert H. Charles (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913), 261, checked of
course against the edition of Robert Hanhart, ed., ludith, SVTG 8.4 (Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 120-21.

13. Concerning the language style of Callimachus, the following can be quoted as an
example: “Der sprachliche Stil [of Callimachus, ST] ist entgegen dem Epos knapp, aber
gerne inkonzinn, figurenreich, auf Wechsel und Buntheit bis hin zum Unterhaltungston be-
dacht und auf Seltenes und Ungewdhniches erpicht, aber doch so, da3 alles noch eben durch
Autorititen gedeckt bleibt.” Hans Herter, “Kallimachos,” in luppiter-Nasidienus, vol. 3 of
Der Kleine Pauly: Lexikon der Antike in fiinf Bdnden, ed. Konrat Ziegler and Walther Son-
theimer (Miinchen: Deutscher Taschenbuch Verlag, 1979), col. 77.

14. For the number of occurrences, I refer to HRCS.
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(2) Teheiwg is used in the same verse 6, occurring four times in the Greek Old
Testament (HRCS, 1343a: Jdt 11:6 [this verse]; 2 Macc 12:42; 3 Macc 3:26; 7:22).
For these four instances of TeAeiwg, no corresponding Hebrew word is quoted by
Hatch and Redpath. Needless to say, Teleiwg is used very frequently in Greek. The
relative scarcity of TeAeiws in the Greek Old Testament might be interpreted as an
indication that many documents are actually translations from Hebrew. However,
it is also possible to interpret the scarcity in question as a reflection of the peculiar
character of the Greek of the Old Testament. So, the use of TeAelwg in the book of
Judith might suggest that it is an original Greek composition.

(3) Katopbwais in verse 7 occurs three times in the Greek Old Testament
(HRCS, 756b: 2 Chr 3:17; Jdt 11:7 [this verse]; and Ps 96[97]:2). It is not evident
whether the Hebrew words quoted by Hatch and Redpath (2" in the case of 2 Chr
3:17: pan in the case of Ps 96[97]:2) correspond exactly to xatépbwatg or not. It
goes without saying that xatépbwois itself is a very common word in Greek litera-
ture in general.

(4) Iavodpyeupa (meaning “knavish trick, villainy™) in verse 8 occurs three
times in the Greek Old Testament (HRCS, 1053a: Jdt 11:8 [this verse]; Sir 1:6;
42:18). While Sir 1:6 is absent in the Hebrew version rediscovered at the end of
the nineteenth century, Sir 42:18 is present in it, and the Greek expression in ques-
tion (mavolpyevpa adTdv) corresponds to the Hebrew niimpn, which seems to
be a rare word also in Hebrew.'* Thus, in this case, the relatively infrequent use of
mavolpyeupa is matched by the relatively scarce occurrence of D'RIYN. A tex-
tual search in 7LG shows sixty-nine instances of mavoUpyevua in total, which are
not a lot.

(5) Zrpatevpa (meaning “expedition; armament, army”) in the same verse,
occurs seven times in the Greek Old Testament (HRCS, 1295b: Jdt 11:8 [this
verse]; 1 Macc 9:34; 2 Macc 5:24; 8:21; 12:38; 13:13; 4 Macc 5:1); for these seven
instances of oTpdteupa, no corresponding Hebrew word is quoted by Hatch and
Redpath. Among the words of similar meaning, it is otpatid (meaning “army”; in
the Greek Old Testament it is confounded with otpateia, meaning “expedition”)
that is more frequently used in the Greek Old Testament (HRCS, 1295¢—1296a: 46
or 47 instances in total). A textual search in 7LG shows 6604 instances of
oTpdTeupa in total.

(6) ExAaléw in the verse 9 is a hapax legomenon in the Greek Old Testament
(HRCS, 435a) and no corresponding Hebrew word is quoted by Hatch and Redpath.
However, Hatch and Redpath’s concordance shows that AaAéw, that is, without

15. Pancratius C. Beentjes, ed., The Book of Ben Sira in Hebrew: A Text Edition of All
Extant Hebrew Manuscripts and A Synopsis of All Parallel Hebrew Ben Sira Texts, VTSup
68 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 74 (MSS B and M). This word, which apparently derives from the
root 07 (“shrewd”), is not found in Jacob Levy, Neuhebrdisches und chalddisches Worter-
buch iiber die Talmudim und Midraschim, 4 vols. (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1876-1889), BDB
or HALOT.
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prefix, occurs many times (HRCS, 841-46). The Greek Old Testament contains
also the instances of émAaiéw (HRCS, 523c: another hapax, Jer 8:17) and
culMaréw (HRCS, 1301c: 5x, Exod 34:35; 3 Kgdms 12:14; Prov 6:22; Isa 7:6; and
Jer 18:20). Thus, the use of AaAéw with prefix might not necessarily suggest the
original Greek composition.

(7) "Exfolog and (8) &mpaxtos in verse 11 deserve closer examination. This
verse is remarkable, also stylistically, in the sense that it contains a double meaning
(6 %Vptég pou can be interpreted as designating both Holofernes and the Lord of
Israel), which apparently functions throughout this entire discourse. Additionally,
the use of €éxfBolog and dmpaxtog seems to be fairly rare.

As for (7) éxBolog, which is a hapax in the Greek Old Testament (HRCS,
421Db), its use is rare even in the entire Greek literature from Homer down to Byz-
antine period. A textual search in 7LG shows only twenty-five instances.'® Used
by Euripides, Callimachus, Jdt 11:11 [this verse], Shepherd of Hermas, Lucianus,
Tamblichus, et cetera, éxfBolog seems to be a literarily usable word, so to speak.

(8) "Ampaxtog is not rare at all in Greek literature in general. A textual search
in TLG shows 2771 instances of &mpaxtog in total. In the Greek Old Testament, it
occurs three times (HRCS, 150b: Jdt 11:11 [this verse]; 2 Macc 12:18; and 3 Macc
2:22), and no corresponding Hebrew word is quoted by Hatch and Redpath. The
problem is how to interpret this fact. In the case of Syriac, in order to express
something corresponding to Greek words with a-privative, it suffices to add the
negation just before the word which expresses the idea in the positive sense; and I
assume that a similar method can also be used in Hebrew. However, in Hatch and
Redpath, I have found no word which means the “positive sense of dmpaxtog,” as
it were, nor have I found the participial use of the verb mpdoow in such meanings.
Thus, the rare use of dmpaxtog in the Greek Old Testament might suggest the orig-
inal Greek composition.

(9) ‘Omnuixa in verse 11 occurs in the Greek Old Testament twice (HRCS,
1001b: Jdt 11:11 [this verse] and 4 Macc 2:21). A textual search in TLG shows
2095 instances of é6mnvixa in total. Thus, one can say that the use of 6myvixa in the
Greek Old Testament is relatively rare, but the reason is not immediately clear.

(10) Atomic in verse 11 is a hapax in the Greek Old Testament (HRCS, 176b),
as is (11) mapexdeinw in verse 12 (HRCS, 1066b). In Greek literature in general,
atomia is not an infrequent word at all. A textual search in TLG shows 1729 in-
stances of atomia in total. ITapexAeimw, on the other hand, seems indeed to be very
rarely used in Greek literature in general: a textual search in 7LG shows only four
instances of mapexAeimw in total. Used by Jdt 11:12 (this verse), Aelius Aristides,
Pseudo-Athanasius of Alexandria, and Photius, TapexAeinw seems to be a literarily
usable word.

16. In order to count instances, I have done the textual search by éxfBoA and éxf3A
using the option “diacritics sensitive.” This distinction was necessary in order to exclude the
declined forms of éxBoAy from the analysis.
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(12) Emavilw in verse 12 occurs four times in the Greek Old Testament (HRCS,
1281c: 4 Kgdms 14:26; Jdt 11:12 [this verse]; Job 14:11; and LXX Dan 9:24). In
Greek literature in general, the use of emavi{w is not rare. A textual search in TLG
shows 573 instances of emavi{w in total (including twelve instances of dmoocmavilw).
It is not certain whether four occurrences in the Greek Old Testament should be
interpreted as rare or not.

(13) Metaxopi{w in verse 14 is a hapax in the Greek Old Testament (this read-
ing is not registered in HRCS), although this reading can be a matter of dispute.
Metaxopi{w itself is not a rare word at all. A textual search in TLG shows 609
instances of petaxouilw in total and, furthermore, derivative words such as
petaxopuloTéov, EDUETAXOWUITTS, OuapeTaxoputoTés and petaxbuiolg are also used.
This suggests that the word petaxopilw is quite common in use. The reason why
petaxopilw is hapax in the Greek Old Testament is not immediately clear.

(14) Ipooavadépw in verse 18 occurs three times (HRCS, 1212b: Tobit 12:13;
Jdt 11:18 [this verse]; and 2 Macc 11:36). A textual search in 7LG shows ninety
instances of mpocavadépw in total, which are not a lot. However, it is not easy to
interpret these data, as there are many verbs which have the compound prefix
mpogava- (Or Tpogayv-).

(15) Tptlw in verse 19 (meaning “grumble, mutter, growl [of a dog], grunt [of
a pig]”), which figures in the quotation of Exod 11:7, occurs three times in the
Greek Old Testament (HRCS, 278a: Exod 11:7; Josh 10:21; and Jdt 11:19 [this
verse]). A textual search in TLG shows 141 instances of ypO{w in total (including
nine instances of dvaypdlw, two instances of dvtiyptlw, one instance of émypilw,
and twelve instances of Omoypdlw [fourteen instances of yoyypdlw are excluded
from these statistics]). It is not certain whether 114 instances in the entire Greek
literature are many or not.

Finally, (16) mpéyvwats of the verse 19 occurs twice (HRCS, 1205¢: Jdt 9:6
and 11:19 [this verse]). In a certain context (e.g., in medical treatises), Tpoyvwaig
can be used quite frequently (for example, Galen’s works contain hundreds of in-
stances of mpdyvwats). Its use abounds also in Christian literature, so the word is
quite common. However, I think that in the book of Judith, this word, spoken by a
woman, could have been regarded as showing “wisdom of words.”

Admittedly the analysis is not quite clear-cut, but at least, uses of certain rare,
but nonetheless literarily usable, words (such as &xfolog, &mpaxtog, and
mapexeinw) have been observed.

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The result of the analysis presented above should be clearly stated here. Arguing
simply that rare words are used in the book of Judith does not suffice to demon-
strate that its language of composition is Greek; we know that, for example, the
book of Sirach, which is known to have been translated from Hebrew, abounds in
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such rare words.!” However, in the case of the book of Judith, such rare words
figure in a concentrated manner in the discourse delivered by the protagonist of the
story, and in the story the discourse is applauded as showing “wisdom of words.”
Needless to say, such a showing off of the “wisdom” works solely in Greek. Thus,
the literary intention of the author, coupled with the concentrated use of rare words
such as we have seen above, does strongly suggest, if not demonstrate, that the
book of Judith was originally written in Greek.

The main idea presented in this paper came to my mind while attending a class
of Biblical Greek given by Reverend Father Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, an eminent
specialist of the book of Judith, about twenty years ago in Louvain-la-Neuve. [ am
not sure if Father Bogaert agrees with my idea or not, but, in any case, the matter
is, in my opinion, worthy of specialists’ consideration.

17. This aspect of Sirach is studied in great detail by: Christian Wagner, Die Septua-
ginta-Hapaxlegomena im Buch Jesus Sirach: Untersuchungen zu Wortwahl und
Wortbildung unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung des textkritischen und iibersetzungstech-
nischen Aspekts, BZAW 282 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1999).



Visio Dei in the Septuagint

Michaél N. van der Meer

Abstract: It has often been noted that the Septuagint tries to attenuate the idea
that God can be seen directly by humans. Nevertheless, the alternative attitude, to
tolerate such statements, can also be observed in the same translations. Thus far,
explanations for these phenomena have been sought primarily within Jewish lit-
erature. The present contribution to this discussion tries to broaden the horizon by
taking into account both the diversity of vision reports in the Hellenistic world
and the diversity within Second Temple Judaism. It is argued that beholding the
Deity in the Hellenistic world is not seen as impossible or a purely metaphysical
cognitive act in the Platonic sense, but first of all a priestly privilege in which lay
people can participate under certain circumstances.

1. INTRODUCTION

Discussion of theological themes in the Septuagint between Hebrew Bible and
New Testament is both indispensable and problematic. Unlike the writings of
Jewish and Christian Scriptures, the books of the Septuagint for the most part do
not present genuine compositions, but rather translations of Hebrew scriptural
books, often in a very literal manner, and stand therefore apart from the composi-
tions that came to be known as the Jewish and Christian Bibles. On the other hand,
New Testament writings and conceptions are unthinkable without the Septuagint
as intermediate stage between Hebrew Scripture and Early Christianity. Major
Christian concepts such as the notion of God as Lord (x0ptos) rather than a Deity
with a personal name (7371), as Almighty ruler (mavtoxpdatwp) rather than captain
of the heavenly hosts (nXay), his anointed redeemer (xptotés/nwn) and his uni-
lateral will or testament (Sta6%xn) rather than a bilateral covenant (n™2) all have
their roots in the Greek translation and transformation of Hebrew concepts.

Yet, if the Greek translations of Hebrew Scripture did present a sort of praep-
aratio evangelica, as church father Eusebius of Caesarea and, in his wake,
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German scholar Georg Bertram have claimed,' it was only to a limited extent and
most likely not intended. Whereas the Letter of Aristeas goes at great lengths to
demonstrate the compatibility of the Greek translation of the Pentateuch with
Greek culture, the translation of almost all Greek translations of Jewish Scripture
defies an easy accommodation between Jewish and Hellenistic culture. The author
of the Letter of Aristeas may have promoted an equation between Israel’s God
and Zeus via the word-play 6 Z#v-td Gjv, “to live” (§16),” and the author of a
comparable pseudepigraphic tale about Joseph and Aseneth may have provided a
scenario for the marriage between Jewish and Egyptian priestly traditions, the
translators of the biblical books were in fact very careful to avoid such syncre-
tisms.> For them, the God of Israel was not an dva&, the common title for Zeus,
but 6 xuplog, “the rightful ruler of the world,”* his spokesmen (o"R°a1) were not
wdvtets, “diviners,” but mpodijrar, “official representatives,” and his instruction
(7n) was not dtdayy, “instruction,” or Becpds, “law-code,” but rather vépog, “au-
thoritative tradition.” The translation itself often stretches the comprehensibility
of those accustomed to elegant Greek style. The perceived messianic outlook of
the Pentateuch often says more about the modern Christian interpreters than the

A preliminary version of this paper was presented at the seminar on “Seeing God:
Visual Perception of the Divine in the Hebrew Bible, the Septuagint, and the New Testa-
ment,” held on 8 September 2016 during the Stellenbosch 2016 IOSOT Congress. I thank
the organizers, professors Jan Joosten and Gert Steyn, for their kind invitation to participate
in this session and present my views on the Septuagint part of this theme. I also thank
professor Hans Ausloos for his kind criticism of my lecture during the plenary discussion
and afterwards. Finally, I thank my former Doktorvater Arie van der Kooij for his conti-
nuing critical feedback.

1. See Georg Bertram, “Praeparatio evangelica in der Septuaginta,” VT 7 (1957): 225-49.

2. See also Aristobulus 4 apud Eusebius, Praep. ev 13.13.6.

3. See, e.g., Folker Siegert, Zwischen hebrdischer Bibel und altem Testament. Eine
Einfiihrung in die Septuaginta, Minsteraner Judaistische Studien 9 (Miinster: Lit, 2001),
218-86; and my study “The Greek Translators of the Pentateuch and the Epicureans,” in
Torah and Tradition: Papers Read at the Sixteenth Joint Meeting of the Society for Old
Testament Study and the Oudtestamentisch Werkgezelschap, Edinburgh 2015, ed. Klaas
Spronk and Hans Barstad, OtSt 70 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 176-200.

4. See also Charles H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1935); Robert Hanhart, “The Translation of the Septuagint in Light of Earlier Tradition and
Subsequent Influences,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to
the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Other Writings, ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars, SCS 33 (Atlanta: Society
of Biblical Literature, 1992), 339-72.

5. See Erich Fascher, [IPO®HTHY: Eine sprach- und religionsgeschichtliche Un-
tersuchung (Gieflen: Topelmann, 1927).
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intention of the translators.® If the translators did have any intention at all, it was
almost always to offer a faithful rendering of the Hebrew original in front of them.

Whereas these observations are sufficient for many scholars to dismiss the
idea of a theology of the Septuagint altogether, some scholars have pleaded for a
theological approach of the Septuagint. Scholars such as Isac Leo Seeligmann,’
Arie van der Kooij,* Martin Rosel,” and Johann Cook, '’ for example, have pointed
to recurring patterns of intentional deviations of the Greek translators from their
Hebrew source text for discernable theological reasons. Particularly the relatively
free translations of the books of Isaiah and Proverbs, but also the Pentateuch, Dan-
iel, and, I might add, Joshua,ll can be studied as documents of Hellenistic Jewish
theology. Hence, the foreseeable future will see both a handbook on the theology
of the Septuagint,'? as well as a full-fledged historical and theological lexicon of
the Septuagint."

6. See the critical essays on this topic by John J. Collins, Anneli Aejmelaeus, and
Albert Pietersma in Septuagint and Messianism, ed. Michael A. Knibb, BETL 195 (Leu-
ven: Peeters, 2000).

7. See Isac L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Pro-
blems, MVEOL 9 (Leiden: Brill, 1948).

8. Arie van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches: Ein Beitrag zur Text-
geschichte des Alten Testaments, OBO 35 (Freiburg: Universititsverlag; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981). See my recent overview of his work in “Septuagint Re-
search in the Netherlands,” JSCS 51 (2018): 21-40.

9. Martin Rosel, “Theo-Logie der griechischen Bibel: Zur Wiedergabe der Gottesaus-
sagen im LXX-Pentateuch,” VT 48 (1998): 49-62; Rosel, “Towards a ‘Theology of the
Septuagint,”” in Septuagint Research: Issues and Challenges in the Study of the Greek Je-
wish Scriptures, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn Wooden, SCS 53 (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2006), 239-52.

10. Johann Cook, The Septuagint of Proverbs: Jewish and/or Hellenistic Proverbs?
Concerning the Hellenistic Colouring of LXX Proverbs, VTSup 69 (Leiden: Brill, 1997);
Cook, “Towards the Formulation of a Theology of the Septuagint,” in Congress Volume:
Ljubljana 2007, ed. André Lemaire, VTSup 133 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 621-40.

11. See my overview articles of the Greek Joshua in T7&T Clark Companion to the Sep-
tuagint, ed. James K. Aitken (London: Bloomsbury, 2015), 86101, and Textual History of
the Bible, ed. Armin Lange and Emanuel Tov, vol. 1b (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 269-74.

12. Hans Ausloos and Bénédicte Lemmelijn, eds., Theology of the Septuagint, Hand-
buch zur Septuaginta 6 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher, forthcoming).

13. Eberhard Bons and Jan Joosten, eds., Historical and Theological Lexicon of the
Septuagint 1.A-I' (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, forthcoming), see the prospectus:
https://www.mohr.de/en/multi-volume-work/historical-and-theological-lexicon-of-the-
septuagint-610100000.
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2. METHODOLOGY

Nevertheless, it is clear that a strict methodology is required in order to speak mean-
ingfully about Septuagint theology. The caveats and criteria for such an enterprise
have been spelled out by Seeligmann, Rosel, Cook, Ausloos, myself and others:"*

1. The statements have to deal with intentional decisions made by the Greek trans-
lators, that is, deal with those places where the Greek version differs from the
Hebrew text, either MT or a different Hebrew Vorlage.

2. Differences from the Hebrew source text may pertain to ubiquitous Greek
calques, for example, x0ptog for M, but only where it is clear that a plausible
alternative was available (e.g., IAQ)," but rejected. It is useful to remind oneself
of the dictum by Theo van der Louw that behind every free translation in the
Septuagint, or transformation, as he calls it, stands a literal rendering that has
been rejected.16 Finding out why such alternative has been rejected can be the
first step towards a theology of the Septuagint.

3. One has to take into account both the diversity and the relative unity of the Greek
translations of Hebrew Scripture. The translation process may have taken several
centuries (from the early third century BCE for the Pentateuch to the late first

14. Seeligmann, Septuagint Version of Isaiah, 95-97ft.; Rosel, “Theo-Logie der grie-
chischen Bibel”; Rosel, “Towards a Theology of the Septuagint”; Cook, “Towards the
Formulation of a Theology of the Septuagint”; Hans Ausloos, “Sept défis posés a une théo-
logie de la Septante,” in Congress Volume Stellenbosch 2016, ed. Louis C. Jonker, Gideon
R. Kotz¢, and Christl M. Maier, VTSup 177 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 228-50; Michaél N. van
der Meer, “Problems and Perspectives in Septuagint Lexicography: The Case of Non-com-
pliance (dmetbéw),” in Septuagint Vocabulary: Pre-history, Usage, Reception, ed. Eberhard
Bons and Jan Joosten, SCS 58 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 65-86.

15. See Frank Shaw, The Earliest Non-mystical Jewish Use of IAQ2, CBET 70 (Leu-
ven: Peeters, 2014).

16. Theo van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint. Towards an Interaction
of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies, CBET 47 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 57.
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century CE for Ecclesiastes) and do not follow a unified translation policy. In-
stead, they reflect the interests of Jewish groups over different periods of time'’
and different places.18

4.  On the other hand, Rosel insists that in order to be able to speak about Septuagint
theology, the intentional ideological changes should not be particular to a singu-
lar translation unit (e.g., a single biblical book), but overarching phenomena
covering a considerable part of the so-called corpus of Septuagintal books."?

5. In order to contextualize the theological differences between the Hebrew source
text and the Septuagint, many scholars refer to more or less contemporary writ-
ings from Hellenistic and early Roman writings. Here too, however, date and
setting matter. All too often Hellenism is equated with Platonism and Platonic
and Philonic writings, on the one hand, or Jewish apocalyptic writings, on the
other hand, are used to explain theological transformations in the Septuagint.m
Yet, the cultural spectrum of the Hellenistic Umwelt of the Septuagint was far

17. See, e.g., the relatively free renderings of Isaiah, Daniel, and 1 Esdras possibly
from Leontopolis in the mid second century BCE versus the literalistic renderings of the
kaige-group, possibly from Palestine, around the turn of the second to first century BCE.
This may point to a distinction between a highly educated Jewish establishment at Alexan-
dria and a group of newcomers led by the exiles high priest Onias (IV), as argued by Arie
van der Kooij, “The Old Greek of Isaiah and Book III of the Sibylline Oracles: Related
Pieces of Jewish Literature in Ptolemaic Egypt,” in Die Septuaginta—Geschichte, Wirkung,
Relevanz. 6. Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D),
Wuppertal 21.—24. Juli 2016, ed. Martin Meiser, Michaela Geiger, Siegfried Kreuzer, and
Marcus Sigismund, WUNT 405 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2018), 673—-84.

18. See the overview of the discussion about Alexandria, Leontopolis, Jerusalem and
Antioch as possible places of origin for various Greek translations in Gilles Dorival, Mar-
guerite Harl and Olivier Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante. Du judaisme
hellénistique au christianisme ancien (Paris: Cerf, 1994), 101-9; and further Johann Cook
and Arie van der Kooij, Law, Prophets, Prophets, and Wisdom: On the Provenance of
Translators and Their Books in the Septuagint Version, CBET 68 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012).

19. Already the differences between the large Septuagint codices Vaticanus, Alexan-
drinus, and Sinaiticus regarding the number of books included in the Old Testament part
make it difficult to speak of an Alexandrian canon. For the sake of convenience, the books
included in the manual edition of the Septuagint by Rahlfs is taken as the corpus of Septu-
agintal books.

20. See, e.g., Martin Rosel, Ubersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung. Studien zur
Genesis-Septuaginta, BZAW 223 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1994). See my discussion of percei-
ved Middle Platonic dualism on the Greek translation of Genesis in Michaél N. van der
Meer, “Anthopology in the Ancient Greek Versions of Genesis 2,” in Dust of the Ground
and Breath of Life (Gen 2:7): The Problem of a Dualistic Anthropology in Early Judaism
and Christianity, ed. Jacques T. A. G. M. van Ruiten and George H. van Kooten, TBN 20
(Leiden: Brill, 2016), 37-57.
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wider than Platonism, which, after all, became prevalent in Alexandria only dur-
ing the Roman and Byzantine periods.21 Greek papyri from Hellenistic and early
Roman Egypt containing documents, literary and subliterary compositions, con-
tain a wealth of information about the cultural milieu in which the Septuagint
came into being.?? Although the importance of these sources for the study of the
Septuagint is often acknowledged, it is still rather seldom that they are really
brought to bear in the study of the cultural context of Septuagint theology.

3. THE THEME OF VISIO DEI IN THE SEPTUAGINT

It is here that my contribution to the discussion about Septuagint theology sets in.
Many scholars have observed a tendency observable in many books of the Septu-
agint to attenuate the idea that humans can actually behold God. Whereas several
passages in the Hebrew Bible plainly describe patriarchs and prophets beholding
God,” the Greek translators seem to have modified these statements; see, for ex-
ample, the loci classici in the Pentateuch: Exod 24:9-11, 33:11-13, 17-23, and
Num 12:8:

Exod 24:9-11

MT nnm 58w 758 DR IR DRI PR DPaWT RITART 271 IR Twn Hm
17 MHW RY SR 232 95K DR :N0H D wn DRy 'a0n niab nwyn 1o
ANWM HaRT 0NHRA DR N
Then Moses and Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu [+ Eleazar and Ithamar, 4Qpa-
leoExod™, SP], and seventy of the elders of Israel went up, and they saw the

21. See the historical overviews of ancient Greek philosophy, e.g., Friedo Ricken,
“Philosophie,” in Einleitung in die griechische Philologie, ed. Heinz-Glinter Nesselrath
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1997), 507-60; Keimpe Algra, Jonathan Barnes et al., ed., The Cam-
bridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).
On the Middle Platonism, see John Dillon, The Middle Platonists: A Study of Platonism 80
B.C. to A.D. 220 (London: Ducksworth, 1977); Troels Engberg-Pedersen, ed., From Stoi-
cism to Platonism: The Development of Philosophy, 100 BCE-100 CE (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2017). See further the comprehensive assessment of Martin
Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1973).

22.John A. Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch, SCS 14
(Chico: Scholars, 1983); and more recently his overview article, “The Vocabulary of the
Septuagint and Documentary Evidence,” in Die Sprache der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard
Bons and Jan Joosten, LXX.H 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher, 2016), 98—118.

23. There are many studies devoted to this theme in the Hebrew Bible. Some also take
into account the Babylonian and Ugaritic parallels; see, e.g., the still useful studies by Frie-
drich Noétscher, “Das Angesicht Gottes schauen” nach biblischer und babylonischer
Auffassung in the appendix: Wolf Wilhelm Graf Baudissin, “Gott schauen” in der alttes-
tamentlichen Religion, (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1968); Joseph
Reindl, Das Angesicht Gottes im Sprachgebrauch des Alten Testaments, ETS 25 (Leipzig:
St. Benno, 1970).
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God of Israel. Under his feet there was something like a pavement of sap-
phire stone, like the very heaven for clearness. God did not lay his hand on
the chief men of the people of Israel; also they beheld God, and they ate and
drank. (NRSV)

LXX Kal avsﬁn Muwucfic xal Accpwv xal Na&aﬁ xal APtodd xal éBdounRxovta 'mg
yspouozag Iopank xal €ldoy Ty Tomov, 0F eioTifnel éxel 6 Geds To Ia’pm;ﬂ xal
T& Omd Tobg médag adtol doel Epyov mAlvBou camdeipou, xal domep eldog
otepewpatos Tol odpavol Tff xabapiéTytt. xat Tév émAéxtwy Tol Iopani od
Sebwvnoev 003t els” xal dpdyoav év T6) Témw Tol Beol, xal Epayov xal Emiov.
And Moyses and Aaron and Nadab and Abioud and seventy of the elders’
council of Israel went up. And they saw the place, there where the God of
Israel stood, and that which was beneath his feet, like something made from
lapis lazuli brick and like the appearance of the firmament of heaven in pu-
rity. And not even one of the chosen of Israel perished. And they appeared
in the place of God and were eating and drinking. (NETS)

Whereas the Hebrew text boldly states that Moses, Aaron with his sons, and the
seventy members of the elders of Israel (587w 3pma/yepovaia Iopan) in fact saw
the God of Israel and lived to tell it, the Greek translation removes this idea and
states that they only saw the place where God stood (xal €ldov Tov Témov) and that
they were seen (" read as niphal in spite of the Classical Hebrew construction
with the object marker n& which dictates a ga/ reading of the verb) in the place of
God (xal ddbnoav év ¢ Témw Tob feot).”* The ancient Hebrew witnesses of this
passage (4QpaleoExod™ and SP) do differ from the MT, but only regarding the
number of Aaronide sons (and future ancestors of the high-priestly lineage).*®
Later Greek revisers corrected the Old Greek towards MT (&’ xai €idov Tov Bedv
"TopaniA) but even here with a small adaptation (¢” xai eldov dpduat: Tov edv Topani).

Exod 33:11-13
MT 58 nwn 9nR7 ... 1P 58 WR 927 WK DU YR 010 Awn SR M 9am
LTV N RRDK W?J'? TYIRY TOTT DK RIIYTIA LN
Thus the LORD used to speak to Moses face to face, as one speaks to a friend
.. Moses said to the LORD, “... show me your ways, so that I may know
you and find favor in your sight ...” (NRSV)

24. See, e.g., Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre Sandevoir, L ’Exode, BdA 2 (Paris: Cerf,
1989), 246-47; John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, SCS 30 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1990), 384-86; Joachim Schaper, “Exodos,” in Septuaginta Deutsch.
Erlduterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testament, ed. Martin Karrer and
Wolfgang Kraus, vol. 1 (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 308: “Eine dogma-
tische Korr.”

25. Almost all modern commentators, including the editors of BHK and BHS, seem to
have missed this variant.
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LXX xal élainoey xiplog mpos Mwuafjy évamiog évwmin, g &l Tis Aad)oet Tpdg
Tov éautol didov ... Kal elmev Mwvadjc mpdg xlptov ... ugdviady pot ceautéy’
YoTds idw gg, Smwg &v & ebpnxaws xdpw évavtiov gov ...

And the Lord spoke to Moyses face to face, as if someone should speak to

his own friend ... And Moyses said to the Lord, “... disclose yourself to me.
Let me see you recognizably in order that I might find favor before you ...”
(NETS)

Whereas this passage, both in its Hebrew and Greek versions, starts by stating that
Moses and God communicated face to face (015 58 Dmd/évamios évwmiw), the
remainder of the chapter makes clear that things were not that easy for Moses.
Hence, Moses asks the favor of seeing God directly. The Hebrew text has twice
the hiphil form of p1°, whereas the Greek translator offers some unusual Greek
renderings for this common Hebrew verb, namely, éuddvicéy por ceavtév
yvwoTés 0w oe, “make yourself visible for me in order that I see you with full
knowledge.”*® The remainder of the chapter makes clear that Moses will not see
God face-to-face, because no man is allowed to see God directly and remain alive
(Exod 33:20 *m1 0787 IR &Y 1 18 mr7H 590 85/00 duviey i0eiv pov Td
mpéowmov ol yap wy 109 &vbpwmos T6 mpéowmdy pou xal Gioetar). Instead, Moses
sees God’s glory (7122/06%) from behind (Exod 33:23 X5 191 ™INKR NR '8N
R/xal Téte Sy & dmicw pou TO Ot Tpéowmdy pmou olx ddbioeTal cot). Appar-
ently, the roots of attenuation of anthropomorphic statements about God can be
found already in the Hebrew Bible itself (cf. also Deut 4:12, 15).

Numbers 12:6—8 makes clear that God does not communicate with Moses
through riddles or dreams, as he does with prophets, but directly, from mouth to
mouth (75 58 N/eTédpa xatd oTédua). Whereas the Hebrew text states that Moses
beheld God’s form (v'2* M nanm), the Greek translator attenuated this state-
ment by transforming God’s “form” (f111n) into his “glory” (3é¢e) and by em-
ploying an aorist form (xai v d6Eav xvplov €ldev) for the Hebrew yigtol (1072%)
rather than a Greek praesens or imperfect which likewise express regularity. Ap-
parently, for the Greek translator, this statement referred back to the singular event
narrated in Exod 33:23.%

Num 12:6-8

MT 129278 DHNa PTINR POR ARIND M DIR'AI 777 DR M7 RIWHW 0K
NI DTN KDY AR 92T 18 HR N 1R AKRI M 53 nwn MTay 1o R
1WA MTapa 92T DNRT KR PITAT VY IR

26. See GELS, 135a and 230b for the English translations; Schaper, “Exodos,” 317-19.

27. See Gilles Dorival, Les Nombres, BdA 4 (Paris: Cerf, 1994), 67, 303; John W.
Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers, SCS 46 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998),
187-88; Martin Rdosel and Christine Schlund, “Arithmoi,” in Septuaginta Deutsch.
Erlduterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen Alten Testament, ed. Martin Karrer and
Wolfgang Kraus, vol. 1 (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 463.
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And he said, “Hear my words: When there are prophets among you, I the
LORD make myself known to them in visions; I speak to them in dreams.
Not so with my servant Moses; he is entrusted with all my house. With him
I speak face to face—clearly, not in riddles; and he beholds the form of the
Lorp. Why then were you not afraid to speak against my servant Moses?”
(NRSV)

LXX xal eimev mpds adTovs Axoldoate Tév Aéywv pou’ év yévntar mpodntys Huudv

xvplw, &v dpapatt adTd yvwodyoouat, xal év Imvew Aadjow adTd. oly olTwg
6 Bepamwy wov Mwuafis év SAw T6 oixw wov maToS E0TIV" OTéRA XATE TTOUA
haMjow adT6, év eldel xal 00 8 aiviypdtwy, xal Ty défay xuplov idev xal
dte Ti odx édoPibnTe xataarfjoar xata Tol BepdmovTés nou Mwuodi;
And he said to them, “Hear my words: If there is a prophet of you for the
Lord, in a vision I will be known to him, and in sleep I will speak to him.
Not so my attendant Moyses; in my whole house he is faithful. Mouth to
mouth I will speak to him, in visible form and not through riddles. And he
has seen the glory of the Lord. And why were you not afraid to speak against
my attendant Moyses?” (NETS)

Such evasive maneuvers can be found throughout the Septuagint. Particularly the
device to read the verb &7 with God as object as a niphal instead of a gal (see
already Exod 24:11) proved to be a convenient solution to statements that appar-
ently embarrassed the Greek translators. An example is provided by Ps 17(16):15.
This prayer (n9an/mpogevyy) revolves around hearing and seeing. It opens (v. 2)
with the hope that God will look favorably on the psalmist (2™ W 71NN T1Y),
which is subtly transformed by the Greek translator into a wish that the psalmist
will see justice (of édBatpol uov idéTwoay evfiTyras). The psalm closes with a
similar hope of vindication, apparently after a night of trial:**

Ps 17(16):15

MT Tn1nn Ppna nyawk 738 MnK pIea ur
As for me, I shall behold your face in righteousness; when I awake I shall
be satisfied, beholding your likeness. (NRSV)

LXX éym 8¢ év dixaloolvy ddbioopal 7@ mposwmw cou, yopTachicoual év 7¢
$dbdvar T dbfav cou.
But as for me, I shall appear to your face in righteousness; I shall be fed
when your glory appears. (NETS)

Besides the passive rendering of the verb i, “to behold (cf. v. 2), the notion of
“waking up” (p*p) has been adjusted to the same idea of “being seen” (dd8Yoopat

28. See the commentaries on the Psalter, e.g., Charles A. Briggs and Emilie G. Briggs,
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Psalms, ICC (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1906), 127-37; Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalmen, 5th ed., BKAT 15.1 (Neukirchen:
Neukirchener, 1978), 271-80.
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... 0¢Bfjvar). As in Num 12:8, the “form of God” (n11mn) has been transformed
into God’s “glory” (36¢at).

4. THEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATIONS

As soon as scholars started to investigate the character of the Old Greek transla-
tions of the Hebrew Bible in their own right, these features were noted and
described in terms of avoidance of anthropomorphic statements. Thus, already in
1841, Zacharias Frankel noticed these deliberate changes introduced by the Greek
translator for theological reasons.” According to Abraham Geiger, these adapta-
tions in the Septuagint should be seen as attempts by the Greek translators to avoid
offensive statements about Israel’s God.™® A century later, Charles T. Fritsch col-
lected all instances of such anti-anthropomorphic renderings in the Septuagint,
which include the following passages (excluding the ones discussed above): *'

Text MT LXX

Gen 32:31 bx1in  Eidos Beol

Exod 3:6 onORA SR VAR R edhafelto yap xatepBrébar dvdmioy
7ol feol

Exod 19:21 MR M SR 1 pimote yylowaw mpds ToV Bedv
xatravosjoal

Exod 23:15 op™ R IR RY ol 6d oy évamby pou xevds

Exod 23:17 PR 1 58 TN 52 AR ddbioerar i dpoevidy gou

M évamiov xupiou Tol Beol gov
Exod 34:20 Op™ 18 IR R olx 8 by évamidy pou xevds
Exod 34:23 53 AR w3 onya whw  Tpels xapobs o éviautol dd frjreTar

ORI PORA I DR TN mhY dpoevidy gou évdmiov xuplou Tol
Srw Beod Iopanh
Exod 34:24 M e R Ry Tbya &y dvaBalvys ddbivar évavtiov
TR xuplou ol Beod gou

29. Zacharias Frankel, Uber den Einfluf3 der paldstinischen Exegese auf die alexan-
drinische Hermeneutik (Leipzig: Barth, 1851), 83-85.

30. Abraham Geiger, Urschrift und Ubersetzungen der Bibel in ihrer Abhdngigkeit
von der innern Entwicklung des Judenthums (Breslau: Hainauer, 1857), 337—43.

31. Charles T. Fritsch, The Anti-Anthropomorphisms of the Greek Pentateuch (Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 1943); Fritsch, “A Study of the Greek Translation of the
Hebrew Verbs ‘to See’, with Deity as Subject or Object,” in Harry M. Orlinksy Volume,
Erlsr 16 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1982), 51*-56*. The theology of anti-
anthropomorphism can be traced back already to the third century BCE in the description
of Hecataeus of Abdera (FGH 6 apud Diodorus of Sicily 40.4: dyaiua 8¢ edv t6 chvorov
o0 xataoxebace ik & Wi voullew dvbpwmdpopdny eivar tov Bedv, “he had no images
whatsoever made of them, being of the opinion that God is not in human form,” text and
trans. Walton, LCL).
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Deut 16:16
Deut 31:15
1 Sam 1:22
1 Sam 3:21
1 Sam 28:13
Ps 11(10):7b
Ps 34(33):6
Ps 42(41):3
Ps 63(62):3

Ps 84(83):8
Job 19:26

Job 19:27

Job 22:14
Job 23:9
Job 33:26
Isa 17:7
Isa 31:1

Isa 38:11

Zech 9:14
2 Chr 26:15

oP™ M 8 DR AR XN

5ara M XM
177 238 NR ORI
mowa RIS MmN qoM

PARA 0 0HY MR DTOR
(God singular)
M7 N W
“the upright shall behold
his face”
TR 1070
075 730 ARTIRT RIAR M0

TV MRS TN wIpa
TTaM
ea oHR S8 AR
MR MR wam
“then from my flesh I shall
see God”

IR N B AR R WK
“whom I shall see on my
side, and my eyes shall
behold”

R RO
mR RS
7YIIN2 118 RIM

“and he sees His face with

Jjoy”

5U DIRD YW X370 012
1wy
SR WITH HY ww KN

D™N0 PR 7Y ARAR 85

AR orhy M
0'nHRA MIRTA PAAAN T

YV S p P
olx 6 brjoy évwmiov xuplov Tol Beol
GOV XEVHS
xal xatéfy xOplos &v vedédy
xal 6 doerar 6 TPOTWT W xVpiov
xal mpooébeto xUplog OyAwbivar év
ZnAww

Ny ; ; -
Oeobg opaxa davaPaivovtag €x T
¥#s (foreign gods)
e0BUTYTa €ldev T TpéTwToV avTol,
“his face beheld uprightness”

7pocéAfate Tpds adTOV

méTe 1w xal 6dGfoouar 6
mpoowmew To Beol

&V T aylw dgbyy oot Tob idelv T
Sdvapty gou xal ™ 3é¢av gou

b Orjoerar 6 Beos @Y Bedv év Ziwy
talta mapa yap xvplov talitd ot
ovvete)éoly, “for these things have
been accomplished on me by the
Lord”

& eyw éuavtd cuveriotapal & 6
8dBaApds pov Edpaxev, “things I am
conscious of in myself, things my
eye has seen”

xal oby épadroeral

xal o0 xaTécyoy

eloe)evoeral 0¢ mpoowTw xabap cby
g&nyopla, “and he will enter with a
clean face and with thanks”

i Nuépa éxelvy memotbws éorar
dvBpwmog eml TG MO oTAVTL VTV
xal o0x joay memoifdres éml ToV
aytov tol Iopanh

obxétt wy) 10w 78 cwrpiov Tob Beod
émi s yiis

xal xUplog éorar ém’ adTols
Zayaptov ToY cuviovtos év $6Bew
xvpiov (< NR"2)

This list makes clear that the phenomenon is both pervasive and selective. Books
such as Genesis, Numbers, Judges, Kings, Psalms, Job, Amos, and Isaiah also
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contain well-known sections where the protagonists (Jacob, Israel, Samson’s par-
ents, Micah, Amos, Isaiah, Job) see God with their own eyes. In these cases, the
Greek translators did not alter the diction of the Hebrew texts:*

Text MT LXX
Gen 32:20 IO ARIR 12 IR xal peta ToliTo Sopat TO TpoéowToY
adTol
Gen 32:31 070 H8 018 DAYR TR D eldov yap Bedv mpdowmov mpds
wa1bum  mpéowmov xal £0wby wou 3 Yuyy
Num 14:14 OYN 23 M AR DWW dienpebacty 8t o el xOptog &v T4 Aad

OR AR PP PY WR 1A TovTw SoTig dpBaApois xat’
M ddBadpobs dmTdly xipte

Judg 13:22 R DOR D M e Pfavdte dmofavoluebe STt Bedy
eldouey (“wpdxapey)

1 Kgs 22:19 IRDD HY AW M AR TR €ldov TOV xUpiov Bedv Topanh
xabfuevov émt Bpévou adTtol

Isa 6:1 RO DY 2w TR NR AR €ldov TOV xbptov xabijpevoy Eml

Xwn o1 Bpdvou vPmhol xal émnpuévou

Amos 9:1 namn Y 281 3T NR TR eldov Tov xprov EdeaTdiTa éml Tol
BuoiaoTypiov

Ps 27(26):8 T8 NR 10 WP ah MR ot elmey 7 xapdia pov Edjtnoey 6

WPAR M Mpbowmov [ov” TO TPOTWTOY Gov,
xbpte, (mijow.
Job 42:5 TR Y NPT vuvi 08 6 6dpBaduds wov Edpaxéy oe

In one case (not mentioned by Fritsch) the Greek translator even seems to have
introduced the notion of seeing God where there is no warrant for it in the Hebrew
text, that is, Exod 25:8:%

MT 022102 "nidwy wIpn L) wwm
And have them make me a sanctuary, so that I may dwell among them.
(NRSV)

LXX xal motoets pot aylaoua xal dpbfoopar év Huiv
And you shall make a holy precinct for me, and / shall appear among you.
(NETS)

32. Cf. also passages such as Gen 12:7; 16:3; 17:1; 18:1; 22:14; 26:2, 24; 35:1, 9;
48:3; Exod 3:16;4:1, 5; 6:3; Lev 9:4; 16:2; Deut 33:16 and 34:10, where the context makes
clear that God is seen.

33. The commentaries on LXX Exod 25:8 attribute this change to the Greek translator
(Wevers, Notes on Exodus, 395), either for reasons of anti-anthropomorphism (thus Scha-
per, “Exodos,” 310) or because the Greek translator would have wanted to avoid the idea
that God would settle among the Israelites (Le Boulluec and Sandervoir, L’ Exode, 252),
since the Greek translator of Exodus avoids the notion of 2w with God as subject each
time in the Greek Exodus (24:16 xatafalve; 29:45-46 émudnbijvar, 40:35 oxid{w).
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Fritsch simply noticed this incongruity and did not attempt to explain it. In Gen
32:20 and Ps 27(26):8, the formulation is modal, that is, Jacob and the psalmists
hope to see God’s face. The context of Gen 32 and Judg 13 makes clear that Jacob
and Samson’s parents in fact had seen an angel of God. In Isaiah and Job, how-
ever, we find both statements that seem to avoid 4&nd acknowledge the possibility
of humans to see God. The only Greek translation unit that seems to display a very
tight consistent pattern appears to be the Greek Psalter where the whole idea of
humans actually seeing God seems to be eradicated completely.

With the release of all the unpublished Dead Sea Scrolls in 1990, many schol-
ars expected to find Hebrew parallels for Septuagint variants as shown already for
Samuel and Jeremiah. A fresh examination of the phenomenon of “The Treatment
in the LXX of the Theme of Seeing God” by Anthony Hanson, published posthu-
mously,* revealed many interesting parallels in the targumim, Philo, and Qumran
sectarian literature, but no direct parallels in the Qumran biblical manuscripts. For
these and other reasons, Innocent Himbaza concludes that the phenomenon is in-
dicative of the theology of the translator and does not reflect an edition of the
Hebrew text prior to MT.*

The parallels with nonbiblical Jewish literature of the Second Temple period
(Philo, apocalyptic literature) have come to play an important role in the assess-
ment of the theology of the Greek Psalter. Schaper claimed that the Greek Psalter
reflects a fully elaborated eschatology distinct from the Hebrew original with a
network of messianic references and allusions to the idea of resurrection of the
dead.*® In his view, the Septuagint should be studied within its historical and cul-
tural context rather than strictly within the parameters of linguistic-grammatical
translation-technical studies. This claim prompted harsh criticism from the part of
Albert Pietersma who insisted upon the Hebrew Vorlage as first and foremost

34. Anthony T. Hanson, “The Treatment in the LXX of the Theme of Seeing God,”
in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Sym-
posium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings
(Manchester, 1990), ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars, SCS 33 (Atlanta: Schol-
ars Press, 1992), 557-68.

35. Innocent Himbaza, “Voir Dieu: LXX d’Exode contre TM et LXX du Penta-
teuque,” in L’Ecrit et I’Esprit: Etudes d’histoire du texte et de théologie biblique en
homage a Adrian Schenker, ed. Dieter Bohler, Innocent Himbaza and Philippe Hugo, OBO
214 (Fribourg: Academic Press; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005), 100—11. See
also the detailed commentary on the theophany passages in the Greek Exodus by Larry
Perkins, “The Greek Translator of Exodus: Interpres (translator) and expositor (inter-
preter): His Treatment of Theophanies,” JSJ 44 (2013): 16-56. Perkins comes to similar
conclusions as Himbaza (to whom he does not refer).

36. Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, WUNT 2/76 (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1995).
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context of the Greek translation.”’ His interlinear model denies any perceived the-
ology of the Septuagint that can be explained in linguistic terms.”® In an attempt
to find a middle course between these maximalist and minimalist positions con-
cerning theology in the Septuagint Psalter, Holger Gzella paid much more
attention to linguistic observations in his dissertation about eschatology in the
Greek Psalter.”” Nevertheless, with respect to the theme of seeing God, he main-
tained that the Greek Psalter (particularly Ps 17[16]:15, discussed above) reflects
the eschatological theme of beholding God in the afterlife (“jenseitige Gottess-
chau”), not unlike the Platonic philosopher who beholds the world of Ideas with
his intellect.*’

The relation between Platonic perception of the divine absolute, the Septua-
gint, and Philonic exegesis forms the core of a recently published volume on
Gottesschau and Gotteserkenntnis edited by Evangelia Dafni.*' For Dafni there is
no significant distinction between Platonism and the Old Testament, particularly
since she believes Plato knew and used the Old Testament.*? Hence, we are back
to the position outlined at the beginning of this paper, where Hellenistic influence
upon the Septuagint is all too easily equated with Platonism and where Greek
modifications of the Hebrew Pentateuchal text is all too quickly seen through the
lense of Philo.

37. Albert Pietersma, review of Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, by Joachim Scha-
per, BO 54 (1997): 185-90.

38. Albert Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Rele-
vance of the Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in Bible and Computer:
The Stellenbosch AIBI-6 Conference, ed. Johann Cook (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 337-64.

39. Holger Gzella, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit: Studien zur Eschatologie und Anthropo-
logie des Septuaginta-Psalters, BBB 134 (Berlin: Philo, 2002).

40. Gzella, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit, 229-51. Cf. Plato, Symp. 211e: adtéd T6 Belov
xalov dhvauto povoeldes xatidely, “to behold the divine beauty itself, in its unique form.”

41. Evangelia G. Dafni, ed., Gottesschau-Gotteserkenntnis: Studien zur Theologie der
Septuaginta, vol. 1, WUNT 387 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017).

42. Evangelia G. Dafni, Genesis, Plato und Euripides: Drei Studien zum Austausch
von griechischem und hebrdischem Sprach- und Gedankengut in der Klassik und im Hel-
lenismus, Biblisch-theologische Studien 108 (Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 2010); Dafni,
“Gotteserkenntnis in Platons Theaitetus und in der Septuaginta,” in Gottesschau-Gotteser-
kenntnis: Studien zur Theologie der Septuaginta, ed. Evangelia G. Dafni, vol. 1, WUNT
387 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017), 221-55.
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5. RELIGION-HISTORICAL INTERPRETATIONS

The first scholar to broaden the horizon of this discussion beyond the confines of
biblical and para-biblical literature is Jan Joosten.”> He pointed to the Egyptian
context, where the notion of “seeing the Deity” was a central element in the native
religious tradition. The expression under discussion “to see the god(s),” Beolg
{0€lv, is attested in Manetho’s Aegyptiaka (apud Josephus, C. Ap. 1.232-33),
where it is told that pharao Amenophis’ wish to behold the gods (8edv yevéchar
featny) could only be fulfilled when he would cleanse the country from the pol-
luted people (i.e., Israelites). The tendency of the Greek translators to avoid the
idea of seeing the Deity would then be a polemic against this Egyptian tradition
with its polytheism and exclusive privileges for the Egyptian kings and priests. In
his view, the two contrasting tendencies observable in the Septuagint, that is, both
to attenuate and to tolerate the notion of seeing God, could be explained in terms
of difference in provenance of the Greek translators: the polemical attitude would
be characteristic for a Palestinian provenance, whereas the more tolerant theology
would be typical for the Egyptian context.

Joosten tries to support his thesis by pointing to other examples of Egyptian
influence on the Greek translation of the Pentateuch, such as the Egyptian loan-
words é&yet, “reeds,” (cf. the different Hebrew transcription mR), 6ifis, “basket,
box” (7an), and o, “ephah” (na'R), as well as similar cases of Jewish-Egyptian
polemics observable in Hellenistic-Jewish writings by Artapanus and Demetrius.
Interesting as these examples may be, they do not contextuallize the idea of seeing
god(s) in the Hellenistic Egyptian and Palestinian settings.

In a recent contribution to this discussion, Martin Rdsel points out that in
Egyptian religion, “seeing the deity” (Egyptian: m3 3 ntr), was a privilege re-
served for the local priesthood.** Even the processions during religious festivals
may not have exhibited the cult statues, according to Rosel. Furthermore, the ten-
dency to avoid speaking about face-to-face vision of God has a parallel in the
tendency to avoid speaking about God’s factual dwelling on earth as well as meet-
ing (T9°) God.” Hence, seeing the deity in Egyptian religion must have been
exceptional and probably something spiritual and intellectual, rather than factual.

43. Jan Joosten, “To See God: Conflicting Exegetical Tendencies in the Septuagint,”
in Die Septuaginta: Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten. Internationale Fachtagung veranstal-
tet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20.—-23. Juli 2006, ed. Martin Karrer and
Wolfgang Kraus, WUNT 219 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 287-99.

44. Martin Rosel, “Wie Gott sich erkennen ldsst: Gottesschau und Gotteserkenntnis
in der Septuaginta,” in Gottesschau-Gotteserkenntnis: Studien zur Theologie der Septua-
ginta, ed. Evangelia G. Dafni, vol. 1, WUNT 387 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017), 163-76.

45. Martin Rosel, “Tempel und Tempellosigkeit: Der Umgang mit dem Heiligtum in
der Pentateuch-LXX,” in Die Septuaginta—Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse. 2. Internationale
Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 23.-27.7.2008, ed.



186 VAN DER MEER
6. DREAM VISIONS

To my mind, more could and should be said about the religion-historical back-
ground of seeing god(s) in the Hellenistic context. As a matter of fact, a large
number of inscriptions and papyri from the Hellenistic world do report a vision of
the deity, if only indirectly (through dreams, oracles, or manifestations in natural
events). They demonstrate Joosten’s point that the expression “seeing God” had
a very clear and tangible referent in the Greek-Egyptian and Graeco-Roman cul-
tural context of the early Greek translations of Hebrew Scripture (Pentateuch,
Joshua, Isaiah). They almost always occur in the context of temples and a partic-
ular priesthood responsible for the proper interpretation. To a certain extent, this
supports Rdsel’s point that seeing God was not a common phenomenon available
to every ordinary person. Yet, it does not prove that seeing God in this Hellenistic
context was already exclusively or predominantly seen as a metaphysical cogni-
tive enterprise in the Platonic-Philonic sense. In order to demonstrate my points,
I will discuss papyri and inscriptions from the Hellenistic world that illustrate the
various ways a deity could, under special circumstances, become visible for cer-
tain privileged persons.

For instance, the papyri from the temple dedicated to Greek-Egyptian god
Sarapis at Memphis from 172—-152 BCE (UPZ I 2-105) provide a fascinating in-
sight into the dream oracles recorded by a Macedonian, called Ptolemaios, who
lived as a recluse (xdtoyos) among Egyptian priests and officials in a shrine de-
voted to Astarte in the temple precincts.*® One of the documents from his
discarded archive appears to be a scribal exercise of Ptolemaios’s younger brother
Apollonios, who drafted a rather inaccurate version of a composition now known
as the Dream of King Nectanebo (UPZ I 81).*” Recently Demotic counterparts of

Wolfgang Kraus, Martin Karrer and Martin Meiser, WUNT 252 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2010), 447-61.

46. Ulrich Wilcken, Papyri aus Unterdgypten, vol. 1 of Urkunden der Ptolemderzeit
(dltere Funde) (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1927) with extensive introduction and commentary.
See also Naphtali Lewis, Greeks in Ptolemaic Egypt: Case Studies in the Social History of
the Hellenistic World (Oxford: Clarendon, 1986), 69-87.

47. Wilcken, Urkunden, 369—74. See also Jorg-Dieter Gauger, “Der ‘Traum des
Nektanebos’—Die griechische Fassung,” in Agypten und Apokalyptik. Eine kritische Unter-
suchung der relevanten Texte aus dem griechisch-romischen Agypten, ed. Andreas Blasius
and Bernd U. Schipper, OLA 107 (Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 189-219. For a discussion of
the parallels between this composition and the Old Greek version of Isaiah, see Arie van
der Kooij, “The Old Greek of Isaiah and Other Prophecies Published in Ptolemaic Egypt,”
in Die Septuaginta—Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse. 2. Internationale Fachtagung veranstal-
tet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 23.—27.7.2008, ed. Wolfgang Kraus,
Martin Karrer and Martin Meiser, WUNT 252 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 72-84;
and my paper “Visions from Memphis and Leontopolis: The Phenomenon of the Vision
Reports in the Greek Isaiah in the Light of Contemporary Accounts from Hellenistic
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this semi-literary composition have turned up in the Carlsberg archive.*® The nar-
rative probably belonged to the stories that somewhat later came to be known as
the Alexander Romance, early Hellenistic propaganda claiming the rightful rul-
ership of Alexander the Great via his real father, the last native Egyptian king,
Nectanebo II. The description thus fits generally accepted early Hellenistic con-
ventions about what to expect from divine encounters. The vision of the gods is
described very vividly:

In the 16th (regal) year of the 21th to the 22nd (day) of the (month) Pharmouthi
(= July, 5-6, 343 BCE).... After Nectanebo the king had gone to Memphis and
had brought a sacrifice and had prayed to the gods to reveal the future
(&&waavtog Tolis Beobs dnhdoat T EveatyxdTa), there appeared to him in a dream
(8d0kev xat’ évimvov) a papyrus boat, called in Egyptian roops, coming to anchor
at Memphis, on which was a great throne (¢4’ ob v Bpévog péyac); on it was
seated the greatly honored, benefactress of fruits and commandress of the gods,
Isis (2mi Te TodTou xabficar Ty peyarwdobov edepyéteiav xapméy ... xal Oedv
dvaoov "Tow), while all the gods of Egypt were standing around her at the right-
hand and left-hand side of her (xal ToUg é&v Aydmtw Beobs mavras mapastaval adtf
&y debidv xal edwpuévay adtiic). One of them came forward to the middle with the
estimated size of 21 feet tall, called in Egyptian Onouris, in Greek however Ares.
(UPZ 181, col. ii, lines 1-16)

Here, as elsewhere, the medium is the dream, not unlike the dream visions found
in the Hebrew Bible (e.g., in the book of Daniel). The divine beings in this Greek-
Egyptian text are mega-sized, as is their entourage. The recipient of this divine
manifestation is no ordinary being, but the pharaoh, but the intermediary (Petesis)
could be a person of lower rank. Ptolemaios also recorded his own dreams (UPZ
1 77-80), but they deal with human affairs.

This also applies to the priest Hor who lived in approximately the same place
and time as the xatoyos Ptolemaios. Hor, a priest originally from Sebennytos, pro-
tested against abuses in the Ibis-cult of Thoth and tried to invigorate his pleas to
the Ptolemaic court by means of oracles dealing with the Seleucid occupation of

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, Percy van Keulen, Wido van
Peursen and Bas ter Haar Romeny, VTSup 138 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 281-316.

48. P.Carlsberg 562, see Kim Ryholt, “Nectanebo’s Dream or The Prophecy of
Petesis,” in Agypten und Apokalyptik. Eine kritische Untersuchung der relevanten Texte
aus dem griechisch-rémischen Agypten, ed. Andreas Blasius and Bernd U. Schipper, OLA
107 (Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 221-41. See also Ryholt, Narrative Literature from the
Tebtunis Temple Library, The Carlsberg Papyri 10, Carsten Niebuhr Institute Publications
35 (Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum, 2013), 157-70: “A Sequel to the Prophecy of
Petesis (P.Carlsberg 424, P. Carlsberg 499, and P.Carlsberg 559 + PSI inv. D 60 recto.”
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Egypt (170-168 BCE) under Antiochus IV Epiphanes.” One of the fifty-eight
preserved Demotic ostraca (O.dem.Hor 1) contains a vaticinium ex eventu related
to the Seleucid retreat from Egypt in 168 BCE, but actually written in 159 BCE:

When I came to Heliopolis in Khoiak (day? ..., within) the sanctuary of Osorm-
nevis, I was told in a dream to put this writing before the great men. (I went
before?) Tryn the prophet of Khons, the scribe of Pharaoh at Memphis ... that
which was verified when Antiochus (3 #yks) was to the north of Pr- -3 wrys and
Egypt divorced itself. I stood with Hryns who was the head of the army and the
agent of Pharaoh Ptolemy our Lord. I caused him to discover the matters (...)
which had come before me, the fortune of the Pharaoh. The Lady of the two
lands, Isis, was the one who ordained them, the great god Thoth the one who
recorded in connection with them. I was told in a dream: Isis, the great goddess
of this portion of Egypt and the land of Syria, is walking upon the face of the
water of the Syrian sea. Thoth stands before her (and) takes her hand, (and) she
reached the harbor (at) Alexandria. She said: “Alexandria is secure (against the)
enemy. (O.dem.Hor 1, lines 5-14; text and trans. Ray)

In this oracle, the deities Isis and Thoth are seen by a local priest, again in a dream
vision. The address is the king, but even more important are the higher priestly
authorities who apparently have to authorize this vision. Apparently, the Sitz im
Leben of the visio Dei was the temple and was the highest echelon of the priest-
hood a conditio sine qua non for its authority.

Propaganda and royal connections were important for many sanctuaries in
the Hellenistic period. The priesthood of Memphis entertained relatively good re-
lations with the Ptolemaic rulers in Alexandria. In return, they received gifts,
status, and power over rival sanctuaries.’® Other sanctuaries engraved the accom-
plishments of the local deities in stone, thereby enhancing their popularity as
pilgrimage site for all kind of people suffering from various illnesses. Especially
the temples devoted to Asclepius had a reputetion to maintain. The one on the
Greek mainland, Epidaurus, housed stelai with some seventy stories of miraculous
cures by Apollo and Asclepius (Tapata Tol AmoArévos xai Tol Aoxiamiod, thus

49. John D. Ray, The Archive of Hor, Texts from Excavation 2 (London: Egypt Ex-
ploration Society, 1976); see further my “Visions from Memphis and Leontopolis,” 308—12.

50. See Werner HuB3, Der makedonische Konig und die dgyptische Priester. Studien
zur Geschichte des ptolemdischen Agypten, Historia Einzelschriften 85 (Stuttgart: Steiner,
1994); Dorothy Thompson, Memphis under the Ptolemies, 2nd rev. ed. (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 2012), as well as the general histories of the Ptolemaic Empire, e.g.,
Giinter Holbl, Geschichte des Ptolemderreiches: Politik, Ideologie und religiose Kultur
von Alexander der Grofien bis zur romischen Eroberung (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1994), trans. 4 History of the Ptolemaic Empire (London: Taylor &
Francis, 2000), and Werner HuB, Agypten in hellenistischer Zeit (Miinchen: Beck, 2001).
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the title of stele 1), dating from the second half of the fourth century BCE.*' The
narratives all follow a more or less similar pattern in which a supplicant (ixétyg)
came to the temple, received a dream vision during the night while sleeping in the
sanctuary (¢yxafeddwv 3¢ S €ide) in which it seemed as if the god was present
(£0dxet ol 6 Bedg EmioTas), after which the supplicant was cured the following morn-
ing. In each of these visions the visitors see the deity, see for example:

Ambrosia from Athens, blind in one eye. She came as a suppliant to the god
[aUTa ixétic $A0e mol Tov Bedv). Walking about the sanctuary (o iapdv), she ridi-
culed some of the cures as being unlikely and impossible, the lame and the blind
becoming well from only seeing a dream (ywAoUs xai TupAov[¢] Uytels yiveadat
gvimviov i06v[Tag wélvov). Sleeping here, she saw a vision (¢yxafeddovoa ¢ S
gide). It seemed to her the god came to her (éd6xet of 6 Bedg ématag) and said he
would make her well, but she would have to pay a fee by dedicating a silver pig
in the sanctuary as a memorial for her ignorance. When he had said these things,
he cut her sick eye and poured a medicine over it. When day came she left well.
(Stele A, lines 33—41, text A4; text and trans. LiDonnici)

Although the deity was not seen directly, but only in a dream, his presence was
real enough for the many visitors. At least that is what the local priesthood pro-
moting the cult of Asclepius wanted their clientele to believe. The temple was
accessible for every purified person and not restricted to a priviliged priestly or
royal caste.

7. EPIPHANIES

During the Greco-Roman period, the cult of Asclepius became very popular. In a
praise of Asclepius-Imhoutes on a first-second century CE papyrus from Oxy-
rhynchus (P.Oxy. 11.1381), we find a story about an Egyptian scroll about the
deeds of Pharaoh Mencheres and his architect Imhotep of the third dynasty, which
was found during the reign of the same Pharaoh Nectanebo I we encountered
already in the Serapeum archive discussed above.’® The cult of Asclepius, so the
story goes, had decayed for several years and the priests had abandoned the tem-
ple. Thus, the god was compelled to take action. The occasion arose when the
writer of the document visited the temple with his ill mother as supplicants and
the god demanded a translation of the Egyptian eulogy in return for healing the ill

51. See, e.g., Lynn R. LiDonnici, The Epidaurian Miracle Inscriptions: Text, Trans-
lation and Commentary, TT 36 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995).

52. Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur S. Hunt, ed., The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, part 11
(London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1915), 221-34; see also Lewis, Greeks in Ptolemaic
Egypt, 72-74.
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mother.”® Due to the difficulty of the task, the author put off the work for a later
period. Hence, the deity had to remind him of his promise:

Having often begun the translation of the said book in the Greek tongue (¢y® 02
moAkdxis THg &10tHic BiBAov Ty Epunvelav [dpléduevos EAMpidt yA[d]aoyn) 1
learnt at length how to proclaim it ([p]afov 6v aidvt xnpEar), but while I was in
the full tide of composition my ardour was restrained by the greatness of the
story, because I was about to make it public (8[1]67t &w EXelv Euedro[v] adTiv);
for to gods alone, not to mortals, is it permitted to describe the mighty deeds of
the gods (Oe[of]s yap wévot[s] AN od [Bv]InTols é[[d]ldix[[..]]T[o]v Tas Oedv
dinyeioha[t] Suvaper).... Therefore avoiding rashness I was waiting for the fa-
vourable occasion afforded by old age, and putting off the fulfillment of my
promise ...

But when a period of three years had elapsed, in which I was no longer wor-
king, and for three years my mother was distracted by a fever lasting more than
three days, He (i.e., the deity) which had seized her, at length having with diffi-
culty comprehended we came as suppliants before the god (ixét[a]t mapiuey émi
Tov Bedv), entreating him to grant my mother recovery from disease. He, having
shown himself favorably, as he is to all, in dreams, cured her by simple remedies
(6 & ol xal mpdg mavTag xpnaTOS AL’ dvelpdTwy davels edTeAéaty adTiv amiratey
Bonbruacy); and we rendered due thanks to our preserver (té cwoavtt) by sacri-
fices. When I too afterwards was suddenly seized with a pain in my right side, I
quickly hastened to the helper of the human race (tév Bonfév tfic avBpwmivyg),
and he, being again disposed to pity (ei¢ €\eov), listened to me, and displayed still
more effectively his particular clemency (edepyeciav), which, as I am intending
to recount his terrible powers, I will substantiate (v émrainfeié péddwy Tag adTol
dbpuetag duv[d]pe[t]s dmayyérew):

It was night, when every living creature was asleep except those in pain, but
divinity showed itself the more effectively (T 3¢ Belov évepyéotepov Edaiveto).. ..
Heavy in the head with my troubles I was lapsing half-conscious into sleep
({&}MBapyos [elic Umvov ebepduny), and my mother, as a mother would for her
child (and she is by nature affectionate), being extremely grieved at my agonies
was sitting without enjoying even a short slumber, when suddenly she percei-
ved—it was no dream or sleep (eir’ é&an[{]vys éwpa—olt’ Svap o’ Hmvog), for
her eyes were open immovably, though not seeing clearly, for a divine and terri-
fying vision came to her (BAémovtes pév odx dxpetPwg, O[[.]1]ela yap adtiv petd
d¢[o]ug eiorjer pavtaaia[[v]]), easily preventing her from observing the god him-
self or his servants, whichever it was (xal dxd[T]ws xat[o]nTedety xwAdovoa eite
adTov Tov Bedv elte adtol Bepamovtas). In any case there was some one whose
height was more than human, clothed in shining raiment and carrying in his left
hand a book (A 7y Tig Omepprinns v 3 xat’ &vpwmov Aaum|plals judieopévos
886vas T3 edwvipw xept dépwv Bifrov), who after merely regarding me two or

53. For the phenomenon of incubation, see, e.g., Gil H. Renberg, Where Dreams May
Come: Incubation Sanctuaries in the Greco-Roman World, RGRW 184.1-2 (Leiden: Brill,
2017).
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three times from head to foot disappeared. When she had recovered herself, she
tried, still trembling, to wake me, and finding that the fever had left me and that
much sweat was pouring off me, did reference to the manifestation of the god
(v pg[v] toli Be[0]¥ mpooexdvnae[v] émdaveiav), and then wiped me and calmed
me. When I spoke with her, she wished to declare the virtue of the god, but I
anticipating her told all myself; for everything she saw in the vision appeard to
me in dreams (Soa [ylap di[a] T dbews eldev talta éy[d] o dvelpdtwy
¢pavraotwbyy).... (P.Oxy. 11.1381.2.32-7.140)

It is not often that we find such an elaborate report in the papyri and inscriptions
of a divine vision. The narrative is also exceptional for the circumstance that the
deity appears both in dream (to the author) and directly (to his mother). In the
latter case, we find an interesting ambiguity between concealment (BAémovteg pév
obx axpetws) and transparancy (Aapm[plais Audiespévos 68évaig). Nevertheless
the parallel shows that we should make a sharp distinction between seeing God in
a dream and seeing God in a more direct manner. Interesting for Septuagint stu-
dies is the fact that the theophany is connected to the translation of ancient authori-
tative scripture in a time of transition from the ancient constitutions to the Helle-
nistic period. The vision itself is described in terms of &g, davrasia and
¢mdaveia. Although such visions are not daily routine, they are not deemed im-
possible for the author and his readership. Nevertheless, the context of a temple
seems indispensable in this case too. The deity had to lure the author of the docu-
ment and his mother to his sanctuary with the aid of diseases. Only in the sacred
precincts could he appear both in dreams and in person.

Other famous epiphanies were recorded on a momumental marble stone at
the sanctuary of Athena at Lindos at the island of Rhodes compiled by the inha-
bitants of the city in 99 BCE on the basis of earlier recordings.”® In a time when
the authority of the Lindian temple was declining, the inhibitants of the city made
sure to record the gifts granted to Athena both by heroes from the mythical past
(e.g., Kadmos, Minos, Herakles) and important historical figures (e.g., King Ama-
sis of Egypt, the Persian general Datis, Alexander the Great, Ptolemy II
Philadelphus). Only after the long list of dedications, we find stories about epipha-
nies that occured at this sanctuary and which saved the city from foreign
oppression. The first of these epiphanies relate to the delivery of the city from its
siege by King Darius around 494 BCE by means of a miraculous epiphany of the

. 55
goddess in a storm:

54. See, e.g., Christian Blinkenberg, Die lindische Tempelchronik (Bonn: Marcus &
Weber, 1915); Carolyn Higbie, The Lindian Chronicle and the Greek Creation of Their
Past (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003).

55. See Pausanias, Descr. 1.4.4; 10.23.1-2 for a parallel relating storm, earthquake,
and avalanche that put off the Gauls from capturing Delphi.
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Epiphanies (Emdvetat). When Darius king of the Persians sent out great forces
for the enslavement of Greece (Aapeiov Tod ITepady Paciiéws émt xaTadovAdael
tés EAMdSog éxméupavtog peydAag Suvdueis), his naval expedition landed on this
first of the islands. When throughout the land people became terrified at the onset
of the Persians, some fled together to the most fortified places, but the majority
were gathered at Lindos. The enemy established a siege and besieged them, until,
on account of the lack of water, the Lindians, being worn down, were of a mind
to surrender the city to the enemy. During this time, the goddess, standing over
one of the rulers in his sleep, called upon him to be bold (xab’ év 09 xpdvov & piv
fedg €Vl Tdv Gpxbvtwy émotioa xald’ Umvov mapexdAet Bapaeiv), since she was
about to ask her father for the much-needed water for them. After he had seen
the vision, he announced to the citizens the command of Athena (§yv 3oy
Gvdyyetke Tols mohiTaig Tév motitagy tés Abdvas). Then, reckoning that they had
enough to hold out for five days only, asked only for a truce of that many days
from the enemy, saying that Athena had sent away to her own father for help,
and if there was nothing forthcoming in the allotted time, they said that they
would hand the city over to them. Datis, the admiral for Darius, when he heard
this, immediately laughed. But when on the next day a great dark storm cloud
settled over the acropolis (2mel 0% év TéL gyopévar auépat yvédlolu peil<o>vog
mepl TV dxpémoly guaaTdvtog) and a big storm rained down across the middle,
then, paradoxically, the ones being besieged had abundant water, but the Persian
force was in need. The enemy was astounded at the manifestation of the goddess
(xatamiayeis 6 PdpPalpos] Tav Tés beol émddvelav), and took off his own ac-
croutements covering his body; he sent for dedication (gicémeue dva[0]€[w]ev)
the mantle and torque.... Datis himself broke up his quarters because of the
events aforementioned, made a treaty of friendship with the besieged people, and
declared in addition that the gods protect these people (adTds O[&] 6 Adti
avélevle éml tac mpoxepé[v]as mpdfeic dihiav motl Tobg moAlop[x]nbévrag
cuvbéouevog xal motamodw[vi]oas, 8Tt Tobg dvBpimoug TovToug Beol puldoaouat).
(Lindian chronicle D, lines 1-47; text and trans. Higbie)

The reliability of this epiphany is further underpinned by references to nine Greek
historical works, now lost. The epiphany of the goddess took place in two stages:
first in a dream to one of the rulers of the city and then in the miraculous event
of rainfall precisely on the acropolis. The narrative is conspicuously anonymous:
only the well-known admiral of Darius, Datis, is mentioned. In another (third)
narrative from the same Lindian chronicle relating to the siege of Demetrius Po-
liorcetes (305-304 BCE) we find more specific details about the people involved.
Not surprisingly, the protagonist of the story is a priest:

Other (epiphany) (4AAa). When the city was besieged by Demetrius, Kallikles,
having retired from the priesthood of Athena the Lindian (8 éeixis éx Tég
iepateiag Tl AbBdvag Tés Awdiag), but still living in Lindos, believed that the
goddess stood over him in a sleep (£d0¢ ... émiotdoay adTd xad’ Gmvov Tav Bedv)
to command him to announce to one of the prytaneis, Anaxipolis, that he should
write to King Ptolemy and should invite [him] to come to the aid of the city ...
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The first time that Kallikles saw the vision, he did nothing (16 pév odv mpéTov
i06v Tav dhw 6 KaAludijs yovylav elye). But when the same thing happened to
him repeatedely—for six nights in a row standing over his head she made the
same command (cuvex®s yap €& [v]dxtas émoTapéva Tav adta[v] Emoieito
notitagv)—then Kallikles, arriving at the city, set forth these things (Lindian
chronicle D, lines 94—113; text and trans. Higbie)

Both the narrative sequence (first disbelief, then action) and the vocabulary (d0&e
... émioToay adTit xad’ Umvov Tdv Hedv) is remarkably similar to the dream-vision
reports presented in the previous section. Apparently, the notion of seeing the
deity had become so common in the Hellenistic world that it had acquired its own
stereotyped literary formulations.

In the Greco-Roman world, such epiphanies were not only inscribed in mo-
numental documents, they were also regularly depicted in iconographical form.
At the sanctuary of Artemis at Brauron, some 20 km southeast of Athens, several

votive altars have been found depicting an epiphany of Artemis to her wor-
shippers, dating from fourth century BCE. Usually the superhuman size of the
deity is accentuated. Of course the donor and his family, here a certain Antipha-
nes, his wife Aristonike and their household, with their dedications (a bull) to the
deity are also presented in full:*°

56. https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Brauron_- Votive Relief3.jpg. For a
discussion see Verity Platt, “Epiphany,” in The Oxford Handbook of Ancient Greek Reli-
gion, ed. Esther Eidiniv and Julia Kindt (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 491—
504. For the biblical-theological context of the term epiphany, see—instead of the very
meagre treatment in TWNT—Elpidus Pax, EIII®PANEIA: Eine religionsgeschichtliche
Beitrag zur biblischen Theologie, Miinchener Theologische Studien 1.10 (Miinchen: Zink,
1955), and TLNT 2:65-68.
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8. PROCESSIONS

In the Greco-Roman world, Hellenistic Egypt in particular, one did not have to be
ill or delirious to see the gods. The gods would leave their sanctuaries on a regular
basis to be carried around in a procession (Greek mopmy or xwpaaia).”’ According
to Herodotus (Hist. 2.58), the Egyptians preserved a very ancient tradition:

It would seem too that the Egyptians were the first to establish solemn assem-
blies, and processions, and services (Ilavnylpis 0¢ &pa xal moumas xai
mpooaywyas); the Greeks learnt all this from them. (text and trans. Godley, LCL)

According to Hecataeus of Abdera who wrote a treatise on the Egyptian customs
(TTepi tiig AlyvrTiédv drhogodias, FGH 264) at the very beginning of the Ptolemaic
age (ca. 300 BCE), the Egyptians

also set up make such statues and temples to these sacred animals because they
do not know the true form of the deity (xataoxevdlew & xal dydipata Tepévy
TEt ) eidévar TV Tov Beol popdnv). (FGH 264.1 apud Diogenes Laértius, Vitae
1.10; text and trans. Hicks, LCL)

Of course, the gods needed to be kept at safe distance from the mob, especially
when they were riotous such as the locals at Papremis.

At Papremis sacrifice is offered and rites performed as elsewhere; but when the
sun is sinking, while a few of the priests are left to busy themselves with the
image (&yaAua), the greater number of them beset the entrance of the temple,
with clubs of wood in their hands; they are confronted by more than a thousand
men, all performing vows and all carrying wooden clubs like the rest. The image
of the god in a little wooden gilt casket, is carried on the day before this from the
temple to another sacred chamber (td 8t dyadua 20v &v wnd wixpd Eulive
xataxexpuowuive mpoexxouilovat T mpotepaly & Ao olxnua ipdv). The few
who are left with the image draw a four-wheeled cart carrying it in its casket; the
other priests stand in the temple porch and prevent its entrance (of pév 83 Aiyo
ol mepl Tdyadua Aeheippévor Edxovat Tetpdxuxdov duatay dyovaav ToV vy Te
xal T0 &v TG vné évedy dyadua); the votaries take the part of the god, and smite
the priests, who resist. There is hard fighting with clubs, and heads are broken,
and as I think (though the Egyptians told me no life was lost), many die of their
wounds. (Herodotus, Hist. 2.63.2; text and trans. Godley, LCL)

57. See, e.g., Walter Burkert, Griechische Religion der archaischen und klassischen
Epoche, RAM 15 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer 1977), 163-66; trans. Greek Religion (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1985), 99-101. Marion True, Jens Dachner, Janet B.
Grossman, and Kenneth D. S. Lapatin, “Greek Processions,” in Processions, Sacrifices,
Libations, Fumigations, Dedications, vol. 1 of Thesaurus cultus et rituum antiquorum, ed.
Vassilis Lambrinoudakis and Jean C. Balty (Los Angeles: Getty Publications, 2004), 1-20.
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When the Apis bull died and a new young bull was found to replace him, not every
one was allowed to see the procession of the new Apis, according to Hecateaus,
yet women were allowed to watch:

And then, putting it on a state barge fitted out with a gilded cabin, conduct it as
a god to the sanctuary of Hephaestus at Memphus (émett’ eis Badaunydv vady
olxnua xexpuowudvoy gxouoay eufifdoavtes wg Bedv dvayovaty eig Méuduw eis T6
7ol ‘HopaioTov Tépevog). During these forty days only women may look at it (év
0¢ Taic mpoetpyuévals TeTTapdxovh’ Ruépals wévov bpdaty ai yuvaixes); they stan-
ding facing it (xata mpéowmov iotapevar) and pulling up their garments show
their genitals (xai dewxviovay dvacupduevol T& EauT@y yewwnTixe udpia), but
henceforth they are forever prevented from coming into the presence of this god
(Tdv & dAhov xpdvov dmavta xexwAvpévoy EoTiv eig Y adTag Epyeodatl TolTw TG
0ed). (FGH 264 F 25 apud Diodorus of Sicily 1.85; text and trans. Oldfather, LCL)

The bull is described here as a deity (g 6edv). The restrictions on his visibility has
less to do with the idea that the deity is imperceivable for human senses, but rather
with cultural customs.

We find several depictions of Egyptian processions on tomb reliefs, for
example, the oracle scene of Amenhotep I (1526—1506 BCE) in the tomb of Ame-
mose, his high priest (Theban Tomb 19).°® What makes this depiction so special

58. Jaroslav Czerny, “Egyptian Oracles,” in A Saite Oracle Papyrus from Thebes in
the Brooklyn Museum (Papyrus Brooklyn 47.218.3), ed. Richard A. Parker and Jaroslav
Czerny (Providence: Brown University Press, 1962), 42. Image: Georges Foucart, Tombes
thébaines: nécropole de Dira’ Abii’'n-Naga: Le tombeau d’Amonmos, MIFAQO 57.3 (Cairo:
IFAO, 1935).



196 VAN DER MEER

is the fact that the hieroglyphic inscription makes clear that we are dealing with
an oracle delivered during a solemn procession. Apparently, for the ancient Egyp-
tians a procession was more than the carrying around of a special vessel, but an
occasion to face and consult the deity, of course under the appropriate authority
of the high priest.

Another depiction of a procession can be found on a papyrus from the Saite
period (P.Brookl. 47.218.3) dating from 4 October 651 BCE. It commemorates
the oracle given by Amon-Re to the high priest and prophet, Montemhet, to grant
his father, Harsiese, leave from the service of Amon for that of Montu-Re Ha-
rakhti.”” The papyrus has not survived fully, but enough remains visible of the cult
statue carried by a large number of priests:

Classical Greece had its own traditions of processions. Particularly well
known are the Panathenian processions of the twelve Olympic gods from Athens
to Eleusis, instituted in 586 BCE, according to tradition, by the same Athenian
ruler, Peisistratus, who had the Homeric traditions collected and codified. Alt-
hough here too, cult personnel played an important role, the direction and
protection of the rituals seemed to be in the hands of rulers who were not specifi-
cally tied to a particular priesthood. Xenophon, Hipp. 3.2—4, describes the role for
the cavalry required for the escort of the procession (see also Thucydides, P.W.
6.56-58; 1G 1I/I1I* 334):

As for the processions (Tég pév odv mopmés), I think they would be most accep-
table both to the gods and to the spectators (xal Tolg Oeols xeyapiopevwTatas xat
Toic Beataic eival - mind the alliteration, MNvdM) if they include a gala ride in

P ¢

the market place (&l Sowv fepa xal dyaipata év Tfj dyopé éott). The starting point

59. Parker and Czerny, Saite Oracle Papyrus. Source of the image: https://en.wikipe-
dia.org/wiki/Saite_Oracle Papyrus#/media/File:Saite Oracle Papyrus, October 4, 651
B.C.E., 47.218.3a-j.jpg.
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would be the Herms; and the cavalry would ride round saluting the gods at their
shrines and statues (tadta dpfdpevor amd év ‘Epudv xdxde mepielatvolew
muvteg Tovg Beods). So at the Great Dionysia the dance of the choruses forms
part of the homage offered to the Twelve and to other gods (xal év Tols Atovuaiolg
3¢ of xopol mpogemiyapilovrar dXoig Te Beols xal Tols dcbdexa yopelovtes). (text
and trans. A. E. Marchant, LCL)

This text makes clear that the words for “god” (6eé¢) and his or her “cult image”
(&yaiua) could be used interchangeably and that, once the necessary precautions
were taken, the gods would be visible to all spectators (Beataic). Again, a sharp
distinction between seeing god in the form of a statue and seeing God in a spiri-
tual, metaphysical, Platonic sense, does not seem to match the ideas and
expressions of the people in antiquity.

Of course, over-ambitious rulers would try to add their own image to that of
the Olympian deities. In the case of Philip II of Macedonia, this zybris coincided
with his assassination, as recorded by Diodore of Sicily, Bib. hist. 16.92.5-93.1.
Here too, the gods were visible to all in the theatre:

Finally the drinking was over and the start of the games set for the following day.
While it was still dark, the multitude of spectators hastened into the theater (eig
76 Béatpov) and at sunrise the procession formed (t¥jg moundjs ywouévys). Along
with lavish display of every sort, Philip included in the procession statues of
twelve gods (el0wAa Tév dcidexa Beddv émdumeve) wrought with great artistry and
adorned with a dazzling show of wealth to strike awe into the beholder (Tals Te
duiovpylals mepitTéis eipyacuéva xal Tf Aapmpdtyrt Tol mAovTOL BavpaoTéi
xexoounuéve), and along with these was conducted a thirteenth statue of himself
(ov 0% TouTolg adTol Tol Pihimmou TpioxaldéxaTov émbumeve Bempemes eldwAwy),
so that the king exhibited himself enthroned among the twelve gods (a0vBpovov
gauTdy dmodetvivtog Tob Bactléwg Tois dcdexa Beols). (text and trans. Wells, LCL)

In Hellenistic Egypt, the Greek and Egyptian traditions concerning procession
fused. The great pompe held by Ptolemy II Philadelphus, which is described in
such great detail by Kallixeinos of Rhodos (FGH 627 F 2 = Athenaeus, Deipn. 5,
196a—203b),”" of course included images of the gods, but does not seem to be
dominated so pervasively by the priesthood. The Canopus and Memphis decrees
(238 BCE and 198 BCE) seem to settle the balance between the powerful and
priviliged priesthood at Memphis and the Ptolemaic court at Alexandria.

The Canopus decree (OGIS 56) commemorates the retrieval of the cult ima-
ges that had been stolen from Egypt by Cambyses (1. 9-10: T ¢&eveyybévta éx
T xwpas lepa dydipata vmd T@v Iepadv), but now retrieved by Ptolemy IIT Eu-
ergetes and restored to their Egyptian sanctuaries. One of the issues settled in this

60. E. E. Rice, The Grand Procession of Ptolemy Philadelphus, Oxford Classical and
Philosophical Monographs (London: Oxford University Press, 1983).
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decree (Yndiopa) is a feast and boat-procession (1. 56: xat dyovay adtfj éoptny
xal mepimhouy év mAeloaty iepols) for the deceased daughter of Ptolemy III and his
wife Berenice, who went straight to the eternal world as virgin (11. 47-48: cuvéf3y
TatTy mapBevov oboav iaidvng weteAdi elg ToV dévaov xbapov).” The decree is
sanctioned not only by the king and queen (1l. 1-3), but also the entire priestly
hierarchy consisting of oi dpytepeis xal mpodiital xal of dduTov eicTopelopevol mpdg
TOV aToAlopoY T@Y Bedv xai mrepodipal xal lepoypappatels xal ol dAdot iepels of
cLVQVUTHTQVTES €x TEY xata THV xwpav, “the high priests, and the prophets, and
those who go into the holy place to array the gods in their ornamental apparel, and
the bearers of the feathers, and the sacred scribes, and the other priests who gathe-
red themselves together from the temples throughout the country.”®

9. APOTHEOSE

This decree also demonstrate a third aspect of the visibility of the gods in the
Hellenistic world. Although the deceased princess may no longer be visible as
living person, she very much lives on as goddess thanks to her d¢mobéwaig (1. 55).
In fact, also her parents are consistently called gods throughout the stele, as are
almost all Hellenistic rulers from the third century BCE onwards.”® When the
word 6eég occurs in the documentary papyri, it is predominantly with reference to
the Ptolemaic kings and the Roman emperors after them. It is well known that
Alexander the Great already promoted his own deification (see, e.g., the Alexan-
der Romance), and that his successors adopted titles with godlike connotations,
such as “Saviour” (Zwtnp), “Benefactor” (Edepyétyg), or “Divine manifestation”
(Emdavns). Particularly the fourth Seleucid king, Antiochus IV Epiphanes, has
gone down into history as adversary of the One God of Israel, according to Jewish
tradition.

10. PRIESTLY AUTHORIZATION
What does this all have to do with the Septuagint? Thus far, we have seen that, in

the Hellenistic world, the gods could be seen through dreams, epiphanies in natu-
ral phenomenon such as storms, in processions, and in the form of the living

61. E. A. Wallis Budge, The Decrees of Memphis and Canopus, vols. 1-3 (London:
Paul, Trench, Triibner, 1904), books on Egypt and Chaldaea: 17-19.

62. See the still authoritative description of the priestly hierarchy in Hellenistic Egypt
by Walter Otto, Priester und Tempel im hellenistischen Agypten, vols. 1-2 (Berlin:
Teubner, 1905-1908).

63. See, e.g., Kostas Buraselis and Sophia Aneziri, “Apotheosis,” in Purification, Ini-
tation; Heroization; Apotheosis, Banquet;, Dance; Cult Images, vol. 2 of Thesaurus cultus
et rituum antiquorum, ed. Vassilis Lambrinoudakis and Jean C. Balty (Los Angeles: Getty
Publications, 2004), 158-85.
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monarchs. None of these meetings was ordinary, but not entirely impossible ei-
ther. In a time of globalization, acculturation and cultural competition, one could
even argue that theo-vision had become commercial business for otherwise out-
dated sanctuaries. In this regard, I concur with Jan Joosten who argued that the
theology of the Septuagint translators in this respect should be seen against the
religion-historical background of contemporary Hellenistic Egyptian cultic prac-
tices. I find myself also in agreement with Martin Rosel who stressed the fact that
seeing God was not a common experience for every ordinary person. What was
necessary in almost all of the cases discussed above was the intermediation of
priestly authorities. This brings me to an aspect of Septuagint studies that until
recently has been neglected, that is, the question of authorship and authorization
of the Greek translations of Hebrew Scripture.

It is still widely believed that the Greek translations of Israel’s sacred writings
were made by lay individuals, dragomen, with the best intentions, but with hardly
sufficient comptences to deal with the difficult task at hand. Now, translating an-
cient writings from an Afro-Asiatic language into an Indo-European one without
the modern tools such as dictionaries, grammars, comparative models, was an
arduous task, as we have seen in the example provided by P.Oxy. 11.1381, dis-
cussed above.* Yet, it is not very likely that such a translation could be made
without the approval, authorization, manpower, and financial support of the ruling
priesthood. As a matter of fact, the Letter of Aristeas acknowledges the impor-
tance of the high priest of Jerusalem in the project of translating the Pentateuch.
For that reason, Van der Kooij has stressed the role of the Jewish priestly aristo-
cracy in Jerusalem as authorizing authority behind the Greek Pentateuch.®

Furthermore, it is clear that what we call “priests” and “priesthood” is in fact
rather imprecise terminology for a very elaborate hierarchical system of lower and
higher priests. The Jewish hierarchy of the priesthood in Jerusalem or its substi-
tutes (Leontopolis, Qumran, Mount Gerizim?) may not have been as complex as
the Egyptian hierarchy described (OGIS 56: Canopus decree 11. 1-3) or depicted

64. See also Sebastian P. Brock, “The Phenomenon of the Septuagint,” in The Witness
of Tradition: Papers Read at the Joint British-Dutch Old Testament Conference Held at
Woudschoten, 1970, ed. Adam S. Van der Woude, OtSt 17 (Leiden: Brill, 1972), 11-36.

65. See, e.g., Arie van der Kooij, “The Promulgation of the Pentateuch in Greek ac-
cording to the Letter of Aristeas,” in Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew
Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo, ed. Anssi Voitila and Jutta Joki-
ranta, JSJSup 126 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 179-91; van der Kooij, “The Pentateuch in Greek
and the Authorities of the Jews,” in Text-Critical and Hermeneutical Studies in the Septu-
agint, ed. Johann Cook and Hermann-Josef Stipp, VTSup 157 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 3-20;
van der Kooij, “The Septuagint of the Pentateuch,” in Van der Kooij and Cook, Law,
Prophets, Wisdom, 15-62; van der Kooij, “Scholars and Officials in Early Judaism: The
Sofer of Jesus Ben Sira,” in Septuagint, Sages, and Scripture. Studies in Honour of Johann
Cook, ed. Randall X. Gauthier, Gideon R. Kotz¢, and Gert J. Steyn, VTSup 172 (Leiden:
Brill, 2016), 190-204.
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above, but it certainly knew “grades of holiness.”®® The most detailed description
of this hierarchy (0*wyT» N7y, col. 1 line 16) can be found in the War Scroll,
1QM 11, 1-4:%

INR IO DM "WRI DR - The high priests (cf. of dpyiepels) they shall dis-

pose behind
WRIN 112 - the High Priest
WM - and his deputy (i.e., the vice high priest?)
oNIWn DAY WY DU DWRA - twelve high priests shall be serving in the
58 1% Tnna perpetual service (or: daily burnt-offering)
before God
0wy Iww manwnn 'wRN - The heads of the courses, twenty-six, in their

INOW MANwN1a courses they shall serve.
AN NwH oM WRY 0AINRT - After them the heads of the Levites to serve
VIYY IR WY DY perpetually, twelve, one for each tribe.
1TAYNI WIR NN WRN And the heads of the courses shall each
naw? serve in his place
77PN MarRy 0wawn "wRM - The heads of the tribes and the fathers of the
MYWwa RN 2N 0N congregation behind them, to stand perpetually
wIpnn at the gates of the sanctuary.

Contemporary Jewish documents (11QT" 57; Sir 38-39, 1 Maccabees, Josephus,
A.J. 4) reflect a similar distinction between the highest layer of (high) priests stan-
ding closest to God, an inner circle of intimi, and a lower and larger layer of priests
and Levites, and finally a layer of lay people.

For the priesthood in Jerusalem, seeing the Deity was a privilige and respon-
sibility entrusted to the high priest as primus inter pares of this high court of high
priests. According to this conception, seeing the Deity was not impossible, but
highly imprudent and therefore potentially dangerous. For that reason, the Greek
translators did not deny the possibility of humans to appear before God altogether,
but rather tried to attenuate the diction of the Hebrew text, where a rereading of
the original would allow for such procedure. Important ancestors, such as Abra-
ham, Jacob, Moses and others could appear before God, just as God could be seen
by them on special occasions, even though the number of such events was to be
kept to a minimum (LXX Num 12:7). This explanation might also apply to the
book of Job where the actual visio Dei is reserved for the climax of the book (42:1).

66. After Philip P. Jenson, Graded Holiness: A Key to the Priestly Conception of the
World, ISOTSup 106 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992).

67. Text and translation after Yigael Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light
against the Sons of Darkness (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962), 262—65; and Flo-
rentino Garcia Martinez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition
(Leiden: Brill, 1997) 1:114-15.
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For these priests, the question was not if God was visible at all, but where?,
and most importantly: for whom? Even though God may have decided to appear
to pious people in the past, the proper place for him to reside was the temple and
the proper personnel to serve him was the priesthood. Without the presentia realis
of God in the temple the whole cultus would be meaningless. Hence the addition
of Eleazar and Ithamar in the SP and its precursor 4QpaleoExod™ in Exod 24:9—
11. Hence also the changes in the Greek version of Exod 25:8 and 29:45-46,
where the notion of God’s visibility was deliberatly introduced in the text.

This theology may perhaps also explain the differences in the Old Greek of
Isaiah, which probably originated in circles around the exiled high priest Onias
IV in Leontopolis.®® Seeing God in the temple by a priestly figure such as Isaiah
(Isa 6) may not have been as problematic for the Greek translator as the idea that
a king (Hezekiah according to Isa 38:11), military leaders sending messengers to
Egypt for aid (31:1), let alone ordinary human beings (17:7) could see God. In
Amos 9:1, where the idea of God’s visibility has also been maintained in the
Greek version, the context is also cultic (see the reference to the mam, “altar,”
Buaiaoypiov in the same verse).

11. SADDUCEES AND PHARISEES

Yet, our parameters for charting the diversity within the theology of the Septua-
gint might require even further calibration beyond the imprecise oppositions
between Judaism versus Hellenism, dynamic versus dualistic (Platonic) thinking,
Jerusalem versus Alexandria, monotheism versus paganism, and priestly aristo-
cacy versus monarchy. The aftermath of the Sixth Syrian War (170-168 BCE) not
only altered the power balance between the Ptolemies and Seleucids, as well as
that between the Ptolemaic court and Memphite priesthood, but also that in Jeru-
salem between the ruling factions. The Oniade house became divided and the non-
priestly family of Maccabeans took over the rule of Judea including the institu-
tions of temple and high priesthood. As a result, the religious landscape trans-
formed into the variety of factions known from the New Testament and contem-
porary Jléglean writings, namely, that of Maccabeans, Sadduccees, Pharisees, and
Essenes.

68. See the studies by Seeligmann, Van der Kooij and Van der Meer mentioned above.

69. See the many introductions to and handbooks on Second Temple Judaism, e.g.,
Emil Schiirer, Geza Vermes, Matthew Black, and Alec T. Burkill, 4 History of the Jewish
People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.—A.D. 135), vols. 1-3 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1973-1987); and James C. VanderKam, An Introduction to Early Judaism (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2001). Although many scholars would now be very hesitant to speak about a
Pharisaic movement already in the middle of the second century BCE, I consider the soci-
ological analogy for the onset of Jewish fractions as a result of the drastic changes in society



202 VAN DER MEER

If Jacob Lauterbach is to be believed, one of the implicit differences between
the Sadducee aristocracy and the Pharisaic popular movement pertained to the
question whether God could be seen at all.”’ Whereas the Sadducees derived their
authority from their priviliged hereditary position as custodians of the temple elec-
ted by God to be approached on the Day of Atonement by their primus inter pares,
the high priest as God’s chamberlain, the Pharisees denied the concept that God
would be bound to one specific location (the temple) and would be actually visible,
even only partially from behind or from below, to the high priest. Although none
of the statements in the works of Josephus or the rabbinic writings about the dif-
ferences between the Pharisees and Sadducees actually mention this distinction,”"
this can be inferred, according to Lauterbach, from the different ways the incense
should be brought into the Holy of Holies on the Day of Atonement (Lev 16:12).

Perhaps this difference might explain the more rigid approach to the state-
ments about the visio Dei in the Septuagint, particularly the Old Greek Psalter. It
has been argued, convincingly to my mind, by Venetz and Van der Kooij among
others, that the provenance of the Old Greek Psalter was Palestine, rather than
Egypt (Alexandria).”” There are also reasons to connect the Old Greek Psalter with
Palestinian rabbinic traditions as argued already by Barthélemy.”* Other scholars,
such as Schaper, would go even further by describing the Old Greek Psalter as a
proto-Pharisaic document.”* Nevertheless, the consistent denial and transformati-
ons of expressions dealing with the visibility of God, as we find in the Old Greek
Psalter, accords well with this idea that the Pharisees preferred panentheism over
pontificial priviliges: God was accessible for every believer as long as the Torah
was studied meticulously and its prescriptions followed in every detail. Perhaps

after the Antiochean crisis as outlined by Albert I. Baumgarten, The Flourishing of Jewish
Sects in the Maccabean Era: An Interpretation, JSJSup 55 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), persuasive.

70. Jacob Z. Lauterbach, “A Significant Controversy between the Sadducees and the
Pharisees,” HUCA 4 (1927): 173-205. See also Louis Finkelstein, The Pharisees: The So-
ciological Background of Their Faith (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of
America, 1938), 119-20.

71. See Jacob Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70, 3 vols.
(Leiden: Brill, 1971); Steve Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A Compostion-
Critical Study, StPB 39 (Leiden: Brill, 1991).

72. Hermann-Josef Venetz, Die Quinta des Psalteriums: Ein Beitrag zur Septuaginta-
und Hexaplaforschung (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1974); Arie van der Kooij, “On the Place
of Origin of the Old Greek of Psalms,” V'T 33 (1983): 67-74. See also my paper, “The Ques-
tion of the Literary Dependence of the Greek Isaiah upon the Greek Psalter Revisited,” in Die
Septuaginta—Texte, Theologien, Einfliisse. 2. Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von
Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 23.-27.7.2008, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, Martin
Karrer, and Martin Meiser, WUNT 252 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 575-614.

73. Dominique Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila, VTSup 10 (Leiden: Brill), 41-53.

74. Schaper, Eschatology, 160—64: “The Greek Psalms as a Document of Proto-Pha-
risaic Theology.”
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that would explain why the Greek Psalter does not allow for deviations from the
rule that humans can not see God as we still find in the older Greek versions of
the Pentateuch, Isaiah, and Job.

12. CONCLUDING REMARKS

When the author of the Gospel of John wrote the famous words that no one has
ever seen God (1:18 @ebv ovdei Ewpaxev mwmote), he did not only distance him-
self from the pagan traditions of cultic processions, incubations, and epiphanies
common in the Greco-Roman world, but also from the traditions preserved and
nourished by the priestly Sadducee elite in Jerusalem. These priests may not have
disposed of a cult image to carry around on a regular basis,”” nor may they have
been as hospitable to foreigners as their colleagues in the Serapeum of Memphis
where the Greek recluse Ptolemaeus lived as a hermit among the local cult person-
nel, but they did share with their colleagues the idea of the visibility of their Deity,
provided that the proper precautions are taken. Like the priesthood of the temple
for Athena at Lindos, they claimed the special protection of their god from hostile
siege (by Assyrian King Sennacherib or Persian King Darius), special epiphanies
in times of distress (2 Macc 3) as well as cures for individuals (Hannah in 1 Sam 1,
King Hezekiah in Isa 38; the visitors of the Aclepius temples). Like the priesthood
of Memphis, they claimed important political oracles originating at their sanctuary
and, more importantly, they claimed the authority over the proper interpretation
of such divine messages as described vividly by Hecataeus of Abdera:

75. Several scholars have argued that the language of “seeing God” in fact reveals the
existence of a cult statue of YHWH in the pre-exilic temple of Jerusalem, see, e.g., Herbert
Niehr, “In Search of Yhwh’s Cult Statue in the First Temple,” in The Image and the Book:
Iconic Cults, Aniconism, and the Rise of Book Religion in Israel and the Ancient Near East,
ed. Karel van der Toorn, CBET 21 (Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 73-96; Christoph Uehlinger,
“Anthropomorphic Cult Statuary in Iron Age Palestine and the Search for Yahweh’s Cult
Images,” in The Image and the Book. Iconic Cults, Aniconism, and the Rise of Book Reli-
gion in Israel and the Ancient Near East, ed. Karel van der Toorn, CBET 21 (Leuven:
Peeters, 1997), 97-156. Other scholars argue that the YHWH-cult in the preexilic temple
of Jerusalem was aniconic from the beginning, see, e.g., Othmar Keel, Jahwe-Visionen und
Siegelkunst. Eine neue Deutung der Majestdtsschilderungen in Jes 6, Ez 1 und Sach 4, SBS
84-85 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977); Othmar Keel and Christoph Uehlinger,
Gottinnen, Gétter und Gottessynbole, QD 134 (Freiburg: Herder, 1992); and Tryggve N.
D. Mettinger, No Graven lamge? Israelite Aniconism in Its Ancient Near Eastern Context,
CB.OT 42 (Stockholm: Almqvist, 1995), to mention only a few landmarks in a long-stan-
ding scholarly debate. If there had been a cult statue of YHWH in Jerusalem (or Samaria)
at all, it had probably been removed (God-napped by the Assyrians?) before the deutero-
nomistic movement originated, perhaps by the end of the seventh century BCE.
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They (i.e. the Jews) call this man high priest, and believe that he acts as a mess-
enger to them of God’s commandments (xal vopi{ouaty adtols dyyehov yiveohal
T Tol Oeol mpooTayudtwy). It is he, we are told, who in their assemblies and
other gatherings announces what is ordained, and the Jews are so docile in such
matters that straight way they fall to the ground and do reverence tot he high
priest when he expounds the commandments to them (dote mapaypiiua
mimTovTag EM THY Yijv mpoaxuvely TOV TouTolg Epuevedvta Gpxlepen). (FGH 264 6
apud Diodorus of Sicily 40.3)

Without intimate knowledge of the religion-historical context of the Septuagint,
these theological nuances will easily go unnoticed. As is the case for biblical theo-
logy of the Hebrew Bible in general, the alternative Religionsgeschichte Israels oder
Theologie des Alten Testaments—thus the title of a major contribution to the study
of biblical theology’®*—is flawed and should make way for a complementary model.

Thus, the strategy observable in some passages in the Septuagint to attenuate
the idea that humans see God, or rather take the initiative to meet God face-to-
face, can be explained as a form of reluctance to put the Jewish deity on a par with
the pagan gods. The Greek translators of the Pentateuch did not deny the possibi-
lity of seeing God, but tried to reserve this privilige for famous ancestors and
Moses in particular. To that end, they read gal forms of the verb n&2 as niphal
(8Bijvar, LXX Exod 24:11), attenuated its direct meaning with the help of the
adverb yvwotds (LXX Exod 33:13), or modified the object of that verb into “the
place where God stood” (LXX Exod 24:10-11) or “the glory of God” (3ééa
LXX Exod 33:23, LXX Num 12:8). To see the gods, as Manetho put it, was not
impossible in Hellenistic Egypt, but neither was it a democratic right for every
inhabitant of the Greco-Roman world. One might see the deity through dream
visions or even more or less directly in the temple, through epiphanies, in the form
of a cult statue during processions, or in the form of deified rulers. In almost all
cases, a specific cultic context and particularly its cultic personnel, a layer of elite
high priests, were necessary for communication and authentication of such visi-
ons. In that sense, the visio Dei remained restricted to priviliged persons.

Yet, this reluctance does not mean that already during the Ptolemaic and Se-
leucid periods (300-150 BCE) Platonic philosophy informed the translators. It
may be possible that already Pharisaic groups in the Maccebean age objected to
the priestly-Sadducean idea that God could only be seen in the temple of Jerusa-
lem, but was to be found everywhere, as Lauterbach has suggested. This might
explain the strict approach attested in the Old Greek Psalter.

The idea that the deity can only be perceived through the intellect, from
yvédov to yvéaig so to speak, finds its first real expression in Jewish thought—as

76. Jahrbuch fiir biblische Theologie 10 (1995), 2nd ed. (Neukirchen: Neukirchener,
2001).
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far as I can see—in the works of the Jewish Greek philosopher Aristobulus (mid-
dle of the second century BCE) in a hymn attributed to Orpheus:

Els Zov abtoteljs, adtol & Imo mdvra Teeital,

gv 0° alTols altds Tepwicoetatl, 003E TI AUTOV

eloopda Yoy buntdv, vé & elocopdata (...)

000¢ Tig €00’ ETepos. aU O¢ xev péa TAVT éoopriow,

al xev 10ng adtév: mplv &) mote Oebp’ émi yaiav,

Téxvov Eudv, detfw aot, 6mnvixa {Td} dépxopal adtod

yvia xai xeipa otiBapny xpatepolo beolo.

abTdv O oty dpbw* mepl yap védos ‘aTRpLCTAL

howmdy épol- oTéo 08 dexdmTuyov dvBpwmolaty.

ob ydp xév Tig (0ot BunTv pepdmwy xpaiovta,

el W powvoyewis Tig dmoppwg dAou dvwdey Xardalwy.

There is one who is complete in himself, but all things are completed by him,
And he himself moves about in them. No mortal

Casts an eye on him; rather, he is beheld by the mind. (...)

And there is no other God. You would easily have a vision of all things
If you saw him at that time, once in the past here on earth.

My child, I will show you when I see his

Footsteps and the strong hand of the mighty God.

But I do not see him, for in my way a residual, encircling cloud has been fixed
And ten layers of obscurity stand over men’s vision.

No mortal man would have seen the Lord and ruler

Except a certain person, an only son, by descent an offshoot

Of the Chaldean race (text and trans. Holladay)”’

Nevertheless, even here do we find the paradox that, on the one hand, God is
invisible for mortal eyes, yet seen by a single, only-begotten son, here a reference
to Moses as Lawgiver. It is the same ambivalence that we find in the Prologue to
the Gospel of John: No one has seen God, yet we behold him in the person of
rabbi Jesus of Nazareth. As I see it, it is the continuous interplay between testi-
mony and counter-testimony that characterizes biblical theology.” Only when we
take into account this diversity, seen against the background of the cultural context
into which the biblical traditions were formulated, are we able to get a glimpse of
what otherwise remains unseen.

77. Carl R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, TT 39 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1995), 166-69.

78. Walter Brueggemann, Theology of the Old Testament: Testimony, Dispute, Advo-
cacy (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1997).






Doublets in the Catena of the Paris Psalter: An Analysis
of Psalms 1, 3, and 5

Leontien Vanderschelden

Abstract: In the catena of the so-called “Paris Psalter” (Paris. gr. 139 = Rahlfs
1133), several excerpts from patristic commentaries are placed together to com-
ment on the text of the Psalms. Surprisingly, some of those excerpts were the
(ultimate) source of two similar catena fragments commenting on one and the
same psalm verse: a phenomenon that is called “a doublet.” One is tempted to link
those doublets to the remarkably complex composition of the catena, which com-
bined and completed three earlier catenae on the Psalms. Since different sources
are combined, and the overlap between the fragments would not always have been
noticeable to the composer, the existence of doublets is not surprising after all.

The so-called Paris Psalter, a name given to the tenth-century manuscript Paris-
inus graecus 139 (Rahlfs 1133), is mostly known for its wonderful miniatures and
has been the subject of several art-historical studies,' but it also contains a textual
commentary on the Psalms in the form of a catena. This type of text consists of a
sequence of excerpts, in this case from patristic commentaries on the Psalms. Yet,
the text has not been studied as closely as the miniatures.

The composition of the catena as a sequence of exegetical excerpts seems to
be random, even more if we take into account that some excerpts occur more than

1. See for example Hugo Buchthal, The Miniatures of the Paris Psalter: A Study in
Middle Byzantine Painting, Studies of the Warburg Institute 2 (London: The Warburg In-
stitute, 1938); Anthony Cutler, The Aristocratic Psalters in Byzantium, Bibliothéque des
Cabhiers archéologiques 13 (Paris: Picard, 1984), 63—71; John Lowden, “Observations on
Illustrated Byzantine Psalters,” The Art Bulletin 70 (1988): 242—60; Kurt Weitzmann, “Der
Pariser Psalter Ms. Grec. 139 und die mittelbyzantinische Renaissance,” Jahrbuch fiir Kun-
stwissenschaft 6 (1929): 178-94; and Steven H. Wander, “The Paris Psalter (Paris,
Bibliothéque nationale, cod. gr. 139) and the Antiquitates Judaicae of Flavius Josephus,”
Word & Image 30.2 (2014): 90-103.
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once in the commentary on one and the same psalm verse, a phenomenon that is
called “a doublet.”® The overlapping excerpts are never fully identical: in most
(but not all) of the doublets, the first excerpt is a literal copy of the respective
section of the original patristic commentary, while the other excerpt is a para-
phrase of that same source text, with or without omissions or additions.

The occurrence of such doublets strikes one as rather odd: there does not seem
to be any convincing reason for the presence of both of the fragments in the exe-
gesis of a certain psalm verse. Moreover, it is difficult to state whether the
composer of this catena could have noticed their presence. There has never been
a study on this topic, so in this article, I want to analyse the methodology of the
catena in the light of its tradition and composition. In a comparison between, on
the one hand, the source text and the two fragments of the doublets and, on the
other hand, the doublet and its surrounding fragments, I will attempt to explain
the existence of doublets in Pss 1, 3, and 53

1. DOUBLETS IN THE EXEGESIS OF Ps 1

The commentary text of the catena in the Paris Psalter contains forty-three frag-
ments for Ps 1: ten fragments form five doublets, which can each be retraced to
the same segment of a commentary by one of the church fathers.

The first doublet, consisting of fragments 5 and 6 of the catena,’ comments
on the first verse of Ps 1. Fragment 5 is attributed to Theodoret, whereas fragment
6 has an abbreviated attribution that can either be Theodoret or Theodore.” Their
text is based on a fragment of the Psalm commentary by Theodoret of Cyr (PG
80:866b—869a).° The first excerpt is a paraphrase of only a small part of the source
text (PG 80:868a—b), while the second one literally repeats the commentary on

2. This terminology was used by Gilles Dorival in French, see Gilles Dorival, Les
chaines exégétiques grecques sur les Psaumes: Contribution a [’étude d’une forme litté-
raire, vol. 1, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, Etudes et documents 43 (Leuven: Peeters,
1986), 236.

3. For each of the cases discussed here, an appendix at the end of this article offers
the textual material: the texts of the Psalm under discussion, of the excerpts that form the
doublet and of the source. My selection of Pss 1, 3, and 5 is based on earlier selections by
Dorival (Les chaines exégétiques, 1:1X—XII) and Miihlenberg (Ekkehard Mihlenberg,
Psalmenkommentare aus der Kateneniiberlieferung, vol. 3, PTS 19 [Berlin: de Gruyter,
1975], 7) and other criteria.

4. This numbering is my own, based on the position of the fragments in the catena.
The numbering is continued from Ps 1 to 3 and 5, since Pss 2 and 4 are not included in my
selection (cf. n. 3).

5. This faulty attribution is not an isolated case in the Parisinus: throughout the exe-
gesis of Ps 1, nearly every excerpt of Theodoret is attributed to Theodore.

6. Theodoret of Cyr, Interpretatio in Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne, PG 80 (Turn-
hout: Brepols, 1977).
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that first verse (PG 80:866b—869a). The second fragment breaks off abruptly be-
cause the last Bible citation of Theodoret’s commentary has been left out. The
literal excerpt offers the reader of the catena more information and even an intro-
duction to Theodoret’s commentary of the Psalms as a whole. In the section that
follows the one overlapping with the first fragment, it broaches new subjects: the
exegesis of the word paxapiog is followed by an explanation of other elements
from the Psalter lemma (doefeis, apaptwiol, and Aotpol). The fragments that pre-
cede and follow the doublet in the catena discuss the phrase odx émopetdn év Poudf
doeBdv, which is not commented upon in either of the fragments of the doublet.
Since the first excerpt is a short summary of only a part of Theodoret’s commen-
tary, it is not easy for the composer or the reader to see the parallel between both
fragments at first sight.

Both the excerpts that form the second doublet, which is also a commentary
on the first verse of Ps 1, overlap less than those of the first doublet, even though
they are based on the same passage in the Psalter homilies of Basil of Caesarea
(PG 29:220b—224c).” Fragments 7 and 9, both correctly attributed to Basil, are
separated by an excerpt attributed to Eusebius that does not have anything in com-
mon with them, since it deals with another subject, namely, the categories of sinful
people (cf. Ps 1:1). In the case of this doublet, the first and shorter excerpt is the
literal one: it copies the beginning of Basil’s commentary on verse 1 but leaves
out one sentence. The second fragment is a paraphrased version of a longer seg-
ment of the source text, with the same omission as fragment 7. There is no verbal
overlap between both fragments, but the content of the beginning of fragment 9
corresponds with that of fragment 7. Here too, it is difficult to state whether the
composer could tell the similarity of content in both fragments.

The next doublet comprises two short excerpts, each attributed to a different
author. Fragment 10 is correctly attributed to Asterius, while fragment 15 is at-
tributed to Athanasius. The text of fragment 15 can indeed be found almost
completely in PG 27:61a,% but its exact text is given by Richard in his edition of
the commentary of Asterius Sophista on Ps 1:1.° Since Richard’s edition is based
on a ninth-century manuscript transmitting the first Palestinian catena (cf. infra),
I am inclined to prefer his edition over PG 27 and therefore to attribute this frag-
ment to Asterius. Fragment 10 is a paraphrased version of the commentary piece,
while fragment 15 reproduces the original text literally. Fragment 15 does not
only treat the didaoxarics xabédpa as fragment 10 does, but also the xabédpa

7. Basil of Caesarea, Homiliae super Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne, PG 29 (Paris:
Petit-Montrouge, 1857).

8. Athanasius of Alexandria, Expositiones in Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne, PG
27 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1979).

9. Marcel Richard, 4sterii Sophistae Commentariorum in Psalmos quae supersunt.
Accedunt aliquot Homiliae anonymae, Symbolae Osloenses Suppl. 16 (Oslo: Brogger,
1956), 249.
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Aotp@v, a topic continued in fragment 16, attributed to Hesychius.'® Although the
fragments of the doublet are too short to allow any sound conclusion, it still seems
that the overlap is quite obvious, although the fragments are attributed to a differ-
ent author and are not as close to each other as in the previous doublets.

The fourth doublet consists of fragment 12 and 18 attributed to Eusebius, two
fragments almost identical in their content. They are both based on Eusebius of
Caesarea’s commentary on the second verse of Ps 1 (PG 23:77a-b)."" The first
fragment follows the source text more closely (with the exception of the omission
of Tov ypamtdv dnrovétt in the Bible citation 87" &v yép £0vy T wi vépov Exovta
dboet & Tob vdpov moiel, obTot, vépov wi) Exovtes, Eautois elot vépog), while the
second fragment omits the first sentence of the commentary. The parallels in both
fragments stand out and fragments 13 and 17 treat the same topic of véuos ...
Kupiov, so it could have been possible for the composer to notice the similarities
in content.

Since Theodoret’s commentary on Ps 1 is cited almost in full in the course of
the catena, it is no surprise that a second doublet based on his text occurs (PG
80:869c—872a). Fragment 22, attributed to Theodoret, and fragment 25, wrongly
attributed to Theodore (i.e., of Mopsuestia),'> comment upon verses 3 and 4 of the
first psalm. Fragment 22 is made up almost entirely of biblical citations with an
introductory sentence: a paraphrase of the beginning of Theodoret’s commentary.
Fragment 25 reproduces the entire commentary on both Psalter verses, including
the citations already used in fragment 22. Both fragments treat the metaphoric
meaning of water mentioned in Ps 1:3, which is not treated in any of the surround-
ing fragments. Since the only literal parallel between both fragments of the
doublet are the Bible citations, the use of the same source text is scarcely notice-
able.

From the abovementioned explanation, it is clear that none of the doublets in
the commentary on Ps 1 can be explained either by their content or their position
in the catena. A mitigating factor is the fact that some of the doublets are not as
easily recognisable as others.

10. Fragment 16 (f. 8v): HEYXIOY Aotpods olpat Tods dpdiBéhous avbpdimous xadel,
Tobg THY dixatogVyyy xatopbolvras év oxuatt, ™y xaxiav 0t wetidvtag év Tois Tpdyuasty.
Tov Blov yap obror Aowpaivovrar tov dvBpdimvov. Kabédpa yip Aowpuév, % T6v dixactédy T6v
mpodidévtay T& dixata, xabédpav Aouddv, 6 T@V Peudodidaoxdlwy Bpdvos, xabedpa Aotuddv,
) TOV UmoxplT@y oToM), xabédpa Aoy, ) TRV lepéwv mdxpiolg, v TalTy xelevel un
xaféleabar. Cf. Hesychius of Jerusalem, Fragmenta in Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne,
PG 93 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1978), 1180b.

11. Eusebius of Caesarea, Commentaria Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne, PG 23
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1979).

12. See n. 5.
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2. DOUBLETS IN THE EXEGESIS OF PS 3

In the commentary on Ps 1, as well as in that on Ps 3, some doublets occur. From
the forty-five fragments, eight fragments form four doublets, which can each be
traced back to the same source text.

In contrast to the previous doublets, the first doublet of Ps 3 contains two
fragments that paraphrase the source text of Didymus the Blind."* Fragments 62
and 66 comment upon Ps 3:5 and are correctly attributed to Didymus. They are
similar in length and content, but the Bible citation in the heart of the excerpts is
the only literal parallel between both fragments. Fragments 61, 62, 64, 65, and 66
all discuss the meaning of 8poug ayiov adtol (Ps 3:5), so that this lemma has been
treated superfluously and the compiler could have noticed the overlap.

The second doublet fits into the typical pattern of one paraphrased and one
literal fragment. The commentary of Theodoret (PG 80:885¢) on the fifth verse of
Ps 3 is the source text behind fragments 63 and 64, although fragment 64 is
wrongly attributed to Theodore instead of Theodoret.'* Fragment 63 is a para-
phrase of the last few lines of Theodoret’s commentary on verse 5 with a
considerable number of literal parallels. Fragment 64 reproduces the whole com-
mentary, but the part that does not overlap with fragment 63 has nothing in
common with any of the preceding or following fragments. Although the frag-
ments of the doublets are placed one after the other, the similarity of source could
have been overlooked.

The next doublet is also based on Theodoret’s commentary on Ps 3:6 (PG
80:885d-888a). Fragment 67 has an abbreviated attribution that can either be The-
odore or Theodoret, while fragment 71 is clearly attributed to Theodoret.
Fragment 67, as it can be found in the Parisinus, consists of two parts: the first
part is a literal reproduction of the commentary that breaks off abruptly with the
word 018, while the text dnalv éxoisfyy t§j ... Tév pdbupov cannot be traced back
to any known source. In the first part of the fragment, we find two subjects: the
first one is repeated in fragment 71, while the second lemma é&yyépfyv, 8Tt Kdpiog
avridfetal pov is new. Compared to the previous doublets, in this case, both the
fragments derive their worth from their position in the text. Fragment 67 intro-
duces the subject of sleep, which is continued in fragment 68, a very long fragment
attributed to Origen."® The topic is taken up again in fragment 70,'® upon which
fragment 71 can be seen as a reaction, introduced by the words "AAXog .

13. Ekkehard Miihlenberg, Psalmenkommentare aus der Kateneniiberlieferung, vol.
1, PTS 15 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975), 126.

14. See n. 5.

15. Origen, Selecta in Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne, PG 12 (Turnhout: Brepols,
1978), 1125a-1129a.

16. Fragment 70 (f. 14r): AIA<YMOY> "AX\og 8¢ 16 pév xotundfj onuaivew ¢not thy
avéxhiaw peb’ fiv 6 Gmvog Emrytvetat, émel odv éxovatws Ty Yuyiv adtol Edyxev, xata TobTo
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The last doublet in the commentary on Ps 3 is again based on the commentary
of Theodoret (PG 80:888a—b). Fragment 81 and 82 comment on Ps 3:8, but only
fragment 81 is correctly attributed to Theodoret.'” The text of the first fragment,
which paraphrases a part of Theodoret’s commentary, seems to be corrected in
the following literal reproduction of his text: the lemma 83évtag auapTwAéy
cvvétppag is defined by Theodoret through an opposition with the words dvtt
Tol, which are left out in fragment 81. The topic of 6dévtag cuvtpiar was already
introduced in fragment 80. Despite their common source, the two short fragments
do not have much in common to identify them as a doublet.

Here, in contrast to the previous psalm, we can observe some examples of
doublets in which both fragments have their own function in the exegetical text.

3. DOUBLETS IN THE EXEGESIS OF PS 5

In the catena on Ps 5, three doublets occur throughout sixty-two fragments—con-
siderably less in comparison with Pss 1 and 3.

The first doublet in the exegesis of Ps 5:4-5 consists of fragments 102 and
104, which are based on the commentary of Theodoret (PG 80:896d—897a). The
shortest fragment, fragment 102 (attributed to Theodoret) only paraphrases a few
lines of Theodoret’s commentary, while fragment 104, wrongly attributed to The-
odore,'® literally reproduces the source text. The second fragment includes an
explanation of the word mpwi (Ps 5:4), a topic that recurs in the surrounding frag-
ments.

The next doublet is based on Didymus the Blind’s commentary on verses 5—
7." Fragments 108 and 113 are both correctly attributed to Didymus and are quite
extensive. Each one paraphrases the original commentary and has a similar con-
tent: they treat the same subjects of lying, deceiving and killing. The same theme
reoccurs in the surrounding fragments. Since the beginning of both fragments is
exactly the same, the overlap is easily noticeable.

The last doublet has a special aspect since each of the fragments is attributed
to a different author. Fragment 121 is attributed to Didymus; we can indeed find
its text in PG 39:1172¢-11732.%° However, this edition is unreliable and therefore
should not be used: the few manuscripts on which it relies are nearly all witnesses

xowunfels Umvwoey, Eeyepbels OF éx vexpdv, dvtidaBouévov Ocoll, mpwTéToxos &x vexpv
yeyévntat. Cf. Mithlenberg, Psalmenkommentare, 1:126.

17. Fragment 82 is attributed to Theodore; see n. 5.

18. See n. 5.

19. Miihlenberg, Psalmenkommentare, 1:132.

20. Didymus of Alexandria, Expositio in Psalmos, ed. Jacques Paul Migne, PG 39
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1978).



DOUBLETS IN THE CATENA OF THE PARIS PSALTER 213

of the catena we are dealing with here.”' Fragment 124 has an abbreviated attrib-
ution that can either be Theodore or Theodoret, but it repeats Theodoret’s
commentary on verse 9 of Ps 5 (PG 80:897¢-900a). According to the similarity
in content and in the use of Bible citations, it seems that fragment 121 is a para-
phrase of that same passage of Theodoret, and must not be traced back to
Didymus. The subject of the xatetfuvov évamiéy gov T)v 68év pou is introduced in
fragment 121, taken up again in fragment 124 and continued in fragment 125.
Possibly, the difference in attribution could have made the doublet unnoticeable.

4. COMPOSITION OF THE CATENA

Since in most cases the content and logical structure of the catena do not offer any
reason for the existence of doublets, one might wonder if the catena’s composition
can help to explain the phenomenon.

The catena in the Paris Psalter is part of a broad and complex tradition of
catenae on Psalms.” The oldest catena was compiled in the beginning of the sixth
century and is named the first Palestinian catena after its geographical origin. This
text incorporates patristic authors such as Asterius Sophista, Athanasius of Alex-
andria, Basil of Caesarea, Cyril of Alexandria, Didymus of Caesarea, Eusebius of
Caesarea, Origen, and Theodoret of Cyr. This first catena was completed and en-
riched a few decennia later in the so-called second Palestinian catena. In this
catena, other fragments of already incorporated authors and other authors such as
Hesychius of Jerusalem were added to the text of the first Palestinian catena. In
order to prove the independence of this second Palestinian catena as separate from
the first Palestinian catena, Dorival has already mentioned the existence of dou-
blets in the Paris Psalter.? However, for his research, it was not necessary to ask
if the composer noticed their presence. In a third stage, some fragments of that
second Palestinian catena were combined with a paraphrase of the first Palestinian
catena. This phase is called the third Palestinian catena, but its composition cannot
be dated precisely.**

21. PG 39:1155-1156 and Miihlenberg, Psalmenkommentare, 1: XVIII-XIX.

22. The catena itself has, apart from the Parisinus, twelve other witnesses: Atheniensis
B.N. 45 (thirteenth century), Matritenses B.N. 4702—4704 (sixteenth century), Mediolanen-
sis Ambrosianus C264 (sixteenth century), Monacenses gr. 12—13 (sixteenth century),
Oxoniensis Nov. Coll. 31 (sixteenth century), Oxoniensis Auct. E. 1.5 (sixteenth century),
Parisinus gr. 148 (sixteenth century), Vaticanus gr. 617 (sixteenth century), Vaticanus gr.
1519 (seventeenth century), Vaticani gr. 1677-1678 (sixteenth century), Vaticani gr.
1682—1683 (sixteenth century), Venetus Marcianus gr. 17 (tenth century).

23. Dorival, Les chaines exégétiques, 1:236—44.

24. More information on the tradition of the Palestinian catenae on the Psalms can be
found in Dorival, Les chaines exégétiques, 1:115-324.
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In type III of the catenae on Psalms,* of which the catena of the Parisinus is
the most important witness, Athanasius of Alexandria’s scholia on the Psalms
were added to the third Palestinian catena, only on certain psalms, sometime in
the sixth or seventh century.”® In between the eighth and tenth centuries, a last
source has been employed in the compilation of the catena of the Parisinus: the
commentary on the Psalms by Theodore of Mopsuestia.”’

The combination of different sources, which treated the patristic commen-
taries, scholia or homilies in their own way by paraphrasing, shortening or
copying, could have led to the presence of doublets. Since the overlap is not al-
ways clearly noticeable (see above), the compiler of the catena of the Parisinus
could have overlooked the doublets, which are based on the same source text, but
treated in another way.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

From the examples cited above it is clear that the existence of doublets, as we
observe them now, would not have been so easily recognizable during the com-
position of the catena. Since the fragments were taken from different sources,
which each treated them differently by paraphrasing, shortening or copying, some
of those doublets could have been overlooked.

It also seems that the doublets have not been noticed when the Parisinus was
copied, since I hitherto have not encountered any manuscript” where an attempt
has been made to remove the doublets by the omission of one of the fragments.

25. The catenae on Psalms have been categorized by Karo and Lietzmann into twenty-
seven types based on the indices of Pss 22 and 115. The catena of the Parisinus is one of
type I1I: see Georgius Karo and loannes Lietzmann, Catenarum Graecorum Catalogus,
Nachrichten von der Konigliche Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen, Philolo-
gisch-historische Klasse (Gottingen: Liider Horstmann, 1902), 25-28.

26. Gilles Dorival, Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les Psaumes: Contribution
a l’étude d’une forme littéraire, vol. 2, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, Etudes et docu-
ments 44 (Leuven: Peeters, 1989), 350-54.

27. Gilles Dorival, Les chaines exégétiques grecques sur les Psaumes: Contribution
a l’étude d’une forme littéraire, vol. 4, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, Etudes et docu-
ments 46 (Leuven: Peeters, 1995), 174-79.

28. The witnesses of the catena are summed up in n. 21.
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APPENDIX?
DOUBLET 1: THEODORET ON Ps 1:1

1:1 Maxaptog dvnp, 6¢ odx émopeudy év Bourf doePdiv
xal &v 606 apapTwléy odx €0y
TRy N s 30
xal &ml xabédpav Aot odx éxdfioey

(1) PG 80:866b—869a""

"Evrelfev pddiov quvideiv, wg mdAar map’ ‘Efpaiows Tég émypadas ebpdvtes ol Tég
Belag npunveurdéres Tpadds, Tadtas perédecav eig ™y EArdda dwviv. Toltov yap
xal TOV pet adtov Padudy quemypddoug eVpovTes AVETlypadous XATEMTOV- 00
ToAunoavtes Tt mpoabelvar map’ éautdv Tois Aoylots Tol Iveduartog. Tweg pévtol
T@v Tag vmobécels TEY Yatudy auyyeypaditwy BOuay Toltov Ebagayv Tov Yaiudv
mepiéxewv Ndaoxatiav- éuol Ot ody NrTov doypatixds 7 %Bucds dokev elvat. Tlepiéyet
yap ody apapTwldy wévov, dAda xal GoeBdv xatnyopiav, xal Tapawel Tols Beiog
Abyots mpoaéyety dinvexdds E£ Gy odw ROy wdvov, GAAE xal doypatiy ddéeiay
xapmolpeda. Appoding 8¢ Alav 6 péyas Aaflo waxapiopdy s oixeiag avtod
mpotédeixe cuyypadiic, ToV éautol vidv dpol xal AeomoTyy wipoduevos, ToV Zwtiipa
Aéyw Xpiatév- 8otig mpds Tols iepods puabnTis didaoxatias amd paxapioudv Apkato,
«Maxaptot, Aéywv, of mTwyol TG mvedpati, 6Tt alTEY éoTwv N Pactreln TEY
oVpavéiv.»* Yidg 8t Tob Aafld 6 Aeoméng XptaTds dg &vBpwmos xaTé THY TGV igpdv
EdayyeMwy dwviv-«BifAog yap yevérews Tyool Xpiotod viod ABpadu.»” Kbptog
Ot adToll xal mowms, ws Oeds. AVTol yép oty 1) dwvi- «Elmev 6 Klpog 16 Kupie
wou, xdfou éx defidv wou.n>' Maxapiler Tolvuv ToV whte Tols doeféoty 6300
xowwvioavta, wite PeBalav TGV dpaptwiév deduevov T Bovdry- ToliTo yap O
oTAoW éxddeoe xal TNV wévipov TEY Aoy duyévta StadBopdy. To 0t paxdpiog
Svopa Bela pev Umapyer mpoanyopia xal paptug 6 Belog AmdaToros Podv «O
paxdplos xal pévog duvdotng, 6 Pagideds T@V Bagiievévtwy, xai Kiplog Tév
XUPLEVSVTWY.» Metédwxe Ot xal Taltng Tols avBpdmos, Gomep xal Té@v dAAwy,
Aeométns Oeds nal yap moTds xadobuevos- «Iliotds ydp, dnotv, 6 Oedg, O ob

29. All the texts in this appendix have been adapted to the standard orthography.

30. The text of the Psalms is a transcription from the Parisinus (with standardized
orthography).

31. The text of the editions has also been corrected as mentioned in n. 29, but Bible
citations that are not cited in the footnotes of the editions, are left out.

32. Matt 5:3.

33. Matt 1:1.

34. Ps 100:1.

35.1 Tim 6:15.
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&Rt €is xowwviav Tob Yiod adtod.»’® Kal 6 waxdplos Mwafis, «@eds, dyat,
moTés, xal o0k EoTiv Gdixia év ozt’rrcf?).»37 "Exaiece xal Tév avbpamwy moTolg Tovg
avaudféiwg deyopévous adTol Tobs Adyous. Oltw Beds &v xal xaroluevos
petédwxe xal TalTyg THs xMjoews Tols Gvbpdmols 6 peyalddwpog, xal Pod-<Eyw
elmov, Ocol ¢oTe xal viol YioTou TdvTes, Guels 0 dg dvbpwmot dmobvhoxete.»>
To obv paxdptos dvopa Tis xat GpeThv TEAEWWTEWS UMEpxel xapTds. “Qamep yap
xal ExacTov TGV xatd Tov Plov émTndevpdTwy elg TO TéNog 6pd GOANTLCN Wiy olv
el ToVg €x xoTivou aTedAVOUS, TTPATNYIXA TE Eig VIXAS xal TpoTalR, Xal HEVToL xal
laTpue) elg Uylelay xal voowy Gmailayny, xal éumopie) eig GUALOYNY XpYUATWY Xal
mhoUTou meplovaiay olTwg xal ¥ THs dpetiic EmaTAUY xapmdy Exel xal TEAOG TOV
Betov paxapiopdy. Mndels 8t dvdpa pévov pév evtadba paxapilduevov, éotepiichat
voploy Tolde Tol paxapiopol T6y yuvaixdy to yévog. Q08¢ yip 6 AeoméTyg XploTdg
Gppevinds Tolg paxapiopobs oynuaticas dmyydpevoe Tais ywvaél xtiiow T
Gpethic. ZupmepdapBdver yap Tols dvdpdat xal Tag yuvaixas 6 Adyos- xedban yap
ywvaixds 6 avip,” § dnow 6 Belog AméaTodos. Suvdntetal 08 TH xedbai T& uédy
ol cwpatos, xal xebalfic oredavoupévns dydiietar olTw xal mpos Twa
Stadeyduevor, xai diAny adtdy xedalny dvoudlovtes, o0 ywpilopev Tév poplwv ol
crcbya’rog, aaN c’m‘b weépoug TO Tl 'rrpocrq)eeyyép.eea. Oty amhéig 08 'n'pcﬁ'rov 6007,
elta oTdoews, eita xa655pag sp.w]pcovsucrsv aAN eidg axplﬂwg, wg mw;cnv uév
Tp@TOV & Aoylopds Umopével, eiTe qbaukog, elte omovdaios ely- eita oTdow, eitd Tva
éopaiav BePaiwowv. Tlapael Toivuy, wite 6 vé mapadégacdar duooefii Tva
Evvotay, wite éml mp&v 60eboat mapdvopov. Acefels 8¢ didov Tff bela Tpadf xadeiv
Tobg &Belav, 7 modubelav Bpnoxelovtag duaptwlovs 8¢, Tovs mapavouia culfjv
mpoalpoupévous, xal Plov diedbapuévov domalouévous Aotpods 3¢, Todg wun wévov
odéc abTolg Aupatvouévous, dAAG xal éTépols THg ADuns metadddvras, xatd THV
¢mowimrovgay xal avbpamols xal xTvedt véoov, g weTaAayydvousy of Tol
vogolol meAalovtes. Atd dedye 6 Adyos TapaxedeveTal xal T& ToUTWY cuvédpla.
"Eme1dy) 08 obx amdypy eis dpetiic Tedelwawv THg xaxias duyn-«"Exxtvov ydp, dalv,
amd xaxod, xal moiyoov dyaBév-»*" xai 6 paxdpros Hoalas «Iatoaabe, dnatv, dmd
TGV mowpIdY Vi, udbete motelv xadév>t' pdda eixbtwg émiyayev 6 paxdptog

Aafid.

36. 1 Cor 1:9.
37. Deut 32:4.
38. Ps 81:6-7.
39.1 Cor 2:3.
40. Ps 36:27.
41.Isa 1:16-17.
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(2) Fragment 5 (f. 8r)*

OEOAQPHT<OY> Kupiws 08 paxdpos dv 6 Oeds, [abiros yap dnow, J uaxdpios
xal pdvos duviorys,” uetéduwxe talng THs mpoonyoplas Muiv, G xal mioTd
xalobuevos. Iliatds ydp, dyaty, 6 Ocds, dr'ob éxAfdyre.** Kal, Ocds mards, xal
oUx érmiy ddiiz év avrd®” melbouévoug éxdAeaey. ‘Qamep odv xal Beols, xata To
éyd elme Beot éore.*® Tb obv waxdpios Jvopa Tis xat’ GpeTiv TeEAetbTYTOS T pyYEL
XOPTIOS.

(3) Fragment 6 (f. 8r)

OEOAQP<HTOY/OY> Kal évretifev pddiov cuvidely wg madat map’ ‘Efpaiots tag
b \ 3 4 4 \ 4 € 4 A 4 2 \ 3 A
émypadas ebpbvtes oi Tas Beiag Npunveundtes Fpadds, uetébeoav eig Ty EANdda
dwvniy. Toltov yap xal Tov per’ adtov Yarudv dvemrypadous ebpovTeg
avemypadous xaTémoy: 00 Todpufoavtes map’ éautédv Tt Tpoahijvatl Tois Aoylotg ol
Ivedpatos. Tweg pévrol Tév Tag Umobéoels Ty Yadudy ouyyeypaddtwy #lxny
ToliTov Epacav Tov Yaludv meptéxetv didaoxaiav, uol 3¢ ody NTTOV JoyRaTIxdG 3
nOixds Edokev elvar. Tlepiéyer yap oy GuapTwA&y wévov, dAr&d xal doefdv
xatyyoplav, xal mapatvel Tois Beloig Aoylots mpoaéyew dmvexdss, €5 v olx ROy
uévov, GAra xal doypatialy adéreiay xapmolueda. Appoding 08 Mav 6 uéyas Aavid
paxaplopdv T oixelag mpoaTeédyxe auyypadiis, Tov éautol vidv opol xal AeoméTny
pipovpevos, Tov Zwtipa Aéyw Xplotéy, SoTigc Tpds Tovg iepods AmoaTéAoug
Sidaoxarias amd paxapioudy fpgato, uaxdpiot, Aéywy, of rrwyol v@ Iveduat, STt
> a2 ¢ 7 ~ s ~ AT ey \ ~ NI I \ 3
avTdy oty % Pacideia Tav olpavdy.”’ Yidg 08 Tob Aauid 6 Aeomdtng XpioTds tg
y VoA e o ; ; py | / e
dvBpwmog xata ™y T@Y iepdv Edayyeliwv dwviy, BiBlos yap TIevésews Tyool
PR ey 4 g . ~
Xpiorot viot Aavid viod ABpadu.*® Kipiog 8¢ attol xal momtis, ds Oebs. Avtol
) < 4 < ~ 4 2 ~
Yép oTv ) dwvi, elmey 6 Kiptos 13 Kupiw pov,” xdov éx debiddv wov.™ Maxapile:
Tolvuy TéV wite Tols doeféoty 6000 xowwvicavta, unte Pefalav TEY duapTwAdy
dekduevov T Bovly, ToliTo yap 0N aTaowy Exdlecey, xal THY pévipov TEY Aotudv
duydvra dtadBopdv. To 0t uaxdpios Svopa Beia puév bmapyet mpoanyopia, xal tdpTug
6 Oelog AméoTodog Polv, J maxdpios xai pdvos ovvdorys, 6 Pacileds Tdy

42. The text of the fragments of the doublets is a transcription of the catena in the
Parisinus graecus 139. The other manuscripts of this catena (cf. n. 21), as far as also Miih-
lenberg (Miihlenberg, Psalmenkommentare, 1:XXVI-XXVII) and Dorival (Dorival, Les
chaines exégétiques, 1:244-48) stated, depend on the Parisinus.

43.1 Tim 6:15.

44.1 Cor 1:9.

45. Deut 32:4.

46. John 10:34; Ps 81:6.

47. Matt 5:3.

48. Matt 1:1.

49. Matt 22:44; Mark 12:36; Luke 20:42; Acts 2:34.

50. Heb 1:13.
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Bacidevdvrwy, xai Kipios t@v xupievdvrwy.”' Metédwxe 8t xal talrys Tois
avBpwmots, domep xal TV dAlwy, 6 AeomoTyg Ocebg, xal yap mMOTOS XAAOVUEVOS,
moTds ydp, dyolv, 6 Oeds, o’ of Exdifby eis xowwviay Tob Yiod avrod.’® Kal 6
waxdplos Mwuatis, Oeds, dnatv, mords, xal ovx értwy douxia map’ avrd.”> Exdlece
xal T@V avBpwmwy maTods Tovg dvaudiéiws attod deyopévous Todg Aéyous. Oltw
Ocdg xal &v xal xalobuevos peTédwxe xal TavTNs TH ¥Ajoews Tois Gvbpwmols 6
ueyardédwpos, xal Pod, éyw eima, Ocol éore xal viol Yipiorov mdvres, ueis 0¢ d
&vlpwror dmobvioxere.”® Td obv paxdpios Svopa THs xat GPeTHV TEAEIDTEWS
Omdpyet xapmds. “Qamep yap Exactov TEY xatd TOV P1ov émiTydeupdTwy eig TO TEAOS
6p, &OANTLO) Wty obv els Todg &v xoTivw aTeddvos, oTpaTyyuen Te €lg vixag xal
Tpomata, xal uévtol xal latpud) eig Uylav xal voowy dATaliayny, xai EumopyTiny) eig
UMYV YxpnpaTwy xal ThoUTou Teptouaiav, oUTwg xal ¥ THs dpetiic moTHUN
xapmov Exet xal Télog TOV Belov paxapopdv. Mydelg 0t &vdpa wévov Opdiv
paxapilépevov évtalfa Eotepfiodar voploy Tolde Tod paxapiopold TéY yuvady To
yévog. OVt yap 6 Aeomdtyg XploTds dppevixols ToUg paxaplopods xpyuatioas
amyydpevae Tals yvvar&l Ty xtiiow i dpetiic. SupmepthapuPdvet yap Tols dvdpdat
xal Tag yuvaixas 6 Aéyos, xepalsy yap yvvaixds 6 avip,” dnow 6 Belog AmdaToros.
Suvdntetar 08 Tf xedalfi T& péln Tol cwpatos, xal xedalis oTedavoupévng
dydAetat, odtw xal mpds Tiva dialeydpevol, xal didny adTdv xedayv dvoudlovtes,
00 ywpilopev T@v poplwyv To¥ cwpatos, GAN dmd pépous To mlv mpoodbeyydueda.
Oty amhéig 08 wpc?n'ov 6008, eita oTdoews, eita xa9é5pag éwr)uévsuo’sv, G eidag
axplﬂwg wg mw;crw ysv Tp@TOV 6 Aoytouds Umopével, eite cpav?\og, gite omovdaiog
ey, elta otdow, eltd Twa Edpaiav Bsﬁmwcw. IMapawel Toivuy uAte 6 V@
napadéiachal Suoaefs Tva Ewolay, wite éml mp&&v 6deloar mapdvopov. Aasﬁslg
0t didov T Bela Tpadfi xaelv Tobg dbelav, 7 modubeiav Bpnoxebovras, dpaptwlols
¢, Tobg mapavopie culfiy mpoatpovpévous, xal Piov dtedbappévov domalopévous,
Aotpols 8¢, Tog wn wévov adéc abTobs Aotpatvopévous, GAAG xal ETépoug Tiis Aoiung
peTadidévrag, xate THY émoximrovsav xal dvbpwmols xal wTAvest véoov, g
petarayydvouaty o Tois vogolow meddlovtes. Ad daaewt 6 Adyos mapaxeleveTal
xal T& ToUTwv cuvédpla. ‘Emeldy) 0t odx amdypy eic dpetiic Tedelwaw ¥ THs xaxiag
duyh, Sxdvov yhp, dnaly, dmd xaxod, xal molyoov dyadév,® xal 6 paxdprog
‘Hoalag, madoacia, cpv]cn'v G Ty movypidy Fudv [Sudv], udbere xaldv moety,”’
uaAa eixbrwg emiyayev 6 paxdptog Aavid.

51.1 Tim 6:15.
52.1Cor 1:9.

53. Deut 32:4.

54. Ps 81:6-7.
55.1Cor 11:3.

56. Ps 33:15; Ps 34:27.
57.Isa 1:16-17.
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DOUBLET 2: BASILON PS 1:1

1:1 Maxaptog dvnp, 6¢ odx émopevdy év Bourf doePdiv
xal &v 606 apapTwléy odx €0y
xal eml xabédpav Ao odx éxdfioey,

(1) PG 29:220b-224c

T§ dboer @y mpayudtwy émduevos, Ty TdEv TalTyy Tols elpnuévols émébnxev.
Boulevbueba yip mpdrepov, elta iotduev T Povdevua, elta Toic Pouleubeioty
évamopévopey. TlpwTws odv paxapiotdv T6 év t§j diavola v xabapdy, émedn pila
TGV 01 Tol Twpatos évepyeldv To év xapdia Bovdevpa. H yap powela, &v mf Yuxd
7ol dndbvov mpldTov dvadrexbeicn, odtw THV e Tol cdpatos dBopiv
amepydletat. “Ofev xal 6 Kbptds dyaw #vdobev elvar té xowolvra tov dvbpuwmov.”
"Eme1on ¢ doéfeta xuplwg Méyetar %) els Oedv apaptia, wi) yévorto dégacdar Huds 25
amiotias moté audtPoriav mept Oceol! Tolto yap éott 76 mopevbfjvar év Boul
doeBiv, [...] EmavatéAlovat yap Aoytopol movypol, éx Tév mabidv Tis capxds Tals
Yuyals nuév évtixtéuevor. TG Byt yap éMbolioa 7 évtody), TouTéoTwy %) didyvaatg
TGV xaldv, gav wi) xa’raxpa’rr’;on Tol yelpovog )\oytayoﬁ GG ouyxwpNay UTTO TEY
mafév sEav5pawo5106nval TV Xoywyov qvélyoe p‘ev n a(xap'na amébave ot 6 vol,
vsxpog ysvousvog Tolg MapamTOUATL. Maxaplog oty 6 wi éyxpovicas T 606 TGV
apaptavovtwy, aAAa Aoytowd Beltiovt mpog T eboefBHf mohiTeiay usfrawnar)aag.
[...] ddAh& O Omopoviic T éAmida Ts cwTnpiag dmexdeydpevos, xal év Tf éxAoyf
TGV 606V ExaTépwy un émPag i 600U dyolang émi Té yeipova.

(2) Fragment 7 (f. 8r)

BAZIA<IOY> T ¢pioer Ty ﬂ'payy.a'rwv swousvog, ™V Taiw TavTAY Tolg elpnuévols
émebnxey. Bou)\suop.sea yap 7rpo'repov, elta Lcr'rwusv 70 BovAevpa, elta Tol
BovAeuBelaw évamouevoyey. l'[pw'rog otV (,La;capw'rov 70 &v Tfj Slavola Ay xa@apov,
éme1dn pila T@v St Tol cwpatog évepyeldv TO év T xapdia Bovksuua. “Obfev 6
Kiptog &v3obev dyow éoriy ¢ xowvodvra tov dvlpawmov.”’ "Emeidy) 0t doéPewa xupiwg
Aéyetal 1 els Oedv apaptia, wi) yévorto 6¢éaabar Huds € dmotias mote dudiBoliav
mept Oeol! Tolto yap éott 10 mopeubiivar év Bovdfj doefév.

58. Matt 15:18.
59. Matt 15:20.
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(3) Fragment 9 (f. 8v)

BAZI<AIOY> KATI<ITAAOKIAZ> AM\& xal mpéitov PovAevdueba elta iotéipey
Tég Boulds, eita TalTals évamopévopey, pila yap TEY ik Tol cdpaTos évepyeldy
s wapdias 6 Poddevpa. ‘Obev 6 Klpiog dnolv éfidvar @ xowodvra ov
&vpwmov® mpétog olv év paxapiows 6 wi) Tobto mabiv. ‘Odds 8¢ Aéyetan 6 Plog éx
PTG YEVETEWS TPdG TEAEUTNY EMYydpevog, x&v undeis ématobdvertar xabdmep ol
gy mholw xabeddovres mpds TAV dvéuwy éml Awévag dyduevol, dAld xal Toig
6dotmépotg mév Smep Av 0wot xab 600v Tepmdv 3 Sduoyepés meta THV Béav
mapépyetal: omoia Ta xata Tov Blov wg &v Exel mépag haufdvovta. Té 8¢ olx érryy
émeldy vimol wévovtes Golaxpitwg Exouev mpds dyabdv A xaxdv. Eic dvdpa O¢
ENB6vTes TolTwy éxdTepa Staxpivopey, domep uéool yeyovéTes audoTépwy xal dixny
Oméxovtes, xath 0 Efodoys 0 THs Evrodds § duaptia dvélyaey, v 0¢ dmébavoy,”
Aoytopé yap draxpivas 6 vols ei wi) duyny dvéxpwrtar {wny Exwv Ty dpaptiav: SitT))
yap 7 6866 xal dVo ToTwy eloiv 60nyol. THc utv mhateiag daipdvay dmatnids ok
xaxiag % duvoloys émdywy Tov BAeBpov Tiig 08 oTevijs dyyehos dyabds S TEV TH¢
Gpetiic emmévwy Tpds TéNog 6O ywy T paxdptov. H 08 Yuyn mpds Exatépayv TovTWY
elal yijv tav pév evhuundy) ta aidvia TV dpemiv aipovpévn: 61° &v 0¢ mpds TO Tapdy
amoBAEYy TV HOoviY dudaxtéov 8t udAaTa T Tév Aoudy xebédpav-* ¢ivovaay
duoxivyrov. Maxdptov yap To )de Poveboacdal o xaxbv: cuvapmayeis 08 wi) ot
émi Ti¢ apaptiag xal todto 8¢ mabdv wi évidpubiic TG xaxd xabdmep v Aot
uetadooty €€ érépou Aafév.

DOUBLET 3: ASTERIUS ON Ps 1:1
1:1 Maxaptog dvnp, 6¢ odx émopevfy év BouAf doePdv
xal &v 606 apapTwldy odx €0y
xal eml xafédpav Ao odx éxdbioey,

(1) Richard, 4sterii Sophistae, 249

Avg THis xaBédpag T ddacxatiay dnhol, ds dyow éml s Mwuoéws xabédpas.”
Kafédpa Toivuy hotuddv % Sidaoxaic T@Y Tapavéuwy.

(2) Fragment 10 (f. 8v)

ASTEPIOY Awdacxatlas yap % xabdédpa xatd w0 énmt /s xabédpas Mwaéws.*

60. Matt 15:20.
61. Rom 7:9-10.
62.Ps 1:1.

63. Matt 23:2.
64. Matt 23:2.
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(3) Fragment 15 (f. 8v)

AGANAZIOY A Tijg »abédpag Ty Sidaoxariav dniol, ¢ dyow: éml T Muwoéws
xa0¢dpas.” Kabédpa tolvuy dowud*® % didacxalia tév Tapaviuwy.

DOUBLET 4: EUSEBIUS ON PS 1:2

1:2 G 7 &v 6 véuw Kuplov 1o BéAnua adtol,
xal 8V T6 vopw adtol peleTyoet Nuépag xatl vuxtée.

(1) PG 23:77a-b

"Eme1dn moAM) tis €071 diadopd TGV dOPw TIRWPLEY EV MPATTEWY XATYVAYXATUEVWY
xal TGV Tpoalpéael alTd TO xaAdv aipoupévawy, did Tolté drat- "Ev 76 véuw Kupiou
BéAnpa avtod. Népov 0¢ dnov od TdvTws TOV oxlwdy xal TUTIXOV vopov, moAL 08
mpbTepov TOV &v aldTE Aednbéta mveupaTindv Adyov. Eiy 0° &v véuog Kuplov xal 6
xata duo mhoy o’w@pdm'otg évsaﬂapuévog, v ol xatopbéioa )\éyovmt oi wpb Tol
S Mwuoéws VO(.LOU éyto- mept @V q:;')cnv 6 AméaToAog: “Oray yap sevv; Ta y.v; vouov
sxowa, TOV YpaTTOV 5n>\ov0ﬂ dvoet Ta Tol vogxou 7row;, oUToL, Véuov W) gxovteg,
éavtols elot vépos.’” "H vépos Kuplou ely &v 6 mpdg avtol Tob Kuplov xal Swriipog

NV Téat Tolg Eveat xatnyyehuévos edayyehinds Adyos.
(2) Fragment 12 (f. 8v)

EYSEBIOY KAIZAPIAS Ka)ds 0 8éhnua, i Tobg edmpdtrovtag € dvdyxrns,
d8Pw xordoews, paxapllopévay TGV Tpoatpéael TO xaAdy alpoupévwy, véuov ¢
dYow 0d TAVTWG TOV ox1thdY xal TUTIXOV pddlov 88 ToV év adTé Aavdvovta Aéyov
mvevpatixév. Nduos 08 Kuplov™ xal 6 duoxds xad dv éoav of mpd Muwoéws
svapscr’rncravmg, Tprl @V un TOV ypamTdy vépov wxv;xo*rwv dnow 6 Amdaroros 6T
&y yap évy ta ‘(07 z/oluou &povra pioel T ol vouou mouf, obrot, vuov uy Eyovres,
éaurois elot viuos.” Aéyorto 3¢ vépog xal 6 miat xaTyyyehuévos Adyos Toli Xplatou.

65. Matt 23:2.
66. Ps 1:1.
67. Rom 2:14.
68. Ps 1:2.
69. Rom 2:14.
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(3) Fragment 18 (f. 8v)

\

EYZ<EBIOY> Néuov 3¢ dnov od mdvTwg TOV ox1wdy] xal TUTxdV udvov, oAb 0&
/ o 5 / \ / o, 5 %N / 7 70 Ve
mpdTepov TOV v adTd AeAnfdTa mpaypatindy Aéyov. Ely 8" &v vduos Kupiov™ xal 6
xata dvow méaw avlpwmolg éveamapuévos, 8’ o0 xatopbdoar Aéyovtat ol mpd Tod
e Mwuoéwg vépov dytot, mept wv dnoy 6 Amdatodog 67" dv yap é0vy ta w) vduoy
&yovra, TOV YpamTdy dnhovéti, ¢ploer Té Tob véuov motel, obTot, véuov us éyovres,
¢ N~ 1 » oy < 5> o~ ~ ~
éavrtols eigt vduos.”" "H véuog Kuplov el &v 6 mpd abdtol Tob Kuplou xal Swtiipog

v méat Tolg Eveat xaTnyyehuévos edayyeAixnds Adyos.
DOUBLET 5: THEODORET ON Ps 1:3—4

1:3 Kal Eotat a¢ 10 E0Mov 16 medutevpévov maph Tis die§édous TEY HidTwY,
8 Tov xapmdv adTol dwoel év xalpd adTol
xal 0 GUAAoV adTol odx GmoppuyoeTal:
xal mdvta, oa Gv Tolfj, xateuodwbhoeTal.
1:4 Oty oltws of doefels, ody oltws,
GAN % wael xvols, Ov éxpimTel 6 dvepogs Gmd TPoTWTOL THS YHig.

(1) PG 80:869¢-872a

Mupeitar yap 03dTwy dpdetay Té Tod Beiov TTveduatos vapata- xatl xabamep éxelva
& mapaduteudpeva 0évipa Tebnrévar motel, oltw Talta mapaoxevaler Tovg Beloug
’ ’ A ’ Ve 4 o 3 H 7 7
bépetv xapmots. OV 0 xdptv xal 6 Aeomérye XptoTds Udwp v oixelayv didaoxaliay
wvépaoey. «El Tig ydp, dnoi, Supd, épxéobm mpbs ue xal mvétw, xai Eotal 1o U0wp

a s 12 5~ oo ~ 14 ’ ) \ 3 72 \ 7
§ tyw ddow adT myy) Udatos (Bvtog dAhouévou els {wny aldviov.»’ Kai maAw-
<O moTebwy el Eué, xabag eimev 1) Tpady, motayol éx Tiis xothiag adTol peboovaty
o ~ 73 \ r \ \ \ ~ 3 3 5 N
Uoatog {@vros.»” Kal wévror xal mpds ™y Zapapitv: <O mivwy éx Tol §datog
A ’ ’ o 5 N I3 3 ~ou oy ’ 5~ 3 \ ’
ToUTOU dioel maA- 8 0 &v iy éx Tol Udatog, 0b éyw dwow adTd, ob wi dupnoet
) I 4 I3 ¢ ~ e > >
eis Tov ai@van’t Obtw xal die ‘Haaiov ol mpod¥tov dnatv- Ot éyd ddow év
dier Toi mopevopévols &v dvidpw- xal dvolfw éml TAv dpéwv mNyds, xal éml TGV
Bowvdv motapols, moTicar TS Yyévog wmou TO éxAexTéy, TéV Aaby pou By
7 75 s 7 voe ’ \ \ ~ ’ 7
meptemonaauny.» Eixétwe Tolvuv xal 6 paxdprog Aaflo tov Tols Belotg Aoyiotg
goyoraxbra dévdpols dmeixage mapa Tag TEY VodTwY 8xbas meduTeupévots, xal
, 5oy Vo LSy o ) , Voy e o
detBaddi pév Eyouat Ta VA, TOV OE xapmov dépouaty eis xatpdy. Kal yap ol T

70. Ps 1:2.

71. Rom 2:14.

72. John 7:37; Col 4:14.
73. John 7:38.

74. John 4:13-14.

75. Isa 43:19-20.
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dpetiic aBAntal T@Y ptv movwy xata Tov ueAlovta Blov xopicovtal Todg xapmolg:

4 4 A \ 3> 3\ 3 r ~ 3 < ~ 4 7 \
olov 8¢ Tiva dUAAa, THY dyabny éAmida dinvexds év éautois dépovtes TeBAaot xal
dydAdovral, xai cLAGTL T Yuxaywyie ™y Té@v mévwy PapbtnTa. "Exovot 8¢ xal
TOV neyarédwpov Aeométyy Tff mpobupia cuvepyolvra divexds- «Tois yap dyamdot
\ ® r Ve 6 Toc Amé )\ ’ ~ s \ el 76 A
oV Oebv,» Pnaiv 6 Belog AmdaTodos, «mavra aguvepyel eig TO dyabBév.»" Aid Tot
TolTo xal 6 paxdpios Edn Aafid-

(2) Fragment 22 (f. 9r)

OEOAQPHT<OY> Apdduevov éx Tiic Tol Zwtiipos didaaxarias v Udwp éxdAece
Aéywy

” ~ 2 7 e ] / 77 v \ o a 2 4 2 A 1
el T1g O pyéatnw mpds pe xal myvérw,’” wal Eotal 1o Jowp 6 éyw ddow avtd myy)
o ~ 5 7 5 1 57 78 \ 7 4 ’ 5 37 \
Jdaros {@vros dAdougvov eis {wiy aldvioy.”s Kal mdhv 6 mioredwy els Eué, xabig
elmev ) Tpady), motauol éx Ths xoilias avrod pedoovary Fdaros {ivros.”

(3) Fragment 25 (f. 9r)

OEOAQPOY Mupeitar yap Uddtwy dpdet & Tol Befov Ivedpatos vapata, xal
xafdmep éxeiva Ta mapadutevbueva Oévdpa TebnAévar motel, oltws TalTa
iz Al 7 ’ ’ A ’ Ve 4 \ o
napacxevd{el Todg Beloug dépety xapmovs. OD 07 xdpw xat 6 Asomdrys Xptotds H8wp
\ 2 14 4 3, 4 b4 A 14 ~ 2 7z e 1
v oixelav ddaoxariav avéuacev. Ei Tic yap, dnoiv, opd, éoyéobuw mpds ue xal
mvérw,” xal Eotar T Jwp 8 éyd ddbow aitd myyR Fdatos {Hvros dAdoudvou eis
s 1 < 5 2 4 < 2 ~
Loy aidviov.y! Kal méhw 6 moredwy els Eué, xabis elmev %) Tpad, morauol éx tis
3~ e ¢ ~ 2 <
xoMas avtod pedoovaty Bdaros {Bvros.® Kal pévror xal mpds Ty Sapapityy &

5 a1 /.

/. 2 ~ e 7 7 7 a 2 ~ o AR 4
mivwy éx ol Jdatog TouTov ipsfoer mdA, 6s 0 &y miy éx Tol Joatos, ov Eyw ddow
> E 7 ) 1 5 A 83 o \ Ve 7 ~ ’ v
avTw, ov wy ooy eis Tov aidva.” Oltwg xal S Hoalov Tol mpodnTov dnoiv 8Tt
¢y 0wow v diper Tobg mopeuopévous &v avidpw, xai dvoifw émi Tév dpéwv TNyds,
xal émi Ty Bowvév moTapols, motioal 6 yévos uov T Exdextdy, ToV Aady wov Sy

4 ; N
meptemoryoduny.®* Eixbtwg tolvuv xal 6 paxdplos Aauld tov Tois Belowg Aoyiowg
goyoraxbra 0évdpa ameixade mapd Tag TGV VOdTWY ExBag TeduTEVpéVa, xal GetBa
pev éxovat ta dVAAa, TOV 08 xapmdv dépouaty eig xalpdy. Kal yap ol Tic dpetiic

76. Rom 8:28.
77. John 7:37.
78. John 4:14.
79. John 7:38.
80. John 7:37.
81. John 4:14.
82. John 7:38.
83. John 4:13-14.
84.1sa 43:20-21.
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GOAnTal Tov v mévwy xatd Tov wéltovra Plov xoplcovtal Tobg xapmols, olov 9¢
. L ay oy N s o , \
Tiva UM, TV dyabiy éAmida Ouvexdc &v avTols dépovtes TebAacy xal
dydAdovral, xai cuAdal Tf Yuyaywyle tév mévwy BapbtyTa. "Exovat 8¢ xai Tov
peyarddwpov Aeométny T mpobupia cuvepyolva dwvexds Tols yap ayandat TOV
G)r \re~5Ar )\ 7 ~:;€/85Ar ~ Ve
€6y, dyotv 6 Oelog Amdatodog, mavra ouvepyel eis dyabov.” Awa Tot TolTo xat 6
paxaptos €dn Aavid.

DOUBLET 6: DIDYMUS ON Ps 3:5

3:5 Duwvfj pou mpds Kiprov exéxpala,
xal Emjxouat pov 2§ 8poug dylov avTod.

(1) Miihlenberg, Psalmenkommentare, 126

‘H Omepdung yvéatg adtod dbvatar dpog dytov elvar Beol, & ob eloaxoler Tév
ebyouévwy Bebs, 6 wovoyewns vids adtol, mept o elpytar "Eorar ugavéc 16 Spog
xvplov én’ éqydTov TV Fuepdv,* Snholang Tiis Mékews TalTng THY yevouévyy adtod
davépwoty xata Ty emdnuiay éml cuvtelela TEY aidvwy.

(2) Fragment 62 (f. 14r)
d¢ vids Tol Oeol £ o TGy edyouévwy 6 Tlamip dxolel mept ol yéypamtar Eorau

2 ' s 7 3 5 s 7 ¢ ~ 87 5 r \ ¢ ~
Eugpaves 1o dpos Kuplov ém’ éoydtov Tdy sjuepdy’’ émi cuvtelela yap Auiv Tév
aiwvwy ébavepwdy.

ATAYMOY Aéyorto 8 &v 8pog Ocol xai % Omepduiic adtol yvéiois xal 6 povoyevng
6

(3) Fragment 66 (f. 14r)

ATA<YMOY> "Opog dytov @eol % Umepduiic yvidaig adTol dvatar 8pog dytov Td
Ocol €€ ot eloaxolel TGV edyopévay Oeds 6 wovoyevis vids adtol mepl ol elpyra
éorren Eudavés 10 Spos Kuplov ém’ éaydtwy t@v HugpdV'™® dylobans tiis Mékews
TAUTYG THY Yevouévny avtol davépwot xatd Ty Emdnuiav éml cuvteAeiq TEY
alwvwy.

85. Rom 8:28.

86. Mic 4:1; cf. Isa 2:2.
87. Mic 4:1; cf. Isa 2:2.
88. Mic 4:1; cf. Isa 2:2.
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DOUBLET 7: THEODORET ON Ps 3:5

3:5 Duwvfj pou mpds Kiprov exéxpata,
xal Emjxouat pov 2§ 8poug dylov avTod.

(1) PG 80:885¢

Awd oL TolTo petd maoyg mpobupiag Tpoodépw got Tag denoels, eidag 8Tt TapauTixa

N , , Cosy s L Caa , L aaay
tag altioews mapéeis. OV dwvny 8¢ évtalba xai Boyy Ty xpavyny voytéov, dAl
™y Tis Yuxdic mpobupiav. Oltw yap xai 6 Tév SAwv Oeds mpog arydvta TOV

’ o ~ ’ ~ 7 89 \ \ \ > ’ \ \

waxaptov Ebn Muwofjv- «Ti Bodg mpds ue» Boiy v otyny dvoudlwy e THy
omovdalay tiis diavolag ebyny. To 8¢, «Elgjxouaé pov €& 8poug dylov adtol,» xata
v mdat xatéxovaay elpntar 86&av. Evopileto yip &v T oxnvij xatoixelv 6 TGV
8hwv Oed, €me1dn xai Tolg xpnopods éxeibev Tois iepeloty €didov.

(2) Fragment 63 (f. 14r)

OEOAQPHTOY H xal xab’ ioctoplav die ™y mdlat xatéyovaay 068y évopileto
yap &v T oxnvii T vouuxdj xatoxeiv 6 Oedg Emel xal Tovg ypnopods éxelfev Tols
iepeliot mapeiyeto.

(3) Fragment 64 (f. 14r)

OEOAQPOY Aud ot Tolto peta mdovg mpobupiag mpoodépw oot Tas denaetg, eidwe
811 mapavtixa Tas aimjoels mapégeg. OV dwviy 8¢ évtalba xal Boiv THY xpavyny
vonTéov, aAra TV THs Yuydic mpobupiav. Oltw yap xal 6 Tév SAwv Oeds Tpoatévta
\ ’ o \ / ~ / 90 v v Voo ’ \ \
oV paxdplov Ebn Mwvely 7/ Bods mpde ue;” Bowy v oryny dvoudlwy dtd Ty
~ 5 ) 26 ¥ 13 s ~91
omoudaiav Tis diavolas edyhv. To 8¢ eishxovaé pov €€ dpovs dyiov avrod,” xata
v mdAat xatéyovaay elpntar 86&av. Evopileto yip &v T oxnvij xatoixelv 6 TGV
8wy Oebg, metdn xal ToUs xpnopols éxeibey Tols iepelioy édidov.

DOUBLET 8: THEODORET ON PS 3:6

3:6 ‘Eyo éxotunbny xal invwoa:
g&nyépbny, 811 Kbprog dvridietal pov.

89. Exod 14:15.
90. Exod 14:15.
91. Cf. Ps 19:7.
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(1) PG 80:885d-888a

Noxta Tég cupdopis modddxis 1 Beia xael Tpady- émeidy w¢ &v oxdrel didyety
vopllovaw of Tols &yav dviapols mepimimTovres: Tals 8¢ vulv ¢ Umvog quvélevxtar:
onpalver Tolvuv xata Tavtov Tag BAipes, xal T ToVTwy dmaAdaynv. Té yap
<E&nyépbny, 81 Kiplog avtididetal pou,» tolto dnhol, 81t Tijs belag dmodadoas
poTii xpelTTwWY Eyevéuny TEY TpoameTdVTWY xaxidv. Ao

(2) Fragment 67 (f. 14r)

OEOA<QPHTOY/QPOY> Nixta tag suudopas 1 Oela modddxis xadei Tpady,
gmeldy) &g v oxdtel didyetv vopilouawy of tc dyav dplapat mepiminTovtes, Tals 02
vu€lv 6 Umvog quvéleuxtat, anpalvel Tolvuv xata Tautdy Tis BAIPES xal THY TodTwy
amaMayhv. To yap é&yyéodyv, Sti Kipuos avridsferal pov,’* tolito dyhol, 611 Tiig
feiag amodadoas pomiis xpeltTwy Eyevouny TEY TPOoTETOVTWY xaxdy. Ad ¢noly
éxouunfOny” i pabupla é5nyéobyy’ T uetavola éxowsfbyy 8¢ dyor xai Smvwoe”
Y €ml oAb pabupiav aivittépevos 8Tt Kipiog dvridijperal uov % 0t ol Oeod
draavbpuic dpxéaet Tpog dpeTHv yeipat xal Tov pabupov.

(3) Fragment 71 (f. 14r)

OEOA<Q>PHT<OY> "Adhos &dn vixta Tag cuudopas 1 Oela xadel moAdaxig
Tpadn tais 8¢ vubiv 6 Umvog quvéleuxtar dnhol Tolvuy Tag BANeLs, xal Ty TodTwy
amaddayny.

DOUBLET 9: THEODORET ON PsS 3:8

3:8 Avaota, Kipte, aidaov ne, 6 Oebg pov,
11 o Emdtalag mhvtag Tols Exbpatvovtds wot patalwg,
686vTag apapTwldy cuvétpupag.

(1) PG 80:888a-b

Telelag pot Toivuy petddos Tis cwtyplag: xal xabdmep modddxis ddixov xat’ éuol
duopévelay goynxérag, xal buodvlovs xai dAdodvroug, xal ‘lopaniitas xal
Apadnxitag, xai pévror xal adTov Tov Saov), mowiy eloempdéw Tic ddxiag: olTw

Vom o e LSy syss . N , -
ue xal viv i cwtnplag déiwoov. To 8¢, <Odévtas auaptwldy cuvétpupag,» Gt

92. Ps 3:6.
93. Ps 3:6.
94. Ps 3:6.
95. Ps 3:6.



DOUBLETS IN THE CATENA OF THE PARIS PSALTER 227

to0, Tdoyg adtods ybuvwoag ioxlog, éx petadopls TGV Bnplwy, & TéY 836vTwy
oTepolpeva, edxatadpovyTa Alay éoTi xal edxataywvioTta.

(2) Fragment 81 (f. 14v)

OEOAQPHT<OY> "AN\og Tols 8dvras auvtpliper’® dnal o mdang avtos ioybog
yupvdoar Gmd petadopls TV Onpiwv & T 406vTwy oTepbueva, edxatadpbvnTa
Alav éoTiv.

(3) Fragment 82 (f. 14v)

OEOAQPOY Teleiag pot Tolvuv uetddos Tiic cwtnpliag: xal xaldmep modddxis
b4 b 3 ~ 4 3 4 1 € A \ b 4 1
&dixov xat’ éuol Ououévelav Eoynxdtas, xal bpodvlous xai dAlodlloug, xal
Topanhitag xal Apadnxitag, xal wévrol xal adtdv T6v SaoU), mowiny eloempdiato
i adinlag oltw pe xal viv i cwmyplas d&lwgov. To 3¢, dddvras duaprwldy
ouvérpras,’’ Gyl Toll, mdamg adtods ioybos dyduvwaag, éx uetadopls Tév Bnplwy,
& Tév 806vTwy oTepolpeva, ebxatadpdvyta Alay siot xal edxataywiioTa.

DOUBLET 10: THEODORET ON PS 5:4-5

5:4 To Tpw! eicaxolaoy Tis dwvijs wov,

76 mpwl TapacTioopal oot xal émoet pe.
5:5 ‘Ot 0byl Ocds Bérwy avoplav ob e,

00 TaLPOIXNTEL TOL TOVY)PEVGUEVOS®

(1) PG 80:896d-897a

Oappolica yap ¢ O0éxn Tag éuas ixeteiag, €0Bbs Tol dwTds dvieyovtos, TEV
Preddpwy dmogeioapévy Tov Umvov, ola 8% Pacidel xal Aeométy maploTayat, THY
altmoiv got mpoodépousa. OV mavtds 0 éoTi Aéyew TR TEY Shwv Ocd,

, , Vo inn o v sy
«Ilapactioopal oot, xal émdpel ue-» dAAG TGV xata Tov uéyav "Hlav die v dmd
Tijc moMtelas mappyoiav Aéyetv Bappotvtwy, «Zf Kiptog, & mapéotny évamiov adtol
THuepov.»”

96. Cf. Ps 3:8.
97. Ps 3:8.
98. 3 Kgdms 17:1.
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(2) Fragment 102 (f. 18v)

OEOAQPHT<OY> 'Ev Tiot 8¢ ypaderar xal émder ue”’ Smep ob mavrds Aéyew

GAAG TéY xatd Tov péyav HMlav Aéyew Bappolvrwy éx molitelas &f Kipios, @
2 ERY 1
mdpeaty évimiov avrol augpov.'”

(3) Fragment 104 (f. 18v)

OEOAQPOY @uappolica yap ag Oéxy Tag éudg ixeteiag, €000¢ Tol dwtds
qvioyovtos, T@v PAeddpwy dmoseioapévy Tov Umvov, ola 0% Bacilel xal Aeométy
maploTapivy, ™y alotoly got mposdépovaa. OV mdvTws 0 éoT Aéyey TG TEY
% \ 7 ’ Iy 101 > \ ~ vy ’ B ’
6wy Oedv mapagthoopal oot, xal éndper pe, - aANG TEV xata oV uéyav "Hliay
S Ty &md Tis mohitelas mappnoiav Aéyew Bapotvrwy {F Kipios, & mdpeativ
Evdmiov avTol arfuepov.

DOUBLET 11: DIDYMUS ON Ps 5:5-7

5:5 ‘Ot 0byl Oeds BéNwy avoplav ab e,
00 TaLpOIXNTEL TOL TOVY)PEVGUEVOS”

5:6 000¢ dlapevoliot mapdvopol xaTévavTt TGV édBaludv gov,
¢ulonoags mhvtag Tols Epyalopévous TV dvopiayv.

5:7 Amolels mdvrag Tobg Aatolvrag T6 Pelidog:

dvdpa alpdtwy xal 06Mov fdedbooetal Kipuos.
(1) Miihlenberg, Psalmenkommentare, 132

Tobttou dAnfolis Bvtog, olx EoTwv éx Beol T xaxdv @ olovtat ol évumdaTaTov THY
xaxiav TiBéuevor. Ex atépatos yip Yiotou ovx geleboetar 16 xaxdv xai o
5 s 103 ’ \ ) \ 5 7 ¥ o A 5 ~
dyafdv. ™ Mévov yap 6 dyabéy eivar foddetal- ob dvtog &dUvatov év T quoTiivat
7O xaxbv. AnéAvaw 8t Tobg Aaodvrag 6 Yeddos ) Yeloral eiow, V' émryviow
v 2 oy sy oy . o sy A sy
Y GAnBetay v xal mdlat fidetoay. Té yap émyvévar tolTo onAol- oUdels yap dpxiv
gxwv Tol ywaoxew T émywooxew adtd Aéyetal. Ildvtwy 8¢ T8y Aadolvtwy TO
N 104 ~ , . . . v s 3 .
Yebdog ™ Umd Beol dmoddupévwy, dmodeital xaxeivog mept ob elpnTal “‘OT &v Al
\ ~ 5 NI ~ 105 s ) ~ 5 o s o 7 r 5 \
76 Pelidog, éx T&Y idiwv Aadel.  Ei 08 ToliTo, olx 0Ty xat obaiav xaxde: ob yap

99. Ps 5:4.

100. 3 Kgdms 17:1.
101. Ps 5:4.

102. 3 Kgdms 17:1.
103. Lam 3:38.
104. Ps 5:7.

105. John 8:44.
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dua T yevésBar xal eig OméoTaow EABely dAla peta Tadta Tpamels dpyxny Tol
Aadely 16 Webidog Eoyev, Eoynuas mote TO v GAnbela elvar. Anholtar 68 Tolito éx
T@v oUTw mepl avtol yeypappuévwy- Ev T dAnbeia ody Eotnxey, &Tt dARBeia odx
ot &v abt' % 6 yap Wextds v du To wi) éaTdvat davepds éoTwv metpabels ToUTwY
T&v dabéoewy. Kpitéov 08 éx mpobéoews dAN olx €x uévns dwvijs Tov Yeudbuevov,
o w) dow vmd TV dmetdy of oixovopnds mote ToliTo memowéTes ws Padp-
g00&ev ylp Yeddeabar mpds Tovs dvalyrobvras éml T6 dmoxtelval Tods xaTaokémoug
Gyabols dvdpag dvtag- Hmd Tnool yip Tob Napij dmostalévres émawetol noav. THg
mpobéoews Tijs avbpwmou moAd 1o amovdaiov éolarg, 00x dxbéAovbov olv oty Tdéa
adTH &v Tolg dmodlupévols 1) év Tolg To Yebdog Aatolow. “Qomep 8¢ ody 6 Smewg
moTe xTelvwy dvbpumov dovels éoTw, olitwg ob xabamal ¢ dxyéwy alpata aipndtwy
avijp éoTw- od yap Aéyouev dovéag # aindtwy dvdpag Tobg xatd véuov Heiov
amoxtévovtag Tols d&loug To mabelv Todto, émel dpa Aéyew Zapounh xai Hhlay
ToUg peydhovs Gvdpag paptupnbévras emt dyalddtnTt xat mpodyteia Bela Hmoxeiohat
Tolg Eyxdpuacty TovTols, AN 000el ToUTWY doveds 1) aipndTwy dvip, i xal Extevdy
Twag éml doePela xal éyxdjuacty peyiotorg.

(2) Fragment 108 (f. 19r)

ATAYMOY Tottou aAnbolis Svtog, odx oty éx Ocol T xaxdy xata Tobg Aéyovtag
gvuméatatov T xaxiav. Ex orduatos yap Vipiorov obx éfededoeTar 0 xaxov xal
70 dyabé,""” Bovdopévou wévov elvat & dyabév. OF dvtog, obx dv &v Tt cuaTaiy
xaxdv. AméAlvat 0t Tobg Yedatag xab’ § Yeboral mpds émiyvwoy dinbeiag. TldvTwy
Ot Tév dadotvrwy 16 Yeddos' ™ vmd Ocoll dmodhvpévay, amoleital xal mepl of dnaty
6 Swtp Srav Aedel 76 Yeddos éx Tdv idiwy Aalel,'” odx odv ob xat’ obalav ot
xaxds, TpaTels yap Eoxev dpxNy Tol Aarfjoal To Yelidog. A dyolv év T dAnfein
oUx Eotyxey, St dAfbei ovx Eomiy év abrd,'’ Wéyetal yap Sk TO W) aTivan dg v
moTe yevdpevos &v adth, Yeldos 0t Aadodvrag éx diabéoews vontéov, aAN ob xatd
YAy mpodopav, émep dv Tig xat’ oixovoulav mofoetev, wg ¥ Paaf mpog Tods
avalyrobvrag Tobs xataskdmous odx &v Ot Aéyols: 000t dovéas 7} alpdTwy dvdpag:
Tovg xatavépov Belov dmoxtelvov Tag Tobs d&loug wg Tov HAlay xal Sapouvi- dote
mepl TGV xaTavépov mapdBacty dvalpodvtwy 6 Adyos: Siémep adTols quvéleuxTal xal
70 d6Atoc.

106. John 8:44.
107. Lam 3:38.
108. Ps 5:7.

109. John 8:44.
110. John 8:44.
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(3) Fragment 113 (f. 19r)

ATA<YMOY> Tottov dinbols &vtog, odx oty éx Oeol TO xaxdv xata Tovg
Aéyovtag évwumdatatov T xaxiav. Ex orduatos yap Viiorov obx éfeleboerar 1o
xaxdy xal 6 dyabov,""" Boulouévou wdvov elvar o dyabév. OF vrog, odx &v év Tivt
cuaTaly xaxév. AméAluat 8t Tobg Yebotag, xab’ § Yedortal, eig émiyvwoty dAnbeias.
[dvtwy 8¢ t6v Aadodvrwy 70 Yeddos'? Omd Oeob dmoAlupévwy, dméilvtal
xdxelvog mepl ob elpytat 67 dv dadf 6 Weidos, éx Tdv idiwy dade' " & 8¢ Totito,
oUx EoTt xat’ obaiay xaxds: od yap dua 6 yevéahar xal eis dmooTacty éABelv: dAA
pete tadta Tpamels dpyiv Tol Aadeiv o Yeldos Eoyev, Eoynudis mote év dAndeia
elvat. Anloditar 3¢ ToliTo éx TGV oliTw mepl alTol yeypauuévwy év 74 dAnfela odx
értynev, St aMfbeia ovx Ermy év avrd,""t & yap Yextds dv Sk O wi éotdval,
davepls ot melpabfic TovTwy TAY Stebéoewy. Kpite 8¢ éx mpobéoews AN olx éx
wévng dwviic Tov Yeuddpevoy, va wi dow Hmd T dmediy of olxovouixds mote
Tolto memowxdtes, w¢ Padf- E0oke yap Yeddeabar mpds Tols dvalnrodvras éml 76
amoxtelvar Tobg xataoxémoug dyabods dvdpas dvrag: vmd ‘Inool yap Tol Naul
amootalévres, ématvetol noav. Tijc mpobéoews Tis dvbpdimov moAd 1o gmoudaiov
gxovomg, odx axérovbov Eotal Tdfal adtny év Tols dmoddupévols %) év Tols Yelidog
Aarofow. “Qomep 08 oy dmwomote xTeivos dvBpwmov, dovels oty oliTwg od
xabdmaf 6 éxxéwv alpa, avip aipdtwy éotiv: ob yip Aéyopev dovéas 3 aipdTwy
&vdpag Tobg xate véuov Belov dmoxtévovtas Tovs dflws mabelv Toltor émel dpa
Aéyew Tolito SapounA xat Hlav, of én’ doefeia moddols ExTevay.

DOUBLET 12: THEODORET ON PS 5:9

5:9 Kopie, 68%yncév ue év tfj dixatoctvy oou Evexa Tév gxBpddv pov,
xatetfuvoy évaméy cov T 606V povu.

(1) PG 80:897¢c-900a

"Evia T@V dvtiypddwy «évamidy pov T 600y cou» Exel- éxdtepa 0t Tiig eboefols
gxetat davoias. Eite yap 1 nuetépa 636¢ xatevbuvbeln évamiov Tol O=ol, mAdvng
o0 Aqéueba melpav eite ) Tod Oeol 606¢ Evamiov nuév xateubuvbely, adTiv
6deboopey, xal mpods adTHy mpobipws dpapodueda. Aitel Tolvuv %) xAnpovopoloa
68 ynbijvar putv O THis Tol Oeol dixatootivyg, xateubuvbijvar 8¢ adti THY 606, xai
ggeupapiobijval, va padiwg 6dely. Tadtny 6 Zdpuayos ™y didvorav Tébeixev- Gl
yap Tol, xatebBuvov, éuddioov elpnxev. Axolopev 8¢ xal avtod Tol XpioTou did

111. Lam 3:38.
112.Ps 5:7.

113. John 8:44.
114. John 8:44.
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3 > ) s~ < ~ s e 11 >
Hoaiov- <'Eotar t& oxolid ig edbelav, xal 9 tpayela eig 6d0v¢ Aeiag.» S Kal &v
étépw 0t Yadud 6 paxdpios by Aafid- «Ilaps Kuplov ta Siafyuata dvbpwmou

4 Voy ety s o~ ’ r 116 4 \ \
xateufivetal, xal ™y 680V adTol Bedroel cdpddpa.» ~ Tamewodbpoclvys 8¢ pweota
e wAnpovopotons Ta phpata. OU yap aitel owx T Eautic Oixatoolvyy
xatevBuvbijval adti Ty 686v, dAl& Sié Tobg éxBpots Tobg duaaefela cul@vTag, Tovg
Gdixws adtfi modepolvras. Elta adtdv xal xatd wuépos Siddaxel T& T movnplag
¢mydedpara.

(2) Fragment 121 (f. 19v)

o 2, < 117 > ¢ N I
ATAYM<OY> "Ev 10t 8¢ ypddetat évdmdy wov v 606y aov.'"” Edv e 8¢ Hudv 5
TAdYS 00 Andpeba melpav: éav Te To Oeol %) 600¢ Eveatiov Hudv, adTiy 6dedoouey
mpoBipws. Avti 88 Tol xaTedBuvov, 6 Zoupayos spudioov elpyxey, xata tév Hoalay

; h s ¢ o s s 118 1

einbvra Erran Ta oxolia is evbelav, xal ¥ Tpayein eis 600v¢ Aeins."'® Elpyrar 3¢ xal
5oe 1 ~ ) / v e 5 / ’ 119 5.1 \
gv étépw Yo mapa Kuplov té diafijuara avipdmov xarevdiverar.” Odxétt 8¢
Tamewodpdvws ote THY idiav dixatoavyy % xAnpovopoloa xateubijvat, S 88 Tolg
doePéis adti modepodvras. Eita xatd pépos émetépyetar 16 yap Yelddet auvlBaty,
xal cupdwvous Exouat Tf YADTTY) Tolg Aoylopols, xal THy ducwdiav mpédnlov
¥ 3y A N , - N ~ . Vs
gxovaw €ml Ay T@v dAhwv. Aéyel 8t Ty xata Tod Ocol BAacdnuiav, xal T
dxoAaciag Ta pApHaTa: AAAG xal XaAemwTEpa TGV TPodepopévwy PNUATWY TQ
xexpuppéva 08w xate TAV Télag TupelovTa.

(3) Fragment 124 (f. 19v)

% ~ > 3 < 12!
OEOA<QPHTOY/QPOY> "Evia t@v avtiypddwy vdmdy pov mhy 606y cov'*
Bet éxdrepa Ot Tis eboeBols Exetar dwvolag. Eilta yap % Muérepa 630¢

737 ~ ~ 121 7 5 I ~ 5 < ~ ~
xarevluvbely évdmov ol Oeol, = mAdvng o0 Anddueda melpav: eite % Tol Ocol
600¢ évadmiov NV xateubuvbely, admiv b0elowyey, xal mpds adTév mpofipws
dpapodueda. Alter Tolvuv %) xdnpovopoloa oonynBiivar Umd Tic Tol Oeol
Suxatootvyg, xatevBuvbiivar 8¢ adtiic T 636y, xal égeupapiabijval, va pading
60evel. Tabtyy & Zdupayos v Oidvolav Tébeixev &vtl ydp Tol, xatelBuvov,
< ¥ At Loy o NSy oy Y
buattoov Epnxev. Axovopev 0t xal adtol ol Xpiotol o1 Hoalov éorrar ta oxolia

) N _7 1 /7 5 ¢ 1 / 122 Voo \ N A 5
el ebleiay, xal 3 Tpayeia eic 6dovs Aeing. =~ Kal év éTépw 08 YaApd 6 paxdplos &by
Aavid mapa Kuplov té diafuara avlpdmov xatevdiverar, xal iy 60oy avtod

115. Isa 40:4.
116. Ps 36:23.
117. Ps 5:9.
118. Isa 40:4.
119. Ps 36:23.
120. Ps 5:9.
121. Cf. Ps 5:9.
122. Isa 40:4.
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bedsjoer apddpa.'> Tamewodpoalvyg 8t weata T xAypovopolans t& phuata. O
yap aitel 01 ™y Eautiic dixatoobyny xateuBuvbijval adtiic ™y 606y, GAra g Tolg
gxBpols Tovs duoaefela qulBvtas, Tods ddixws adTh modepolvras. Ei Tobs adtdv
xal xata pépos dddoxel & T Tovyplag emTydedpaTa.

123. Ps 36:23.



The Future Indicative as Imperative in the Septuagint

Anssi Voitila

Abstract: Everyone who has read the text of the Septuagint must have recognized
that the future indicative, as an equivalent of the Hebrew yigzol, has an imperative
sense in the Septuagint. This use of the future is also attested in Classical and
Hellenistic Greek. In fact, we encounter this usage, for instance, in the Greek
cultic laws as well. As an imperative the future indicative occurs, obviously, much
more frequently in the Septuagint than is customary in the texts directly written
in Greek, such as the cultic laws. In this paper, I examine this phenomenon in the
Septuagint and in the Greek material. Particular attention is devoted to the
contextual and pragmatic factors through which the addressee infers the
imperative reading of a future indicative.

Everyone who has read the text of the Septuagint will have recognised that the
IND.FUT., as an equivalent of the Hebrew yigtol (and weqatal), has an imperative
meaning in the Septuagint. This use of the IND.FUT. is also attested in the earliest
forms of ancient Greek,' even as early as in the Mycenaean tablets,” where it is
found in one ritual order text. In fact, imperative meanings for future forms are
well attested in other languages as well.” In this paper, I examine this phenomenon
in the Septuagint and compare it with the nontranslated Greek material.

First, we ask what makes a certain IND.FUT. a directive. The future is a
morphological marker that, by its very nature, combines temporality and
modality. With regard to temporality, it situates the action in the period of time

1. See Camille Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien: Etude linguistique des
formes de I'injonction (Mont-Saint-Aignan: Publications des universités de Rouen et du
Havre, 2011), 423-37; Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1956), §§1917-18.

2. See Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 4277.

3. See Joan Bybee, Revere Perkins, and William Pagliuca, The Evolution of Grammar:
Tense, Aspect, and Modality in the Languages of the World (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1994), 210-12.
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after the moment of speech. In turn, its inherent modality stems from the fact that
the future is not as certain to us as are the present and the past. Even though its
main use is prediction (as is the case for any true future), the source meaning of
the Greek future was to express wish or desire, as noted in Pierre Chantraine’s
Grammaire homérique.* The connection between these two uses is clear: If
speakers have or think that they have some knowledge of events taking place after
the moment of speech, then the future form is interpreted as a prediction. The kind
of modality expressed by such prediction, which reflects speakers’ attitudes or
beliefs regarding the truth of the assertion, is called epistemic modality. This
contrasts with deontic modality, which “relates to obligation or permission,
emanating” from a source that is external to the relevant individual.’ Joan Bybee,
Revere Perkins, and William Pagliuca include deontic modality in the larger
group of Agent-oriented modalities. They define these modalities as follows: “A-
o modality reports the existence of internal and external conditions on an agent
with respect to the completion of the action expressed in the main predicate”;
more specifically, “obligation reports the existence of external, social conditions
compelling an agent to complete the predicate action.”® Such directives indicate
an existing obligation or permission that is made explicit by, but not imposed by,
the speaker. The imperative, however, takes part in speaker-oriented modalities,
in which “the speaker grants the addressee permission.” “Speaker-oriented
modalities do not report the existence of conditions on the agent, but rather allow
the speaker to impose such conditions on the addressee.”” John Lyons defines
directives as “utterances which impose, or propose, some course of action or
pattern of behaviour and indicate that it should be carried out.”®

4. Pierre Chantraine, Syntaxe, vol. 2 of Grammaire homérique (Paris: Librairie C.
Klinksieck, 1953), §299; against Andreas Willi, Origins of the Greek Verb (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018), §8.13 and p. 441 n. 42 for others. The Greek future is
formed by adding a thematic g-suffix (*-g€/o- or *-h;o¢/0-) to the verbal root (CeC-ge/o-).
This means that the future forms are quite often indistinguishable from g-aorist
subjunctives, especially in Homeric Greek, where subjunctive forms with short thematic
vowels appear (Willi, Origins, §1.13). Therefore, it is also suggested that c-aorist
subjunctive is the starting point of the future forms in *-g¢/o- or *-h;0¢/0- in classical Greek
(see Willi, Origins, §8.12 and the literature there). Futures often arise from Subjunctives,
at least in Indo-European languages (see Willi, Origins, 442 n. 43 for evidence). Nonetheless,
this does not change the fact that desiderative (being one of the uses of the subjunctive)
would be the source meaning for Future forms in the classical Greek synthetic future.

5. Frank R. Palmer, Mood and Modality, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2009), 9.

6. Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca, Evolution of Grammar, 177 (emphasis original).

7. Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca, Evolution of Grammar, 179.

8. John Lyons, Semantics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 746, cited
in Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca, Evolution of Grammar, 179.
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In this study, it will be seen that the IND.FUT. directives, particularly those
directed toward a third person, represent mostly agent-oriented modality (the
speaker reports an obligation or permission). In other cases, particularly in
second-person addressees, speaker-oriented modality (the speaker grants per-
mission, elicits action) is expressed.

What, then, are the criteria for recognising IND.FUT.’s use as a directive?
Dominique Maingueneau argues that in the context of a directive, there is a
tension between the speaker’s actual situation and the realisation of the activity in
question.” The utterance of the phrase You will do p indexes the speaker’s power
(it is a directive act) or knowledge (it is a prediction). Camille Denizot notes that
there are also cases in which these two—power and knowledge—are
intertwined. '* She exemplifies this with Gen 3:16 (in its French form, Tu
enfanteras dans la douleur, but similar verb forms are employed in Greek and
Hebrew), seen in (1).

(1) Gen3:16
xal T yuvawd eimev TIABovay mAnbuvd s Amag cou xal Tov oTevayudy oou, év
Momag TéEn Téwva- xal mpds TOV dvdpa gou ¥ dmoaTpody cou, xal adTds cou xupLeVTEL
To the woman he said, I will greatly multiply your suffering and your groaning; in
suffering you shall bring forth children; and your inclination shall be to your
husband, and he shall rule over you.

“In suffering you shall bring forth children” (év AUmatg Té&n Téxva) is a prediction
(i.e., the assertion that “the situation in the proposition, which refers to an event
taking place after the moment of speech, will hold”'"), because the addressee does
not have control over the action. Moreover, it is also what we call a “command-
ment,” because it is spoken by God. The future, Denizot adds, has performative
value here: The divine word is to do things by uttering them.'? Denizot, following
Maingeneau, reasons that the directive value is announcing, without modality
(“dépourvue de modalité”), what will be: The speaker places a constraint upon the
addressee without necessarily including any indication of will or desire."® This
seems to indicate deontic meaning for the statement. Maingeneau and Denizot,
however, argue that God not only shows a strong commitment to the truth value
of this sentence, but its completion in the future is so certain that this is no longer
a modal sentence, but rather a statement of fact. This sounds like epistemic
modality, which is problematic, because both deontic and epistemic meanings

9. Dominique Maingueneau, Approche de [’énonciation en linguistique frangaise:
Embrayeurs, ‘temps’, discours rapport (Paris: Hachette, 1981), 76-77; Denizot, Donner
des ordres en grec ancien, 425.

10. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 425.

11. Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca, Evolution of Grammar, 244.

12. John L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (Oxford: Clarendon, 1962).

13. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 425.
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would also be a kind of modality. “Without modality” is, therefore, somewhat
confusing here.

It is interesting, however, that God’s words begin with another IND.FUT. just
before, in giving the reason for the affirmations: “I will greatly multiply your
suffering and your groaning.” God has the greatest authority, and when he predicts
something, it will materialise. Thus, his IND.FUT. holds, and this makes it
compelling, almost deontic; the obligation is placed upon the agent, and God is
the enforcer as the creator of childbirth. This can be read, therefore, as agent-
oriented modality. The woman has committed a crime and now she has to pay.
God is also bound to the facts of it. This is reminiscent of an interpretation that
will be presented shortly concerning Greek legal texts.

Furthermore, Denizot gives the following criteria for recognising the
directive use of the future: First, the addressee has some control over the action
referred to; and second, the addressee is the (semantic) agent of the action.'* The
latter criterion, Denizot argues, is not always fulfilled, as this depends on the type
of text. For example, in administrative or juridical documents (Les candidats
fourniront les pieces suivantes, “Applicants must submit/provide the following
documents”), or in procedural documents (On prendra pour unité 3 cm., “We will
take 3 cm. per unit”), the receivers exercise control over the action, but they are
not really the addressee(s) (“interlocuteurs™) of the intended action. The written
document does not specify the proper addressee(s). We often come across this use
for the future in inscribed laws and documentary papyri in which the writer orders
or instructs the addressee to make sure that a third party completes a certain duty
or duties. One example can be seen in (2), which comes from Gortyn in ancient
Crete, dated to the middle of the sixth century BCE.

(2) Gortyn Code 3.1-6
<. al p&v ¢ aumé]repor Emov[tat] of dAolor un Evdixov Auuny, ai 0¢ xa w) dumdtepol
8 [c. 4]evog Tav amAdov Ti[ualv xataotac|€l].
If both the different ones are following, there shall be no legal action; but if both are
not, he [the attacking dog’s owner?] shall pay the simple price.'®

According to Monique Bile,'® this form is in variation with the IMP. and the INF.
in similar contexts in the Gortyn Code.'” This occurs only with verbs indicating
payment. It expresses obligation, as in i/ doit payer, “he must pay” (in a deontic

14. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 427.

15. Michael Gagarin, Writing Greek Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2008), 129.

16. Monique Bile, Le dialecte crétois ancien: Etudes de la langue des inscriptions
recueil des inscriptions postérieures aux 1C (Paris: Librairie Orientaliste Paul Gauthier,
1988), 254.

17. See also Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 427-28.
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sense), and I am willing to accept the following interpretation: although the law
seems to be one of the discourse participants (as the agent giving the
order/command/statute), it is only a frame of reference, not a participant, in an
actual court situation. The verb appears in the apodosis of a conditional sentence
whose protasis explains the reason for the penalty. Bile argues that the IND.FUT.
indicates that the action of paying is not considered to involve volition, but rather
that it is predictive, in the sense that there is no room for doubt about the
realisation of the payment. The text does not even envisage the possibility that an
individual could avoid the penalty, if at fault. This sounds to me like yet another
instance of the future being used with agent-oriented meaning, that is, the law sets
conditions compelling the criminal to complete the predicate action.

The Gortyn Code instances further demonstrate that the law is a characteristic
literary context for this usage of the IND.FUT. A law, as a text, has inherent
authority. When its “author” uses this authority, this, in turn, prompts a deontic
inference for the IND.FUT. Thus, context constitutes the third criterion for
interpreting an IND.FUT. as an imperative.

Let us consider yet another instance of directive uses, now in a so-called
cultic law, in (3). This text is inscribed into a rock at the entrance to a cave in
Thera, dating back to around the beginning of the fourth century BCE.

(3) TE-NHTON Aptaptio(v) tetdptor med’ ikado Bvodovtt iopdv, Ayopnioc 8¢
[6¢]invoy [K]ai ia[p]a mpod To(D) (Somn‘fo(v).18
On the 4th and on the 20th of the month Artemitios, let them offer [lit. they will offer]
a sacrifice, on the day of Agoreia, a feast and sacrificial animals before the sign.

The first sentence (CE-NHTON, which is partly damaged) most probably gave
the name of the genos who gathered there for the sacrificial feast mentioned in the
text. In this context, the IND.FUT. refers to a moment beyond the moment of
“speech” (a prediction), but because of the cultic context in which it is found, a
more compelling reading can be gleaned here: agent-oriented (deontic) modality.
All the Septuagint translators have favoured the IND.FUT. as the most
common equivalent of Hebrew yigtol. It seems natural to render yigfol in this way,
as it can also have directive value. But what was the translators’ interpretation of
this form, and how did they intend for readers to understand it? Did they recognise
that the IND.FUT. did not have its common predictive meaning in some cases?
In this paper, I will concentrate on instances in Genesis that may be con-
sidered anomalies in terms of translators’ choices. In these cases, the translators
did not use the common equivalent (the one they most frequently used) of the verb
form they were translating, but rather chose IND.FUT. Indeed, when the Hebrew
verb form alone is not the decisive factor in IND.FUT. usage, other influential
factors may come to light. Instances in which Hebrew directives have been

18. IG XII, 3 452 (LSCG, 133).
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translated with IND.FUT. are particularly useful here. To this end, I will
concentrate primarily on the Hebrew IMP. In future studies, however, it would
also be interesting to study instances in which the directive yigtol was rendered
with the IMP. in Greek, to see which contexts led translators not to use IND.FUT.
as an equivalent.

Our first example, in (4), comes from God’s instructions concerning the
coming flood.

(4) Gen 6:21
MRy DO} T2 M TR PRDR) Yy TN DY 1ol nps
ob 0F My ceautd dmd TdvTwy T6Y PpwpdTwy, & E0eabe, xal cuvdiels Tpds ceauTéy,
xat Eotat oot xal éxelvots payeiv (INF.).
And take with you of all food that is eaten, and you shall gather it to you; and it shall
be for you, and for them to eat.

Here, the Hebrew IMP. is translated with IND.FUT. In the preceding context, God
gives instructions using IND.FUT., and in Hebrew, there are yigtols. In verses 18—
19, God tells Noah what he is going to do (1.SG.IND.PRES. + IND.FUT.), and
that all living beings are going to die (3.SG.IND.FUT). Next, in the middle of
verse 19, God changes the grammatical subject to second-person singular, now
saying what Noah is going to do. God has all the power, so this address does not
function as mere prediction. It also compels Noah, thereby giving the future a
directive meaning (speaker-oriented modality). It is understandable, then, that the
translator felt no need to change the mode of the verb in verse 21, although his
Vorlage would have contained the Hebrew IMP., just as the Masoretic text does.
This interpretation is further confirmed in the next verse, in which the narrator
says that this was an order (it was what God had ordered: éveteilato).

In Gen 12:2, God speaks to Abraham. In verse 1, he orders Abraham to leave
the land of his father, using IMP. in both languages. In verse 2, he uses three
IND.FUT.s (in Hebrew, cohortatives) to tell Abraham how God is going to make
a great and successful nation out of him.

(5) Genl2:2
203 [N TRW MR 720381 D1 5 TpR
xat moow oe el EBvos péya xal eddoyRow ot xal pueyadvwd To dvoua oov, xat &y
edAoynTdg.
And I will make of you a great nation. And I will bless you and make your name
great. And you will be blessed.

This is an instance of a shift in grammatical subject. In Hebrew, IMP. is used
without, in fact, any directive value. It may be taken as indicating a desired or
predicted result. Likewise, in the Greek, the IND.FUT. expresses the same by
summarising the preceding blessings. This summarising usage of the IND.FUT.
is also not unknown in the Greek texts. After an IMP., an IND.FUT. may have
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directive value, but it may also indicate that the action(s) that appear as
imperative(s) involve(s) some sort of summary,' as in (6).

(6) Plato, Protagoras 338a
¢ ovv momoete, kol meideché pot Papdodyov kai Emotdtny Kol mpuTavy EAEcO
0G VUV UAGEEL TO pETPLOV UAKOG TOV AOY®V EKATEPOL
So you two do as I advised you, and believe me and choose an umpire or supervisor
or chairman who will keep watch for you over the due measure of either’s speeches.
(Advice/counsel > order)m

Denizot argues that the IND.FUT. in (6) is not an injunction, because it is not
binding; it merely sums up the recommendations Callias has just made, and the
IMP. introduces a new aspect in the process.”’

Spoken by God, the IND.FUT. assures the accomplishment of the prediction.
For instance, God gives orders to Abraham concerning circumcision in Gen 17:10,
shown in (7).

(7) Gen17:10
P92 02 TONK TP DA A WA WK Fraa nxy
xal alty 9 Sabixy, fy Swtnprioews, dva péoov éuol xal Hu&v xai dve péoov Tod
omépuatds cou HeTa ot eig TGS Yeveds adTAV- mepiTunBiceTat Vudv ThY dpoevixéy.
This is my covenant, which you shall keep, between me and you and your seed after
you in their generations. Every male among you shall be circumcised.

In Hebrew, an INF.ABS. with directive value is employed. The translator depicts
this as IND.FUT. in Greek. The verb, being in passive voice, third-person singular
and spoken by God, conveys deontic overtones, as in “every man among you must
be circumcised.” The obligation is onto Abraham and his family as a covenant
(social conditions). God is the other party and the guarantor of the agreement. He
seems to impose the directive (hence, this would be speaker-oriented modality),
but, in fact, the formulation of the sentence imposes the directive—if they were
to disobey the directive, Abraham and his family would violate the covenant. God
only reminds the addressee of this, reinforcing it (agent-oriented modality), just
as with the IND.FUT. at Gen 3:16 (example [1] above). The IND.FUT. continues
to be used throughout the section until Gen 17:14. In Hebrew, both the weqatal
and yigtol forms are used.

19. Similar usage is found at the end of a letter in which the writer asks a banker to
make a payment on behalf of his sister and wife, P.Tebt. 3.1.766 (19 Oct. 147 or 16 Oct.
136 BCE): xdyw &mooTeld oot it A. Tolto 08 Toioag €0y pot xexaptopévos, “I will send it
to you on the 30th. By so doing, you will confer on me a kindness.”

20. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 431.

21. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 431.
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This deontic usage of PASS.IND.FUT. has an interesting “parallel” in P.Tebt.
I 27:56-59, shown in (8), in which the king’s cousin gives instructions to the
officials of toparchias and their villages.

(8) AV TdV gig [T0C] TPOPAG TV YEMPYIKDY KTNVAV & Koi HE[TA] TV KOUOYPUUUATEDY
n[poc]yopnynOicetar kai TV ydoumOncop[évev] GV ai tewpal kai \todt/ov ai
dopdrg[ion 60]0sioat kaTatedoovTaL énl [T]OV Tpaneld[V] Tpog T KadnKovTa €ig
10 Bo[othkov] drorobOmg toig Tpoeydedop[E]voig ypnuationoilg]
except those intended for the fodder of the animals used in agriculture, which shall
be supplied with the approval of the komogrammateis, and except amounts to be
collected for which the prices and securities shall be paid and deposited at the banks
to meet the dues to the treasury in accordance with the regulations previously issued??

Next, in (9), Abraham meets the three men under the oak tree of Mamre and
addresses them very politely.

9) Gen18:5
mapn na{oab swey opbne nhpxy
xal Muopat dptov, xal ddyeade (1), xai peta Tolto Tapeledoeobe eig THY 636V Dudv.
I will get a morsel of bread, so you can refresh your heart (LXX: I will get some
bread and you shall eat). After that you may go your way.

This case is not directive in the sense that the speaker would have authority over
the addressees. Moreover, it is preceded by a predictive IND.FUT. (Ajudopat),
through which the speaker relates what he wants to do next. Rather, the IND.FUT.
under discussion can only convey a modal meaning of possibility, indicating a
suggestion regarding what the addressees should do, a permission without
necessary authoritative social position (speaker-oriented modality). ** That
Abraham’s words are only a suggestion is further confirmed when, at the end of
verse 5, the three men accept Abraham’s suggestion and let him proceed
according to his suggestion. Here, in Hebrew, yigtol is used, while in Greek, it
appears as IMP.AOR. (P127 qYKa 13—olTwg moinoov xabag elpyras—
“Very well, do as you have said”). The previous Hebrew verse, however, contains
two JUSS.s and two IMP.s, which are translated into Greek as IMP. or related
forms, including two third-person IMP.s whose proper agents are the servants of
Abraham. Abraham expresses his will to serve these holy men.

In this way, the situation in Gen 18:5 resembles the one in Aristophanes,
Lysistrate 211, seen in (10):

22.P.Tebt. 1.27:56-59.
23. Should the speaker have full authority over the addressee, this instance would be
interpreted without difficulty as granting permission.
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(10) A&lvcbe maicar Tfic KOAMKOG ® AoumiTol: Aeyétom & Vmep VU@V pi’ dmep v Kiy®d
Aéyo: DuEiG & Emopsiolde TaNTo KAPTESDOETE.
So, grasp the cup, you all, Lampito. One of you, repeat for the rest each word I say.
Then you shall take oath. And you shall keep it securely.24

According to Denizot, the context of the scene makes it clear that the speaker is
expressing her desire for the others to take an oath.”> The expression of power
over the others is not clear in the text, and it is not necessarily tied to the directive
FUT. usage.

The next instance I want to look at, Gen 20:7, is quite different in that the
speaker (God, the giver of life) has the authority over the other two agents who
are brought into the conversation: the addressee (King Abimelech) and Abraham
(the potential prayer). The actions (that Abraham will pray for Abimelech, and
Abimelech will stay alive) are presented as possibilities (conditional); they will
be realised only if Abimelech makes the right decision. In a way, the sentences
with the IND.FUT. serve as motivation for the desired action.

(11) Gen 20:7
7702 HH2M) NI XA WNANYR 2PN AHD)
viv 0% &mddos THY yuvaixa T8 dvbpdmw 8Tt TpodNTYS EoTiv xal mpooelbetal Tepl gol
xal Mey.
Now therefore, restore the man’s wife. For he is a prophet, and he will pray for you,
and you will live.

Similarly, in Gen 42:18 ( 1D NRI—ToliTo moroate xal (loecbe— Do this and
live”), a Hebrew IMP. (now in second-person plural) is rendered with IND.FUT.
The speaker (Joseph as the second after Pharaoh in the social hierarchy) has the
authority over the addressees. The IND.FUT., which appears after an IMP. in both
languages, expresses the result of the realisation of the action indicated by the
preceding IMP.: “Do this and you shall live”. Like example (11) from Gen 20:7,
we may interpret this IND.FUT. not as a directive, but as indicating motivation,
future benefit from the actions suggested to the addressee in the narrative
sequence that follows. The phrase with the IND.FUT. functions as an apodosis of
the previous sentence, which is a sort of protasis that states a condition: “Do this
and you shall live” > “If you do this, you will live.”

In contrast, in Gen 41:34-35, a sequence of yigtol forms is found rendered
with IMP.AOR.3.SG/PLs in a situation where Joseph is making suggestions to
Pharaoh concerning the seven coming years of famine. In only the first two is
Pharaoh the agent; in the following ones, his servants are to do the actual work:
“Let Pharaoh do this, and let him appoint officers over the land, and let them take

24. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 423.
25. Denizot, Donner des ordres en grec ancien, 423.
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up the fifth part of the product of the land of Egypt in the seven plenteous years.”
This sequence of IMP.s is replaced by the IND.FUT. in verse 36 in Greek, whereas
in the Hebrew text, the verse starts with wegatal but then continues with yigtols.
These IND.FUT.s seem to have a function similar to that of the preceding IMP.s:
Namely, they offer instruction or advice (please, give your servants permission to
do such and such actions).

Although the situation in the next case, Gen 45:18, shown in (12), resembles
that of Gen 18:5, its power structure differs significantly.

(12) Gen 45:18
oy DR POR'IOTNR DD MIAR) PR IR DNATNR] DARTNR NP
PIRD
xal maperafévres TOV TaTépa DY xal T& OTdpyxovTa VPV fixeTe TPoS (e, Xal 0WIw
Oy mdvtwy T@ dyab@v AlydnTov, xal ¢dyesde ToV pueddy Tiig Y.
Take your father and your households, and come to me, and I will give you the good
of the land of Egypt, and you will eat the fat of the land.

In Gen 45:18, the speaker has all the authority, being the Pharaoh himself.
However, the Hebrew IMP. and its equivalent, the IND.FUT., are used after a
yigtol translated as an IND.FUT. (mipR1—xal dwow), which has predictive value.
Thus, the Hebrew IMP. and its corresponding IND.FUT. in question do not carry
obligation inherent to the agent, as in agent-oriented modality, but rather seem to
give permission to exploit what has been given as a result of previous actions, thus
expressing modality in the speaker-oriented sense. They thus serve as motivation
for the earlier actions (go back, take your father, household and belongings, come
back to Egypt, and as a reward I give you this land and its riches, so you should
eat from it).

In conclusion, the future directive readings in the texts studied in this paper
represent, on the one hand, agent-oriented modality (an external agent [e.g., law,
social/natural conditions] imposes an obligation on the addressee to perform the
predicated action), particularly when the agent is the third person. On the other
hand, when the agent is in the second person, they represent speaker-oriented
modalities (imperative-like uses: the speaker imposes an obligation on the
addressee). Further, it has become evident that the Hebrew directive verb forms
have been rendered with IND.FUT. forms that do not seem to convey directive
meaning, but rather express results or motivate the addressee, particularly after a
period (including its use in the apodosis). The future directive reading emerges
when the pure prediction reading is not available. On the other hand, the speaker’s
position of authority or power over the addressee(s), such that s/he can give orders
or instructions to them, does not seem to have had an unequivocal impact on the
translation process. IND.FUT. is also used to indicate that permission and
suggestions are being given to (an) addressee(s) of a social position that is equal
to or higher than that of the speaker. The directive meaning of IND.FUT. is
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encouraged in legal contexts and in contexts in which other directive verb forms
appear. These uses of IND.FUT. also appear in nontranslated Greek texts.
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